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Abstract. In the tradition of democratic theory, elections are recognized as important mechanisms of accountability. However, the migration of public decision making responsibility away from elected representatives and the emergence of new governance actors necessitate a fuller conceptualization of accountability relationships. As governments pursue partnerships with societal actors and disperse authority across multiple levels, questions of public input and accountability within the democratic governance process arise. In this paper, cases of authority migration in the provinces of British Columbia, Alberta, Ontario, and Nova Scotia between the years of 1946 and 2005 are used to examine the accountability relationships between new governance actors and both government and society. The existence and relative strength of accountability relationships are evaluated using the rules stipulated in the provincial legislation. Political ideology of governing parties, geographic scale of new jurisdictions, and period in time are evaluated as predictors of the strength of the accountability relationship overall.
Résumé. Dans la tradition de la théorie démocratique, les élections sont reconnues comme d’importants mécanismes redditionnels. Cependant, la diminution du rôle des représentants élus dans la prise de décision publique et l’émergence de nouveaux acteurs de la gouvernance requièrent une conceptualisation plus complète des relations redditionnelles. Dans un contexte où les gouvernements forment des partenariats avec des intervenants sociaux et dispersent l’autorité à de multiples niveaux, il y a lieu de s’interroger sur la participation du public et la reddition des comptes au sein de la gouvernance démocratique. Dans cet article, des cas de migration de l’autorité en Colombie-Britannique, en Alberta, en Ontario et en Nouvelle-Écosse, entre 1946 et 2005, sont utilisés pour examiner les relations redditionnelles entre les nouveaux acteurs de la gouvernance et les gouvernements ainsi que la société. L’existence et la force relative des relations redditionnelles sont évaluées en utilisant les règles prévues dans la loi provinciale. On y évalue l’idéologie politique des partis au pouvoir, la portée géographique des nouvelles juridictions et la période comme éléments prédictifs de la force de la relation redditionnelle dans son ensemble.    
Elections, in the tradition of democratic theory, have been seen as an important mechanism of accountability through which the policy preferences of citizens can induce government action (Fearon, 1999: 57). However, the introduction of new forms of governance, including third-party decision-makers and arm’s-length public corporations, have blurred the lines of accountability and introduced new challenges for the theory and practice of public accountability (Skelcher, 2007: 63). 

The introduction of new governance actors and the dispersal of authority across multiple layers raise questions of democratic input and accountability within the governance process (Peters and Pierre, 2006: 209). The shift from a single body to a plurality of actors increases complexity and opens the system to problems of accountability which in turn lead to problems of coordination and strategic direction as different agencies compete for limited resources (Andrew and Goldsmith, 1998: 107). The accountability challenge brought about by authority migration is recognized in the 1999 Report of the Auditor General of Canada, which states that new governance arrangements have shifted governance to entities that are not accountable to ministers or Parliament (1999: 23-7). 

In responding to concerns of accountability brought about by the dispersal of authority, this paper explores the formal accountability rules put in place when government delegates decision-making responsibility. To do so, legislated instances of authority migration in the provinces of Alberta, British Columbia, Nova Scotia and Ontario between the years of 1946 and 2005 form the universe of cases. Two areas of inquiry are explored: the existence and relative strength of accountability relationships between decision makers and both government and society as stipulated in the provincial legislation; and the extent to which political ideology, geographic scale, and the timing of the legislation are able to explain legislated accountability requirements. 
Migration of Authority

One dimension along which governance can vary is centralization of authority. Authority can be highly concentrated in a single hierarchical entity that claims exclusive jurisdiction or dispersed among various nodes, each exercising only limited jurisdiction (Kahler and Lake, 2004: 409). The migration of authority can be seen to occur along both a vertical and horizontal axis. Along the vertical axis authority can be distributed to successively more local levels of government in which the smaller geographic jurisdictions are nested within the larger. Along the horizontal axis the authority can be dispersed across jurisdictional boundaries. 

The dispersion of authority, both vertically and horizontally, is captured by Marks and Hooghe’s multilevel governance typology labeled Type I and Type II.1 Type I multilevel governance has its intellectual foundation in federalism and is concerned with power sharing among governments operating at different territorial levels into which a wide array of policy areas are bundled and only one relevant jurisdiction exists at each territorial scale. The unit of analysis for Type II multi-level governance is independent jurisdictions that fulfill specific functions (Marks and Hooghe, 2005, 17). 
Beyond being task-specific, Marks and Hooghe describe Type II bodies as having intersecting memberships, many jurisdictional levels, and a flexible design. In regards to intersecting memberships, Type II bodies need not be nested in larger jurisdictions but may transcend jurisdictional boundaries.2 Consistent with having intersecting memberships, Type II bodies are not confined by neatly defined jurisdictional layers, instead the jurisdictional boundaries are diverse and determined based upon the specific policy requirements. Lastly, being flexible in design, Type II jurisdictions are intended to respond to changing citizen preferences and functional requirements, for example varying the jurisdiction’s size (Marks and Hooghe, 2005: 20-21). With multiple independent jurisdictions, Type II multilevel governance can be conceptualized as a system where citizens are not served by ‘the’ government, but by several public service industries (Marks and Hooghe, 2003: 237). A Type II jurisdiction may be created to deal with concerns regarding national resources, fire protection, water supply, housing, sewage, parks and recreation, or any other single function issue area (Marks and Hooghe, 2005: 26).

According to Marks and Hooghe, Type I and Type II models of multilevel governance are complementary, with the selected model being a function of the problem being addressed (2005: 29). As Type II structures can be embedded in legal frameworks determined by Type I jurisdictions (Marks and Hooghe 2003: 238; 2005: 24), Type II multilevel governance can be used as a tool of government to migrate authority in response to a specific policy circumstance. It is in such cases, when government migrates authority through the use of Type II bodies, that accountability will be evaluated.

Accountability and Authority Migration
Within the governance process, accountability serves three purposes: to control for the abuse and misuse of public authority; to provide assurance in respect to the use of public resources and adherence to the law; and to promote the continuous improvement in governance and public management (Aucoin and Heintzman, 2000: 45). Aucoin and Heintzman argue that due to the integral role of accountability, it is essential that it not be affected when the governance process is undergoing change (2000: 45).
When assigning accountability, the relationship with elected representatives is straightforward, the elected representative is accountable to the electorate and is expected to act in such a way that promotes the preferences of the electorate. If the electorate is not happy with the actions of their elected representative, they can vote them out at the next election. Defining the accountability relationships when authority has been delegated to a Type II body is more complex. The Type II body may be directly accountable to the citizens it serves, it may be indirectly accountable to citizens through its accountability relationship with government, or both accountability relationships may exist. While multiple accountability relationships may exist, the introduction of new actors into the governance process has brought about concerns over the ability to hold new decision-makers to account (for example, Geber and Kollman, 2004; Peters and Pierre, 2005, 2006; Skelcher, 2007; Sørensen, 2006). 
Concern over the accountability of new forms of governance in Canada is not new. In 1973 J.E. Hodgetts questioned the expansion of non-departmental entities, citing the obscuring of conventional channels of ministerial responsibility and diminishing parliamentary supervision (1973: 143). In 1979 the Royal Commission on Financial Management and Accounting reported the absence of formal accountability linkages within a group of government created, ‘quasi- public’ corporations (Aucoin, 2003: 8). The Office of Auditor General raised concerns in 1999, stating new governance arrangements involving external partners in planning, design and achievement of government objectives created situations where the partners were not accountable to ministers or Parliament (1999: 23-5). In 2003 Peter Aucoin called into question the use of independent foundations to distribute public funds. According to Aucoin, the foundations retained the characteristics identified by the Royal Commission on Financial Management and Accounting (2003: 8), and that decisions made by the foundations were beyond the reach of government and the legislature (Aucoin, 2003: 10). 
In exploring the accountability concerns two relationships are evaluated, the relationship between the task-specific Type II jurisdictions and government and the relationship between the Type II bodies and society. Wallington et al. argue that the inclusion of new actors in the governance process is the result of the government wanting to govern better, not less (2008: 3). Regardless of the level of autonomy given to new actors, governance can be seen to occur in what Scharpf identified as the “shadow of hierarchy” (1994: 38-39). In the modern state, both public and private actors operate under the shadow of hierarchy where governments set the legal rules of the game and intervene to correct distortions or outcomes that violate public interests (Börzel, 2010: 196-197). In this sense, government remains central to the governance process, “mais à la manière d'un «stratège» et non plus d'un «pilote»” (Chevallier, 2003: 212). If government has continued to dominate the governance process, then we should expect formal accountability relationships between government and Type II bodies to be present and to have remained stable or increased in strength. This leads to the first hypothesis, which assesses the ongoing strength of the accountability relationship with government, and is presented below.

 H1 – The accountability relationships between government and Type II bodies has either remained stable or increased in strength over time.

The belief that the adoption of new forms of governance has not weakened the state is not universally accepted. McBride and Shields argue that the advancement of a neoliberal agenda aimed at reducing the state and increasing reliance on market mechanisms provides the ideological venue for shifting decision making outside of politics and is eroding the power of the state (1997: 18). Furthermore, the term governance can signal a threat to conventional forms of democracy; instead of being accountable either directly or indirectly to the citizens, governance mechanisms can be viewed as the tools of unaccountable bureaucracies (Hirst, 2000: 13). According to Adam Harmes, the dispersal of power away from the centre can be viewed as a deliberate neoliberal political project with the goal of separating economic and political power (2006: 726-727).

While neoliberalism is a modern construct, the debate over the role and size of government is longstanding. Neoclassical liberals have argued that government should be as small as possible, while welfare liberals have promoted a larger role for government arguing that the powers of the state can be a positive force for promoting liberty and equal opportunity through the creation of regulations and state run institutions (Ball and Dagger, 1995: 77-79). The desired role of the state is further expanded within the framework of social democracy, which calls for government to play a larger role in the lives of the people, promotes public ownership, and promotes the redistribution of wealth (Ball and Dagger, 1995: 44).

Taking into account both modern and historical debates over the role of the state, it is expected that the ideology of the governing party affects the strength of the accountability relationship with the state. Accordingly, this leads to the second hypothesis: 

H2 – Governing parties further to the left on the political spectrum will produce stronger accountability relationships between Type II bodies and government than governing parties further to the right.
The second relationship under consideration is the accountability relationship between Type II jurisdictions and society. Peters outlines two opposing views of governance, a traditional approach where the state steers, and a modern approach where societal actors are involved in self-steering rather than depending upon the guidance of government. While both government steering and self-steering views assume that society must be governed, different assertions are made as to who the dominant actor is: government or society (Peters, 2000: 36-37). If social forces are taking a stronger role in the governance process and asserting greater influence, Type II bodies should be increasingly accountable directly to society. As such, the third hypothesis accesses the strength of the relationship with society and is presented as follows:

H3 – The accountability relationship between society and Type II bodies has increased in strength over time.
Also explored is the effect of geographic scale on the existence and relative strength of accountability relationships. For elected government, a tradeoff can be seen to exist where centralization produces efficiency and coordination gains, however, it also diminishes accountability. This loss of accountability is based on the idea that as government becomes more centralized, the ability of any one region to select a government based upon the government’s perceived performance in that region is diminished (Seabright, 1996: 65). Similarly, it has been found that while larger municipalities benefit from economies of scale, the gains come at a democratic cost as the increase in size is associated with a decrease in citizens’ perceived political efficacy (Dreyer Lassen and Serritzlew, 2011: 255).

Taking into consideration the rarity of elections and a dearth of information on the effect of geographic scale on the accountability of Type II jurisdictions, two exploratory questions are put forward. First, do task-specific Type II bodies succumb to the same tradeoff between economies of scale and accountability as elected government? While lacking the accountability function of elections, a similar tradeoff between economies of scale and accountability of Type II bodies may exist. The larger the geographic scale of a Type II body, the greater the number of citizens whose preferences must be considered, and the lesser the ability of any one citizen to hold the Type II body accountable. The second question is whether there is a corresponding weakening of accountability to government as jurisdictional size decreases. For smaller jurisdictions, is there a tendency on the part of government to place more responsibility for holding decision makers accountable in the hands of the citizen? Accordingly the final two hypotheses address the effect of geographic scale and are presented as follows:

H4 – The accountability relationship between government and Type II bodies will decrease as the geographic scale of the Type II body decreases.
H5 – The accountability relationship between society and Type II bodies will increase as the geographic scale of the Type II body decreases.

Data and Methodology

For this study, a dataset was built including incidents of creation, termination and modification of Type II bodies in the provinces of Alberta, British Columbia, Nova Scotia and Ontario. The dataset was built to evaluate both the strength of formal accountability requirements and the extent to which governments have migrated authority to special purpose jurisdictions across time. The timeframe captured by the dataset is 1946 to 2005, providing a sixty-year observation window beginning with the emergency of Keynesianism after World War II and continuing through the shift to neoliberalism. The provinces were selected based on regional diversity and political ideology. British Columbia and Ontario were selected based upon the existence of competitive left-right party politics and to represent central and western Canada. Nova Scotia was selected as it exhibits the most evidence of left-right party politics of the Atlantic Provinces. Alberta was selected due to its political stability, which provided an ideological control case. 

To be included in the dataset a special purpose Type II body needed to satisfy each of the following conditions: authority over some part of the public realm must be granted to the body through an act of provincial legislation; the majority of decision makers within the body must be comprised of individuals who are from outside of the government, legislature or public service; decision-making autonomy must exist; and the Type II body must have been operating in one of the four provinces at some point between 1945 and 2005. Included Type II bodies came from a wide range of policy areas including: financial regulation, food and agriculture, education, healthcare, natural resources, public safety, social services, sports and entertainment, transportation, and other public goods. Captured at the point of creation and for each subsequent amendment are the accountability rules included in the legislation. 

Accountability is operationalized using Mark Bovens’s definition that states: “Accountability is a relationship between an actor and a forum, in which the actor has an obligation to explain and to justify his or her conduct, the forum can pose questions and pass judgment, and the actor may face consequences” (2007: 450). Bovens’s definition identifies three elements of an accountability relationship that are identifiable and easily coded: processes which obligate agents to explain and justify actions to their principals, processes which allow principals to question agents and pass judgment upon their actions, and processes which enable principals to sanction their agents. “For each record (legislation or modified/amended legislation) six pieces of data are captured, three for the accountability relationship between the Type II body and government (Government Accountability Index) and three between the Type II body and society (Society Accountability Index). The pieces of data (corresponding to Bovens’s definition of accountability) are coded as either present (1) or absent (0), allowing for an accountability score to be calculated for each of the relationships.”.3 

For example, Alberta’s Child and Family Services Authorities accountability relationship with government would score a 2 in 1996, as the Authorities must justify their actions to government through the submission of reports to government, and the provincial government is able to sanction members of the board through the power to appointment and the ability to transfer the Authority’s powers to an alternate entity. Missing is a mechanism that legislates the formal ability to pose questions to the Authorities. The accountability relationship between the Authorities and society would score a 1, as the only accountability mechanism built into the legislation is the requirement for board records to be open to the public. 
In regard to political ideology, content analysis of federal party manifestos between 1945 and 2000 demonstrates an ideological divide, with the NDP consistently to the left, while the Liberals and Progressive Conservatives take turns holding the position on the far right (Cochrane, 2010: 590-591).  While federal parties and their provincial counterparts are independent, the NDP remains a fully integrated organization with membership at the provincial level resulting in automatic membership federally (Esselment, 2010: 871-872). Given the connection between the provincial and federal NDP parties and NDP’s consistent position to the left at the federal level, the percentage of seats held by the NDP or CCF at the provincial level is used to test the effect of political ideology.4 

To assess the influence of time on the strength of accountability relationships, the overall timeframe is divided into six ten-year periods.5 All instances of creation or modification of Type II bodies were coded according to which time period it occurred in, with 1 indicating that it occurred in that time period and 0 indicating it did not.  In the regression model, the 1946-1955 dummy variable was omitted, making it the reference category for all other time periods.  

To assess the influence of geographic scale, Type II bodies are coded according to four categories: geographically confined to one municipality; span municipalities but are smaller in geographic scale than an entire province; encompass the entire province; and span provincial boundaries. A dummy variable is created for each category with a score of 1 indicating that the Type II body operates at that geographic scale and a score of 0 indicating that it does not.  In the regression model the dummy variable for Type II bodies that operate within the boundaries of a single municipality is omitted, making it the reference category against which all other categories of geographic scale are compared.

Ordinary least square (OLS) regression is used to test the effect of the independent variables on the dependent. Sequential modeling is used in which each independent variable is tested separately and then as part of a larger model. A sequential approach was adopted so that the effect of the independent variables on the dependent variable, as expressed by the adjusted R2, could be observed separately for each independent variable. For each hypothesis the models are run for the entire dataset to identify overall trends and then for each province to identify differences between the provinces. Due to the unique purpose of Professional Self-Regulatory Type II bodies a self-regulatory control variable is included in all regression models. Provincial control variables are also included in the regression models when evaluating the aggregate provincial dataset. 


The total number of cases evaluated, broken down by province and decade are presented in Table 1. 


[Insert Table 1 about here]

Results: Accountability Relationship with Government

Three hypotheses are tested in relation to the strength of the accountability relationship between government and Type II bodies.  The first (H1) considers the extent to which the accountability relationship between government and task-specific Type II bodies have either remained stable or increased in strength over time.  The second (H2) proposes that governing parties on the left of the political spectrum will produce stronger accountability relationships between Type II bodies and government than governments further to the right. The third (H4) hypothesizes that the accountability relationship between government and Type II bodies will decrease as the geographic scale of the Type II body decreases. The results for each hypothesis are presented in Table 2.

Evaluating the effect of time on the strength of the accountability relationship between government and Type II bodies produces significant results in the expected direction. As presented in Model 1, each time period is associated with an increase in the government accountability index score. The results trend in the direction of larger increases in comparison to 1946-1955 over time. The results for Type II bodies enacted or updated between 1996-2005 suggest an increase of 0.647 within the government accountability index score’s range of 0 to 3.  The exception to the upward trend is 1986-1995, which produced a smaller increase in comparison to 1946-1955 than the immediately preceding period (1976-1985), but still larger than the next most recent period (1966-1975). As shown in Model 4, when all variables are included in the model, the results remain consistent. 

[Insert Table 2 about here]

When assessing the effect of both ideology (Model 2) and geographic scale (Model 3) no significant results are found. As displayed in Model 4, the results remain consistent when all independent variables are included in the regression model.

Although not included in the hypotheses, the dummy variable for Nova Scotia produces significant results across all models in Table 2. The results for Nova Scotia consistently suggest a negative relationship, indicating a decrease of 0.279 in the government accountability index when all independent variables are included in the regression model. As Nova Scotia is the sole province to produce significant results, it suggests that the formal accountability relationship between task-specific Type II bodies and government, as measured by this study, is weaker in Nova Scotia than the other provinces.

The dummy variable for Professional Self-Regulatory bodies also produced significant results across all regression models. The results in Model 4 indicate that within the possible range of 0 to 3 there is an average decrease of 0.794 in the government accountability index score when comparing Professional Self-Regulatory bodies to other forms of Type II bodies.  The results suggest that Professional Self-Regulatory bodies tend to be held less accountable by government than other forms of Type II bodies.

Discussion now turns to the province specific outcomes presented in Table 3. When the regression models are run for each province separately the results remain largely consistent with the results presented above. As shown in Table 3 there is consistent support for H1 – the accountability relationship between government and Type II bodies has either remained stable or increased in strength over time; mixed support for H2 – governing parties on the left of the political spectrum will produce stronger accountability relationships between Type II bodies and government than governments further to the center and right; and no support for H4 – the accountability relationship between government and Type II bodies will decrease as the geographic scale of the Type II body decreases.

[Insert Table 3 about here]

When evaluating the effect of time, all cases with the exception of Nova Scotia produce significant results in the positive direction.  In Alberta, British Columbia and Ontario the results suggest an increase in the government accountability score for the 1996-2005 period when compared to 1946-1955. The results for Nova Scotia suggest a stable accountability score over the sixty-year period.

When testing ideology, the results for Alberta, Nova Scotia and Ontario suggest the hypothesis be rejected. Neither Alberta nor Nova Scotia produced significant results and the results for Ontario are not in the expected direction. The results for Ontario suggest an increase in the percentage of seats held by a left of centre party is associated with a decrease in the government accountability index score. In contrast, the results for British Columbia support the hypothesis, suggesting that an increase in the percentage of seats held by a left of centre party is associated with an increase in the government accountability index score.6 

When evaluating the effect of geography none of the five datasets provide support for the hypothesis. The only dataset to produce significant results was that of Alberta, which suggested that the accountability relationship between government and the Type II bodies would strengthen as the geographic scale of the Type II body decreased.

At the provincial level, the Professional Self-Regulatory dummy variable again produced significant results. Across all four provinces the results suggest that Professional Self-Regulatory bodies are held less accountable by government than other forms of Type II bodies.

Results: Accountability Relationship with Society
In looking at the accountability relationship between society and task-specific Type II jurisdictions two hypotheses are tested:  H3 – the accountability relationship between society and Type II bodies has increased in strength over time; and H5 – the accountability relationship between society and Type II bodies will increase as the geographic scale of the Type II body decreases. The results for each hypothesis are presented in Table 4.

As displayed in Model 1, when evaluating the effect of time, each period produces significant results in the positive direction, suggesting an increase in the society accountability index score for each time period when compared to 1946-1955. As shown in Model 3, when all variables are included in the model the results remain consistent with the exception of the 1976-1985 period, which is no longer significant. Overall the observed trend is toward the strengthening of the accountability relationship between society and Type II bodies over time, with the most recent time period (1996-2005) suggesting an increase of 0.499 within the society accountability index score’s range of 0 to 3.

[Insert Table 4 about here]

As presented in Model 2, testing the effect of geographic scale on the strength of the accountability relationship between society and Type II bodies produces significant results in the expected direction. The results indicate that a Type II body operating at the provincial geographic level produces a decrease of 0.402, while a Type II body that spans provinces produces a decrease of 0.676 in the society accountability index score in comparison to a Type II body operating at the municipal geographic scale. When all variables are included within the regression model (Model 3) the results remain consistent.

In addition, each provincial dummy variable produces significant results in at least one of the regression models.  However, the only province to remain significant when all independent variables are included in the regression model is Nova Scotia. When all variables are included the results suggest a decrease of 0.203 in the society accountability index score in comparison to the province of Ontario. The results suggest a weaker formal accountability relationship between society and Type II bodies in Nova Scotia than exists in the other provinces being studied.

The dummy variable for Professional Self-Regulatory bodies again produced significant results. The relationship is in a positive direction with a Professional Self-Regulatory body producing an increase in the society accountability index score in comparison to other forms of Type II bodies.  This result suggests that Professional Self-Regulatory bodies are more accountable to society than other forms of Type II bodies.

Discussion now turns to the provincial outcomes presented in Table 5. When the regression models are run for each of the provincial datasets the results are inconsistent. As shown in Table 5 there is mixed support for H3 – the accountability relationship between society and Type II bodies has increased in strength over time and H5 – the accountability relationship between society and Type II bodies will increase as the geographic scale of the Type II body decreases.

[Insert Table 5 about here]

When evaluating the effect of time, the Alberta and British Columbia datasets produce significant results in the positive direction for both the 1986-1995 and 1996-2005 time periods. The results suggest an increase in strength of the accountability relationship between society and Type II bodies in comparison to 1946-1955. The provincial dataset for Ontario produced significant results for 1986-1995; however, the results for 1995-2005 are not significant in comparison to 1946-1955. The results for Ontario suggest that any gains in accountability have since been lost. The Nova Scotia dataset produced no significant results, suggesting that the strength of the accountability relationship has remained consistent across the sixty years being studied.

When testing geography, the results for all datasets with the exception of Alberta are significant in the expected direction. In British Columbia, Nova Scotia, and Ontario the results suggest a decrease in the society accountability index score when the Type II body is operating at the same geographic scale as the province in comparison to a Type II body that is operating on the same geographic scale as a municipality. The results for British Columbia further indicate a decrease in the society accountability index score for Type II bodies that span municipalities, while the results for Nova Scotia suggest a decrease for Type II bodies that span provinces. The results for Alberta, however, are significant in the opposite direction, suggesting an increase in the society accountability index for the Type II bodies that span municipalities or operate on the same geographic scale as the province in comparison to Type II bodies that operate within the jurisdictional boundaries of a single municipality.

In addition, the results for the Professional Self-Regulatory dummy variable are again noteworthy, indicating an increase in the society accountability index across all provinces.  This suggests that Professional Self-Regulatory bodies have a stronger accountability relationship with society than other forms of Type II bodies.

Discussion: Comparing the Strength of Accountability Relationships

In responding to concerns of accountability brought about by the dispersal of authority, this paper has sought to gain an understanding of the accountability environment that emerges when government delegates decision-making authority to Type II jurisdictions. Type II bodies included in the study were those to which authority over some part of the public realm was granted through an act of provincial legislation; the majority of decision makers within the body were comprised of individuals from outside of the government, legislature or public service; and who had some degree of decision-making autonomy. 

In looking at the accountability environment that emerged across the four provinces, one of the principal findings is that the formal accountability relationships between Type II bodies and both government and society, as measured in this study, have strengthened over time. However, the accountability relationship between Type II bodies and society remains the less developed of the two. 

As shown in Table 6, the mean government accountability index scores are consistently higher than society accountability index scores. For no time period is the mean society accountability index score higher than that of the mean government accountability index score. This supports Börzel’s assertion that in the modern state both public and private actors operate under the shadow of hierarchy where public actors set the legal rules of the game and intervene to correct distortions or outcomes that violate public interests (2010: 196-197). So while an underlying assumption of multi-level governance is that centralization has given way to new forms of governance that disperse decision making across multiple jurisdictions, the empirical results indicate that the state has remained the dominant actor.

[Insert Table 6 about here]

The results in Table 6 bring to the forefront questions over the continued strengthening of the accountability relationship between Type II bodies and both government and society. While the results for Alberta and British Columbia indicated the continual strengthening of accountability relationships, the sudden decrease in the mean government accountability index score for Nova Scotia during the most recent two ten-year periods validates concerns over democratic input and accountability. While the Nova Scotia case is unique among the four provinces studied, it demonstrates that accountability gains can be lost.  In the case of Nova Scotia, small increases in the strength of the accountability relationship between Type II bodies and society was more than offset by decreases in the accountability relationship between government and Type II bodies. Furthermore, as presented in Table 6, the highest mean accountability index score for 1996-2005 is 2.39, which is far from the maximum accountability score of 3. This indicates that while the strength of both accountability relationships may be improving, a full accountability relationship with either government or the public does not exist for a large number Type II bodies. The limited nature of the accountability relationships further bolsters concerns over a loss of democratic input and accountability when authority is delegated to new governance actors.

While time had a positive effect on the accountability relationships between Type II bodies and both government and society, the geographic scale of a Type II body had an effect only on the relationship between Type II bodies and society.  Specifically, Type II bodies that exist on a smaller geographic scale are subject to greater formal accountability rules than those that have boundaries that align with the province.  In contrast, the accountability relationship between Type II bodies and government remains constant across geographic levels.  As government is in control of the legislation, the results indicate that governments are willing to, and in fact do, incorporate mechanisms that provide for a stronger accountability relationship between Type II bodies and society when the Type II body is operating on a geographic scale that is less than the area of the province. The results also indicate that there is no willingness on the part of government to weaken their control over Type II bodies; regardless of geographic scale, the accountability relationship between government and Type II bodes, as gauged by formal accountability mechanisms, remains constant.


One area in which the strength of the accountability relationships between Type II bodies and government and between Type II bodies and society approaches parity is for Professional Self-Regulatory bodies. The results for Professional Self-Regulatory bodies show the strength of the accountability relationships to be moving in opposite directions, producing a significant increase in the accountability relationship between Type II bodies and society and a significant decrease in the accountability relationship between Type II bodies and government when compared to other forms of Type II bodies. 


While being a Professional Self-Regulatory body has opposite effects on the two accountability relationships, the accountability relationships only approach, but do not reach, parity.  Although the government accountability index scores decrease and the society accountability index scores increase, the accountability relationship between society and Type II bodies remains the weaker of the two relationships.7 When the difference between the means of the two accountability index scores is tested using a t-test the results show the difference between the two means to be significant.8 This indicates that while the two accountability scores may be converging the state has retained its position as the dominant actor. 

The results for Nova Scotia also indicate significantly weaker accountability to both government and society. One possible explanation for the difference is Nova Scotia’s smaller population size. To test the effect of population the provincial dummy variables were replaced with the provincial population size in the regression models. When testing the effect of population on the accountability relationship with government the results are not significant, however, when testing the effect of population on the relationship with society the results are significant and suggest an increase of 0.000186 in the society accountability index score for every additional 10000 people. These findings suggest that while population size does not help to explain the weak accountability relationship with government, it has some explanatory power for the weaker relationship between Type II bodies and society.

A second possible explanation for the different results is the effect of political culture. Cultural differences have long been recognized to influence both the policy problems that confront government, and the types of policies elected officials are likely to pursue (Lieske, 2012: 108). Historically, the political culture of Nova Scotia has been firmly based on a clientist model (Black and Fierlbeck, 2006: 522) and characterized as hierarchical, elite oriented, conservative and traditional (Wiseman, 2006: 24, 31). While the 1990s brought political change with the election of a government with a more reformist agenda (Bickerton, 2001: 60), the traditional hierarchical elitist nature of Nova Scotia politics may still play a role in the development of formal accountability rules. With the provincial elites dominating politics and political rewards doled out through a patronage system, there may be less need for formal accountability mechanisms. Those rewarded patronage positions have a vested interest in acting according to preferences of those handing out rewards. The threat of being replaced, coupled with the deference to authority associated with hierarchy, may be sufficient to keep Type II bodies in check. 

Conclusion


In looking at the legislated formal accountability rules, two overarching trends emerge. First, the strength of accountability relationships between Type II bodies and both government and society, as measured by the existence of formal accountability rules, has increased over time. Second, regardless of increases in the strength of the accountability relationship between Type II bodies and society, the relationship between Type II bodies and government remains the stronger.


Overall, the increase in the strength of the accountability relationship between Type II bodies and both government and society can be seen as positive for democratic accountability. As stated above, three accountability arrangements may exist to hold Type II bodies accountable to citizens. First, society may act as principals with Type II bodies as agents where Type II bodies are directly accountable to society.  Second, citizens may act as principals with democratically elected government as agents, who are in turn acting as principals for the Type II bodies, where Type II bodies are indirectly accountable to the citizens.  Finally both accountability arrangements may exist. The results indicate the existence of both accountability arrangements, with citizens increasingly able to hold Type II bodies both directly accountable and indirectly accountable through government.


While the overall increase in the strength of accountability relationships is encouraging, there is still reason for concern. The results indicate that while accountability relationships are strengthening, there remain a large number of Type II bodies for which all elements of an accountability relationship do not exist, justifying concerns over the accountability of new governance arrangements. Furthermore, as witnessed in Nova Scotia, a continual strengthening of the accountability relationships is not guaranteed. Accordingly, democratic input and accountability concerns remain when Type II bodies are added to the governance process. 

Notes

1. For alternative conceptualizations of the dispersal of authority across multiple layers see Frey and Eichenberger’s The New Democratic Federalism for Europe (1999) or James Rosenau’s “Change, Complexity, and Governance in Globalizing Space” in J. Pierre (ed.) Debating Governance: Authority, Steering and Democracy (2000). 
2. For example, the Maritime Provinces Harness Racing Commission, which transcends provincial boundaries. 
3. The complex nature of accountability poses challenges for operationalization. This paper captures the formal accountability rules that can be used by government or society; however, it fails to capture whether the formal rules are utilized, or whether an alternate form of accountability, be it informal or market mechanisms, exists. Furthermore, assigning equal value to each of the three components of accountability gives the obligation of a Type II body to justify its actions the same weighting as the ability to sanction, when it could be argued that the ability to sanction is of greater value. However, scoring sanctioning as a 2 or a 0 instead of a 1 or a 0 produced results consistent with the reported findings.
4. The formation of government by a left of centre party and the percentage of popular vote received by left of centre parties were also considered as possible independent variables. Percentage of seats held was selected as no left of centre party formed the government in either Alberta or Nova Scotia between 1945 to 2005 and the presence of left of centre members in the legislature were deemed to have greater influence on the legislative outcomes. Substituting percentage popular vote for percentage of seats resulted in consistent results with the exception of the British Columbia dataset, for which the results were no longer significant.
5. The division of time by Keynesianism and neoliberalism as dominant policy paradigms was also considered. The results remained consistent with that of results based upon decade.

6. The results for British Columbia suggest a 1 per cent increase in the number of seats held by a left of centre party is associated with an increase of 0.014 in the government accountability index score.  The results for Ontario indicate that a 1 per cent increase in the number of seats held by a left of centre party is associated with a decrease of 0.012. To test for robustness, the effect of a left of centre governments on the accountability relationship with government was evaluated. The results are consistent with a left of centre government in British Columbia indicating an increase of 0.549 and a left of centre government in Ontario indicating a decrease of 0.673 in the government accountability index.
7. For the 1996-2005 time period for Professional Self-Regulatory bodies the mean government accountability index score is 1.82 and mean society accountability index score is 1.28.
8. Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom is used to when conducting the t-test due to the unequal variances between samples.
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Appendix B: Society Accountability Index by Province
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Table 1: New and Modified Type II bodies by Province by Decade
	
	Alberta
	British Columbia
	Nova Scotia
	Ontario
	Total

	1946-1955
	31
	10
	10
	23
	82

	1956-1965
	31
	14
	21
	41
	107

	1966-1975
	43
	43
	32
	65
	183

	1976-1985
	43
	27
	26
	24
	120

	1986-1995
	39
	32
	43
	42
	147

	1996-2005
	43
	31
	34
	64
	172

	Total
	230
	165
	157
	259
	811


Table 2: Government Accountability Index 

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	1956-1965
	0.229(0.129)*
	
	
	0.225(0.129)*

	1966-1975
	0.331(0.117)***
	
	
	0.324(0.118)***

	1976-1985
	0.487(0.125)***
	
	
	0.478(0.126)***

	1986-1995
	0.434(0.121)***
	
	
	0.416(0.130)***

	1996-2005
	0.647(0.118)***
	
	
	0.642(0.118)***

	Left Seats
	
	0.002(0.002)
	
	0.001(0.003)

	Spans Municipalities
	
	
	-0.040(0.168)
	-0.038(0.166)

	Single Province
	
	
	-0.136(0.144)
	-0.127(0.142)

	Spans Provinces
	
	
	-0.012(0.427)
	0.007(0.420)

	Alberta
	-0.009(0.080)
	0.003(0.086)
	-0.024(0.081)
	0.003(0.087)

	British Columbia
	0.093(0.087)
	0.042(0.101)
	0.098(0.089)
	0.085(0.102)

	Nova Scotia
	-0.291(0.089)***
	-0.257(0.091)***
	-0.270(0.091)***
	-0.279(0.093)***

	Self-Regulatory
	-0.814(0.069)***
	-0.762(0.069)***
	-0.727(0.071)***
	-0.794(0.073)***

	Adjusted R2
	0.176
	0.1439
	0.142
	0.174

	Number of Cases
	811
	811
	811
	811


Standard errors are reported in parentheses. *, **, *** indicates significance at the 90%, 95%, and 99% level, respectively.

Ontario, 1946-1955, and Single Municipality are used as the categories of comparison for dummy variables.

Table 3: Government Accountability Index - Support for Hypotheses by Dataset

	
	H1 – Time
	H2 - Ideology
	H4 – Geographic 

	All Provinces
	Support
	No Support
	No Support

	Alberta
	Support
	No Support
	No Support

	British Columbia
	Support
	Support
	No Support

	Nova Scotia
	Support
	No Support
	No Support

	Ontario
	Support
	No Support
	No Support


Only the outcomes of the OLS regressions have been presented. Detailed data tables available in appendix A.

Table 4: Society Accountability Index 

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	1956-1965
	0.232(0.115)**
	
	0.217(0.113)*

	1966-1975
	0.270(0.105)***
	
	0.276(0.102)***

	1976-1985
	0.190(0.112)*
	
	0.177(0.110)

	1986-1995
	0.500(0.108)***
	
	0.489(0.106)***

	1996-2005
	0.506(0.106)***
	
	0.499(0.103)***

	Spans Municipalities
	
	0.121(0.147)
	0.099(0.145)

	Single Province
	
	-0.402(0.126)***
	-0.412(0.124)***

	Spans Provinces
	
	-0.676(0.373)*
	-0.732(0.367)**

	Alberta
	-0.117(0.071)
	-0.142(0.071)**
	-0.108(0.070)

	British Columbia
	-0.161(0.078)**
	-0.129(0.078)*
	-0.117(0.077)

	Nova Scotia
	-0.249(0.079)***
	-0.200(0.080)**
	-0.203(0.079)***

	Self-Regulatory
	0.401(0.062)***
	0.568(0.062)***
	0.506(0.063)***

	Adjusted R2
	0.116
	0.113
	0.146

	Number of Cases
	811
	811
	811


Standard errors are reported in parentheses. *, **, *** indicates significance at the 90%, 95%, and 99% level, respectively.

Ontario, 1946-1955, and Single Municipality are used as the categories of comparison for dummy variables.

Table 5: Society Accountability Index - Support for Hypotheses by Dataset

	
	H3 – Time 
	H5 – Geographic

	All Provinces
	Support
	Support

	Alberta
	Support
	No Support

	British Columbia
	Support
	Support

	Nova Scotia
	No Support
	Support

	Ontario
	No Support
	Support


Only the outcomes of the OLS regressions have been presented. Detailed data tables are available in appendix B.
Table 6: Mean Accountability Index Scores Across Time by Province
	
	Alberta
	British Columbia
	Nova Scotia
	Ontario

	
	Gov Acc Index
	Soc Acc Index
	Gov Acc Index
	Soc Acc Index
	Gov Acc Index
	Soc Acc Index
	Gov Acc Index
	Soc Acc Index

	1946-1955
	1.32
	0.42
	1.61
	0.33
	1.50
	0.60
	1.70
	0.74

	1956-1965
	1.64
	0.35
	1.79
	0.86
	1.57
	0.76
	2.07
	0.88

	1966-1975
	2.06
	0.74
	1.98
	0.67
	1.66
	0.59
	2.08
	0.78

	1976-1985
	2.20
	0.58
	1.93
	0.52
	2.12
	0.62
	1.83
	0.92

	1986-1995
	1.85
	0.92
	2.34
	0.94
	1.68
	0.74
	1.74
	1.38

	1996-2005
	2.14
	1.53
	2.39
	1.06
	1.38
	0.85
	2.05
	0.92


Table 7: Government Accountability Index - Alberta

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	1956-1965
	0.293(0.213)
	
	
	0.268(0.215)

	1966-1975
	0.630(0.198)***
	
	
	0.605(0.204)***

	1976-1985
	0.898(0.198)***
	
	
	0.811(0.202)***

	1986-1995
	0.540(0.198)***
	
	
	0.628(0.255)**

	1996-2005
	1.042(0.200)***
	
	
	1.051(0.200)***

	Left Seats
	
	-.009(0.010)
	
	0.008(0.015)

	Spans Municipalities
	
	
	-0.700(0.325)**
	-0.628(0.320)**

	Single Province
	
	
	-0.531(0.293)*
	-0.434(0.287)

	Spans Provinces
	
	
	Omitted
	Omitted

	Self-Regulatory
	-0.921(0.123)***
	-0.819(0.127)***
	-0.822(0.133)***
	-0.933(0.130)***

	Adjusted R2
	0.226
	0.151
	0.161
	0.260

	Number of Cases
	230
	230
	230
	230


Standard errors are reported in parentheses. *, **, *** indicates significance at the 90%, 95%, and 99% level, respectively.

1946-1955, and Single Municipality are used as the categories of comparison for dummy variables.
Spans Provinces is omitted, as no Type II bodies exist that span provinces in the dataset.
Table 8: Government Accountability Index – British Columbia

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	1956-1965
	-0.041(0.315)
	
	
	-0.089(0.307)

	1966-1975
	0.134(0.252)
	
	
	-0.241(0.264)

	1976-1985
	0.124(0.269)
	
	
	-0.049(0.265)

	1986-1995
	0.600(0.259)**
	
	
	0.123(0.282)

	1996-2005
	0.766(0.258)***
	
	
	0.803(0.249)***

	Left Government
	
	0.009(0.003)***
	
	0.014(0.004)***

	Spans Municipalities
	
	
	0.262(0.433)
	0.171(0.401)

	Single Province
	
	
	0.012(0.278)
	0.040(0.262)

	Spans Provinces
	
	
	Omitted
	Omitted

	Self-Regulatory
	-0.605(0.162)***
	-0.453(0.155)***
	-0.467(0.163)***
	-0.653(0.160)***

	Adjusted R2
	0.123
	0.087
	0.039
	0.181

	Number of Cases
	165
	165
	165
	165


Standard errors are reported in parentheses. *, **, *** indicates significance at the 90%, 95%, and 99% level, respectively.

1946-1955, and Single Municipality are used as the categories of comparison for dummy variables.
Spans Provinces is omitted, as no Type II bodies exist span provinces in the dataset.
Table 9: Government Accountability Index – Nova Scotia

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	1956-1965
	0.183(0.303)
	
	
	0.175(0.315)

	1966-1975
	0.002(0.286)
	
	
	-0.004(0.294)

	1976-1985
	0.467(0.293)
	
	
	0.469(0.297)

	1986-1995
	0.128(0.283)
	
	
	0.142(0.289)

	1996-2005
	0.278(0.286)
	
	
	0.374(0.413)

	Left Seats
	
	0.004(0.007)
	
	-0.004(0.116)

	Spans Municipalities
	
	
	0.305(0.453)
	0.203(0.467)

	Single Province
	
	
	0.263(0.404)
	0.248(0.410)

	Spans Provinces
	
	
	0.162(0.535)
	0.205(0.538)

	Self-Regulatory
	-1.373(0.142)***
	-1.375(0.142)***
	-1.350(0.141)***
	-0.382(0.151)***

	Adjusted R2
	0.394
	0.387
	0.379
	0.380

	Number of Cases
	157
	157
	157
	157


Standard errors are reported in parentheses. *, **, *** indicates significance at the 90%, 95%, and 99% level, respectively.

1946-1955, and Single Municipality are used as the categories of comparison for dummy variables.
Table 10: Government Accountability Index – Ontario

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	1956-1965
	0.301(0.232)
	
	
	0.261(0.231)

	1966-1975
	0.324(0.216)
	
	
	0.369(0.217)*

	1976-1985
	0.113(0.259)
	
	
	0.230(0.270)

	1986-1995
	0.187(0.234)
	
	
	0.568(0.310)**

	1996-2005
	0.426(0.217)**
	
	
	0.446.(0.215)**

	Left Seats
	
	-0.008(0.004)*
	
	-0.012(0.006)*

	Spans Municipalities
	
	
	0.093(0.267)
	0.096(0.268)

	Single Province
	
	
	-0.242(0.234)
	-0.219(0.236)

	Spans Provinces
	
	
	Omitted
	Omitted

	Self-Regulatory
	-0.467(0.131)***
	-0.370(0.131)***
	-0.381(0.128)***
	-0.319(0.140)**

	Adjusted R2
	0.051
	0.060
	0.060
	0.071

	Number of Cases
	259
	259
	259
	259


Standard errors are reported in parentheses. *, **, *** indicates significance at the 90%, 95%, and 99% level, respectively.

1946-1955, and Single Municipality are used as the categories of comparison for dummy variables.
Spans Provinces is omitted, as no Type II bodies exist span provinces in the dataset.
Table 11: Society Accountability Index - Alberta

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	1956-1965
	-0.047(0.179)
	
	-0.020(0.170)

	1966-1975
	0.394(0.167)**
	
	0.452(0.159)***

	1976-1985
	0.155(0.166)
	
	0.249(0.160)

	1986-1995
	0.494(0.170)***
	
	0.477(0.161)***

	1996-2005
	0.982(0.168)***
	
	0.940(0.234)***

	Spans Municipalities
	
	1.133(0.268)***
	0.940(0.253)***

	Single Province
	
	0.358(0.242)
	0.235(0.229)

	Spans Provinces
	
	Omitted
	Omitted

	Self-Regulatory
	0.546(0.104)***
	0.806(1.109)***
	0.682(0.104)***

	Adjusted R2
	0.294
	0.237
	0.369

	Number of Cases
	230
	230
	230


Standard errors are reported in parentheses. *, **, *** indicates significance at the 90%, 95%, and 99% level, respectively.

1946-1955, and Single Municipality are used as the categories of comparison for dummy variables.
Spans Provinces is omitted, as no Type II bodies exist span provinces in the dataset.
Table 12: Society Accountability Index – British Columbia

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	1956-1965
	0.609(0.285)**
	
	0.497(0.277)*

	1966-1975
	0.433(0.228)*
	
	0.351(0.221)

	1976-1985
	0.260(0.244)
	
	0.252(0.235)

	1986-1995
	0.656(0.234)***
	
	0.546(0.229)**

	1996-2005
	0.735(0.233)***
	
	0.731(0.225)***

	Spans Municipalities
	
	-0.643(0.370)*
	-0.720(0.362)**

	Single Province
	
	-0.926(0.237)***
	-0.893(0.236)***

	Spans Provinces
	
	Omitted
	Omitted

	Self-Regulatory
	0.239(0.146)
	0.359(0.139)**
	0.317(0.143)**

	Adjusted R2
	0.065
	0.089
	0.133

	Number of Cases
	165
	165
	165


Standard errors are reported in parentheses. *, **, *** indicates significance at the 90%, 95%, and 99% level, respectively.

1946-1955, and Single Municipality are used as the categories of comparison for dummy variables.
Spans Provinces is omitted, as no Type II bodies exist span provinces in the dataset.
Table 13: Society Accountability Index – Nova Scotia

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	1956-1965
	0.141(0.275)
	
	0.006(0.256)

	1966-1975
	0.022(0.260)
	
	0.138(0.241)

	1976-1985
	0.043(0.267)
	
	0.005(0.246)

	1986-1995
	0.144(0.258)
	
	0.181(0.238)

	1996-2005
	0.180(0.260)
	
	-0.151(0.241)

	Spans Municipalities
	
	0.280(0.371)
	0.383(0.385)

	Single Province
	
	-0.666.(0.331)**
	-0.614(0.339)*

	Spans Provinces
	
	-0.948(0.439)**
	-0.917(0.446)**

	Self-Regulatory
	0.253(0.129)*
	-0.406(0.115)***
	0.401(0.124)***

	Adjusted R2
	0.005
	0.175
	0.157

	Number of Cases
	157
	157
	157


Standard errors are reported in parentheses. *, **, *** indicates significance at the 90%, 95%, and 99% level, respectively.

1946-1955, and Single Municipality are used as the categories of comparison for dummy variables.
Table 14: Society Accountability Index – Ontario

	
	Model 1
	Model 2`
	Model 3

	1956-1965
	0.208(0.219)
	
	0.201(0.218)

	1966-1975
	0.082(0.203)
	
	0.059(0.203)

	1976-1985
	0.200(0.244)
	
	0.163(0.244)

	1986-1995
	0.509(0.221)**
	
	0.504(0.219)**

	1996-2005
	0.114(0.204)
	
	0.118(0.203)

	Spans Municipalities
	
	-0.211(0.253)
	-0.164(0.252)

	Single Province
	
	-0.411(0.222)*
	-0.393(0.222)*

	Spans Provinces
	
	Omitted
	Omitted

	Self-Regulatory
	0.427(0.124)***
	0.579(0.121)***
	0.499(0.128)***

	Adjusted R2
	0.078
	0.075
	0.087

	Number of Cases
	259
	259
	259


Standard errors are reported in parentheses. *, **, *** indicates significance at the 90%, 95%, and 99% level, respectively.

1946-1955, and Single Municipality are used as the categories of comparison for dummy variables.
Spans Provinces is omitted, as no Type II bodies exist span provinces in the dataset.
