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ABSTRACT 

 
Due to rising energy costs and climate concerns, nuclear energy is again being seriously considered as an energy 

source for several countries. Along with the resurgence of nuclear energy comes the concern of the world if these 

countries will develop their programs for the peaceful use of nuclear energy. If on one hand the growth potential 

of nuclear energy should not be stifled, on the other hand it is imperative that a climate of mutual trust is 

developed, respecting the right of each country to develop its nuclear program without taking a climate of 

mistrust to a possible "intention" behind the pursuit of peaceful use of nuclear energy. Therefore, it is essential 

that appropriate mechanisms of accountability of global governance are institutionalized at the institutional 

architecture of the international process of nuclear safeguards, more specifically to the nuclear fuel cycle, so that 

abuses of power in this sphere does not happen, both by countries that aspire to develop projects nuclear, and by 

the suppliers of technology. In this context, the case study of Brazil and Argentina gained importance, because 

these two countries have a single binational organization of nuclear safeguards in the world: Brazilian-Argentine 

Agency for Accounting and Control of Nuclear Materials - ABACC. In the theoretical question, the paper tries to 

understand what happens with the process of legitimacy and authority of the organizations of global governance 

by analyzing the degree of publicness and constrictiveness. This work intends to focus on the role of ABACC as 

an interstate institution of accountability, which has a key role to control the nation States of Brazil and 

Argentina regarding the appropriate use of nuclear material used in their programs, and analyze how this Agency 

behaves within of tension legitimacy-authority, taking into account existing studies on accountability in global 

governance. 

 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 

Humanity has reached the point of development that many current problems can be solved 

only with a global response. The climate issue is undoubtedly the greatest example of this 

interdependence among nations. Problems in the economy of a country or bloc can affect in 

different ways several other countries, which otherwise requires a global regulation. The 

nuclear issue, with preoccupation with the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons by the 

international system of nuclear safeguards is another point that draws the attention of world 

community and that necessarily needs to be addressed within an environment of global 

governance. 

 

To address the issues surrounding global governance is necessary to the existence of 

international institutions with legitimacy and authority to make the management of issues that 

impact on interstate relations. At the same time that these institutions are considered 

fundamental to the governance of global issues, are also seen as organizations where there is 

abuse of power and the accountability is absent. In addition, there are many criticisms that 
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these organizations of global governance have a process of decision making obscure, an 

imbalance of power of influence among its members and lack of transparency in the actions 

(Koppell, 2010). 

 

Within this context, the big challenge is for organizations of global governance is related the 

balance between legitimacy and authority. The more democratic are the standards set by these 

organizations, more power to exercise authority they have. This is currently a key issue for 

global governance actions related to nuclear activities, especially in regard to the control of 

non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. 

 

Due to strong growth in developing countries with the consequent need for energy and also 

the climate concerns, nuclear power is again being seriously considered as an energy source 

for several countries. Along with the resurgence of nuclear power appears to concern the 

world community if these countries will develop their programs for the peaceful use of 

nuclear energy. If on one hand the growth potential of nuclear energy should not be stifled, 

however it is imperative that a climate of mutual trust is developed, respecting the right of 

each country to develop its nuclear program without taking a climate of mistrust to a possible 

"intention" behind the pursuit of peaceful use of nuclear energy. 

 

Therefore, it is essential that appropriate mechanisms of accountability of global governance 

are institutionalized at the institutional architecture of the core of international nuclear 

safeguards, more specifically to the nuclear fuel cycle, so that abuses of power in this sphere 

do not happen, both by countries that aspire to develop projects nuclear countries as suppliers 

of technology. 

Currently, the International Atomic Energy Agency - IAEA, belonging to United Nations – 

UN, is the organization of global governance that has as its main task set by Member States to 

maintain a system of nuclear safeguards through agreements with largest possible number of 

countries, aimed at ensuring that nuclear materials are used only for peaceful purposes. 

In the specific case of Brazil and Argentina there is a binational organization called the 

Brazilian-Argentine Agency for Accounting and Control of Nuclear Materials - ABACC, 

created by the two countries, responsible for verifying the pacific use of nuclear materials that 

could be used, either directly or indirectly, for the manufacture of weapons of mass 

destruction. Currently, ABACC is the only organization of binational nuclear safeguards in 

the world. 

This work intends to focus on the role of ABACC as an institution interstate of accountability, 

which has a key role to control the nation states of Brazil and Argentina regarding the 

appropriate use of nuclear material used in their nuclear programs, and analyze how this 

Agency behaves within the tension legitimacy-authority, taking into account existing studies 

on accountability in global governance. For this, the work is divided into five parts: the first 

part presents the concept of accountability and the range of dimensions that can use this 

concept; the second part is analyzed the theoretical framework of the accountability process in 

interstate relations and global governance, with emphasis on indicators that enable to evaluate 

the positioning of the organizations in relation to legitimacy and authority; in the third section 

seeks to clarify what is the system of nuclear safeguards and how its implemented; the history 

of the nuclear safeguards system Brazil and Argentina is examined in the fourth part of this 

work; and finally, the fifth part is analyzed ABACC as an essential institution of 

accountability for the nuclear safeguards system of Brazil and Argentina. 
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2. WHAT IS ACCOUNTABILITY AND ITS DIMENSIONS? 

 

Increasingly using the concept of accountability in different fields and with different 

purposes. In this section we intend to analyze this range of dimensions that are presented by 

several authors, taking into account the thinking of political science that the notion of 

accountability only exists because of the power. All power must be controlled, mainly to 

prevent abuse. Therefore, accountability is based on the permanent need to control individuals 

and institutions with regard to their performance as power-wielders. 

 

However, defining accountability is an extremely difficult exercise. Actors define 

accountability in different ways, using different dimensions, depending on the approach to 

seeking and context of the study being presented. To Schedler (2004) the concept of 

accountability has an elusive meaning, not very clear boundaries and a confused internal 

structure. 

 

Because of this and to facilitate the understanding of this conceptual framework, the purpose 

of this study is to discuss the concept of accountability from the structuring of their 

dimensions and from the differences of understanding that the authors have about them. To 

this end, this study proposes an analysis of the structure of the dimensions of accountability 

and the position differences of the various authors based on the work of Mainwaring and 

Christopher (2003). 

 

To better understand the concept of accountability is crucial to analyze each of its dimensions 

and how they are interpreted by different actors. The first is related to its coverage or scope, 

with regard to the limits of formal or informal action of the power-wielders. Some authors 

work with a more restricted view of accountability, supporting the idea that accountability of 

agents should be limited to the aspects formal institutional and the sanctions. However, other 

scholars in the field have a broader view by positioning themselves in favor of placing well in 

the process of accountability mechanisms for non-institutional accountability, for example, 

accountability of reputation and peers. 

 

The issue of violation is presented as the second dimension of the concept and the discussion 

covers if the process of accountability should be linked only to legal transgressions or policy 

decisions as well. In this space of discussion the interpretations are divided into that limit 

control only in the supervision of legal violations by the power-wielders and those who 

believe that political accountability is also important, especially with regard to the 

performance evaluation of public policies. 

 

The third dimension is concerned with the analysis of the ability of the principal to impose 

sanction on the agent of accountability. Here we do not discuss the absence of sanctions, 

because accountability cannot exist without the power-wielders cannot be sanctioned. The 

debate is about whether or not to consider the sanction indirectly related to the process of 

accountability. Some authors argue that accountability can only exist if agents can impose 

direct sanctions for violators. On the other hand, a number of studies show that some 

accountability mechanisms generate some responsibility without necessarily having any kind 

of direct sanction. 

 

The fourth dimension includes the discussion if the relationship between the actors takes place 

only in the Principal-Agent relationship model. Some authors support the idea that 

accountability exists only when someone gives another person the power to do something for 
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her. In this conception, there is a relationship of accountability only if the principal can 

withdraw or renew the power. On the other hand, other authors consider to look at the 

accountability only through the Principal-Agent relationship model is extremely reductionist, 

because this view completely ignores the role of external agencies to that relationship, such as 

the judiciary and the courts of auditors. 

 

Finally, the fifth dimension of the concept includes the analysis of who can act as the agent of 

accountability. This dimension is closely related to the fourth dimension, as the authors that 

restrict the concept of accountability to the Principal-Agent relationship model consider that 

only the principal acts as agent. Other authors who have a broader view of the concept, 

defends the position that the principal is only a subset of the agents of accountability. 

 

 

 

Table 1 - Dimensions of the concept of accountability and their interpretations 
 

DIMENSIONS INTERPRETATION 

SCOPE 
Formal limits of acting 

Formal and informal limits of acting 

VIOLATION 
Legal 

Political 

SANCTION 
Direct 

Indirect 

RELATIONSHIP 

BETWEEN ACTORS 

Principal-Agente 

Wide 

AGENTS 

Principal (in the Principal-Agente relationship) 

Principal (in the Principal-Agente relationship) 

and Other 

 

 

 

 

2.1 Authors and Conceptual Approaches 

 

Grant and Keohane (2005) use a very comprehensive view of the concept of accountability. 

For these authors the ability of some actors to impose sanctions on agents goes beyond the 

formal or institutional boundaries. Also, see that the violation can be both legal and political 

sphere. The accountability of reputation is a good example of a mechanism in which an actor 

can informally demand responsiveness and impose reputational costs to the agent. Also as it 

relates to the sanction the view is wide, because they work with both the direct and indirect. 

 

However, the concept of accountability proposed by these authors limited the dimensions of 

the relationship between the actors and who can act as an agent, when they refer to the 

mechanisms of checks and balances. While the mechanisms of checks and balances are to 

prevent the action that goes beyond the legitimate borders and requires cooperation of actors 
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with different institutional interests to produce an authoritative decision, the mechanisms of 

accountability on the other hand, always work after the fact, that is, expose the actions, judge 

and punish. Thus, the accountability proposal in this concept is limited to principal-agent 

relationship. 

 

As Grant and Keohane, in relation to the dimension of scope, the concept of accountability
1
 

proposed by Schedler (2004) reaches the limits of formal and informal activities of agents. To 

the author, accountability is not a classical concept, which is defined by an core and invariant 

of basic features, but a radial concept, where there is a family of components, but depending 

on the situation being analyzed these components are not must all be present. This applies to 

the dimensions proposed by the author - information, justification and sanction - which can all 

be found in a study, as one of them may be absent in other studies, but cannot really say that 

there is no accountability process. 

 

Still playing the dimensions of the concept of Schedler (2004), there is a concern to analyze 

the violation not only in terms of legal norms. For the author the concept of accountability 

also includes the activities of agents in relation to prevailing social norms, in other words,  

policy violation is present, as the sanction is also present direct and indirect, especially with 

the use of societal accountability. Unlike Grant and Keohane, the author sees the relationship 

between the actors in the process of accountability wide, even semantically discording of the 

metaphors of vertical and horizontal controls, believing that there is both the principal-agent 

relationship and the control of state agencies. 
 

Unlike previous authors, Mainwaring (2003) defines the concept of accountability
2
 to the 

contour of the institutional framework and is concerned specifically with the political 

accountability that has as its basic premise the answerability and accountability of public 

officials. The question of delimitation of the concept is very important to the author, because 

the focus on legal authority that charges accountability allows to define the concept and also 

includes a series of relationships of answerability. With this narrower concept, the author does 

not consider, for example, the press or civil society organizations that investigate and 

denounce abuses and corruption as an agent of accountability, that is, for him, the societal 

accountability as presented by Smulovitz and Peruzzotti (2003) is not a relationship of 

accountability. 

 

With regard to the dimension of the violation, the author has a vision that this should extend 

beyond the issues in which the legality of the behavior of an actor's state is at stake. Mainly 

                                                 
1
 "A" reports to "B" when it is required to inform their actions and decisions (whether past or future), to justify 

them and suffer the punishment in the corresponding case of misconduct. Accountability in politics usually 

comprises three dimensions - information, justification and sanctification -. However, the three do not form a 

nucleus of "required attributes" that are present or absent and that must be present in all cases that we recognize 

as instances of accountability. On the one hand, it comes to continuous variables that are not a matter of all or 

nothing, but of degrees. The three may present with varying intensities and emphases. On the other hand, there 

are many cases in which one or two of the three dimensions are absent or only weakly present, and in every way 

we can speak of effective exercise of accountability (Schedler, 2004, p.19). 

 
2
 I delimit the concept of political accountability to relationships that formally give some actor the authority of 

oversight and/or sanction relative to public officials. Political accountability is thus a formalized relationship of 

oversight and/or sanctions of public officials by other actors. (…) When monitoring of public authorities takes 

place outside an institutionalized framework in which agents are formally charged with this responsibility, it falls 

outside the scope of my understanding of accountability. 
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inthe horizontal accountability, which the author calls intrastate accountability
3
, public 

officials and state agencies in the exercise of their functions should be accountable both 

politically and legally. A good example of intrastate accountability that generates a policy 

violation is the process of impeachment in the presidential system of government. 

 

For the dimension of the sanction the actor also has a broad view, believing that the power of 

indirect sanction is sufficient to characterize a relationship of accountability. To support this 

argument, the author mentions the institution of the ombudsman, where the citizen can make a 

complaint regarding an improper action of a state agent. Though the ombudsman can not 

impose a penalty directly to the offending public officer, the ombudsman as a formal 

authority, may charge a responsibility of the power-wielder. 

 

In the case of the dimension of the relationship between the actors, Mainwaring is emphatic in 

criticizing the actors to consider only the principal-agent relationship as a relationship of 

accountability. This narrow view leaves out some formal relations of supervision and with 

potential of sanction. Inside or outside the principal-agent relationship, the power-wielder 

may be subject to sanctions in cases of irregularities. In intrastate accountability, the control 

agencies and the judiciary, for example, have no principal-agent relationship with other state 

institutions, but effectively they have legal power to blame and punish. Similarly, with regard 

to the dimension of agents, the author believes that the agents of accountability are all actors 

who formally oversee and/or sanctioning power-wielders. 

 

The last concept of accountability
4
 to be analyzed is that of O'Donnell (1998). Within the 

concept of horizontal accountability to the author restricts the scope of the concept only to 

formal and institutional control mechanisms of action. Also for the dimension of the violation, 

the concept proposed by the author makes it clear that violation is restricted to legal issues. By 

declaring the function of accountability of state agencies involved from routine monitoring to 

legal sanctions, the author advises that the concept encompasses both the direct and indirect 

sanctions. 

 

With regard to the dimension of the relations between the actors and the dimension of the 

agents, O'Donnell (1998) believes that not all relationships of accountability involves a 

principal that may remove an agent. In addition, the author includes in his concept of 

horizontal accountability not only the principal in the  Principal-Agent relationship, but also 

the supervision agencies of state and the judiciary as agents of this type of accountability. 

 

The different positions of the four actors on the concept of accountability are summarized in 

Table 2, as shown above. 
 

 

Table 2 - The different views on the concept of accountability 
 

                                                 
3
 Mainwaring not find adequate expression horizontal accountability, because it gives a false impression that the 

actors of this relationship are always the same level. Often in the process of accountability among agencies of 

state the relations are the principal-agent type. 

 
4
 ... horizontal accountability: the existence of state agencies that have the right and legal power and are actually 

willing and able to perform actions, ranging from routine monitoring or even legal sanctions against the 

impeachment actions or omissions of other agents or agencies state that can be qualified as criminal (O'Donnell, 

1998, p.40). 
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DIMENSION OF 

CONCEPT 

GRANT E 

KEOHANE 
SCHEDLER MAINWARING O’DONNELL 

SCOPE 

Formal and 

informal limits 

of acting 

Formal and 

informal limits 

of acting 

Formal limits of 

acting 

Formal limits of 

acting 

VIOLATION 
Legal and 

Political 

Legal and 

Political 

Legal and 

Political 
Legal 

SANCTION 
Direct and 

Indirect 

Direct and 

Indirect 

Direct and 

Indirect 

Direct and 

Indirect 

RELATIONSHIP 

BETWEEN 

ACTORS 

Principal-

Agente 
Wide Wide Wide  

AGENTS 

Principal (in 

the Principal-

Agente 

relationship) 

Principal (in the 

Principal-

Agente 

relationship) 

and other 

Principal (in the 

Principal-Agente 

relationship) and 

other 

Principal (in the 

Principal-

Agente 

relationship) 

and other 

 

 

3. THE PROCESS OF ACCOUNTABILITY IN THE INTERSTATE RELATIONS 

 

By analyzing the accountability in the relations between nation states, some questions arise 

immediately. How to analyze the vertical and horizontal accountability in interstate 

relationship, if these mechanisms are based on civil society and on state? If accountability is 

premised on the democratic environment, how to analyze it if there is no democracy 

interstate? If one dimension of accountability is the sanction, how to treat it in interstate 

relationship? Is it possible to replicate to the interstate relationship the accountability 

mechanisms that occur in democratic states? 

 

These and many other issues related to interstate accountability have been the subject of 

recent studies by, especially, the international academic community, which has sought to 

analyze all the dimensions that may be causing a certain lack of accountability in global 

governance and seeking propositions, by means of theoretical and empirical studies related to 

mechanisms of accountability, which can lead to greater accountability of power-wielders that 

working in global governance. 

 

To begin to understand the differences between the relationships of accountability that occur 

intraestate and interstate is important to analyze the two conceptual models of accountability 

shown by Grant and Keohane (2005). In trying to answer the question of who has the right to 

charge the accountability of power-wielders, it becomes necessary to study both the model of 

participation and delegation of accountability. In the first model the power-wielder is 

evaluated by people who are affected by your actions. In the second model, the performance 

of the power-wielder is considered by those who had trusted him the power. 
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Although these two models of accountability are present within a democratic state, allowing a 

clear definition of who has the right to charge the accountability of power-wielders, the same 

can not be said with regard to the process of interstate accountability. As stated by the 

authors, at the national level the people affected by the actions of power-wielders are those 

subject to the laws of the polis, and thus easier to identify people who have the right to 

participate in the process of accountability. On the other hand, is it possible to identify what 

the public is affected by a political process that involves more than one state? If you can not 

identify the affected public, who will judge the power-wielders and what will be the degree of 

legitimacy of the trial? 

 

In light of these arguments, the authors propose that to analyze the accountability of global 

level is necessary to create an approach that does not depend on the existence of a clear 

definition of global public and, therefore, attention must be given to the model of 

accountability for delegation. 

 

Another author who works much the process of accountability of the organizations of global 

governance is Koppell (2008). For him the organizations of global governance are divided 

into two types of accountability: responsibility and responsiveness. In the first type are the 

institutions concerned to comply with the rules, norms and principles. The second type 

emphasizes the service demands of those who formed the organization. Often, in an attempt to 

find these two types of accountability in your organization generates governance environment 

conflicts between the legitimacy and authority. The legitimacy is linked to the process of 

accountability of responsibility, as the authority is embedded in the accountability of 

responsiveness. 

 

To understand what happens in practice with the process of legitimacy and authority of global 

governance organizations, the author proposes to examine the degree of publicness and 

constrictiveness which are respectively related to the legitimacy and authority. The publicness 

is intended to capture the extent to which an organization relies on and affects the common 

interests of members of society. On the other hand, if the authority is the institutionalization 

of power is necessary to assess the amount of power. For this, the author uses a "discrete 

dimension of power" called constrictiveness, which aims to measure the power of the 

organization, through the level of constraints it imposes on society. That is, the greater the 

need to embarrass governments, the greater the concern of the organization to strengthen its 

authority. 

 

To measure the level of publicness of an organization the author identifies three indicators - 

power to sanction, pursuit of common/collective goods and affecting the public side of the 

individual - as detailed in Table 3. 

 

 

Table 3 - Indicators of publicness measure 

 

INDICATORS MEASURE 

Power of sanction 
The higher the coercive force available to the organization it 

will be more public. 

Pursuit of 
The more an organization complies with a common interest, 

the more public it should be considered. 
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common/collective goods 

Public side of the 

individual 

The more an organization has the right to deprive the 

individuals of their citizenship rights, the more it will be 

affecting the public side of the individual and, therefore, it 

will be more public. 

 

To measure the size of constrictiveness, the author also uses three indicators related to the 

concept of power, as shown in Table 4: extent and scope, lack of constraint and concentration. 

 

By analyzing the organizations of global governance with these indicators is possible to make 

an assessment as are the levels of legitimacy and authority of these organizations. Upon 

discovering these levels the organizations of global governance can make decisions to meet 

more of the kind of accountability related to the vulnerability shown. Without this assessment, 

some organizations seem to emphasize the accountability of responsibility when legitimacy is 

most relevant and the accountability of responsiveness when the concern with authority is 

dominant. 

 
 

Table 4 - Indicators of constrictiveness measure  

INDICATORS MEASURE 

Extent e scope 

The extent of power refers to the likelihood that their actions 

are met. That is, what is the probability that an organization 

gets what it wants. The more likely the organization it has 

more power. Since the scope is related to the amount of people 

or entities that are affected by their actions and the range's 

features. The greater the coverage the greater the power. 

Lack of constraint 
The more an organization is subject under pressure to define 

their actions, the less power it has, unlike those that are 

immune to outside interference. 

Concentration 
The more an organization concentrates alone a particular area, 

it has more power. 

 

 

4. NUCLEAR SAFEGUARDS SYSTEM 

 

In March 1970, the United Nations - UN puts into force the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 

of Nuclear Weapons - TNT, whose Article III provides that: 

 
Each Non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes to accept safeguards, as set forth in an 

agreement to be negotiated and concluded with the International Atomic Energy Agency in accordance 

with the Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency and the Agency's safeguards system, for the 

exclusive purpose of verification of the fulfilment of its obligations assumed under this Treaty with a 

view to preventing diversion of nuclear energy from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear 

explosive devices. Procedures for the safeguards required by this Article shall be followed with respect 

to source or special fissionable material whether it is being produced, processed or used in any principal 

nuclear facility or is outside any such facility. The safeguards required by this Article shall be applied 

on all source or special fissionable material in all peaceful nuclear activities within the territory of such 

State, under its jurisdiction, or carried out under its control anywhere. 
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Thus, the signatory states of the TNT are required to sign an agreement with the International 

Atomic Energy Agency - IAEA, in accordance with the Statute of the Agency and its 

safeguards system, to allow the IAEA to verify that the country's compliance with its 

obligation not to develop, manufacture and acquire nuclear weapons or other explosive 

devices. 

 

The international nuclear safeguards system consists of a set of actions, procedures and 

measures to detect the diversion of nuclear materials to misuse or unauthorized use of nuclear 

installations in non-declared. The Safeguarded nuclear materials are those from the 

enrichment of uranium, plutonium and uranium-233, which can be used directly in nuclear 

weapons. It also includes natural uranium and depleted uranium, which is used, for example, 

as a source of radiation shielding for hospitals, industry and agriculture. 

 

Regarding the issue of global governance, the nuclear safeguards system serves as a means of 

demonstrating confidence that a particular State is using nuclear energy for peaceful purposes 

only. 

 

This assurance of peaceful use by the system of safeguards brings tranquility for the 

cooperation and for the trade of nuclear activities, because today almost all countries use 

nuclear techniques for various purposes, including agriculture, health, energy and industry. 

For the peaceful use of nuclear energy is guaranteed nuclear safeguards system is composed 

of three interrelated elements: the authority of the IAEA to establish and administer 

safeguards, the rights and obligations under the agreements and protocols additional 

safeguards, and technical measures implemented under these agreements (International 

Atomic Energy Agency 2007). 

 

 

5. BRAZIL AND ARGENTINE AND THE NUCLEAR SAFEGUARDS SYSTEM 

 

For many years Brazil and Argentina lived under certain mistrust towards the development of 

its nuclear programs. In fact, until 1991, neither Brazil nor Argentina had acceded to a 

recognized international instrument for checking the use of nuclear energy, and concern the 

world community with the possibility of these two countries develop a nuclear device (Alvim, 

Mafra and Raffo 1997), although Brazil has established a commitment to non proliferation of 

nuclear weapons available to in Article 21, item XXIII, paragraph "a" of the Federal 

Constitution that all activity related to nuclear energy within the national territory will be 

admitted for peaceful purposes and subject to approval of the national congress. 

 

In 1991, Brazil and Argentina provide an important step towards the affirmation of the 

peaceful use of nuclear energy, with the signing of the Bilateral Agreement for the 

Exclusively Peaceful Use of Nuclear Energy, in which the countries have established the 

Common System for Accounting and Control of Nuclear Materials - SCCC, and created the 

Brazilian-Argentine Agency for Accounting and Control of Nuclear Materials - ABACC in 

order to administer and implement the SCCC. 

 

SCCC In all nuclear material across the national territory or in any place of jurisdiction of 

both countries is controlled. The SCCC is a regulatory instrument, consisting of a set of 

general procedures and implementation manuals for each category of controlled installation. 

The biggest advantage in the implementation of the SCCC was the standardization of 

safeguards procedures used in Brazil and Argentina. Thus, all safeguards requirements and 
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procedures became applicable to both countries and operators of nuclear installations in these 

nations began to follow the same standards of control of nuclear material and subjected to the 

same kind of verification and control. 

 

After the creation of ABACC, Brazil, Argentina, ABACC and the IAEA signed the 

Quadripartite Agreement with a commitment to accept the application of safeguards on all 

nuclear material in all nuclear activities in its territory under the jurisdiction or under its 

control anywhere, for the sole purpose of ensuring that these materials are not diverted to 

nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices. The establishment of this agreement is a 

very big impact on the level of confidence of the world community regarding the peaceful use 

of nuclear energy by Brazil and Argentina, because with the entry of IAEA safeguards system 

in some important conditions are established (ABACC 2010): 

 

 The IAEA has the right and obligation to ensure that safeguards will be applied in 

accordance with the terms of the agreement; 

 ABACC undertakes to cooperate with the IAEA, under the terms of the agreement; 

 The IAEA shall apply its safeguards in order to enable it to verify that no diversion of 

nuclear material; 

 The IAEA should include verification of independent measurements and observations; 

 Verification of the IAEA should take into account the technical effectiveness of the 

SCCC, and; 

 States Parties, ABACC and the IAEA should avoid unnecessary duplication of 

safeguards activities. 
  
In 1995 and 1998, Argentina and Brazil, respectively, have signed the Nuclear Non-

Proliferation - TNT, which undertakes to accept IAEA safeguards on all nuclear material used 

in all nuclear activities. 

 

 

5.1 ABACC as an Institution of Interstate Accountability 

 

ABACC is a binational agency, headquartered in Rio de Janeiro, created by the governments 

of Brazil and Argentina, in order to ensure these nations and the international community that 

all nuclear materials are used only for peaceful purposes. Currently, ABACC is the only 

organization of bi-national nuclear safeguards in the world. Its existence is a clear political 

demonstration of political of both countries to provide transparency to their nuclear programs, 

creating an environment of mutual trust that enables us to face new technological challenges 

and collaborating constructively with the policies of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 

(ABACC 2010). 

 

The institutional independence of ABACC in relation to the governments of Brazil and 

Argentina is a key factor for the agency to reach the goals for which it was created. As a 

result, there is a strong concern with the technical capacity of its human resources with the 

assurance of financial resources, using the latest equipment, and the coordination of ongoing 

activities and the fast and efficient communication with the national authorities of two 

countries and the IAEA. 

 

ABACC has an organizational structure divided into two hierarchical levels, as Figure 2: The 

Commission and the Secretariat with the sectors of Institutional Relations, Administration and 
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Finance, Planning and Evaluation, Operations, Accounting of Nuclear Material and Technical 

Support. 

 

The Commission, which is the highest organ of the Agency, is the body that has the 

responsibility and duty to the governments of both countries to inform the parties of any 

abnormalities that may occur within the SCCC. His main responsibilities are: ensuring the 

functioning of the SCCC; approve the general procedures and manuals for implementation of 

the SCCC, and oversee the functioning of the Secretariat, preparing instructions and 

guidelines. The Commission is composed of four members, two appointed by the Brazilian 

government and two by the Argentine government (Ministry of Foreign Affairs 1991). 

 

The Secretariat's main function is to act as the executive arm of ABACC and within the most 

important tasks is the development of activities necessary for the implementation and 

administration of SCCC and evaluation of the inspections in accordance with appropriate 

procedures. The Secretariat is headed by a Secretary and his Assistant, is always a Brazilian 

and an Argentine who turns these functions each year. Moreover, in the areas of Planning and 

Evaluation, Operations, Accounting of Nuclear Materials and engineering work two 

technicians, one from each country, and in the sectors of Institutional Relations, 

Administrative and Financial Technical every one, and is also a Brazilian and an Argentine. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 –Organizational Structure of ABACC 
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To assess the legitimacy and authority of ABACC as an interstate organization of 

accountability, we used the indicators suggested by Koppell (2008), described in Tables 1 and 

2. For each indicator, the author proposes to examine three categories of assessment: low, 

medium and high. 

 

With respect to indicators related to legitimacy, it is clear that the power to sanction of 

ABACC is low because it has no coercive power in case you encounter any diversion of 

nuclear material. On the other hand, the indicator of common interest is high, since its activity 

to control nuclear material is of interest to the entire population of Brazil and Argentina. It is 

also low the indicator range from the public side of the individual, given that the type of 

activity performed by the Agency does not deprive individuals of civic guarantees. 

 

Regarding the assessment of the authority, through the dimension of constrictiveness, the 

analysis of the indicator of extent and range shows that ABACC has a high probability that 

their actions are met, depending on the type of activity that is controlled. However, the 

Agency's scope of activity is low because the number of people and entities that influence the 

organization is small and the field is very limited. The indicator of lack of constraint presents 

a high degree, depending on the activities be highly technical, which makes any interference 

from interest groups, resulting in greater freedom of action of ABACC. The indicator of 

concentration of power is considered medium, since the Agency does not concentrate all 

power over the supervision of the use of nuclear materials, sharing this function with the 

nuclear areas of each country and with the IAEA. 

 

 

 

6. CONCLUSION 

 

This analysis concludes that ABACC is an organization with the medium level of publicness 

and constrictiveness, as shows the combination of the indicators presented in Table 5. 

 

 

Table 5 - Summary of the evaluation indicators of publicness and constrictiveness 
 

DIMENSION INDICATORS EVALUATION 

PUBLICNESS 

Sanction Low 

Collective Good High  

Public side of individual Low 

Overall Medium 

CONSTRICTIVENESS 

Extent e Scope Medium 

Lack of constraint High 

Concentrantion Medium 

Overall Medium 
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As also proposed by Koppell (2008), after assessing the level of publicness of the 

organization and is possible to construct a map that clearly shows the profile of organizational 

performance. This two-dimensional map allows us to interpret the positioning of the 

organization regarding the legitimacy and authority, as shown in Figure 3. 

 

With the construction of this map for location of ABACC within the continuum between 

legitimacy and authority is possible clearly see that the Agency has a relative power, mainly 

due to being the only bi-national company that has a sphere of action very unique and highly 

scientific, without any competitor and with a certain immunity from interest groups and 

political interference. Regarding accountability, the positioning of ABACC in terms of 

authority raises some concerns because it has power relatively free within their public arena 

and is at the center of collective interests. 

 

The positioning of ABACC within the space of legitimacy that ranges from low and medium 

publicness, shows that the low coercive power and the limited role of collective interest in the 

assets of the Agency does not raise major concerns about the legitimacy of their actions, 

according to the their low capacity to affect the public side of individuals 

 

The resurgence of nuclear power in the world and the resumption of the nuclear programs of 

Brazil and Argentina indicate, more than ever, the importance of interstate organizations such 

as ABACC, and global operations, such as the IAEA, which can effectively play the role 

watch the global nuclear system. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 - Positioning the ABACC in relation to 

the publicness and constrictiveness - Adapted from 

Koppell (2008) 
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As important as the role of these agencies is the need to study their behavior in the face of 

accountability mechanisms at the level of relations between states. If the process of 

globalization comes more and more countries, thereby generating the strengthening of 

multilateral organizations, we need to examine further how these organizations behave in the 

face of accountability mechanisms and try to find best management practices that can mitigate 

the problems that currently occur with accountability at the level of global governance. 
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