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The Accountability Gap

Public-purpose funding increasingly relies on self-reported narratives, episodic audits, and output
metrics that fail to provide continuous visibility into whether services are being delivered as
described. This gap undermines trust, increases administrative burden, and limits policymakers’
ability to assess risk.

Why Existing Tools Fall Short

Traditional impact measurement systems require causal attribution that is often inappropriate or
infeasible. Audit-based approaches are costly and retrospective. Beneficiary confirmation
mechanisms can be coercive or incomplete. Together, these tools leave decision-makers with
partial and lagging signals.

A New Accountability Primitive

Modern accountability can be strengthened by separating verification from evaluation. Rather than
judging effectiveness or outcomes, systems can validate consistency, completeness, and
temporal alignment across declared services and observable signals. This approach establishes
legibility without prescribing behavior.

What This Enables for Policymakers

« Continuous visibility without expanding reporting requirements
« Early detection of risk, drift, or delivery gaps

* Reduced reliance on narrative persuasion

* Greater procedural fairness for funded organizations

Key Guardrails

Any modern accountability system should avoid scoring, ranking, or automated enforcement.
Human oversight, appeal pathways, and clear limits on inference are essential to prevent misuse.

Bottom Line

Accountability systems can be rebuilt—not reformed—Dby focusing on verification, coherence, and
governance by design. This shift strengthens trust while respecting the complexity of
public-purpose work.



