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Access to information and member control combined:
top and bottom in the study

The IFRC is the only organisation in this study to have scored well in

both member control and access to information, coming top overall.

Despite being one of the largest international NGOs in our study, the

IFRC ensures good member control of the organisation and prevents 

a minority of members dominating. It also provides clear and extensive

information on its website. 

The Bank of International Settlements (BIS) has the lowest combined

score of all organisations. Close inspection reveals a complicated 

and unrepresentative set of competing jurisdictions at the heart of the

BIS’s governance. Like many other leading international organisations,

a minority of members dominate the formal governance of the

organisation. However, its formal governance only relates to its banking

activities and not its financial standard setting activities, which are

governed by a separate body called the Group of Ten (G10). The G10

is made-up of a few privileged BIS members, located within the BIS

but not ultimately accountable to it and its fifty members. The result is

a blurring of authority between the responsibilities of the BIS and G10,

creating an accountability gap. 
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Good practice in accountability

This report is the pilot of an on-going study into the

accountability of global organisations. By highlighting differences

in transparency and member control, this report aims to

encourage all international organisations to raise their standards

of accountability. The questions below describe some of the key

ways organisations can do so within the two dimensions studied.

As more decisions are taken at the global level, and as more

actors join those already on the global stage, the type of analysis

provided by this report will become increasingly necessary to

enable people to assess competing claims for accountability and

legitimacy. 

Governance: member control – good practice

• Are all members fairly represented on the governing body? 

• Do all members have the power to add items to the agenda of

governing body meetings?

• Do all members have the power to nominate, elect and dismiss

individuals on the executive?

•







Organisations assessed in the first Global
Accountability Report

Inter-Governmental Organisations

Bank for International Settlements (BIS)

Organisation for Economic Co-operation 

and Development (OECD)

World Bank

World Trade Organisation (WTO)

United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) 

Transnational Companies

Aventis

GlaxoSmithKline (GSK)

Microsoft

Nestlé

Rio Tinto

Shell

International Non-Governmental Organisations

Amnesty International (AI)

CARE International

International Chamber of Commerce (ICC)

International Confederation of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU)

International Federation of Red Cross 

and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC) 

Oxfam International (OI)

World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF)

An accountability profile for each organisation is provided. The profile

assesses each organisation against two specific aspects of

accountability: the degree to which their members have control over

the organisation and the extent to which they provide information to

the public online. Assessment is carried out through the use of a

series of indicators; scores are provided for all of the organisations in

both of the dimensions. Key conclusions are drawn between and

within the groups with the aim of raising accountability standards of all

global organisations. Though this study is based on only two aspects

of accountability, making it only a partial examination of the

accountability of each organisation, it was possible to draw very clear

conclusions about differences both within and between groups.

Further phases of the project will build on this and look at additional

aspects of accountability.

Chapter 2 begins by exploring what accountability means. The

question of to whom organisations should be accountable, and how

they can become more accountable, is addressed. It introduces the

model of organisational accountability used for this report, which

identifies eight key dimensions of accountability. Chapter 3 examines

in detail the two dimensions of accountability that form the focus of

this report. It highlights the methodology and its limitations. Chapter 4

provides the eighteen organisational profiles. They have been divided

by organisation type, and include a cover sheet identifying the group

and the impact of individual organisations within the group. Chapter 5

provides the key conclusions drawn from the study, both within and

between the groups. Finally, the chapter identifies potential ways

forward. 

It should be noted that although all the organisations assessed were

invited to participate in the survey, some have played no active role

and their inclusion does not in any way suggest that they agree with

the conclusions found within this report. 

Chapter 1 Global accountability matters
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The division of the dimensions into the internal and external halves

of the framework is not always completely clear-cut; some of the

dimensions are important to both sets of stakeholders. For example,

evaluation processes are found in the internal half of the framework,

but also enable external stakeholders to assess an organisation’s

progress against its objectives. Access to information, found on the

external side, is also required by internal stakeholders to enable

them to play their governance role effectively. 

Limitations of accountability and ways 
to minimise them

The GAP model is based on the assumption that accountability is

good for an organisation and the wider world in which it operates.

However, accountability is not a panacea. It can evoke tensions

within an organisation, and if ill thought out and badly applied it

could actually lead to worse outcomes.

One of the clear tensions is that an organisation or decision-maker

may find it impossible to please all of its stakeholders. Some

stakeholders will feel their needs are best met by one decision, while

another set of stakeholders will strongly favour the opposite. Unless

decision-makers have mechanisms for assessing such competing

demands they risk making their decision on the basis of who shouts

loudest, or even taking no decision at all. Efficient decision-making

requires clear mechanisms for resolving differences and enabling the

difficult decisions to be made in spite of opposition from some of the

stakeholders. The presence of a range of accountability structures,

which work effectively together, will allow political leadership to

flourish by drawing its legitimacy, in part, from the way it takes its

decisions as well as the outcome itself. 

As the drive for greater accountability increases, there is a real

danger that it becomes overly bureaucratic. This can slow decision-

making to such an extent that any advantages gained by involving

more people in the decision-making cycle are lost. At its worst this

has the potential to prevent decision-making from happening at all.

The mechanisms identified in this model are meant to illustrate ways

of strengthening accountability without causing it to become too

bureaucratic. 

Accountability can be expensive, but lack of accountability often

costs much more. An organisation’s budget and its power to impose

its decisions are key factors that determine appropriate

accountability mechanisms. For example, a small community

organisation working on health issues will have a tiny budget and

very limited power when compared to the World Health

Organisation. 

Despite its limitations, accountability is crucial if people are going to

be able to exercise their right to have a say in decisions that affect

their lives. It can, if handled appropriately, also lead to more effective

decisions by involving more people and encourage them to feel

greater ownership of the process. 

The model used to make the assessments found within this report

brings together all of the elements of accountability into one place. It

is also the first to attempt to assess the accountability of three of the

largest groups of global organisation impacting on individuals and

communities around the world. If applied with a heavy hand it could

hinder progress but, if applied sensitively as it is hoped has been

done in this report, it will help to illuminate good practice, highlight

accountability gaps and promote realistic reforms to bring global

organisations closer to the people they affect. 

Chapter 2 What is accountability?
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Two key dimensions of organisational accountability, member control

and access to information, are assessed in this report. Indicators

have been developed in order to measure the performance of the

eighteen organisations against these dimensions. The indicators, at

this stage in the project, are only able to measure formal mechanisms

and processes within an organisation. Research is ongoing into

developing indicators that capture the important informal processes

that impact upon organisations’ accountability. 



• For TNCs the indicators assess the availability of a product

description, operational information and social and

environmental information in the form of annual reports; 

• For rule making IGOs (BIS, OECD, WTO) the indicators assess

the availability of a description of the laws and standards

developed, working papers on negotiations leading up to a new

or revised rule, and an evaluation of the uptake of rules by

members and non-member countries;

•
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• Generally, the international NGOs in this study do not provide

information disclosure policies on their websites. The profiles

only note incidences where an information policy is provided. 

• The presence of a national website in the national language/s in

addition to the secretariat or headquarters website was

explored particularly where this main website was provided in

only one language. Further analysis is needed to determine

how extensively these national websites provide general

information about the organisation.

Warning flags: the Yellow Cards

The indicators were developed to enable organisations from all three

groups to be judged equally against the same framework. However,

with three such disparate groups there are areas where the activities

or structures of some of the organisations are not captured by the

indicators. These areas are often unique to an organisation but never-

the-less impact on accountability. To enable these aspects of

accountability to be captured, yellow and green cards have been

given to organisations where appropriate. 

Yellow cards indicate an accountability gap present in organisations

in the study. Green cards indicate organisations in the study that are

developing particular mechanisms for greater accountability, which

are not found in other organisations in the study. In total, five yellow

cards and four green cards have been given.
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The OECD is based in Paris, France and approximately 1850 staff are

employed. In 2001, the OECD expenditure was US$315million.



The UNHCR has two crucial functions. First, it has been entrusted with

an important legal role, which it terms ‘protection’. The UNHCR is

responsible for promoting and monitoring compliance with the UN

Convention on the Status of Refugees (1951) and its subsequent

protocol (1967). The Convention defines the legal and social rights

refugees should receive from states. The 143 states that have signed

the convention undertake to co-operate with the UNHCR in the

exercise of its functions and allow the UNHCR to have supervisory
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a TNC’s product or social and environmental record can refuse to
purchase their goods. Such boycotts have a long history and have
resulted in companies changing their behaviour. But boycotts suffer
from two limitations. Firstly, the people who are most directly, and
negatively, affected by the activities of a TNC are often not the same
people who are able to exert their consumer power. Secondly, such
boycotts rely on considerable consumer awareness and a real choice
in products if they are to be successful.

The TNCs included in this study were chosen because they are some
of the largest in the world and because they operate in the range of
sectors that have come under particular criticism highlighted above.
The TNCs selected for this study are: Aventis, GlaxoSmithKline
(GSK), Microsoft, Nestlé, Rio Tinto and Shell. 

Aventis
Aventis was formed in 1999 by the merger of Hoechst AG and
Rhone-Poulenc S.A. The company’s headquarters are in Strasbourg,
France, with other major sites in the USA, France, Germany and
Japan. These countries also represent Aventis’ major markets.

The number of employees was almost 68,000 in 2001 and its
expenditure for the same year was US$18,950 million. The
company’s core business is prescription drugs, vaccines and animal
health.

Organisational Structure

Aventis has a dual board structure. The Management Board takes
the role of the executive body and the shareholder AGM is the
governing body of the organisation. The Supervisory Board
essentially plays an intermediary role between the shareholders and
the Management Board. The Nomination and Compensation, and the
Finance and Audit Committees are part of the Supervisory Board.

Member control Score: 70

Aventis scores well in this dimension coming first along with Rio
Tinto, Nestlé and GSK. 

Shareholders are able to both nominate and elect members to the
Supervisory Board. In practice the Nominations Committee, which is
composed solely of non-executive directors, makes the majority of
the nominations. The Supervisory Board, as is usual in companies
with this dual board structure, makes appointments to the
Management Board.

A minority of shareholders cannot dominate the company, nor can
such a minority change its governing articles. No evidence of
preference shares with special voting rights was found. In addition,
Aventis declares all share ownership over 5% of the total stock. This
makes it clear that the largest individual shareholding is 14% of the
company’s stock. 

Access to online information Score: 60

Aventis is ranked fourth out of the six TNCs assessed for this
dimension.

Information about its activities is limited. Product information is
primarily promotional and there is little operational data. The company
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was on the website is not a substitute for lengthier minutes. 

GSK does not have its main website in any language other than
English, but it does provide local websites in language of origin. 
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Amnesty International (AI)

Amnesty International (AI) is a worldwide campaigning movement

working to promote the internationally recognised human rights

enshrined in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

Founded in 1961, the organisation began by highlighting the plight of

political prisoners around the world. Overtime, AI has expanded its

remit to cover all aspects of human rights; economic, political, social,

civil and cultural. Its activities include campaigning against the torture

and ill-treatment of women, children, ethnic minorities, lesbians, gays,

bisexual and transgender people, campaigning for an International

Criminal Court and working to produce guidelines for corporations to

act responsibly and not aid human rights abuses. 

AI does not receive funding from governments and is financed

entirely by its members, the public and organisations such as trusts,

foundations and ethical companies.

AI now has more than a million supporters in over 140 countries and

territories. The secretariat in London, UK, employs 350 staff and 100

volunteers.

Organisational structure

AI has a federal structure consisting of 57 sections (national offices).

These 57 sections are taken to be AI’s members within this report. Its

governing body is the International Council, which meets at intervals

of less than two years and takes strategic policy decisions. Each

section (containing more than twenty individual supporters) is entitled

to representation and votes on the governing body. AI’s executive

body is the International Executive Committee. The majority of the

individuals on the executive are member representatives. It is

composed of nine individuals: one elected by the staff of the

international secretariat (though not representing staff on the

executive) and the other eight elected by members.
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Committee nominates one candidate for election to

the executive body. These mechanisms, built into the

ICFTU’s governing articles, ensure diversity at all levels

of decision-making.

Access to online information Score: 33

The ICFTU is ranked fifth out of the seven international NGOs for this

dimension.

It has good information about its activities and clearly states its

campaign objectives and activities. Policy statements indicating the

ICFTU’s views on an array of trade union issues are easily accessible.

However, there is no evaluation material available online to enable















Importantly, the website also provides an opportunity for individual

shareholders to be able to gain access to the same information given

to institutional investors (Company Law Review Steering Group

1999). As mentioned earlier, institutional investors are currently given

privileged access to information due to their power and are often able

to pre-determine the results of AGMs at the expense of individual

shareholders. 

Language provision

Only Aventis provides its website in a second language. All the other

TNCs provide national sites with information in local languages. This

study was unable to assess how comprehensive these sites are.

International NGO access to information

International NGOs are often key advocates of greater transparency

within TNCs and IGOs. This study reveals that their own transparency

is often limited in important areas. As a group they provide less

information about their activities than the other groups in this study,

and evaluation material is often not disclosed. The amount of

information disclosed online about their governance also varies and

decision-making is frequently not transparent. Finally, not all

international NGOs publish annual reports online, and those that are

published vary substantially in terms of the amount of financial

information provided.

Evaluations not available

International NGOs all provide basic descriptions of their activities.

However, there is generally limited disclosure of evaluation material

relating to their activities. Publication of evaluations of activities is

important to enable stakeholders to assess the effectiveness of

international NGOs’ work. Much work is being undertaken by

international NGOs to establish guidelines that enable effective

evaluation but this is not currently published online. Only the IFRC

systematically provides evaluation material online. CARE International,

OI and the WWF provide material on an ad-hoc basis, while AI, the

ICC and the ICFTU have none at all. The last three are all advocacy

NGOs and face even greater problems in assessing the effectiveness

of their campaigns due to the nature of their work. However, more

could be done, as they must certainly undertake internal evaluations

of projects.

Governance is not transparent

The degree of information available online about the governance of

the NGOs in this study varies widely despite the majority of them

putting their governing articles online. The IFRC, AI and the ICC

provide good descriptions of governance structures. However, both

Oxfam International and the WWF provide only brief descriptions of

key decision-making bodies. CARE International gives no description

of its governance and even fails to identify the individuals on its

executive body. 

As a group, international NGOs make limited disclosure of

documentation from their governing bodies. Only the ICFTU and the

IFRC disclose such documents. They provide summaries of their

governing body meetings. However, none of the international NGOs

provide any documents relating to their executive bodies. In the case

of some international NGOs, AI for example, security issues mean

that disclosure may be difficult. However, to not have any information

about what decisions are being taken and by which members reveals

an accountability gap which should be plugged.

The case of the missing annual report

Three of the international NGOs stand out from the other groups

because of their lack of consistency in publishing annual reports and

the varying contents of those that are published. Three of the

international NGOs do not provide an annual report online: CARE

International, AI (which publishes only to its members) and the ICFTU

(which publishes a report every four years). The failure to provide this

important document makes scrutiny of an international NGO’s

finances much more difficult. 

The quality of financial information provided by those international

NGOs that do produce an annual report varies substantially. The

ICC’s annual report, for example, does not contain any financial

information. Only the IFRC makes its audited account available in its

annual report while OI does not provide the aggregated accounts for

the whole organisation. 

Of concern is the use of the term 



directly answerable for their activities without using an IGO as a shield.

The IFRC, on the other hand, must be highlighted as the only

organisation in this study to have scored well in both the governance

and the access to information sections coming top overall with all three

groups. Despite being one of the largest international NGOs in this

study, the IFRC ensures that all its members are represented and given

votes at its governing body. Votes are distributed on the basis of one

member one vote thus avoiding minority control of the organisation.

Mechanisms also exist to ensure geographical diversity on the

executive body.

Information provided by the IFRC on its website is clear and extensive.

It is the only international NGO to have a fully audited annual report

online and is also the only international NGO to provide detailed project

objectives and evaluations on its website ensuring its external

stakeholders have access to a significant amount of crucial information.

Next steps

With the publication of this report, the project begins its next phase.

This will begin with an evaluation of the work carried out so far and a

consultation with partners and other interested groups to determine the

primary focus for the next phase. 

A primary aim of this pilot study was to assess the accountability

framework and indicators developed by the One World Trust, and to

evaluate how well it could be applied to three very different groups of

international organisations. 

TNCs provided a challenge to the framework for two reasons. First,

regardless of the rigour with which they are applied, the regulatory

frameworks under which TNCs generally operate define their

governance structures and financial reporting requirements. This is less

the case for the other two groups. Second, members do not have the

same significance for TNCs as they do for IGOs and international

NGOs, and this difference in structure affected the indicators used for

the groups as a whole. The use of the yellow cards within the profiles is

an acknowledgement that, as a result of these differences, the

framework was unable to capture all of the complexities of the member

control dimension in particular. 

This caveat aside, differences between and within the three groups

were clearly identified and the study has identified good practice within

each group. It has provided indications for ways in which all of the

organisations in the study could improve their accountability. The

framework provides a solid basis for moving forwards to developing a

useful tool for assessing the accountability of global organisations. 

The pilot study, based almost exclusively on internet research,

necessarily focused on assessing the processes and structures used

by international organisations for governance. It did not assess the

outcome of the decision-making. The next phase of the project will aim

to involve directly organisations from communities affected by the

decisions of the organisations being studied. This will enable a better

understanding of how well the different elements of the accountability

framework operate together. 

The issue of the lack of accountability within global decision-making is

well-founded. This has been amply demonstrated by the level of

interest received by the OWT as the project has developed. Although

the issue is highly complex, the GAP framework is performing a vital

function in highlighting the key features that, if present, would allow

an organisation to meaningfully claim that it is becoming more

accountable. The framework will continue to play a role in reinforcing

the need for organisations to increase their accountability in order to

maintain the trust of those they govern. As more decisions are taken 

at the global level, and as more actors join those already on the

global stage, this type of analysis will become increasingly necessary

to enable people to assess competing claims for accountability and

legitimacy.

Chapter 5 Conclusions
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Good practice in accountability

Different organisations find different ways to increase their

accountability. Most of the organisations in this study are moving

forwards in some areas but falling back in others. The list below

can be used by organisations to examine their own decision-

making structures and transparency to help them to determine

ways to reform:

Governance: member control – good practice

• Are all members fairly represented on the governing body? 

• Do all members have the power to add items to the agenda 

of governing body meetings?

• Do all members have the power to nominate, elect 

and dismiss individuals on the executive?

• Are there mechanisms in place to ensure equitable

representation of all members on the executive (where the

executive body is composed of member delegates)?

• Are amendments to the governing articles subject to at least a

two-thirds majority?

• Does a majority of members (75% or more) hold a majority of

the votes?

Access to online information – good practice 

• Is a description of the objectives, targets and activities available? 

• Are evaluations of main activities available?

• Can the public identify all key members of the organisation?

• Is there a public record of the number of votes each member

holds? 

• Is a meaningful description of key decision-making bodies

available to the public?

• Are individuals on the executive body publicly identified? 

• Are the agendas, draft papers and minutes of both governing

and executive body meetings available to the public?

• Is there an information disclosure policy available which clearly

states the types of documents the organisation does and does

not disclose, stating the reasons for non-disclosure? 

• Are annual reports publicly available and do they contain

externally audited financial information?

• Is the above information available in the languages of those with

a stake in the organisations? 









Global Accountability Report 1: Appendices

38

Intergovernmental Organisations
BIS

Bank for International Settlements
Centralbahnplatz 2
CH-4002 Basel
Switzerland

Telephone +41 61 280 8080
Website www.bis.org

UNHCR

United Nations High Commissioner 
for Refugees
Case Postale 2500
CH-1211 Genève 
2 Dépôt
Switzerland

Telephone +41 22 739 8111 
Website www.unhcr.ch

OECD

Organization for Economic 
Co-operation and Development
2, rue André Pascal
F-75775 Paris 
Cedex 16
France

Telephone +33 1.45.24.82.00 
Website www.oecd.org

The World Bank

The World Bank
1818 H Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20433
U.S.A.

Telephone +1 202 473-1000
Website www.worldbank.org

WTO

World Trade Organisation
Centre William Rappard
Rue de Lausanne 154
CH-1211 
Geneva 21
Switzerland

Telephone +41 22 739 51 11
Website www.wto.org

Transnational Corporations
Aventis

Espace-Européen de l'Entrepise
16 avenue de l'Europe
F-67300 Schiltigheim
France

Telephone +33 388 991246
Website www.aventis.com

GlaxoSmithKline plc

Glaxo Wellcome House
Berkeley Avenue
Greenford
Middlesex UB6 0NN
UK

Telephone +44 (0)20 8966 8401
Website www.gsk.com

Microsoft Inc

1 Microsoft Way,
Redmond, WA 98052
USA

Telephone 425-882-8080
Website microsoft.com

Nestlé S.A.

Avenue Nestlé 55
1800 Vevey
Switzerland

Telephone +21 924 21 11
Website www.nestle.com

Rio Tinto plc

6 St James's Square
London SW1Y 4LD
UK

Telephone +44 (0)20 7930 2399
Website www.riotinto.com

Rio Tinto Limited
55 Collins Street
Melbourne 3001
Australia

Telephone +61 (0) 3 9283 3333
Website www.riotinto.com

Shell

Shell Internationale Petroleum Mij B.V.
PO Box 162 2501 AN The Hague 

Telephone +31 70 3779111

Shell International Petroleum Co Ltd
Shell Centre, London, SE1 7NA  

Telephone +44 020 7934 123
Website www.shell.com

Non-governmental Organisations
Amnesty International

99-119 Rosebery Avenue
London
EC1R 4RE
UK

Telephone +44 20 7814 6200
Website www.amnesty.org

CARE International UK 

Boulevard du Regent 58
Box 10 B-1000 Brussels
Belgium

Telephone +32 (2) 502 4033
Website www.care-international.org

International Chamber of Commerce –
Main Office

1846 S. Jersey Way
Denver Colorado 80224
USA

Telephone (303) 691-0404
Website www.icc.org

International Confederation of 
Free Trade Unions

5 Boulevard du Roi Albert II, Bte 1
1210 Brussels
Belgium

Telephone +32 (0)2 224 0211
Website www.icftu.org

International Federation of Red Cross 
and Red Crescent Societies

PO Box 372
CH-1211 Geneva 19
Switzerland

Telephone +41 22 730 4222
Website www.ifrc.org

Oxfam International

Oxfam International Secretariat
Suite 20, 266 Banbury Road
Oxford OX2 7DL
UK

Telephone + 44 1865 31 39 39
Website www.oxfaminternational.org

World Wide Fund for Nature

WWF International
Avenue du Mont-Blanc 
1196 Gland 
Switzerland 

Telephone +41 22 364 91 11
Website www.panda.org

Appendix ii Index of organisations
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Organisation background: Charter 99

The Global Accountability Project (GAP)

developed out of Charter 99, the Charter for

Global Democracy which was launched by the

One World Trust on UN day, October 24th

1999. The Charter was sent to the leaders of

the world attending the Millennium Summit. At its core, the Charter

called on the leaders to set in train a process that would lead to

greater transparency, accountability and democracy within

international decision-making. It made the case for a reformed and

democratised UN at the centre of global governance, which would

ensure coherence and accountability within international decision-

making. 

Within a year Charter 99 had been signed by people in 120 countries.

The work of the Trust and the supporters of the Charter ensured that

a regular review of the Millennium Development Goals would take

place. At the end of the Summit it became clear that more work was

needed to push the issue of accountability further up the agendas of

global decision makers. But, as this report has made clear, the case

for accountability is difficult to make in the abstract because the

concept means very different things to different people. As with

‘sustainable development’ and ‘democracy’, the term ‘accountability’

can both aid discussion and cloud debate.

GAP was developed out of a desire to understand what the term

means in relation to international organisations. The Trust decided to

characterise what an accountable international organisation would

look like and assess the accountability of a range of institutions,

highlight good practice and exposing unaccountable decision-making. 

The development of GAP

The first step towards developing the GAP framework and indicators

was to consult with supporters and other interested networks on the

aspects of accountability that they identified as being of specific

concern. The consultation asked two questions: 

The first question asked participants to list the organisations they felt

had the most impact on the lives of individuals and communities

around the world. The answers received made it clear that
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The One World Trust was formed in 1951 by an all-party group based in the UK Parliament. The

Trust supports and promotes work to establish democratic and accountable world governance

through reform of the United Nations, global institutions and international law. The Trust achieves

these aims through education and research projects.

The current debate about globalisation focuses on the benefits, or limitations, of greater trade

liberalisation and economic integration. The debate in the media, within civil society and even in

parliaments is presented as a choice between welcoming and deepening economic globalisation

or resisting it in pursuit of more local forms of production and trade.

Economic globalisation is not matched by political globalisation. Students, teachers and decision-

makers are not provided with the basic information they need to understand how economic

globalisation can be harnessed and democratically controlled. They need to understand how the

institutions of global governance work and which reform proposals are practical. The lack of

information about political structures and channels of accountability disempowers citizens,

damages national democracy and reduces the chances of developing rational democratic global

governance.

The Trust is building on its fifty years of experience in researching and providing educational and

briefing materials about reform of global governance. This experience, and our close connection

to the all-party group and UK Parliament, places us in a good position to provide accurate

information to educate tomorrow’s world citizens and brief today’s decision-makers on how

promoting global democracy will revitalise national democracy.

More information about all of the Trust’s programmes, aims and objectives can be obtained from

www.oneworldtrust.org
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