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Abstract: The main goal of the paper is to examine the qoinokparticipatory budgeting (PB)
and its applicability in the new democracies in €anand Eastern Europe. In order to discuss
the applicability of different PB models in differtecontexts, the paper first gives an overview of
the models (Porto Alegre adapted for Europe, prayimarticipation, consultation on public
finance, multi-stakeholder participation and comrtwparticipatory budgeting) and outlines the
main environmental variables that are likely tduafice the applicability and feasibility of PB in
different local governments. As a second step, ghaper links the different PB models and
environmental variables (financial autonomy, pecéti culture, the size, heterogeneity and
prosperity of the local government units): it exags under what conditions each of the PB
models would be applicable and advisable. Thelartieen discusses the applicability of PB in
the new democracies in Central and Eastern EUtGgE&), with a specific focus on those CEE
countries that are by now members of the Europeaiorl) As the analysis shows, limited
financial autonomy of local governments and thekmeas of civil society are likely to pose the
main challenges to implementing PB in CEE countii® could, however, be used to strengthen

participatory culture in these countries.

1. Introduction

Participatory budgeting (PB) is essentially a psscef participation that enables ordinary
citizens to make decisions about budget allocations. & fsemocratic innovation” stemming

from the South: PB was pioneered in the Braziligyn af Porto Alegre at the end of 1980s and it
has, since then, become one of the best known fofrfiempowered deliberative democracy”
(Fung and Wright 2003). Proceeding from the exangbplPorto Alegre, several cities in Brazil

and other countries in Latin America adopted PBo¥eed by local governments in many other
countries in the world (Goldfrank 2007; Sintonegral. 2010). The estimated number of PBs in
Europe by 2009 has reached the landmark of 20Grendorresponding number of worldwide
initiatives has exceeded 1000 cases (Herzbery. 2010). Furthermore, the growing popularity
of PB is underpinned by the increasing number Gé<giplanning to experiment or already

piloting this participatory instrument.

! The term “citizen” in the context of this paperpiies an individual who possesses the politicahditeg to
exercise voice and not legal status of formal eit&hip.



There is, however, no universal definition of PBtasexperiences and practices vary all over the
world and depend on local context and conditionat@u 2007). As Cabannes (2004, 28) puts
it, a real challenge in analyzing PB experiencehe uniqueness of each experience”. The
differences in PB practices range from the forngibzen participation in the budget preparation
phase to controlling the implementation after thueldet has been approved (Sintoreeral.
2005; Cabannes 2004, p. 28). For the purposesi®fpdper, it is useful to depart from a
relatively broad definition, such as provided byit8mer, Herzberg and Rocke (2005). They
define PB in the following way: “participatory bueling allows the participation of non-elected
citizens in the conception and/or allocation of jpuiinances”. Additionally they propose five
criteria: (1) the financial dimension has to bgcdissed; (2) the city level has to be involved; (3)
the process has to be repeated; (4) there has $orbe form of public deliberation; (5) some
accountability is required. Within this broad défon, PB can, of course take on different forms
and the models of PB can vary significantly. Thestrgystematic typology of PB has been put
forth by Sintometet al. (2010a), who distinguish between the Porto Alegtepted for Europe,
proximity participation, consultation on public &nce, multi-stakeholder participation,

community participatory budgeting.

While there is a large and increasing body of diteredescribingthe application of PB and its
different variants in various countries, there lack ofsystemati@pproaches that would discuss
the applicability and suitability of the various deds of PB in differentontexts Furthermore,
there are no studies that would examine the fdagil@nd advisability of PB in the new
democracies in the region of Central and Eastemofeu This paper seeks to fill these gaps by
providing a systematic overview of the environméntiables that are likely to influence the
applicability of the different PB models and theiscdssing the feasibility of PB in CEE
countries. Hence, the goals of the paper are thewimg: First, it will discuss the central
elements of PB process and the different forms &Btake (Porto Alegreadapted for Europe ,
proximity participation, consultation on public éince, multi-stakeholder participation and
community participatory budgeting). Second, theckrtwill outline the main environmental
variables that are likely to influence the applitiagband feasibility of PB in local governments.

Third, it will examine the linkages between diffietemodels and environmental models and



discuss under what conditions each of PB modeldduoel applicable and advisable. Finally, the
article discusses the applicability of PB in thevr@emocracies in Central and Eastern Europe
(CEE), with a specific focus on those CEE counttied are by now members of the European
Union. As there have been no systematic discussinribe applicability of PB in CEE countries
in the PB literature so farwe hope that our paper erve as a useful starting point for further
discussions and studies of PB in this region. Thecture of the paper follows the sequences of

these goals.

2. Models of Participatory Budgeting

Even though it is not the simplest task to “mapabetours” of PB and the different PB models
as its practices are extremely diverse, the atteampib so seems to be still inescapable, if we
want to study PB in a more systematic way. As Egpindersen argues: “the point of

generalization is economy of explanation — to bke &b see the forest rather than the myriad
unique trees” (Esping-Andersen 1997, 179 in Coug0B5, 110). The paper will hence try to

sketch the “forest” of PB process, by first ideyitij the main elements in the PB process
(section 2.1) and then looking at the differentfmurations of these elements in the form of PB

models (section 2.2).

2.1. Mapping the Contours: Process Design Elemenits PB

The process design variables described below hege bxtracted from the research conducted
by Cabannes (2004) that draws on 25 experiencéstin America and Europe and from the
global study by Sintomeet al. (2010a) that elaborated different models of PBEurope.
Additionally, the proposed framework integratesasidrom Fung (2006), Ebdon and Franklin
(2006) and Talpin (2007).

The PB process starts with the elaboration ofatesqgy, plan or legal act of any kind that would
set up the procedure of the whole participatorycess. In other words this act/document should
state “the rules of the game” — e.g. themes focudision, criteria for allocating resources, the

number of meetings etc. There are variations ort Wwbdy determines these rules. The literature



proposes different options: the Council of the iegmatory Budge?, the pre-existing social and
political frameworks such as neighbourhood assiotist and local administration. This stage
can also be participatory by its nature; that I titizens can be involved in drafting this

regulatory act. This element (or variable) willlabelled as PB decision-making body.

Table 1: Participatory Budgeting: Elements of Proces Design

PB decision-making body * Who sets up the rules of the game?
Participation * How are the participants being
selected?

* What type of participation mechanisms
are used? (public meetings, focus
groups, simulation, advisory
committees, surveys etc.)

* How do citizens patrticipate (direct vs
indirect participation)?

* How are the meetings organized
(territorial or thematic logic, city,
district or neighbourhood level)?

Deliberation * What is being deliberated?
(investments or service delivery,
projects or general areas?

» How do participants communicate angd
make decisions?

Empowerment » What role does the civil society play?
» Are the participants’ decisions binding
for the authorities?

Control and monitoring * Who controls the implementation of the
budget?

Source: the authors, drawing on Cabannes (200d{or8er et al. (2010a), Fung (2006), Ebdon and Hira(R006)
and Talpin (2007).

Next, a central element of PB is who is expecte@dadicipate. The procedure can be oriented
towards different types of citizens: citizens frearious social groups (e.g. women, pensioners,
foreigners etc.), organised citizens (e.g. assoas)}, single active citizens, “ordinary citizens”

(chosen by random sampling), and all citizens (ezfdum). Hence, there are differences in the

2 The Council of the Participatory Budget considtshe delegates elected by the participants ofntieetings, i.e.
citizens. Its main functions concern the elaboratad the budget proposal with the integrated resolt the
discussions during the meetings, to revise thd bodget proposal elaborated by the City Councid t;monitor
the implementation of the budget (Avritzer 1999hisTis mostly practised in Brazilian and Latin Arcan
experiences.



scope of participation. Different participants’ esetion methods can be applied depending on

who is invited to take part: self-selection, taggktecruiting, random selection etc.

Next stage involves the gathering of proposalsuiinfrom the participants. There is a great
variety of participation mechanisms ranging fromblpu meetings and citizens’ forums to
surveys (Ebdon, Franklin 2006; Hinsberg, Kubar 300Bhis stage can be multi-layered
depending on whether the participation is directnaolirect. In other words, the PB procedure
might involve the election of delegates, who careltieer professionélor lay* stakeholders. In

case of open meetings different territorial levea be involved — city, district or neighbourhood

level.

As the definition of PB prescribes, in the courdeparticipation, citizens are encouraged to
deliberate on projects or proposals they put fodwaiypically one presumes that participation
should approximate some deliberative ideal of Amci&reek democracy where participants
come together as equals and reason about publiglepns. However, the reality is quite
different. Fung (2006) shows that some people caasspectators who receive information and
merely observe what is happening, while others, emaxctive citizens, might express their
preferences by putting forward their own views osipg a question. Fewer discussions enable
participants to explore, develop and eventuallpgfarm their preferences by providing them
with educational materials, briefings and askingctmsider trade-offs of alternatives. The
subjects of deliberation can also vary from theegehareas (e.g. education, healthcare) to
concrete public services or specific projects. Afteliberation comes the decision-making stage,
where the citizens’ proposals, projects and disonssare transformed into public decisions (and
action). Depending on the extent of civil societydluence on the final decision the PB
literature suggests three levels of empowermemedetsive listening”, co-governing partnership
and de-facto decision-making competence (Fung 2®0&zberg 2011). While “selective
listening” stands for mere consultation processreine citizens’ proposals are simply taken into
account by local authorities, de facto decisionimgkcompetence at the other side of the

spectrum means local council’s obligation to oy approve the participatory budget plan.

3i.e. paid representatives of organized interdaisg 2006, 68).
“i.e. unpaid citizens who have interest and désirepresent others with similar interedtsd.).



The paper at hand also proposes the middle levelhgfowerment: co-governing partnership,
which implies the joint decision-making of localtharities and representatives of civil society.

The decision-making mode can range from votingotosensus.

Finally, it is rather obvious that once the budgas been approved, its implementation requires
control and monitoring. The performance of thesecfions can range from control by the
executive branch to control by the citizens.

2.2. Sketching Models of PB

As could be seen from the previous section, themoi “one size fits all” approach. If PB is a
tool for deepening/democratizing democracy (Funggii¢ 2001; Schugurensky 2004), then this
tool has been applied very differently dependinglanlocal conditions and context. However,
in order not to get lost in “thousand and one” egka® ofPBs, it is useful to look at different
configurations of the process variables in the foomideal types. Proceeding from the
framework of process design variables presentédeiprevious subsection, this subsection gives
an overview of different models of PBs in EuropPorto Alegre adapted for Europe, proximity
participation, consultation on public finance, coumty participatory budgeting and multi-
stakeholder participation — drawing on the typoladgborated by Sintomer, Herzberg, Récke
and Allegretti (2008, 2010a,b). The descriptiorthed models will be based on the literature by
Sintomeret al. (2008, 2010a,b) but adjusted to the framework m@fc@ss design variables
described earlier. Whereas the first model — theptetl version of Porto Alegre — is presented
separately, the other 4 models are outlined paewior the sake of comparison and better
understanding. The Porto Alegre adapted for Européel can be considered the “genuine” type
of participatory budgeting as it has preserveddhsc features of the Brazilian case, where this
participatory process has its roots. The other tmamdels have made “concessions” to the
genuine participatory model on two fronts: proxyngarticipation as well as consultation on
public finance are purely afonsultativenature (rather than implying binding constraintstioe
elected representatives), while multi-stakeholded aommunity participatory budgeting are
oriented towardsrganisedcitizens only (rather than all individual citizéns



2.2.1. A Democratic Innovation from the South: Pord Alegre Adapted for Europe

Participation in the “Porto Alegre adapted for Epeb model is based on the participation of
individual citizens in open meetings at the neiglthood level via self-selection. During the
preparatory meetings citizens elect delegatesedaspiecial Council, which elaborates the “rules
of the game” that are valid for the next year. Rertmeetings at the higher territorial levels
(district and city levels) are performed by theedgltes, who are typically the members of
residents’ organisations, local associations aditiged parties. Concrete investment projects are
being discussed at the neighbourhood level and thackst of projects is ready it is voted on in
an open assembly. Later the proposals are beirkgddoy the district and city delegates (e.g. by
applying social justice criteria). The final listrestitutes a participatory budget proposal which is
presented at the municipal council and is lateoriporated into the city budget. Once the budget
has been approved, the monitoring body (composeteoflistrict and city delegates) is set up.
Thus, in this model, people are granted de factsim-making powers, meaning that the
municipal council has the obligation to approve plaeticipatory budget proposal. According to
Herzberg (2011, p. 8) exactly these kind of prasticcan be truly called “democratic
innovations”.

2.2.2. Symbolic Participation: Proximity Participation and Consultation on Public Finance

The feature of these two models is the fact thay tre purely consultative. More specifically,
both types involve the process of “selective ligtghy i.e., the results of the deliberation are
being summed up by local authorities, who laterlement only those proposals that are in
accordance with their own interests. Associaticas lgardly play any role; rather, participation
takes place via citizens’ assemblies and forahénlatter, participants are being invited through
media, by mail or personal invitation. Herzberg 20 p. 8) regards such experiences as

“symbolic” since according to his opinion the chaadhey provoke are rarely visible.

Proximity participation model involves districts agll as city as a whole with the deliberation
about investments in the former case and aboutrgesteategic goals in the latter. Proposals are

not ranked and the decisions are usually takerohgensus. Local government is prescribing the



procedure (if there is any) as well as local repnéstives moderate the discussion during the
deliberation phase. This has certain drawbacks;iwvill be discussed later in the paper. On the
other hand, however, the extensive involvementoohll representatives in the process is the

form of guarantee that the decision will be implated.

Consultation on public finance is mostly directediéards making the financial situation of a city
more transparent. Information is usually distriloute brochures, via Internet and press releases.
The procedure is based on a citizens’ forum witbrmation stands, where most participants are
selected at random from the civil registry, but@my interested can still participate. In the first
version of the model the focus is on services éedid by public providers (revenues and
expenditures of libraries, swimming baths, kindeigyas, street cleaning). Public services are
presented by municipal employees at informationdga Anyone can ask questions as well as
record his/her suggestion on special forms. Therggwersion aims at generating proposals to
rebalance the budget (staff cuts, reduced publerditure, tax increases). Participants have to
come up with their own suggestions combining vasipossibilities. Views could be gathered
via questionnaires and quantified. The local cduacnounces its decisions after internal
deliberation. Similarly to peamity participation model, the local governmenthe initiator of

the process procedure and supervisor of its outsome

2.2.3. Beyond Selective Listening: Community Partipatory Budgeting and Multi-

Stakeholder Participation

Both models include funds for investments and ptsjén the social, cultural and environmental
sectors. The participants in both procedures domstiorganised groups who are invited to
propose projects. Another peculiarity of these nwdies in the fact that only part of money
under discussion comes from the local governmdmdf ts, money can also be given by
international organisations, NGOs, private compamiethrough national program. Hence, the
municipal council is not the sole decision-makerb@ard, a committee or an assembly of
representatives from NGOs, private sector and laa#iorities jointly decide on the acceptance

of proposals. Therefore, the level of empowermeste hcan be labelled as “co-governing



partnership”; i.e., joint decision-making of thetizénry and the representatives of private,

governmental and non-profit sectors.

Table 2: European PB models

Decision-
making body

Adaptation of Proximity Consultation on CO”.‘”.‘“”“V Multi-
S o participatory stakeholder
Porto Alegre participation public finance . L
budgeting participation
Council local local a committee a committee

composed of
citizens’ elected
delegates

administration

administration

composed of
representatives o
LG, NGOs, state
organisations

composed of

f representatives o
LG, NGOs, state
organisations,
private sector

f

Participation

Participants’ selection methods
Self-selection; Self-selection; Random Targeted Targeted
selection; selection; selection;
Scope of participation

single active single active “ordinary” organized organized

citizens citizens citizens citizens citizens together
with private
enterprise

Participation mechanisms

Open meetings a

t Open meetings a

I Open meetings o

r Different kinds

Closed meetings

neighbourhood | neighbourhood | citizens’ forums | of meetings at at town level
level, delegates dtand town level at town level neighbourhood
town level level, delegates at
town level
Focus of discussion
public micro-local overall concrete concrete
investments public budget or offer | community projects financed
investments or | of services projects by public/private
broad guidelines partnerships
of town policy
Modes of communication
Develop Listen as Listen as Express, develop| Express, develop
Deliberation preferences spectators, spectators, preferences preferences
express express
preferences preferences
Formality of the process
Projects ranked | No ranking of No ranking of Projects ranked, | Projects ranked,
according to investments or | services, possible formal rules formal rules
criteria of actions, informal | ranking of
distributive rules priorities,
justice, rather informal
formalised rules rules
Decision-making | Consultation Consultation Cogoverning Cogoverning
Empowerment . .
power partnership partnership
Council local local local local
Control and composed of administration administration administration + | administration +
monitoring citizens’ elected donors donors

delegates

Source: Sintomeet al. (2010b); Herzberg (2011); Fung (2006). Modifiedthg authors
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In the community participatory budgeting in contr@msthe multi-stakeholder model, business is
excluded: funding is provided by a national or intgional programme. Even though the
committee is filtering the proposals (ensuring ttiety meet the rules of the process), the final
decisions on which project receives funding is takg the residents via voting. Usually the
applicants are mandated to implement the projbeeimselves; however, the local authorities still

monitor the delivery and spending.

Given the financial participation of the privatects® in the multi-stakeholder model it can be
assumed that private sponsors might influence thieome of the process. This type of
participation can be considered as PB only in ¢asdarger part of financial resources comes
from the local municipality. Furthermore, partidijoa has to take the form of forum rather than
commission meeting. Otherwise, such initiativdsuader the category of a PPP project rather
than PB.

3. Environmental Variables Influencing PB

As it has already been mentioned, PB is a casetisensocial experiment and hence it seems to
be obvious that every model is able to functionyanl a specific context and within certain
environment. We will now look at different “envinorental” or context variables that are likely

to influence the applicability of the various PB ahets.

We divide the variables that influence PB processtzence the choice of PB model into 2 main
categories: country-level and local-level. The doptevel variables include the degree of
financial autonomy and political culture. These Hre factors that influence which of the PB
models could fit the local governments in any gattr country as a whole. Also, these country-
level variables can be also regarded as conditonducive to PB; i.e., they make it more likely
that PB can be implemented. Next, since PB is pilynpracticed on a local level, the second
category of the environment variables concernsctisgacteristics of a local municipality: size,
diversity, and prosperity. Depending on their vidoias on the local level different PB models

can appear to be better applicable than others.
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3.1. Financial Autonomy

In view of the fact that PB prescribes participatio the allocation of financial resources at the
municipal level, it probably goes without sayingitithe local municipality willing to carry out
PB procedure has to have at least some financiahamy. Though the PB initiatives can also
address the overall financial health of municipadit the focus is on discretionary spending
(Wampler 2007). Thus, in order to madey form of PB conceivable, the local governments in
the country need to have some degree of expenditumomy, in that they have some space to
allocate financial resources freely (i.e. indepenigefrom the central government). Local
expenditure autonomy implies the right and theitgbdf local governments to spend public
resources on goods and services in such a waynrtbeats the demands of local constituency.
Besides expenditure autonomy, the local governmemts want to implement PB should,
ideally, also have some degree of revenue autonsmge that would increase the amount of
funds available for discretionary spending.

3.2. Political Culture

A country’s previous experiences in the field dizeins’ engagement in local governance can
serve as an indicator of the readiness for angbdissible acceptance of PB. For PB to work, the
citizenry in general has to be ready and willingésticipate and the municipal decision-makers
have to have the political will to engage the pubRolitical actors might feel threatened by the
citizens’ direct participation in local governanas they essentially lose — at least some -
decision-making space (Cabannes 2004; Wampler ZD0&Mefore, the existence of the support
among local councillors and local administratioaffsis essential. All this is definitely an

integral part of the political culture, which coitistes the second country-level variable.

More specifically, the term political culture redeto the orientations and attitudes towards the
political systems as well as the attitudes towdlasrole of the self in the system (Almond,

Verba 1966, 13). Putting it more simply, it is “ih@eople believe and feel about government,
and how they think people should act towards ifaggar 1994 in Ishiyama 2012). The paper at

hand will combine two most prominent classificasoof political cultures: one elaborated by
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Almond and Verba (1966) and the other by Elazar2)9Both threefold typologies complement
each other by emphasizing different components@ftérm “political culture” — while Almond
and Verba underline “culture”, Elazar focuses oalitical”. Namely, individualistic perspective,
i.e. individual psychological orientations and tatfies towards the political syst2rfincl. the
role of the self as participant in the politicals@nf) is taken by Almond and Verba, while
Elazar brings a broader perspective describingémeral conduct of politics. In a nutshell, three
types of political cultures can be distinguishedratistic, individualistic and traditionalistic (@e
table 3).

Table 3: Types of political cultures

Political culture/key Perception of Individualism/ Participation
elements politics/vision of collectivism

government
Moralistic politics as moral duty of | individualism is not | high

every citizen; submerged, but

government as a positive| collectivism is also
force for commonwealth | valued

Individualistic politics as “business”; individualism low
government as a emphasized
“watchman” for market;
cynicism

Traditionalistic politics as moral duty of | collectivism average

elite; government has emphasized
positive but limited role;

Source: Elazar (1972); Almond, Verba (1966). Conegody the authors

Moralistic political culture embraces the notiomtlpolitics is “one of the great activities of man
in search for the good society” as well as it isgidered to be a matter of concern for every
citizen, i.e. citizens are usually active and el of participation in public affairs is high. ke

in the individualistic political culture politicssiseen as “business”, i.e. as means for people to
improve themselves socially and economically. Gorent is instituted for utilitarian reasons,
with emphasis on encouraging private initiativethea than guaranteeing “good society”. There

is a prevailing cynicism about government and hguangicipation in politics is relatively low.

> Almond and Verba (1966, 14) argue that they emplog concept of culture in one meaning: “that of
psychological orientations toward social objects”.

® This was criticized by Arend Lijphart, who argudat Almond and Verba stretched the concept otipaliculture

by including the “feelings” regarding the role dfet self in the political system. He claimed thas tbaused
“vagueness” in the concept that should rather bagfed on how politics is conducted (Ishiyama 2@53,

13



Finally, traditionalistic political culture can loaracterised by “the ambivalent attitude towards
the market coupled with a paternalistic and elitmception of the commonwealth”. Social and
family ties are considered to be very importantv€&oment has a positive role, which is,

however, limited to the maintenance of the exissogial order (Elazar 1972, 94-99; Almond,

Verba 1966, 17-19).

While moralistic and traditionalistic political dufes seem to provide more fertile grounds for
PB implementation, it is probably complicated ttabish more genuine forms of participatory
procedure in the individualistic culture due to ldewel of participation and the prevailing
“utilitarian” attitudes towards politics and govenant, which are seen merely through the prism
of business. Furthermore, as already noted abtnemgspolitical will is a decisive component of
PB success. If politics is perceived as a meansniaking a good career, then citizens’
participation in the decision-making would not lmenething to strive for. The transaction costs
associated with citizens’ participation (e.g. iraged staff time and communication) (DeNardis

2011) are likely to diminish the enthusiasm of pcéil elites.

In reality, the political culture is usually a mixe of the above mentioned types and hence, it
can be said that the prevalence of either moralmtitraditionalistic types of political culture
(even if mixed with individualistic one) can be aeded as a factor conducive to the success of
PB implementation.

In sum, the political culture can influence thedieass of local authorities to empower citizens,
which in turn influences which type of PB decisimaking processes (consultation, co-
governing or transferring de-facto decision-makiogver) are feasible in a country. In addition,
the activity of citizens can shape the scope di@pation (type of citizens involved), their mode

of communication and as a result participation raa&dm in use.

3.3. Characteristics of Local Governments: Size, Herogeneity and Prosperity

The local-level variables — size, heterogeneity dorersity) and prosperity — in case the
conditions for implementing PB within a given coynare conducive, can further influence the

choice of the PB model.
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The size of the population can be expected to taffex “participation” element in PB process
design, i.e. the form and scope of participationvai as the participants’ selection methods.
Large cities may opt for multi-layered form of peigiation with citizens’ delegates involved in
the process. The other variant for the large cibul be the targeted selection of organised
citizens’ representatives (this, however, also ddpeon the political culture of the country).
Smaller cities might choose to engage in particypavia self-selection and open meetings at
town level. Moreover, the size of the populatiomghialso influence the formality of the process
and mode of decision-making. In smaller cities, ifwstance, consensus-based and informal

processes might be more probable.

Heterogeneity (or diversity) of the population ingaven local government is a variable that
cannot be ignored in today’s plural societies. Ehean be defined as societies “sharply divided
along religious, ideological, linguistic, culturathnic, or racial lines into virtually separate
subsocieties”. According to Lijphart (1991, 67) thest common line of differentiation between
these subsocieties is ethnicity. He specifies étlnic differences include cultural as well as
linguistic differences. Presumably, the diversitgshan impact on both participation and
deliberation variables in the PB process desigm.iffgtance, in heterogeneous cities political
conflict might emerge because of different groupndeds, which might in turn lead to the

formalization of participation process (Ebdon, Hdan 2006). The participants’ selection

methods also have to be adjusted according to thkesap of the population so that the

representativeness would be guaranteed.

Finally, the level of prosperity of the local gomerent (as indicated by its per capita revenues) is
likely to influence the feasibility of different PBnodels. Even though it is primarily the
municipality’s finances that have to be involvedRB (according to the definition of PB), then
as the models showed the public funds may also bmbmed with private and
(non)governmental recourses in order to providejade funding for PB implementation. This,
in turn, would influence most explicitly the decisimaking and control bodies of PB initiative.
It is worth noting, however, that PB can be impleted even with a rather limited amount of

money. The practices here vary from 1% to 10% efdherall implemented budget (Cabannes
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2004, p.34). Moreover, prosperity might influence the foafsdeliberatiol, which can range
from concrete projects tbroad city policy guidelines. Ainancially strapped municipalit
(Wampler 2007) is more likely to involve citizens discussion on general policy prioriti

rather than in selection of new public wo

Obviously, these variabledo not constitute a comprehensive list of factbis influence the
choice of a (suitable) PBnode. The analysis provided here, however, allows prelany
investigation of the links between environmentaliatsles and the elements of PB process
Figure 1 for an overview). Also, it is worth notirttal all the mentione@nvironmeral variables
can influenceat least to some exteeachof the process design variak. For the purposes of

clearer argument, figure 1 points to the linkadied are likly to be the stronge and direct.

Political culture Participation

Financial autonomy R Decision-making body
country-level {

Size Deliberation

. Diversity Empowerment
local-level <

Prosperity Control and monitoring

Figure 1: The links between environmental variabled the elements of PB proc

4. Matching Models with the Environment — What is the Fit?
4.1. Accepting the Delegatio of Authority: Porto Alegre A dapted for Europe

The model “Porto Alegre adapted for Europe” recuiigehigh degree of financial autono
because of the transfer sfgnificant decision-making powerso the civil society. This i
manifested in the composition of decis-making and monitoring bodiewhich both consist of
citizens’ representatives. Delegating power to ¢hizenry would by all means demand lo
municipality’s ability to decide on its own its expditure areas without being ccrained by the
higher authority In addition, the high lel of empowerment implies that the moralistic

traditionalistic political culture has to prevalDbviously, the model stipulates hidevel of
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activity of the civil society as well as the stropgjitical will to share power. The former can be
underpinned by the argument that the proposalP®rfinal list are being elaborated at the
neighbourhood level by the single active citizerf®owoluntarily join together to develop their
projects. Concerning the latter, it can be noteat the local government is likely to have “a
reformist tinge” (Wampler 2007), i.e. political Eership would be composed of people willing
to experiment with new institutional formats ancteqt the delegation of their authority. The
two-layered character of participation mechanisriwlirect participation at the neighbourhood
level and participation through delegates at tlventtevel implies that the model is likely to be
utilized in large cities where the election of meg@ntatives is inescapable. Furthermore, the
formalised procedure with clear “rules of the gana30 suits municipalities with large
population, where the degree of diversity is reky high. Heterogeneous population creates the
need for formalisation because of varying group aets (Ebdon, Franklin 2006). Moreover, the
model usually presupposes the existence of thalsorieria that ensures the just distribution of
resources e.g. between richer and poorer neighbodgh which again fits with large
municipalities. As the focus of deliberation congis concrete investments and project ideas
generated by the citizens, the model would matatateer prosperous city that can afford
implementation of the projects proposed by itszeitry. This match is also emphasized by the
fact that the model does not foresee the munitipalboperating with either state or private
sector actors. Indeed, there are requirements d#s asefinancial limits on the proposals;
however, being financially constrained and not hg\any partners, it would be complicated for
a city to encourage people to get enthusiastic talmanaging scarcity’. The advantage of this
model is definitely the direct impact of the cigsibciety on the decision-making process, i.e. the
real empowerment of citizens. The challenge is, dw@r, to get high participation rates as this

clearly forms the basis for legitimating the whplecess.

4.2. Setting up Counter-Veiling Strategies: Proxinty Participation

The term “proximity” in the context of this moded indicative. In contrast to “participatory
democracy” the concept of “proximity politics” lagkhe recognition of the role of participants
as joint decision-makers (Allegretti, Herzberg 2D0G4ence, the powers to decide about the rules

and to monitor the PB process as well as its rattia belong entirely to the local government.
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This implies that the model could be applied in anmipality with an average degree of
financial autonomy, whereby the local authoritiesuld consult the residents, but place concrete
limits on the choice of spending options. The peablof framing, how Talpin (2007) calls it,
comes out of this authority’s domination in the q@ss. Local representatives can
(un)intentionally frame the discussion in such aywhat the outcomes would fit their
preferences. Participatory institution indirectlpntrolled by the municipality would only

represent “a legitimizing window-dressing instiauti (Talpin 2007, 13).

However, the consultative nature of this model édrgdepends on firstly, how active the
participants are in making proposals and secomfiytheir ability and desire to set up “counter-
veiling strategies”, i.e. to use tricks and small windows of opportiesi to counter-balance the

dominant position of government officials in thetpapatory process.

In view of the above it would be fair to say tha¢ imodel has the potential to work in moralistic
and traditionalistic cultures only in case thezeitiry is active and ready to use “country-veiling
strategies”. Otherwise, it could be applied in awividualistic political culture where
participation might have merely a symbolic value tfee political elite trying to stay in power.
Due to the informality in procedure and the useafsensus as a usual decision-making mode,
proximity participation model tends to fit rathemall, homogeneous towns. Furthermore,
because discussion is centred on either micro-lpahlic investments or broad guidelines of
town policy as well as no cooperation with eith&ates, non-governmental or private sectors
takes place the model would presumably suit a nipedity with average or small revenues. The
strength of this model is the close communicatietwieen local authorities and the residents,
which might motivate people to discuss their evagygroblems more openly and feel closer to
those in power. However, “the selective listenimgdnner that this model is working in, might
also constitute a real threat to the legitimacyhaf whole process that might eventually fail to

preserve its sustainability.

" The term “countervailing power” was coined by fiodl scientists Archon Fung and Erik Olin Wrighbtitnply a
variety of mechanisms that reduce, and perhaps meetnalize, the power-advantages of ordinarily edul
actors (Fung 2003, 260)
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4.3. Increasing Transparency: Consultation on Pubti Finance

Consultation on public finance model has mainlyivat from the New Public Management
ideology that sees participation as a part of tine @ increase transparency in government
(Sintomeret al 2010). Therefore the consultative nature of theglel comes as no surprise. The
main goal of the open meetings is either gettirepdlack on the existing public services or
finding solutions to financial problems. Such aus®f discussion (overall budget or offer of
services) indicates the average revenue levels wiuaicipality that probably cannot afford
implementation of the new proposals made by itglests. Furthermore, it can also imply the
average level of expenditure autonomy which presseg that city has only small discretion on
what services to provide; rather it can ask for tbedback about the already existing and
mandatory ones. Because random selection to cifiZerums is used as participants’ selection
method, this model could be applicable in citiethwdifferent population size. The main concern
would be to make the forum representative of ttewhich might become a rather complicated
task. Furthermore, the model would suit heterogesedties in case the random selection
ensured representativeness. Since this model isimagrpinned by the social movements, the
individualistic political culture is likely to malicthis model. The strengths and weaknesses of
this model are intertwined. On the one hand, thedehmakes the financial situation in the city
more transparent and understandable to its citizenish in turn might lead to higher legitimacy
of authorities. On the other hand, participatiomehis seen more as a device for modernising

government, not as a means of actual transferabfiecision-making powers.

4.4. “Participatory Grant-making”: Community Partic ipatory Budgeting

The model is largely based on funds deriving fralates non-governmental or international
organisations and the procedure is being contr@kedvell as elaborated by the representatives
of these institutions. That is why it can be labelbs “participatory grant-making” rather than
participatory budgeting (Blakey 2007). This modahcin principle, fit local governments with
different degrees of financial autonomy and thecedure mostly depends on the spending rules
of the funds provided for PB, i.e. how strictly tHenors determine the spending priorities of

their money will affect the discretionary spaceaahunicipality. In general, however, as part of
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the money still has to originate from the local neipality, the degree of expenditure autonomy
might range from average to high.In other words, rtiunicipality has to have discretion about
how to provide mandatory public services and goodshérmore, it might also need to be
capable of providing optional services to somearable extent. The reason for that is the focus
of discussion: concrete community projects gendrhiethe citizens. Furthermore, the level of
prosperity in this model can also vary, but considethe cooperation opportunities with other
sectors it could range from low to average. Becdhisemodel is directed mostly at organised
citizens it requires a rather developed and adtimel sector. On the other hand, the type of
empowerment in this model — “cogoverning partngrshi reflects thesharing of power with
the residents but not theansferof it. Therefore, the model might comply with axnaif active
citizenship and cautious power sharing intentiawsnfthe governing side. This is likely to be
present in the combination of individualistic andralistic types of political cultures, which
might form conducive bases for the successful impletation of this PB model. Next, as
already noted before, only organised citizens @adie in the elaboration and further
implementation of the community projects (while iindual active citizens are involved in the
decision-making stage of voting on the developegegts). Consequently, the model would suit
large cities due to the fact that the infrastruetas well as the capacity of the civil society
organisations (CSOs) is usually better in largéesithan in smaller towns or villages. As the
rules are rather formal and the proposals are ingatl according to the criteria set by the
officials and donors, the model could fit heteroggus towns. The positive about this model is
its potential to strengthen ties between CSOs amténto foster the creation of a network of
organisations oriented at local development. Thelehge could be the involvement of single
active citizens who might feel detached from PBcpges by participating merely in the act of

voting on the proposals.

4.5. Participatory PPP: Multi-Stakeholder Participation

In the context of PB the motives for local govermin®g become involved in public-private
partnership (PPP) could be either to attract peifatance or to share power. While the former
enables the local government to pursue projectsiwtiimight have not been able to afford on

its own, the latter implies that partnerships aseially seen as promoting cooperative, less
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authoritarian, “horizontal” relationships (Poll2003). Therefore, the model of multi-stakeholder
participation is likely to fit a municipality witlpoor or average revenues. Similarly to the
previous model and for same reasons, it assumeage/é high degree of financial autonomy.
Regarding the political culture, presumably, itde& be market-friendly as the main distinction
of this model is the involvement of private intésemto the procedure. Moreover, participation
of single active citizens is excluded from the @x; since it has mostly closed meetings as a
participation mechanism. The model therefore matchéh individualistic political culture
where participation might be seen to have a syrmobadlue rather imply actual transfer of
decision-making power. This model could be feasiblarge cities with a developed network of
private companies and SCOs. It would also fit lweneous towns due to the formality in
process. The advantage of this model is the engageof the locally important enterprises and
companies in the development of municipality. Oa tither hand, the challenge is to limit the
possibly strong influence of private donors on skricture of the procedure as well as on the
results of the whole process. Likewise, the involeat on non-organised citizens constitutes the
issue to be reconsidered.

Table 4: Which model for which environment?

. . Consultatior | Community Multi -
Adaptation of| Proximity bli ticinat takeholder
Porto Alegre | participation on public| parucipatory | stakehoid
finance budgeting participation
Financial high averagt averag averag-high averag-high
autonomy
(low/average/
high degree)
Political  culture| moralistic. individualistic | individualistic | moralistic- individualistic
(individualistic/m | traditionalistic individualistic
oralistic/traditiona
listic)
Size (large/smal | large small variable large large
Diversity heterogeneol | homogeneot | heterogeneol | heterogeneol | heterogeneol
(heterogeneous/
homogeneous)
Prosyerity high low-averag averag low-averag low-averag
(low/average/high
level)
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5. Challenges and Opportunities for New Democracida Implementing PB

In analysing the applicability of PB models in CE&untries, one obviously cannot ignore the
legacies of both the Communist era and of the ifiansperiod of the early 1990s. These two
legacies — of the democratic centralism of the Caommst period and romantic localism of the
early transition period (see, e.g. lllner 1998)lacp the local governments in the region in the
middle of countervailing forces when it comes tgliementing participatory mechanisms like
PB. On the one hand, one may argue that the legfddemocratic centralism”, characteristic tp
the Communist efaimply that the local governments in CEE region éhdnad to struggle to
overcome the inherited weaknesses of local leveilsam-making structures (see, e.g. Coulson
1995; Yoder 2003). Thus, such “centralist” heritagel the centralizing tendencies that carried
over into post-communist era are likely to act abstacle to implementing PB. On the other
hand, as Campbell and Coulson (2006, p. 543) amue of the first commitments of the post-
communist regimes was to re-establish genuine lgoaérnments, because “there was a strong
belief in local (self-)government as an antidoteéht® centralised state, and an institution through
which people could gain control over their own $iveand regenerate and revitalise their
communities”. In other words, establishing stroagal governments was carried by the motive
to break the power monopoly that had emerged dutitey Soviet times (Regulska 2009;
Baldersheim 2003). Thus, the remnants of such “rtimdocalism” from the early transition
period are likely to increase the appeal of PB raaidms both to the decision-makers and the
local communities themselves. Furthermore, oneccaldo argue here that PB practices may
also play a role in fostering genuine decentrabsatand hence provide countervailing
mechanisms to the still-present lures of re-ceimtxabn in the region (see, e.g. Regulska 2009;
Yoder 2003). Given the somewhat “similar” histotit@gacies (of authoritarianism and non-

democratic governments, with some elements of teliish relations on the local levélin the

8 In the centrally planned economies, all goodsserdices were provided under the direction of e@mjovernment
and its ministries. The policy decisions pertainiogevenues and expenditures were hence made aetftral level
and the role of local governments was to implentteat'central plan and will” at the local level. §Bon and Cornia
2004, p. 266). Under such system, “any authentitgeeernment was excluded”; local government busge
constituted parts in the central state budget hedoulk of local government revenues came in then fof central
government grants (lliner 1998).

° As lliner (1998) points out, in CEE countries, titentralist command system” often degenerated ‘atolient-
based structure” of networking and negotiation;dgample, “contributions to municipal and regioimdtastructure
and services were usually negotiated informally”.
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new democracies in CEE and the countries in Soutierica, which have pioneered the
application of PB, one can argue that the “lesseast” with PB in Brazil, Peru, Argentina, etc.

could be particularly useful for the CEE countries.

lliner (1998) and Swianiewicz (2010), among othdraye pointed out that the territorial
structure of the local governments in the CEE neg® highly fragmented and many local
governments tend to be rather small (see Tablaspwianiewicz (2010, p. 183) notes, this has
often been “a reaction to an earlier consolidatimposed by the respective communist
governments in an undemocratic manner, without iputidnsultation”. The fragmentation of
local governments can have two-fold implicationsifoplementing PB models in the region. On
the one hand, the small size of local governmeatsdcbe conducive for introducing PB and it
would allow the use of PB variants with more direl@ments of participation (like involving all
inhabitants of the jurisdiction in PB). One may wen here, of course, whether in the context of
very small jurisdictions, where the local governmeéeacision-makers and the inhabitants are in
constant interaction and there are strong linkevéet voters and representatives anyway, there
would even be a need for some more “institutioealizform of PB. Thus, before proposing
specific models of PB for such small jurisdictioitsyould be worth analysing the existing flow
of information, the level of trust and accountdpilin such contexts and whether formal PB
mechanisms can necessarily add anything useftketn.tOn the other hand, the smallness of the
local government units often implies limited fingalcresources, which may make more large-

scale implementation of PB more complicated, stheee simply is “no money to go around”.

Table 5: Size, fiscal decentralisation and ethnic idersity of local governments in CEE
countries in 2000-2001.

Number of lowest tier Average population ol Subnational share of Number of ethnic

local governments (in local government unit general government  groups in 2001

2001) in 2001 expenditure (%)

Bulgaria 255 33 000

Czech 6292 1700 23 7
Republic

Estonia 247 6000 16 6
Hungary 3177 3200 25.9 6
Latvia 541 2219 21.9 6
Lithuania 56 66 000 19.3 5
Poland 2483 16 000 35 4
Romania 2948 7632 17.9 9

Source: Dabla-Norris 2006, Rodriguez-Pose and Kr@po9
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An important challenge to implementing the more porhensive forms of PB (like the Porto
Alegre model) in CEE countries is the relativelynited financial autonomy of local
governments in the region (see, e.g. Yilmaz eR@l0; Brusis 2002; Shah 2004; Dabla-Norris
2006; Rodriguez-Pose and Kroijer 2009; Davey arterP2006)'° though there may be space
for PB models that would also fit contexts with eage to low level of financial autonomy (like
proximity participation and consultation on pubficances). Although by indicators measuring
fiscal decentralisation, the 8 new member statddFNare doing better than the rest of the
region and have undertaken extensive fiscal demlesdtion reforms since the beginning of
1990s, there are still a number of problems. Anartant measure of fiscal decentralisation is
the degree to which local governments have acoceastbnomous sources of tax revenue. Ebel
and Yimaz (2002) concluded that governments in E& Countries have “very little control over
their revenues” (p. 10). In particular, the proportof “own” taxes in local government revenues
in the CEE region remains relatively low (see Ta)leAs Dabla-Norris (2006) points out, in the
CEE countries local governments make only limitese wf property taxes (which, in the
developed countries are often seen as importamntey source for local governments). Total
own revenues as a share of subnational revenuasstiogv significant variation though. In the
Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Romania tharestof “own” revenue of local
governments (i.e., what the local governments colleemselves and have policy control over)
is in the range of 33-40%, whereas in the Baltiantnes, “very small share of subnational
revenue is controlled by subnational governmentschvdepend almost entirely on transfers
from the central government” (Dabla-Norris 20061/{9; see also Davey and Peteri 2006; Ebel
and Yilmaz 2002)! Dabla-Norris (2006, p. 117) also notes that in soofi the transition
countries, effectivexpenditureautonomy is limited (e.g. very clearly so in Buigy whereas
the situation is better in Hungary, Poland, Estohatvia, and the Czech Republic. In general,
though, the funds of the local governments in #gian have been squeezed, resulting from a

combination of factors, including fiscal stressotighout the transition period and beyond, the

19 For a comparison of the fiscal decentralizatio€EE countries with developed countries, see, fangple, Ebel
and Yilmaz (2002).

™ In Lithuania, for example, 91% of subnational goweents’ revenues come from shared taxes (i.e. the
government decides on the tax base and rate aablisbes the revenue-split) and the subnationakgoments
have control over only around 4.8% of their reven(ibel and Yilmaz 2002). In Slovakia, in contrastn-source
revenues constitute around 60% of subnational gowvents’ revenues.
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capture of the tax base by the central governm@edéving the local governments with only
limited leeway to pursue their own revenue-raigoadicies), and unfunded mandates from the
central governmeftt (see, e.g., Bryson and Cornia 2004). One of thsaes for such muted
development of local tax systems was (and is) gelalisparity between the tax bases of the
different local governments (and hence their tasimg potential), which is why most local
government prefer to rely on intergovernmental gfars for the bulk of their revenues rather
than engage in local tax-raising efforts (Davey Retkeri 2006, p. 589). Davey and Peteri (2006,
p. 591) hence argue that

Local taxing power has few friends in CEE. Ministriof Finance are reluctant to curtail their
monopoly of power over fiscal policy. Local authgrassociations rarely if ever seek taxing power
for their members; their demands focus on incregasimares of nationally determined revenues, an

approach which has lower political costs.

Also, when the financing of local level capitalria$tructure is strongly dependent on the funding
and priorities of the central government (like stin the Czech Republic, for example; see
Bryson and Cornia 2004), the chances for meaningflisation of PB are likely to be curtailed.
As Davey and Peteri (2006, p. 597) note, in finagdnvestments, remnants of “negotiation”-
culture from the soviet time can still be obserue CEE countries and “allegations of partiality
have not been eradicated from investment fundii@ie may argue here, of course, that
implementing PB (like community participatory butigg) in such contexts may in fact enhance
the transparency of “grant-making” and force théarties to make decisions on the basis of
more clearly articulated criteria.

Although the limited financial autonomy of the CHBcal governments may act as an
impediment to meaningful implementation of any loé B models, then one may also argue
that PB practices may lead to an increase of tligdtary leeway of the local governments, if
they enable the local governments to engage in extensive local revenue-raising efforts than

before. Cabannes (2004) notes that in those ¢heshave implemented PB, tax revenues have

12 As Bryson and Cornia (2004, p. 276) put it, thattmal response from the central government” toafistress
“has been to reduce revenue going to municipalitibbe assigning additional service provision rasgibilities to
local governments”.
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increased, owing to higher tax compliance of thtezens. Furthermore, if the PB participants
become more aware of the trade-offs involved irall@xpenditures and revenues, they may be
more willing to accept the enactment of higher lgmernment taxes. Given the temptation of
the central governments in the region to deal W#bal stress by reducing financial transfers to
sub-national governments (or increasing unfundeddates), local governments are likely to
face increasing public pressure. Involving the pulohore directly in making the difficult
tradeoffs may be a way for the local governmentsdéal with the dilemmas cutback
management (Franklin, Ho and Ebdon 2009).

Table 6. Revenue structure of local governments IGEE countries, 1999.

Own taxes®  Tax- Non-tax General Specific

sharing'* revenue'® purpose purpose

grants grants'®

Bulgaria 47.2 .

Czech 3.9 43.8 36.3 0 16.0 100
Republic

Estonia 6.3 62.1 9.1 13.4 9.1 100
Hungary 16.3 16.8 17.0 1.7 48.2 100
Latvia 0 66.2 14.1 5.8 13.9 100
Lithuania 0 91.0 4.8 2.3 1.9 100
Poland 10.6 14.4 24.6 30.5 19.9 100
Slovak 22.8 39.6 19.3 0 18.4 100
Republic

Slovenia 10.6 49.3 17.5 15.9 6.6 100

Source: Ebel and Yilmaz (2002)

Probably the strongest impediment to the adoptfdPBopractices in the new democracies in the
CEE region is the prevailing political culture atiie weakness of civil society (see, e.g.
Regulska 2009). One the side of the “general pybtleere is popular distrust of political
institutions and formal procedures and unwillingnes citizens to become actively involved in
public matters (lliner 1998). On the other sidahad table, the politicians and public officials, if
prone to paternalism, may be reluctant to utiliBei? any genuine way. Hogye and McFerren
(2002, p. 55) note that the participation of citigen budgeting in CEE countries is limited
because of apathy of the inhabitants and incompsebiéity of the budget to them. Further, they

13|n the case of “own taxes*, local governments mmriax rate and/or tax base.

1 In the case of these revenues, the central gowsrndecides on the tax base and rate and estabtisheevenue-
split.

1> Revenue from business operations, fees, fineslaties.

1618 Grants that are earmarked for specific purposes.
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note that the decision-makers are “still strugghmigh the idea of what real role the average
citizen should have”. In their study on local gaveent budgeting in Poland, Filas, Levitas and
Piszczek (2002) note that

[M]ost Polish local government officials remain waof public involvement and think that, in
general, it causes more problems than it solves|[Clitizens generally think their public
involvement ends at the ballot box and have, inegan shown little interest in the way their

elected officials spend public funds.

Thus, the implementation of the Porto Alegre moutelCEE countries could be especially
challenging, because this model implies politicaltyive citizenry and politicians willing to cede
significant decision-making powers. In the light tbe relative weakness of the civil society,
proximity participation and consultation on pubfinances could be more feasible models to
start with experimenting with PB in the region (esiplly since these models also involve local
officials, making it less “threatening” to the dled officials and administration). However, one
could also argue that because of the observed wesalkaf the civil society in the CEE region,
PB could be viewed as a clear and specific instnirfue developinghe civil society. Budgetary
decisions would constitute clear and specific fqmaihts for discussion and hence offer clearly
delineated opportunities for the civil society argations to voice their opinions on the local
level. Also, PB could become thehiclethrough which the local government leaders practic
participatory mechanisms, in order to overcomepttevailing “lack of skills and confidence in
moving outside the local government” (Campbell @alilson 2006, p. 545). Similarly, for the
citizen, PB venues may be useful “citizenship st$iotor practising more active voice and
choice on local level issues, like has been inrLAtnerica (see Wampler 2000; Willmore 2005).
Indeed, as Cabannes (2004) notes, PB has cleaniylated the formation of social capital in the
cities of South Americ&’ Thus, experimenting with variants of the Portogkeemodel could be

particularly conducive for stimulating the develagmhof civil society in CEE countries.

" As De Sousa Santos (1998, p. 482) puts it, “Ibiay generally recognized that the PB changedbdfiéical
culture of community organizations, from a cultwe protest and confrontation to a culture of catfland
negotiation”.
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Because of the ethnic diversity characteristic tistof the 10NMS, attention should be paid to
how to utilise PB in order to encourage more dieeblvement of the ethnic minorities in

budgetary decision making. Dowley (2006, p. 568 a&aued that the decentralisation efforts in
some of the CEE countries (like the Baltics andv&8km) have been, at least to some extent,
weakened by the “nation-building aspirations of mo$ the national parties”. Thus, the

implementation of PB can potentially help to couat¢ such centripetal tendencies. Dallyn
(2008) finds that the PB pilot-projects in Albamenaged to mobilise citizens and involve the

poorest and most marginalised groups (like the Ramludgetary decision-making.

When choosing among different PB models for thbsg would suit the CEE contexts, it would
also be useful to discuss the implications of défe political and electoral systems for the PB
efforts. Especially when drawing lessons from tloeit8 American experiences for CEE, one
needs to keep in mind that the Porto Alegre mo(heisl its variants) emerged from a political
setting where the “executive” branch and “legisi@ti branch are separated (and where the
mayor and the councillors are elected directlyheatthan having the city council elect the
mayor) (Cabannes 2004). In small local governmen@EE, where the “legislative” branch and
“executive” branch are closely connected, the Péiegre model may be difficult to “sell”,
because it would appear as an attempt to set wghtermative “city council”. Thus, the models
like proximity participation and consultation onlghig finances maybe more feasible in the CEE

context.

Based on experience in Latin America, the advocate®B in the CEE region should be
particularly aware of the limitations and even asusf PB. In particular, if citizens have limited
experiences in active participation there are thagdrs that PB exercises turn into acts of
rubberstamping the already made decisions of thergment and the elected officials may use
the PB to advance their own agenda and reward thkentele” (Wampler 2000; Wilimore
2005). If participatory processes become excesspeliticised, this may lead to “deficient and
non-meaningful participation” (Cooke and CathariO20 Rodgers 2007). In particular, in
choosing a PB model, particular care should bental@ to disadvantage the participation of
civil society organisations at the expense of besses and other powerful local level actors.

Sootla and Grau (2005, p. 287) found, for exampé in Estonia local governments consider
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business actors to have larger influence than dlal Igovernments themselves. Drawing on
Baiocchi (2001) one can suspect that inequalityPB process would constitute one of the
biggest threats to genuine deliberations on thgéudhe advantaged groups would be likely to
be tempted to utilise their superior resourcesridento promote budgetary decisions that work
disproportionally to their benefit (Rodgers 201These tendencies have to be kept in mind
especially when the local governments in CEE caoemtidecide to experiment with the

participatory grant-making and multi-stakeholdertipgpation models of PB.

Given the diversity of the contexts, it would prbhabe counterproductive to provide any
uniform one-size-fits all solutions to the locavgonments in the CEE region. When it comes to
PB, a more polycentric system, advocated by Ostri@D05) is likely to encourage
experimentation and innovatidf What the central government and the civil sociegy try to

do is to make the local government aware of théemdiht options in the “PB menu” and
encourage experimentation with these models andhamesms (like has been done in the UK). It
would be counteractive, however, to view PB “asipecfor ‘implanting’ participation and
transparency”, as some international agencies andrd have come to see it (Cabannes 2004, p.
40).
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