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Abstract

Citizen participation in Latin America has largddgen an exercise in clientelism and corporatism.
Recently, more authentic forms of participation dnaamerged at the local level, often led by
opposition parties, as part of a larger democritizaagenda. The participatory budget, a piongerin

effort to democratize the municipal budget by emgomg citizens to make resource allocation

decisions, was first attempted in Porto Alegre,ZBrim 1989. The program afforded unprecedented
levels of participation to the socially marginatizand poor, garnering accolades from international
organizations. Participatory budgeting was latdopied by the Mexican municipality of Santa

Catarina. Unlike its Brazilian counterpart, the @ustration did not achieve the level and degree of
citizen participation nor a significant redistrilmnt of public resources. The author considersethre
key factors that account for the divergent outcaniBsparty ideology and governance philosophy, 2)
design and implementation of the program and 3yedeof financial decentralization from central

government.
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1. Introduction

The Priista mayor's remark above typifies the mixture of skadpin and interest with which local
leaders in Latin America regard citizen participati It stems, in part, from uncertainty about the
practicality and political advisability of incorpating citizens into decision-making processes
routinely handled by elites. Scholarly accountdrads the perils associated with state efforts to
institutionalize citizen participation programs rftcthe vantage point of public administration and
bureaucracy. (King, Feltey and Susel,1998; Stjv&é890). Participatory mechanisms can alter
power relations and result in a loss of controltfe bureaucracy. The transaction costs associated
with citizen participation can also dampen entharsicamong political elites as they consider the
increased staff time and communication that is s&ag to incorporate citizen participation. Ifdbc
governments decide to incorporate citizens, loeabérs must still grapple with a set of practical
guestions regarding the nature and scope of thagiiicjpation or “how widely to cast the net.”
(Cernea, 1987). Finally, governments must steemuarse between cooptation and autonomous
organization when deciding to incorporate citizeoups in decision-making processes or otherwise
risk the loss of credibility in the eyes of citizen
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Despite the trepidation with which many officialgpaoach citizen participation, there is an incnegsi
recognition by local political elites in Latin Amean countries that some participatory component
beyond electoral participation is necessary in otdée regarded as fully democratic (Grindle, 2000
In that vein, there has been rapid diffusion oftipgratory experiments in local government have
occurred throughout the region froobmunas and corregimientos in Colombia, Sociedades de
Fomento in Argentina and citizen initiated ordinances inngeuela (Nickson, 1995). In Mexico, the
interest in participatory projects among local Eradwvas heightened during the days leading upeto th
historic elections of July 2000 when the Nationatién Party (PAN) wrested the presidency, and the
control of many municipal administrations, from tR&I. A similar sense of hope and optimism,
among the disenfranchised in Brazil, took placeeeade earlier as the Worker’'s Party (PT) won the
municipal presidency in the city of Porto Alegreda@b other Brazilian municipalities in what many
observers viewed as a protest vote against theegadministration (Power, 2000).

Ideologically diverse political parties at the hadfrmunicipal governments throughout Latin America
are experimenting with citizen participation pragsaduring the current democratic transition (Abers,
2000; Cornelius et al, 1999; Merino, 1995; Nickstf95; Rodriguez and Ward, 1995). Sharing a
common legacy of state-society relations markedclmsntelism, these municipal administrations,
often led by opposition parties, are opening neacsp to involve citizens in local government.
Clientelism, as pervasive a phenomenon in Brazil &sin Mexico, has been the predominant mode
of allocating public resources (Hagopian, 1996; iBen 1990). Increasingly, the practice became
identified with the social inequities facing botbuaitries and served as a major impetus for oppositi
parties to oust authoritarian regimes. As Rodriigu@995) notes, citizen participation in Mexican
municipal government has largely been limited tgimee supporting activities (voting for the PRI)
and petitioning local officials for goods and sees. Participation in Brazil has followed a simila
pattern with thecoronel or local political boss who brokers benefits withunicipal and state
government on behalf of political supporters (Gro$889). In characterizing the changed local
governance practices in Mexico during the demaoctadinsition, Ward (1999) notes that while many
municipalities still exhibit the clientelistic-paital mode of governance, a competing model,
routinized technocratic, is emerging among munidipa governed by opposition parties. The
primary difference between the two models is tlaoantability in the former is directed upward
towards superiors in the party upon whom promotlepends, while the latter is characterized by a
downward accountability to citizens. The partitgry budget falls under the routinized-technocrati
approach that seeks to transform the “client” &t thf a citizen who is deserving of equal treatnient
the delivery of services. As Elizabeth Jelin (1,986) notes, one of the primary tasks during the
democratic transition is that:

It implies the dismantling of antidemocratic forno§ exercising power, whether authoritarian,
corporative, or based on pure force. It also iegph change in the rules governing the distribution
power, the recognition of the enforcement of riglatsd the legitimacy of social participants (1995,
89).

Public budgets can be understood as instrumerddidoate resources, distribute power and, in the
process, recognize certain social participantse mlanner in which budgets are typically formulated
tends to be a technical exercise engaged in byigadlelites. Even in long-standing democracike, t
standard municipal budgetary process has seldooivie citizens in resource allocation decisions
(Mikesell, 2003). This tendency is even more proreed in Latin America where the strong mayor
form of government in Mexican and Brazilian munadipes reinforces the centralism characteristic
of those political systems. The mayor elaborateshiudget and the municipal council often rubber
stamps mayoral decisions (Nickson, 72). Legistateuncils have not been the forums for debate
and deliberation where budgetary proposals aretiszed. The closed nature of the budgetary
process impacts municipal expenditures along twaedsions. Firstly, local patron-client relations
usually translate into favoritism in the awardinggovernment contracts and projects. Clientelism
also extends to the intergovernmental sphere wheegg officials curry favor with officials at higine
levels in order to obtain revenue transfers inrrefior political support. These practices displac
budgetary funds from needed citizen services tosvarctivities that perpetuate favoritism in the
awarding of government contracts for those thaehanlitical ties to the municipal administratiot.

is also seen in the disproportionately high shérine@ budget that is devoted to employee salaaes,
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long-standing practice in the region (GoldfrankQ2)) In contrast, the participatory budget advance
the notion that ordinary citizens can not only pgrate directly in governmental processes without
the need for mediation by powerful patrons, but @ast as the key decision makers over resource
allocation, signaling a marked departure from féign as the dominant criteria. By involving
citizens, the participatory budget purports to @le decisions in a more democratic and more
transparent fashion.

The pioneering effort to democratize the municipatiget occurred in Porto Alegre, a city of 1.3
million people, in southern Brazil. Since the pEpatory budget was first unveiled in 1989 by the
newly elected Workers Party (PT), the city has ralédl unprecedented levels of participation to its
citizens in resource allocation decisions, esplgcsacially marginalized groups, resulting in a eor
equitable distribution of public funds (Abers, 2D0Mn recognition of its efforts, the city has eaed
numerous accolades from national and internatiorgenizations for improving the quality of life for
its residents (World Bank, 1995). The degree otsas achieved in Porto Alegre raises expectations
about the possibilities for citizen participationadther Latin American municipalities. As testamen
to its popularity, a few hundred municipalities dhghout Brazil have adopted the participatory
budget in the hopes of achieving a more equitaldtrilobution of resources. Worldwide, the
methodology has diffused to developing countriethwai few thousand municipalities adopting it by
2005 (Wampler 2007).

The Mexican municipal administration of Alejandr@e?2 de Aragon (1997-2000), adopted the
approach after learning of its potential benefitea &Vorld Bank conference for mayors in Toronto,
Canada. While inspired by the Brazilian succegs/sthe Santa Catarina experience differed greatly
in many respects. The Mexican municipality did achieve the widespread participation nor did it
result in a significant reallocation of resourcesthe city’s underserved neighborhoods as it had in
Porto Alegre. This article will explore the Mexicaxperience in greater detail in an attempt to
explain the divergent outcomes. Several factopeapto be important in explaining the variation
between the two cases, these are: (1) party igg@ad governance philosophy, (2) program design
and implementation, and (3) the degree of finangdedentralization from central government. The
success of the Porto Alegre case has far reachiptications for other localities in Latin America
given the widespread diffusion of the methodologythhe World Bank and other donor organizations
that require a participatory component from loandfigiaries. Thus, a more complete understanding
of the successes and failures drawn from the twesavill serve to elucidate this emerging trend in
local government and to better understand the dondiunder which participatory programs are most
likely to flourish. After delineating some of tineore prominent differences and similarities between
the two cases, an in depth discussion ofbeidamos Juntos program in Santa Catarina will follotw.

2.0 Palitical 1deology and Gover nance Philosophy

In recent years, municipalities governed by pditigarties from across the ideological spectrumehav
experimented with a variety of participatory medkars to include citizens in decisionmaking.

International organizations such as the World Bhake also promoted citizen participation among
their repertoire of public sector reforms to enegér debtor nations to achieve greater efficiency an
effectiveness in resource allocation (World Bar®Q?). Regardless of the underlying motivation to
adopt such reform measures, the incorporation tideci participation is now viewed as a vital

component for a fully functioning and legitimatentmcracy. For the classical liberal democrat,
participation is an opportunity to educate andaa® citizens about democratic behavior and norms

! My research, carried out during 2000 in Santa @=taincluded the participant-observation
method and entailed attendance at neighborhood@rabl meetings. | also interviewed key
administration officials including the Mayor andbgram participants from each of the five
sectors for the neighborhood and school prograamsally, approximately 800 residents of
the City of Santa Catarina were surveyed regarDemdamos Juntos in late October 2000.
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and to develop skills critical for self-governméRtateman, 1970). For the radical democrat, itold
the promise of a more equitable distribution oforgses and social justice (Baierle, 1998). For the
technocrat, citizen participation has an instrumlewalue in that it is regarded as one component of
public sector reform that will enable local govesmts to provide services that are in line withzeiti
preferences in an effort to rationalize municipalvice delivery. Thus, participatory mechanisms ca
be adopted to suit the different ideological gaatsl agendas of the political parties in power who
employ them.

Ideology also shapes how political actors frameblemms. For the (PT) Worker's Party, a
democratic-socialist party in Brazil, the main gesb that historically plagued municipal government
under the old regime was the inequitable distrdoutof public resources. Public works projects in
particular tended to be disproportionately allodaie middle and upper middle class neighborhoods
(Goldfrank, 2007). Thus, they viewed their fundataétask as reformers as creating a more socially
just government by moving towards a redistributieenocracy (Sousa Santos, 1998). In contrast, the
PAN, a conservative party predominantly drawn fridme middle class and business interests in
Mexico, viewed the problem as one of state patemmaland intervention in the economy. A
paternalistic government that dealt with its citizehrough clientelist and corporatist channels was
largely to blame for an inefficient public sectardaa citizenry that was accustomed to receiving
benefits without taking part in their productiomhe participatory budget would become the principal
means to foster responsibility among citizens andarthem towards greater self-sufficiency as part
of a neoliberal reform agenda that sought to redloeesize of the public sector.

2.1 Program Design and I mplementation

In comparing the two cases of participatory budggtseveral notable differences in the design and
implementation of the program emerge, which in taffiected the degree and level of participation.
In Porto Alegre, citizen councils had total contmer many of the decisions and execution of
projects. Moreover, the scope of their decisiokim@ authority extended to a large portion
municipal budget whereas in Santa Catarina, cisizerercised decision making authority over
approximately 10 percent of the budget. In analyaiegrees of citizen power, Arnstein’s typology
(Arnstein 1969, 217) is instructive. She concelitaa the different forms of citizen participatias
comprising rungs on a ladder ranging from nonpi@dioon to degrees of tokensim (informing,
consultation and placation), to degrees of citigewer (partnership, delegation, and citizen coptrol
The type of citizen participation organized by thenicipal administration in Santa Catarina most
resembled the “partnership” and “delegated powarifants in contrast to the “citizen control” model
utilized in Porto Alegre where “have not” citizeobtain the majority of decision making seats
(Abers, 217). For example, in Santa CatarinaMhagor would preside over budget meetings along
with several department heads. Thus, citizengedmks of taking complete control over projects,
would collaborate with municipal officials who sed/in an advisory capacity by providing technical
information. By casting municipal officials in theole of technical advisors to citizens, the
methodology sought to change the dominant modatefaction from paternalism and clientelism to
one of collaboration. By decentralizing governatasks in such a way, citizen councilors would be
given a certain degree of discretion over resouaogissome latitude in the execution of public works
projects. Yet, in contrast to the Porto Alegre arignce, participants in Santa Catarina had less
control and decision making authority and were ecigid to numerous requirements to obtain
clearance from city officials regarding the exeantof projects.

In the Brazilian case, the PT's goal upon enteoffgce in 1989 was to combat clientelism in the
allocation of resources through a participatorygyolhat sought to empower the poor (Abers, 5)t No
only did they design the participatory process withbottom-up structure that encouraged the
involvement of poor people, they also fostered ageti policy that would reduce the costs of
collective action. The transaction costs of timd aformation often discourage citizen participati
particularly among the lower socioeconomic straarticipation and redistribution, the PT’s central
platform as an opposition party, became its goveearactice once in office. In keeping with this
philosophy, the administration sent community oigers into neighborhoods to appeal to them
directly about the potential gains from collectaaion (Abers, 140). Once in office, the partitqra
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budget became the centerpiece of the PT admindstraflhe structure of theonselhos populares or
popular councils mirrored the design and operatibthe PT’s internal party organization from its
days as an opposition party. “Nuclei” or small grse modeled along socialist lines were the basic
building blocks of the organization found in neightoods, schools and workplaces. The
organizational logic drew from the party’s origis@an urban popular movement and the strategies and
tactics it employed to challenge state policy (Baiel24). Once in office, the PT strove to maimta
the social movement’s dynamism. Avoiding the ad tommon practice of cooptation when states
organize participation, the PT administration wapeeially cognizant of this danger and took great
care to afford the councils a larger degree ofraatyy in making budget decisions.

After several years, the PT arrived at a processahgendered a high degree of citizen participatio
and input on investment priorities. One of the hmodblogies it utilized was an equitable decision
making criteria in order to harmonize the variongestment needs among neighborhoods. First,
general assemblies were convened in each of theid@et districts in order to allow residents to lis
their top five investment priorities for public mktructure projects. By providing data aboutdite
budget, these sessions were designed to be infoaratd also set the parameters for debate and
discussion. Decisions made at the forums wouldpagsed upward through the citizen-elected
representatives to larger forums that representgghborhoods districts in proportion to the number
of representatives sent to assemblies (Abers, 1998)e primary task of the delegates was to
negotiate and prioritize the infrastructure prggesong the various districts. Finally, an oversg
Municipal Budget Council, comprised of two electefdresentatives from each district, would apply a
distribution formula to allocate funds among thstriits in each category in order to prevent disput
over their fair share of the budget. The distiifiutformula took into account need as measured by
how recently a region received an infrastructugemt and population siZe.

2.2 Financial Decentralization and Municipal Budgets

Financial decentralization was a key contextualdiathat facilitated the adoption of the particqgt
budget in both countries. During the 1980s, bo#xido and Brazil amended their constitutions to
provide for greater municipal autonomy. In Mexitlee Municipal Reform Act of 1983 provided for
the legal recognition of municipal government, margy delineated municipal responsibilities, and
empowered them to levy taxes for basic serviceipimv. The 1988 Brazilian Constitution provided
for automatic federal revenue transfers to munlitipa and also increased the number of local taxes
that they could levy (Kingstone and Power, 20083%. Goldfrank (2007) notes, municipal revenues in
Brazil grew 82% between the years 1988-1992. Roidhis time, municipalities in the federal states
of Brazil and Mexico were little more than armsthe central government. The constitutional
amendments, by empowering them financially, enabletth municipalities to achieve a measure of
autonomy. However, in the case of Mexico, municfpences were not bolstered by an automatic
influx of federal revenue as was the case in Brakbistead, municipal autonomy in Mexico would
mean empowering municipalities to generate thein saurces of local revenue which municipalities
have done to varying degrees. In Porto Alegre,ifiux of federal revenues provided a degree of
financial latitude and a funding source to implemd#re participatory budget without having to
impose tax increases on citizens. In contrastptheicipal administration in Santa Catarina designe
the program to require matching voluntary finan@ahtribution from citizens in order to avoid a
formal tax increase.

3.0 Adopting and Adapting the Participatory Budget to Santa Catarina

2 The formula to prioritize and weigh citizen demauiil Porto Alegre is based on a Quality of Lifedravhich
allocates points according to various criteriaudaohg income, education, physical infrastructurd social
services provided. On a scale of 1 to 5, regioogldvbe assigned points with a heavier weight gigetmose
that had less than 20% access to services, marel#3000 inhabitants and if the people rankedrtcpéar
service on the top of their list. See Abers, Rebhddeara (2000nventing Local Democracy Grassroots
Paliticsin Brazl. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers for a flidicussion of the ranking system used in
Porto Alegre.
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Santa Catarina is an urban municipality of appratety 259,000 inhabitants in the metropolitan area
of Monterrey in the northern state of Nuevo Leoer{€us Data, INEGI, 2005). In January 2000, the
municipal administration adopted the participatbuglgeting program under the nameDaidamos
Juntos or “Together We Decide” to involve citizens in oesce allocation decisions regarding
infrastructure. Home to mamgaquiladoras, the municipality had seen a rapid increase irufaipon

in recent years due to migration of Mexicans fraxar®mically depressed states placing pressure on
the already strained capacity to deliver publicvieess. Budgetary pressures prompted the mayor to
consider two options: cutting back services or imibhg additional resources.

The genesis of thBecidamos Juntos or Together We Deciderogram arose from citizen petitions to
the mayor that revolved around two major complairrst, the lack of basic infrastructure such as
paved roads, lighting and water ¢olonias or neighborhoods and second, the deterioratingach
infrastructure (Interview, Paez de Aragon). Inpsse to constituent complaints regarding service
delivery, Mayor Paez de Aragon proposed the ppgtory budget as a means to involve citizens in
the mobilization and allocation of resources. Tdosophical underpinning of the participatory
budget was to rid municipal government of cliesieliand corruption through citizen collaboration in
public works projects. Fomenting a more involveifizenry who would assume personal
responsibility for solving their problems was thkinmate aim of the conservative reformers, in
contrast to the PT’s goal of empowering the poor.

Another major difference between the two casesanfigipatory budgeting was the timeframe for
implementation. The PT administration held offimensecutively for several years and thus had
sufficient time to improve upon the process, achiesrganizational learning, gain greater
participation, and accomplish public works projectdn Santa Catarina , the experiment was
constrained by the electoral timetable dictated thg Mexican Constitution which prohibited
immediate reelection for municipal officials. Theyor in Santa Catarina had the remaining year of
histrienio (three year term) to implement the participatorgdet. Due to time constraints, many of
the steps were shortened or eliminated altogether.

On January 20, 2000 neighborhood organizationssghdol councils in Santa Catarina convened
their first meetings. After undergoing a four-dgining session sponsored by the municipality,
participants attended assemblies convened in ehtheofive sectors for the purpose of electing
representatives to serve on the sector councils.Fébruary 10, neighborhood and school councils
began to solicit proposals for public works progedtom their members. After analyzing the
proposals for financial and technical feasibiliyd as well as prioritizing projects by rankingrthe
according to urgency and other criteria, the lggaerated by these local committees were submitted
to the municipal council for approval. The munadigouncil consisted of 9 administration officials
and 15 citizens, 3 from each of the 5 sectors. sthecture followed a similar organizational logic
that of Porto Alegre. Once the projects were aypgulo the neighborhood associations and school
councils signed an agreement with the municipatittassume responsibility for the management of
financial resources and the execution of the pubbcks contracts. The initiation of public works
projects could only begin after the school counaild neighborhood associations had deposited their
matching voluntary financial contributions in theuMcipal Treasury. The underlying rationale for
the use of voluntary citizen financial contributsowas to make citizens “co-responsible” for prgect
The city developed a procedures manual to providéedjnes for the program as well as norms and
procedures for decision-making, the conduct of cduneetings, and the execution of projects. A
recurring theme running throughout the manual ésdiscussion of citizen responsibility (Procedures
Manual, Decidamos Juntos program, Municipality aht& Catarina).

The primary organizational vehicles to carry outstlprogram were school committees and
neighborhood associations. Historically in Mexiamgighborhood associations have been the
principal vehicle to organize citizen participatiofror the sake of expediency, Santa Catarina made
use of these existing “juntas de mejoras” or neaghbod improvement associations. Both in Mexico
and Brazil, neighborhood associations were instrimef clientelism. As Abers points out, one of
the major organization challenges in Porto Alegieswo convert these “clientelist” neighborhood
organizations to ones that were “combative” and @mgsing of civic groups (1998, 158). Porto
Alegre succeeded in this conversion process whileSanta Catarina no attempt was made to
transform them into more autonomous organizatidndMexico, neighborhood associations were the
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officially sanctioned bodies through which citizeoguld assemble and petition the government.
They exist in virtually every state and were instemtal in maintaining the PRI in power. Serving
mainly as a conduit for complaints concerning sErvprovision, they replicate the pervasive
verticalism characteristic of the Mexican politicgistem by hierarchically arranging the handling of
citizen demands. In recent years, many citizenge haithdrawn from these neighborhood
associations and resorted to alternative formsetitipning primarily because they have come to be
regarded as “bureaucratized and coopted” (Alvamex Soto, 2000). The functional division of
responsibilities envisioned a bottom-up approawtighborhood associations, sector councils, and the
municipal council. For the school program, the sarganizational logic was adhered to beginning
with individual schools followed by a smaller subsérepresentatives who were elected to serve on
sector councils, and finally, representation ondig-wide municipal council. Santa Catarina was
divided into five sectors, according to the UrbamvBlopment Plan, with approximately 30
neighborhoods per sector of roughly equal poputadiae. A high degree of cooperation between the
sector councils and the individual neighborhoodeissions would be necessary to complete the
projects. The neighborhood associations were resiple for soliciting input on investment
priorities, collecting financial contributions, arekecuting projects. The following section will
analyze in greater detail how the program functibaed the significant operational challenges it
faced in attempting to incorporate citizen inpabimunicipal budgets.

3.1 Obstacles to | mplementation

One of the pioneering efforts to use the partidpaplanning methodology in Mexican local rural
development, Cernea’s (1987) evaluation of the RIpEogram offers several useful observations on
participatory budgeting. The program encounteretbua obstacles to implementation that can be
grouped into three major categories: institutiomagnitive, and cultural. Institutional dynamics
refer to the relationship between citizens and astrators. Due to different role perceptions and
the inevitable power struggles that are likely ¢ésult, the administrator-citizen dynamic is often a
negative one. The attitude typically encountexreubng bureaucrats when faced with the prospect of
having to administer citizen participation prograimone of resistance due to the prevailing belief
that because citizens lack the requisite techikicaivledge to debate service options and parti@pati

is costly as staff ends up doing additional workrf@@a, 1987). The availability of information keear
directly on citizens’ ability to participate (Mar@nd Olsen, 1995). The state, with its monopoly on
information, places citizens at a disadvantage asnée concerted effort is undertaken to reduce the
costs for participants. If the transaction costsadlective action are too high, citizens are hicly

to participate given the competing demands on ttigie. The dynamic often degenerates into an
antagonistic relationship in which “administrat@se territorial and parochial, they resist sharing
information and rely on their technical and profesal expertise to justify their role in the
administrative processes” (Arnstein, 1969). Inntuthis behavior engenders a reactive and
judgmental response on the part of citizens whatalby obstructing the administration rather than
working as partners or retreating entirely.

As Abers notes (2000, 74) the first year of thegpam failed to elicit much citizen participation in
Porto Alegre. The administration soon realized thaorder to overcome these barriers, it had to
reduce transaction costs by providing informatimaining community organizers and sending them
into neighborhoods, and converting neighborhoodwimations into more autonomous entities.

The negative bureaucrat-citizen dynamic was evidenthe case obDecidamos Juntos. In an
interview with the Coordinator for Neighborhood Asgtions, a woman with a long track record of
working with NGOs and autonomous civil organizasipshe attributed the fundamental problem as
rooted in the departure from the original prograesign and implementation (Interview, Guzman).
For example, only a small number of citizen leadmpeared to have performed most of the work
without consulting with their neighbors. In margses, small committees replicated the bureaucratic
decision-making style that the program was intentieccombat. She also suggested that the
government ought to have more confidence in neigidm associations and create laws that permit
them to manage municipal funds as nongovernmemtgdnizations. She found bureaucratic
resistance to be the major institutional obstaote tmpeded a higher level of citizen participation
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Participants claimed that municipal administratéms Santa Catarina often sidestepped citizen
involvement by doing the work themselves. On tligeo hand, some neighborhood organizations
viewed the procedures as too bureaucratic and askedcipal authorities to handle the bidding
processes for them. Attitudes of mutual suspisi@ne found on the part of both bureaucrats and
citizens that impeded full cooperation.

It has been suggested in other studies of decenatiah that citizen participation may also depend
upon political culture (Inglehart, 1988Prevailing attitudes of mistrust towards governmeshivell

as feelings of low political efficacy serve as avpdul cognitive barrier to participation. While
institutional barriers are more readily changedtigh alteration of existing structures, cognitive
barriers are much harder to remove. The now faratudy on political culture by Almond and Verba
(1963) noted that lack of outlets for participat@side from the tightly controlled channels asdedia
with clientelism and corporatism have had a magmnitive effect on Mexicans by conditioning their
thinking towards municipal government. Clienteljstoupled with a lack of outlets for participation,
fostered a sense of dependency among citizens. d@tminant cognitive orientation resulting from
these structural aspects of the political systeomis of low political efficacy coupled with a digét

of government.

In the case of Santa Catarina, the use of volurfingncial contributions to finance infrastructure
improvements was an intentional effort on the édrimunicipal officials to foster responsibility in
citizens. One of the objectives of the program uwageorient citizen beliefs about municipal
finances. The mayor viewed the participatory paogias an opportunity to educate citizens about the
structure of municipal finances. He also beliettet by contributing a portion of the funds, citize
would place a greater value on the projects andrhednvolved in their upkeep and maintenance.
The administration hoped that a byproduct of thegmam would be increased citizen confidence in
government by creating greater transparency iralloeation of resources. In actual practice, the |
levels of voluntary contributions would suggesttttids cognitive barrier to participation was not
overcome. The Porto Alegre experience also sougghtreorient thinking about the structure of
municipal budgets. For example, as part of theigypatory budget process in Porto Alegre, the
annual budget report would be presented beforeecitassemblies enabling them to become more
knowledgeable about municipal finances. Oncearitszcame to the realization that the lion’s shére o
the municipal budget was used to finance municpaployee salaries, they began to call for a larger
allocation of funds towards public works and cdpitgprovements.

4.0 Participatory Budgeting in Public Education

Prior to the Decidamos Juntos program, numerous complaints by citizens and dclodficials
centered on the inadequate resources for publmotsh Despite the deconcentration of some federal
activities through the establishment of field officfor education at the state level, the federal
government was notoriously slow in responding tonglaints due to the bureaucratic centralism
characteristic of the Mexican federal governmevibreover, the Mexican constitution, while clear in
assigning curriculum and teacher training to stgwmvernments, was still vague regarding
responsibility for school construction and maintese&a The administrative centralization of primary
and secondary education at the federal level wagllaresponsible for such delays in responding to
local needs. Lack of attention to the deteriogatethool infrastructure engendered ill will and
mistrust between local school administrators andionpial officials.

During the sexenio of President Zedillo (1994-2000), certain aspeaftspublic education were
decentralized as part of an overall effort to inyerthe quality of education. In 1992, the Secyetdr
Education and all 31 state governments signed agnes covering three main areas: modernization
of education programs, improving teacher perforreaand the federalization of primary education
(OCDE, 1998). In 1995, state governments becarsporeible for school construction, teacher
training, and salaries. However, the jurisdictioesponsibility for school maintenance still rermed
unclear. This ambiguity enabled all three levdlga@/ernment to shirk the responsibility for school
construction and maintenance. Finally, effortsdézentralize expenditures for school construction
and infrastructure were carried out under the aespif the federal agency CAPFCE. Federal
funding became available to state governments ivetdnegotiation with CAPFCE. Availing itself
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of this new source of federal funding for educatitime Mayor of Santa Catarina applied for and
obtained federal funds to finance school infrasteerepairs. The Mayor also added an additional
participatory component requiring schools to matehtributions by raising funds from families. The
formula for funding projects was comprised of statel municipal sources (69%) with voluntary
citizen contributions (31%). Viewing the role obvgrnment as “providing the institutional basis
upon which citizens may develop their capabilitiedie matching voluntary contributions from
citizens were designed to instill a sense of shegsponsibility among citizens.

For functional and organizational purposes, Sanaar@a was divided into five sectors. Five
representatives from each sector attended montkltings with officials. The composition of the
school councils consisted of parents, teacherscamununity representatives from each sector. Out
of 148 schools, 105 participated in thecidamos Juntos program benefiting a student population of
28,432. The total budget for school projects wa857, 463 pesos of which 1,984,231 consisted of
municipal funds while 873,233 came from citizen totnutions. The criteria for allocating funds to
each school was based on a formula that took iotsideration the priority of the work, student
population, degree of marginalization, estimatedtioutions from parents, and how recently the
school underwent repairs.

Upon conclusion oDecidamos Juntos, program participants were interviewed to deteamiheir
attitudes and opinions towards the program, as agltheir level of satisfaction with the projects.
The principal recurring theme in their testimorvess the recognition that the underlying purpose of
the program was an educational. Citizens intergttsaw the program in largely developmental and
non-material terms. As one participant commentieel,program served to help citizens “develop a
sense of capability to make decisions for the gafatie community, and to make us see that we form
part of the municipality.” (Interview, Monsivais) Additional comments about the program
objectives reaffirmed the educative goal of thdipigatory process as part of the intentional paogr
design. For example, “having citizens participatévely (through their time and labor) as welliras
financial terms will help end the cycle of patersa in which people are accustomed to having
everything given to them” (Interview, Hernande¥Yhen asked about their level of satisfaction with
the projects, the comments echoed the participdtodgeting philosophy as fostering a sense of self-
responsibility among citizens. For example:

Parents and families were very content with thekaarompleted and the manner in which they
carried out the projects because by cooperating ploe more enthusiasm into the projects. Here
people are very accustomed to having things don¢ghfm. Now that the municipality provides a
guantity of money and we also provide a sum of jptiee people value things more (Interview,
Monsivais).

The democratic nature of the decision making pmces well as the shared financial and
programmatic responsibility between citizens anchiadtrators, had a decided impact on participant
attitudes in terms of their obligations as citizansl increased sense of political efficacy. Paudiots
commented that the government kept its word in detimg the projects and that there was a general
transparency in the process itself. The net regat an increase in citizen confidence and tmst i
government among those citizens who participatess a further show of support, school program
participants asked the newly elected Mayor to cwmtithe program during his administration.
Though it appears to have had beneficial effecttherparticipants, it must be acknowledged that the
problem of self-selection may serve to bias theltes It is difficult to discern the level of suess in
achieving participation since those citizens mostivated to participate are often involved withath
community activities. In the case of Porto Aledoemerly skeptical citizens, especially the pond a
marginalized, became involved when they saw theeng@l benefits to be gained for their
neighborhoods through collective action. The morgted evidence from the Santa Catarina case
suggests the same type of demonstration effectsnwaé limited influence on participation. As
skeptical citizens viewed the completion of prageict schools and neighborhoods, they later joined
the program. This suggests that had the programinted for several years, the degree of
participation might have increased.

Only thirty out of 131colonias participatedDecidamos Juntos, benefiting 52,900 citizens or 21% of
the total population. In contrast to the high leskparticipation in Porto Alegre, the participato
budget process in Santa Catarina’s neighborhoods significantly lower participation than in
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schools. Friction between sector leaders and beitjiood residents, as well as a lack of systematic
dissemination of program information impeded a tgnedegree of participation of citizens in many
neighborhoods.

In order to determine the extent to which the mipaicadministration reduced collective action costs
associated with participation, residents of Santdafiha were surveyed regarding their general
awareness of and participation in the program.cethe principal organizational vehicles to camy o
this program were the neighborhood organizaticespandents were asked if they could identify their
neighborhood representatives. The majority of sadpnts (82%) were unaware of the program.
This lack of information would suggest that the isioned role of neighborhood leaders in
disseminating information and obtaining neighborhowput on priority projects was not fulfilled. In
open-ended survey questions, respondents frequardiymented that there was inadequate
dissemination of program informatidn.

While participation was articulated by governinges as the major goal @ecidamos Juntos, the
program lacked sufficient time, resources and ektimn of the participatory methodology necessary
to achieve a higher level of citizen participatiom order to compensate for these deficiencies and
pressured by municipal officials to adhere to &fstimetable, a small number of citizen leaders
performed most of the tasks without consulting rtheighbors. In many cases, time pressures
resulted in decisions being made by small comngitte€itizen leaders replicated the bureaucratic
decision making style th&tecidamos Juntos was intended to change.

In evaluating the outcomes of schools and neighdmas, it is apparent th&tecidamos Juntos was
more successful in eliciting citizen participation schools than in neighborhoods which may be
attributed to existing levels of social capital acmhesion among the participants in the schools.
Other contributing factors can be found in theediht institutional dynamics among the municipal
administration, school administrators, parents seathers. The municipal administration did not
subject schools to the same bureaucratic procedsdbey did with neighborhood organizations.
Additionally, there existed a certain amount of €gibn between parents, teachers and students in
terms of their mutual goals and thus decisions wesehed in a much less conflictual fashion.
Conversely, diverse priorities among neighborhoa@dtigipants regarding capital improvement
projects caused a certain level of tension andliconf

Conclusion

Though the similarities are numerous, Porto Alegrd Santa Catarina differed in several important
respects. The participatory budget in the Braziliaunicipality was instituted by a leftist worker’s
party (PT) while in Santa Catarina, a conservapiagy of the right instituted the program. Podtic
ideology played a major role in how citizen pagation was conceptualized, how the program was
designed, and the ultimate aims of citizen paritgn. In Porto Alegre, the scope of citizen
participation was designed to reach into the ramkshe poor and the marginalized and had an
outcome orientation that measured success in rahggins for the poor. In keeping with their visio

of radical democracy, the PT wanted to empowerpiher by giving them control over budgetary
decisions. The success of the participatory bubigorto Alegre led to its adoption in eighty other
municipalities in Brazil. Quality of life indicate showed a substantial improvement since the
program was first implemented in 1989. Not only evpublic resources being targeted to needier
neighborhoods, the democratic budgeting processtadorable impact on the financial status of the
municipality. Porto Alegre has maintained a budgetplus since 1989 and has garnered the
distinction of having one of the healthiest in Bkaz The program demonstrated that citizen
participation can result in more effective and oesible spending. Expenditures are more likely to
be made on needed capital improvement projects asicbad paving, water distribution systems, and
street lighting. For the Mexican administratiomeit principal framework for viewing participation

% Based on the survey responses, only one quarthosé surveyed had made a financial contributiompéiblic
works projects in their neighborhoods. The thregomreasons why a majority had not contributedenigrlack
of solicitation, 2) lack of understanding about thepose of the contribution and 3) lack of trustards the
municipal administration.
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was informed by their philosophy of limited goveremy, federalism and municipal autonomy. The
latter entailed a market orientation towards cdélecaction where participation was predicated upon
financial contributions by citizens.

Despite the differences in the two cases, somerghrmtions can be drawn that are instructive
concerning the use of participatory programs inalogovernment. In operational terms,
municipalities in Latin America encounter consid®#eainstitutional and operational obstacles that
impede participation including a recalcitrant burgracy and distrustful citizenry. Bearing in mind
the lessons from Porto Alegre and Santa Cataritiaec participation is an iterative process that
entails a considerable learning curve on the daatiministrators and the accumulation of experience
over time particularly in transitional democracisnall projects with demonstration effects serve to
show a level of commitment by government officiaysengendering greater trust. Finally, both cases
illustrate to varying degrees, that citizen paption programs, when crafted well, can break the
cycle of paternalism and clientelism in order agkia more equitable distribution of resources when
government is willing to cede control.
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