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Abstract 

This essay evaluates the growing divide between the academic consensus on governance 

accountability and the persistent evasion of answerability by contemporary political actors. While 

political players routinely treat accountability as a retrospective, upward-reporting 

administrative chore or a PR exercise in “retail governance,” modern scholarly consensus 

demonstrates that true accountability is multidimensional, downwardly oriented, and 

fundamentally operationalized through intersubjective communication. This paper demonstrates: 

(1) how accountability actually functions today across complex, lateral, and downward 

networks—unmasking the myths of linear hierarchy and market self-regulation; (2) why genuine 

accountability must synthesize structural comprehensiveness with methodological compassion 

(panser), moving beyond punitive audit-culture “satisficing”; (3) how the Management Institute 

 
1 Artificial Intelligence (A.I.) has been fairly used in the production of this work. The tool used is Google 
NotebookLM (recently rebranded as Gemini Notebook). It is an AI-powered virtual research assistant and thinking 
partner designed to help a person interact deeply with their own documents. Unlike general chatbots, it is source-
grounded, meaning it only generates answers based on the specific PDFs, documents, or links uploaded. The A.I. 
process in the production of this work has been limited to the attached (prompts) on each of the questions in turn. 
This ensures an accurate reading of each source. The author then rearranged and re-edited the answers the A.I. 
provided. The human author publishes this work. A.I. is never an author when used properly. This assistance is not 
qualitatively different from a human research assistant when that assistance is deemed to have no authorial status 
but is acknowledged. 
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for Contributory Economy (MICE) operationalises accountability through the POLICE diagnostic 

engine, Universal Pragmatics, the Law of Responsibility Burden, and the developmental ascent 

from “Junior” execution to “Senior” social accountability; and (4) why political actors can no 

longer ignore these systemic requirements in an age of automated denoetization, algorithmic 

burden-shifting, and escalating civilisational crisis. 

 

1. Introduction: The Political Evasion of Accountability Consensus 

Across contemporary democracies, “accountability” has become one of the most frequently 

invoked—yet systematically distorted—concepts in public discourse (Mulgan 2000, p. 555; 

Sawandia & Thomson 2014, p. 245). Political players across local, state, and national 

governments routinely deploy the rhetoric of accountability to project administrative 

competence, justify bureaucratic restructuring, or placate public dissatisfaction (Buch 2013, p. 6; 

Garnett 2018, p. 157). However, in practice, political elites systematically ignore the established 

interdisciplinary consensus on what accountability actually requires (Sawandia & Thomson 2014, 

p. 245; Buch 2026a, p. 37). 

Rather than embracing accountability as an active, continuous relationship of intersubjective 

answerability and ethical justification, political actors reduce it to “retail governance”—a 

superficial transactional mechanism focused on market metrics, compliance paperwork, and 

media-driven “Political Profit” (Newton 2004, p. 230; Buch 2020, p. 4; Buch 2026e, p. 153). When 

policies fail, bureaucracies hide behind Herbert Simon’s model of administrative “satisficing”—

settling for superficial fixes that satisfy minimum metrics while creating long-term systemic 

brittleness (Simon 1957; Buch 2026a, p. 38). 

This essay examines the consensus literature on accountability to expose this political evasion. 

By integrating the insights of corporate accountability theorists, legal scholars, and the 

Management Institute for Contributory Economy (MICE), this paper establishes a blueprint for 

restoring genuine answerability, human authorship, and substantial fairness to public life 

(Sawandia & Thomson 2014, p. 247; Buch 2026a, p. 37; Jameel & Buch 2026, p. 2). 
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2. Point 1: How Accountability Actually Works Today vs. Nostalgic Myths 

Political actors frequently operate under nostalgic, outdated myths regarding how accountability 

functions. These historical misconceptions fall into three primary traps: 

1. The Myth of Linear Sovereign Hierarchy: Political figures often assume accountability is 

strictly an upward, vertical chain of command where subordinates report to superiors, or 

where voters periodically judge an elected official at the ballot box (Newton 2004, p. 230). 

As Lisa Newton and Louis Hodges clarify, while responsibility concerns the assignment of 

duties (“what one is responsible for”), accountability concerns answerability (“to whom 

one must give an account”) (Newton 2004, pp. 229–235). In modern professional and 

public life, actors are answerable “every which way”—upward to overseers, laterally to 

professional peers, and downward to the citizens and clients affected by their actions 

(Newton 2004, p. 230; Sawandia & Thomson 2014, p. 245). 

2. The Myth of Paperwork as Transparency: As Neville Buch demonstrates in his historical 

studies of public administration, 20th-century governance equated accountability with 

accumulating vast volumes of compliance paperwork, recording descriptions of activities 

in administrative filings (Buch 2013, p. 6; Buch 2015, p. 6). In reality, this “paperwork 

accountability” rarely translates into public education; instead, reports lay unread in 
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dusty filing cabinets or little-used digital folders, serving as a bureaucratic shield rather 

than a tool for public enlightenment (Buch 2013, p. 6). 

3. The Myth of Market Self-Regulation: Neoliberal reformers routinely argue that market 

choice eliminates the need for regulatory oversight, asserting that consumer preference 

acts as an automatic accountability mechanism (Chubb & Moe 1990; Garnett 2018, p. 

157). However, as Nicole Stelle Garnett demonstrates in “Post-Accountability 

Accountability,” market mechanisms fail to regulate quality or prevent systemic 

inequality, forcing governments to re-introduce complex post-hoc regulatory frameworks 

to hold chosen institutions accountable (Garnett 2018, pp. 157–179; Buch 2020, p. 4). 

 

In contrast to these nostalgic myths, contemporary accountability literature establishes that 

answerability functions as a downward, holistic, and dialogic network (Sawandia & Thomson 

2014, pp. 243–253). As Norfaiezah Sawandia and Ian Thomson demonstrate, downward 

accountability serves as an enabling rather than merely punitive process, empowering grassroots 

stakeholders and communities through participatory decision-making and qualitative dialogue 

(Ebrahim 2003b, p. 819; Sawandia & Thomson 2014, p. 247). 

Furthermore, in today's digital state, automated portals and AI platforms do not eliminate 

operational liabilities; under Arif Jameel’s Economic Law of Responsibility Burden, central 

executive bodies attempt to evade accountability by shifting unpriced cognitive and temporal 

tasks downward onto individual citizens (Jameel 2026, p. 55; Jameel & Buch 2026, p. 4). True 
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modern accountability requires deconstructing this burden-shifting and enforcing answerability 

where real power resides (Jameel 2026, p. 55). 

 

3. Point 2: How Accountability Has to Be Both Comprehensive and Compassionate 

A central flaw in current political practice is the enforcement of “thin,” hyper-quantified audit 

metrics that treat human beings as “meaningless checkerboards of parts” (Collins 2019; Buch 

2026e, p. 142). For accountability to function legitimately, consensus scholarship establishes that 

it must be both comprehensive and compassionate: 

 

A. Comprehensive Accountability: Redeeming the Four Validity Claims 

Comprehensive accountability cannot be restricted to narrow pecuniary profit or budgetary 

compliance (Sawandia & Thomson 2014, p. 247; Buch 2026a, p. 33). Drawing on Jürgen 

Habermas’s theory of Universal Pragmatics, comprehensive answerability requires that every 

public policy paper, administrative decision, and contract raise and reciprocally redeem four 

universal validity claims (Habermas 1979; Buch 2026a, p. 49; Buch 2026e, p. 78): 

1. Comprehensibility: Expressing policy in clear, accessible language within a shared public 

sphere. 

2. Factual Truth: Grounding claims in verified empirical evidence and historical reality. 



The Evasion of Answerability: Deconstructing the Consensus 
Literature on Accountability and the MICE Contributory Corrective 

Dr Neville Buch 10 November 2026 Page 6 
 

3. Normative Rightness: Aligning administrative actions with legitimate social norms and 

ethical justice. 

4. Internal Sincerity (Truthfulness): Ensuring that official statements accurately reflect 

internal motives, eliminating PR manipulation and strategic deception. 

When political actors ignore any of these claims, communication becomes systematically 

distorted, producing “institutional bullshit” and eroding democratic trust (Frankfurt 2005; Buch 

2026a, p. 39). 

B. Compassionate Accountability: Panser as a Procedural Shield 

Simultaneously, accountability must be compassionate. Punitive, cold administrative surveillance 

induces moral burnout and defensive risk-aversion among public sector workers (McCaig 2012, 

p. 39; Molander et al. 2012, p. 214; Buch 2020, p. 4). Following Bernard Stiegler and Nel Noddings, 

MICE re-invents “panser” (thinking as caring) as an indispensable procedural shield and 

methodological tenderness in public administration (Noddings 1984; Stiegler 2018; Buch 2026a, 

p. 54; Buch 2026e, p. 24). 

Compassionate accountability recognizes that human beings possess intrinsic dignity beyond 

narrow market utility (Sen 2000; Buch 2026e, p. 142). Through mechanisms like the Contributory 

Income Scheme, compassionate governance compensates unpaid caregiving (panser), local 

historical preservation, and non-market research, ensuring that accountability acts as an 

enabling, supportive framework grounded in substantial fairness rather than an instrument of 

bureaucratic coercion (Sawandia & Thomson 2014, p. 247; Buch 2026e, p. 75). 

 

4. Point 3: What Are the MICE Lessons Which Demonstrate Accountability? 

The Management Institute for Contributory Economy (MICE) provides four explicit operational 

lessons that translate theoretical accountability into concrete institutional practice: 
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1. The POLICE Diagnostic Model as an Intellectual Immune System: MICE operationalises 

self-accountability through the POLICE model ( Philosophically Ontology Logic Intersect 

Compatibility Education ) (Buch & Peach 2024; Buch 2026a, p. 46). Standing as an 

“intellectual immune system,” the POLICE framework trains decision-makers to “police 

their own thoughts”—systematically testing ontological premises, auditing logical 

inferential patterns, and “crap-detecting” corporate PR spin and “institutional bullshit” 

before policy is executed (Buch & Peach 2024; Buch 2026e, p. 69). 

2. The Developmental Ascent to “Senior Social Accountability”: MICE diagnoses modern 

institutional failure as a consequence of trapping workers in a “Junior” mindset—a state 

of unreflective execution where individuals act as passive conduits for bureaucratic and 

algorithmic mandates (Buch 2026a, p. 37; Buch 2026e, p. 140). MICE drives a 

developmental ascent toward “Senior Social Accountability,” characterized by “Conscious 

Competence,” where professionals reclaim proactive human authorship and take explicit 

moral responsibility for the social relations they create (Buch 2026a, p. 37; Buch 2026e, 

p. 100). 

3. Spiral Historiography against “Historical Forgetfulness”: MICE establishes that 

accountability is impossible without historical memory (Buch 2026c, p. 4). Deploying 

Spiral Historiography, MICE treats “understanding history as philosophy in practice,” 

uncoiling repetitive cycles of policy stupidity and holding institutions accountable to 
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regional memory, Indigenous heritage, and past policy failures (Buch 2026c, p. 4; Buch 

2026e, p. 63). 

4. Human Moral Architecture over Technical Guardrails: Synthesizing the works of Arif 

Jameel and Neville Buch, MICE proves that accountability cannot be delegated to 

automated code-level guardrails or AI alignment algorithms (Jameel & Buch 2026, p. 2). 

True governance requires a robust human moral architecture, maintaining independent 

professional contractualism and guaranteeing that the human person (“the who”) 

remains the active master of technical and administrative systems (“the what”) (Jameel 

& Buch 2026, p. 2; Buch 2026e, p. 173). 

 

5. Point 4: Why Political Players Can No Longer Keep Ignoring Requirements of Accountability 

Political players can no longer afford to evade genuine accountability due to three escalating 

civilisational crises: 

 The Collapse of Technocratic Legitimacy and Systemic Brittleness: Relying on managerial 

“satisficing,” PR spin, and short-term “Political Profit” has generated profound public 

cynicism and systemic institutional brittleness (Simon 1957; Frankfurt 2005; Buch 2026a, 

p. 38). As demonstrated by widespread public resistance against corporate audit culture 

and specialized ignorance, governments that fail to provide genuine downward 

answerability lose their social license to govern (Sawandia & Thomson 2014, p. 247; Buch 

2026e, p. 33). 

 The Pharmacological Krisis of Automated AI Denoetization: The rapid proliferation of 

generative AI and automated decision systems threatens society with denoetization—the 

mechanical liquidation of human critical judgment (Stiegler 2018; Roe & Perkins 2026, p. 

2; Buch 2026f, p. 1). When political leaders use digital portals to offload administrative 

burdens onto citizens, they accelerate social burnout and trigger Jameel's Law of 

Autonomous Rebound, where uncorrected algorithmic flaws propagate into severe 

operational failures (Jameel 2026, p. 55; Jameel 2026b, p. 1). Political players must 

institute institutional repentance ( metanoia ) and human-centered accountability to 

prevent catastrophic system collapse (Buch 2026f, p. 1). 

 The Imperative of Aristotelian Flourishing ( Eudaimonia ): In an era of compounding 

ecological, technological, and economic crises, public governance can no longer be 

evaluated through thin pecuniary metrics or GDP growth alone (Buch 2020, p. 4; Buch 

2026a, p. 28). As articulated in post-2007 New International Scholarship, society demands 

a re-orientation toward Aristotelian Flourishing ( Eudaimonia ), where government is held 
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accountable for protecting human dignity, character, wisdom, and biophysical resilience 

(New International Scholarship 2026, p. 1; Buch 2026e, p. 160). 

 

6. Conclusion 

The academic consensus on accountability is clear: genuine answerability is not a static 

compliance exercise, a market-driven commodity, or a top-down bureaucratic surveillance tool 

(Newton 2004, p. 230; Garnett 2018, p. 157; Sawandia & Thomson 2014, p. 245). It is an 

intersubjective, downwardly oriented, and compassionate commitment to truth-telling, mutual 

understanding, and social justice (Habermas 1979; Sawandia & Thomson 2014, p. 247; Buch 

2026e, p. 78). 

By continuing to ignore these requirements, political players perpetuate institutional amnesia, 

accelerate automated denoetization, and erode the democratic lifeworld (Stiegler 2018; Buch 

2026a, p. 37; Jameel & Buch 2026, p. 2). The Management Institute for Contributory Economy 

(MICE) offers the necessary corrective. By deploying the POLICE diagnostic model, enacting 

Universal Pragmatics, embracing panser (thinking as caring), and elevating workers to Senior 

Social Accountability, MICE provides the operational tools to re-author public governance. In 

doing so, it transforms public administration into a flourishing “City of Intellect”—a community 

where political players and citizens alike accept the noble duty of giving a true, compassionate, 

and comprehensive account of their shared human choices (Buch 2026e, p. 174; Buch 2026g, p. 

2). 
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OTHER PAST LESSONS FOR MICE 

 

 

 

 



The Evasion of Answerability: Deconstructing the Consensus 
Literature on Accountability and the MICE Contributory Corrective 

Dr Neville Buch 10 November 2026 Page 11 
 

 

 

 

 

 



The Evasion of Answerability: Deconstructing the Consensus 
Literature on Accountability and the MICE Contributory Corrective 

Dr Neville Buch 10 November 2026 Page 12 
 

 

 

 

 

 



The Evasion of Answerability: Deconstructing the Consensus 
Literature on Accountability and the MICE Contributory Corrective 

Dr Neville Buch 10 November 2026 Page 13 
 

Harvard Bibliography 

Aristotle. (c. 350 BC). Nicomachean Ethics (W. D. Ross, Trans.). Oxford: Clarendon Press. 

Blagescu, M., & Lloyd, R. (2006). 2006 Global accountability report: Holding power to account. 

London: One World Trust. 

Buch, N. (2013). No regrets in the evening of life: A history of Junction Park State School. 

Brisbane: Junction Park State School P&C Association, pp. 1–12. 

Buch, N. (2015). No regrets in the evening of life (2nd ed.). Brisbane: Management Institute for 

Contributory Economy, pp. 1–12. 

Buch, N. (2020). Economic rationalism and university course pricing 1989-2020. Australian 

Policy and History, 3 August 2020, pp. 1–16. 

Buch, N. (2025e). MICE principles and philosophy (First development). Brisbane: Management 

Institute for Contributory Economy, pp. 1–15. 

Buch, N. (2026a). MICE. Limited thinking and the contributory economy (Book 1 of MICE). 

Brisbane: Management Institute for Contributory Economy, 6 April 2026, pp. 1–74. 

Buch, N. (2026b). DRAFT. The new-old MICE ingredients: Vision and operation. Brisbane: 

Management Institute for Contributory Economy, 28 October 2026, pp. 1–12. 

Buch, N. (2026c). Understanding history is philosophy in practice: A cognition history of 

Queensland. Brisbane: Management Institute for Contributory Economy, 10 April 2026, pp. 1–

18. 

Buch, N. (2026e). MICE intellectual handbook. Brisbane: Management Institute for Contributory 

Economy, 28 May 2026, pp. 1–175. 

Buch, N. (2026f). “Rise up and shine, for your light has come”. Brisbane: Management Institute 

for Contributory Economy, 2 November 2026, pp. 1–2. 

Buch, N. (2026g). Susan Haack and social economy. Expediting inquiry in the contributory City of 

Intellect. Brisbane: Management Institute for Contributory Economy, 4 November 2026, pp. 1–

12. 

Buch, N., & Peach, N. (2024). Philosophically ontology logic intersect compatibility education 

(POLICE). Brisbane: Management Institute for Contributory Economy. 



The Evasion of Answerability: Deconstructing the Consensus 
Literature on Accountability and the MICE Contributory Corrective 

Dr Neville Buch 10 November 2026 Page 14 
 

Chubb, J. E., & Moe, T. M. (1990). Politics, markets, and America's schools. Washington, DC: 

Brookings Institution Press. 

Collins, R. (2019). The credential society: An historical sociology of education and stratification. 

New York: Columbia University Press. 

Ebrahim, A. (2003b). Accountability in practice: Mechanisms for NGOs. World Development, 

31(5), pp. 813–829. 

Frankfurt, H. G. (2005). On bullshit. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Garnett, N. S. (2018). Post-accountability accountability. University of Michigan Journal of Law 

Reform, 52(1), pp. 157–179. 

Habermas, J. (1979). Communication and the evolution of society (T. McCarthy, Trans.). Boston: 

Beacon Press. 

Jameel, A. (2026). Responsibility burden final edition. SSRN Research Paper, 8 October 2026, pp. 

1–18. 

Jameel, A. (2026b). The law of injected systemic flaws and autonomous rebound. Global 

Governance Research Series, 8 November 2026, pp. 1–25. 

Jameel, A., & Buch, N. (2026). Moral architecture vs. technical guardrails: A synthesis of Arif 

Jameel and Neville Buch on AI existential risk and human agency. Brisbane: Management 

Institute for Contributory Economy, 14 September 2026, pp. 1–16. 

Kirkland, D. (2016). The importance of accountability. Healthcare Administration Research 

Paper, HCS/475, pp. 1–3. 

Lehman, G. (1999). Disclosing new worlds: A role for social and environmental accounting and 

auditing. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 24(3), pp. 217–241. 

López-Franco, E., et al. (2017). Participatory accountability for the SDGs. Brighton: Institute of 

Development Studies, pp. 1–12. 

McCaig, C. (2012). Practical push and market pull: The impact of HECS on student choices. 

Journal of Higher Education Policy, 34(1), pp. 35–48. 

Molander, A., Grimen, H., & Eriksen, E. O. (2012). Professional discretion and accountability in 

the welfare state. Journal of Applied Philosophy, 29(3), pp. 214–230. 



The Evasion of Answerability: Deconstructing the Consensus 
Literature on Accountability and the MICE Contributory Corrective 

Dr Neville Buch 10 November 2026 Page 15 
 

Mulgan, R. (2000). ‘Accountability’: An ever-expanding concept? Public Administration, 78(3), 

pp. 555–573. 

New International Scholarship (post-2007). (2026). Architectural synthesis of contemporary 

meta-theoretical scholarship. Brisbane: Management Institute for Contributory Economy, 4 

November 2026, pp. 1–15. 

Newton, L. H. (2004). Accountability in the professions: Accountability in journalism. Journal of 

Mass Media Ethics, 19(3-4), pp. 166–190. 

Noddings, N. (1984). Caring: A feminine approach to ethics and moral education. Berkeley: 

University of California Press. 

Roberts, J. (1991). The possibilities of accountability. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 

16(4), pp. 355–368. 

Roe, J., & Perkins, M. (2026). Agency in the age of generative AI: A critical review of educational 

implications. Academia AI and Applications, 2(Art. 8422), pp. 1–22. 

Sawandia, N., & Thomson, I. (2014). Broadening corporate accountability. Procedia - Social and 

Behavioral Sciences, 164, pp. 243–253. 

Sen, A. (2000). Development as freedom. New Delhi: Oxford University Press. 

Simon, H. A. (1957). Models of man, social and rational: Mathematical essays on rational 

human behavior in a social setting. New York: John Wiley & Sons. 

Stiegler, B. (2018). Qu'appelle-t-on panser?: 1. L'immense régression. Paris: Les Liens qui 

Libèrent. 

 

 



The Evasion of Answerability: Deconstructing the Consensus 
Literature on Accountability and the MICE Contributory Corrective 

Dr Neville Buch 10 November 2026 Page 16 
 

 

 

Take the MICE Quiz 

https://notebook.google.com/notebook/5bf847cf-b85e-4b1b-acdb-3ce0ef19b21c/artifact/bd50dd8a-94a5-41fa-a5a6-b44eb25ba678?utm_source=nlm_web_share&utm_medium=google_oo&utm_campaign=art_share_1&utm_content=&utm_smc=nlm_web_share_google_oo_art_share_1_

