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Introduction

Thinking About
Empowered Participatory Governance

ARCHONFUNG AND ERIK OLIN WRIGHT

As the tasks of the state have become more complex and the size of
polities larger and more heterogeneous, the institutional forms of liberal
democracy developed in the nineteenth century N representative
democracy plus techno-bureaucratic administration N seem increasingly
ill-suited to the novel problems we face in the twenty-first century.
ODemocracyO as a way of organizing the state has come to be narrowly
identified with territorially-based competitive elections of political
leadership for legislative and executive offices. Yet, increasingly, this
mechanism of political representation seems ineffective in accomplishing
the central ideals of democratic politics: facilitating active political
involvement of the citizenry, forging political consensus through
dialogue, devising and implementing public policies that ground a
productive economy and healthy society, and, in more radical egalitarian
versions of the democratic ideal, assuring that all citizens benefit from
the nationOs wealth.

The Right of the political spectrum has taken advantage of this
apparent decline in the effectiveness of democratic institutions to
escalate its attack on the very idea of the affirmative state. The only way
the state can play a competent and constructive role, the Right typically
argues, is to dramatically reduce the scope and depth of its activities. In
addition to the traditional moral opposition of libertarians to the activist
state on the grounds that it infringes on property rights and individual
autonomy, it is now widely argued that the affirmative state has simply
become too costly and inefficient. The benefits supposedly provided by
the state are myths; the costsNboth in terms of the resources directly

' We wish to thank all of the participants of fReal Utopias V: Experiments In
Empowered Deliberative Democracgnference, held in Madison, WI (January
2000) for valuable comments on a previous version of this Chapter. We would
also like to thank our many friends and collaborators in this on-going endeavor
to discover more democratic governance forms, especially Joshua Cohen,
BradleyKarkkainen,Dara OORourke, and Charles Sabel.
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absorbed by the state and of indirect negative effects on economic

growth and efficiencyNare real and increasing. Rather than seeking to
deepen the democratic character of politics in response to these concerns,
the thrust of much political energy in the developed industrial

democracies in recent years has been to reduce the role of politics
altogether. Deregulation, privatization, reduction of social services, and
curtailments of state spending have been the watchwords, rather than
participation, greater responsiveness, more creative and effective forms

of democratic state intervention. As the slogan goes: OThe state is the
problem, not the solution.O

In the past, the political Left in capitalist democracies vigorously
defended the affirmative state against these kinds of arguments. In its
most radical form, revolutionary socialists argued that public ownership
of the principle means of production combined with centralized state
planning offered the best hope for a just, humane and egalitarian society.
But even those on the Left who rejected revolutionary visions of ruptures
with capitalism insisted that an activist state was essential to counteract a
host of negative effects generated by the dynamics of capitalist
economies -- poverty, unemployment, increasing inequality, under-
provision of public goods like training and public health. In the absence
of such state interventions, the capitalist market becomes a OSatanic
Mill,O in KarIPoIanin)s metaphor, that erodes the social foundations of
its own existencé These defenses of the affirmative state have become
noticeably weaker in recent years, both in their rhetorical force and in
their practical political capacity to mobilize. Although the Left has not
come to accept unregulated markets and a minimal state as morally
desirable or economically efficient, it is much less certain that the
institutions it defended in the past can achieve social justice and
economic well being in the present.

Perhaps this erosion of democratic vitality is an inevitable result of
complexity and size. Perhaps we should expect no more than limited
popular constraint on the activities of government through regular,
weakly competitive elections. Perhaps the era of the Oaffirmative
democratic stateO N the state which plays a creative and active role in
solving problems in response to popular demands N is over, and a
retreat tqorivatism and political passivity is the unavoidable price of
Oprogress.O But perhaps the problem has more to do with the specific
design of our institutions than with the tasks they face as such. If so, then
a fundamental challenge for the Left is to deveatapsformative

? Karl Polanyi, The Great TransformatiofNew York: Rinehart & Co., 1944).
The phrase appears originally in William Blaké€rsisalem: The Emanation of
the Giant Albion(1804).
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democratic strategies that can advance our traditional valuesNegalitarian
social justice, individual liberty combined with popular control over
collective decisions, community and solidarity, and the flourishing of
individuals in ways which enable them to realize their potentials.

This volume explores a range of empirical responses to this
challenge. They constitute real-world experiments in the redesign of
democratic institutions, innovations that elicit #reerergy and influence
of ordinary people, often drawn from the lowest strata of society in the
solution of problems that plague them. Below, we briefly introduce four
such experiments:

Neighborhood governance counditlsChicago address the
fears and hopes of inner city Chicago residents by turning an
urban bureaucracy on its head and devolving substantial
power over policing and public schools.

Habitat Conservation Planningnder the Endangered

Species Act convenes stakeholders and empowers them to
develop ecosystem governance arrangements that will satisfy
the double imperatives of human development and the
protection of jeopardized species.

The patrticipatory budgetf PortoAlegre, Brazil enables
residents of that city to participate directly in forging the city
budget and thus use public monies previously diverted to
patronage payoffs to pave their roads and electrify their
neighborhoods.

Panchayat reform& West Bengal and Kerala, India have
created both direct and representative democratic channels
that devolve substantial administrative and fiscal
development power to individual villages.

Though these four reforms differ dramatically in the details of their
design, issue areas, and scope, they all aspire to deepen the ways in
which ordinary people can effectively participate in and influence
policies which directly affect their lives. From their common features, we
call this reform familyempowered participatory governan@PG).

They are participatory in their reliance upon the commitment and
capacities of ordinary people; deliberative because they institute reason-
based decision-making; and empowered since they attempt to tie action
to discussion.

The exploration of empowered participation as a progressive
institutional reform strategy advances the conceptual and empirical
understanding of democratic practice. Conceptually, EPG presses the



Thinking About Empowered Participatory Governance 6

values of participation, deliberation, and empowerment to the apparent
limits of prudence and feasibility. Taking participatory democracy
seriously in this way throws both its vulnerabilities and advantages into
sharp relief. We also hope that injecting empirically centered
examination into current debates about deliberative democracy will
paradoxically expand the imaginative horizons of that discussion at the
same time that it injects a bit of realism. Much of that work has been
guite conceptually focussed, and so has failed to detail or evaluate
institutional designs to advance these values. By contrast, large and
medium scale reforms like those mentioned above offer an array of real
alternative political and administrative designs for deepening democracy.
As we shall see, many of these ambitious designs are not just workable,
but may surpass conventional democratic institutional forms on the quite
practical aims of enhancing the responsiveness and effectiveness of the
state while at the same time making it more fair, participatory,
deliberative, and accountable. These benefits, however, may be offset by
costs such as their alleged dependence on fragile political and cultural
conditions, tendencies to compound background social and economic
inequalities, and weak protection of minority interests.

We begin by briefly sketching four reform experimetEach of
these will be examined extensively in the chapters that follow. We then
lay out an abstract model of Empowered Participatory Governance that
distills the distinctive features of these experiments into three central
principles and three institutional design features. The next section
explains why, in principle, such arrangements will generate a range of
desirable social effects. We conclude this introduction with an agenda of
guestions to interrogate cases of actually-existing EPG.

I. Four Experiments In
Participatory Deliberative Governance

These institutional reforms vary widely on many dimensions, and
none perfectly realizes the democratic values of citizen participation,
deliberation, and empowerment. In its own way and quite imperfectly,
however, each strives to advance these values and to an extent succeeds.
These cases can be usefully grouped into two general categories:
first, reforms that primarily address failures of specific administrative
and regulatory agencies, and second, reforms that attempt to restructure

® These five cases were presented at a conferenceRe#h&Jtopias Project
held at the University of Wisconsin, Madison, in January 2000.



Thinking About Empowered Participatory Governance 7

democratiadecisionmaking more generally. Two of the cases fall under
the first rubric. They attempt to remedy failures of state agencies by
deploying participation and deliberation as tools to enhance
effectiveness. One consists of functionally specific administrative
reforms geared to improve the performance of the police and public
education systems in the city of Chicago. The second attempts to balance
human development and the protection of endangered species through
stakeholder governance under reforms to the U.S. Endangered Species
Act. The other two cases concern more broadly scoped reforms in which
left-wing political parties have captured state power and employed EPG
forms to advance their social justice agenda. These aim explicitly at the
problems of inequality and lack of democratic accountability.
Participation and devolution are instruments toward those ends. One of
these is an urban budgeting experiment in the city of Pdegre,

Brazil. In the other, a left wing parties in the Indian state of Kerala
created popular, participatory village governance bodies to supplant
many of the functions performed by centralized administration.

1. Functionally Specific Neighborhood Councils in Chicago, USA.

Our first experiment concerns public education and policing in a city
characterized by great poverty and inequality: Chicago, lllinois, whose
2.5 million residents make it the third largest city in the United States. In
the late 1980s, the Chicago Public School system suffered attacks from
all sides N parents, community members, and area businessmen charged
that the centralized school bureaucracy was failing to educate the cityOs
children on a massive scale. These individuals and groups formed a small
but vocal social movement that managed to turn the top-heavy,
hierarchical school system on its head. In 1988, the lllinois legislature
passed a law that decentralized and opened the governance of Chicago
schools to direct forms of neighborhood participafi@he reform law
shifted power and control from a centralized city-wide headquarters to
the individual schools themselves. For each of some 560 elementary
(grades K-8) and high (grade 9-12) schools, the law established a Local
School Council. Each Council is composed of six parents, two
community members, two teachers, and the principal of the school, and
its members (other than the principal) are elected every two years. The
Councils of high schools add to these eleven members one non-voting

4 The Chicago School Reform Act, P.A. 85-1418, affects only schools in the city
of Chicago, which is its own school district.
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student representative. These councils are empowered, and required by
law, to select principals, write principal performance contracts that they
monitor and review every three years, develop annual School
Improvement Plans that address staff, program, infrastructure issues,
monitor the implementation of those plans, and approve school budgets.
These bodies typically meet monthly during the school year, and less
frequently in the summer. This reform created the most formally directly
democratic system of school governance in the United States. Every
year, more than 5,000 parents, neighborhood residents, and school
teachers are elected to run their schools. By a wide margin, the majority
of elected lllinois public officials who are minorities serve on these
councils.

Despite initial exuberance, the weaknesses of their decentralization
soon became apparent. While many schools flourished through their new
powers, other foundered from lack of capacity, knowledge, internal
conflict, or bad luck. New regulations and departments within the
Chicago Public Schools were refashioned to address these problems. For
example, 1995 legislation required each Local School Council member
to undergo three days of training, on topics such as budgeting, school
improvement planning, principal selection, group process, and council
responsibilities. The same law also created accountability provisions to
identify the worst performing schools in the city. These schools receive
additional management supervision, resources, and in some cases
disciplinary punishment.

The Chicago Police Department restructured itself in the mid-1990s
along deeply decentralized and democratic lines that resemble (but were
conceived and implemented quite independently from) that cityOs school
reform. In response to the perception that conventional policing practices
had proved largely ineffective in stemming the rise of crime or in
maintaining safety in many Chicago neighborhoods, the MayorOs office,
several community organizations, and officials inside the police
department began to explore Ocommunity policingO ideas in 1993. By
1995, reformers from these groups had implemented a wide ranging
program, called the Chicago Alternative Policing Strategy, that shifted
the burden of maintaining public safety from police professionals to
hundreds of joint-partnerships between police and neighborhood
residents.

This program divides the city into some 280 neighborhood Obeats,O
the administrative atom of policing. It opens public safety operations in
each of these beats to the observation, participation, and direction of
neighborhood residents. Interested residents and the police officers
serving the area attend Ocommunity beat meetingsO held monthly in each
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of the cityOs beats. The strategy also redefines the OhowO of policing. In
these meetings, neighborhood residents and police discuss the
neighborhoodOs public safety problems in order to establish, through
deliberation, which problems should be counted as priorities that merit
the concentrated attention of police and residents. They then develop
strategies to address these problems; often, responsibilities are divided
between police (e.g. obtaining and executing search warrants) and
residents (e.g. meeting with landlords to discuss building dilapidation).

At successive meetings, participants assess the quality of implementation
and effectiveness of their strategies, revise them if necessary, and raise
new priorities.

As with the school reform experiment, the police department has
joined with other public agencies and non-profit organizations to support
and manage these decentralized problem solving efforts on a city-wide
basis. In the areas of citizen capacity and community mobilization, the
city has hired community organizers and trainers to rove throughout the
neighborhoods to teach group problem solving skills. The strategies and
plans developed in community beat meetings have been incorporated
into ordinary reporting, evaluation, and management routines.

2. Stakeholder Ecosystem Governance Under the U.S. Endangered
Species Act

The next experiment moves away from the reconstruction of
municipal government to the problem of species preservation. For most
the time since its establishment in 1973, the U.S. Endangered Species
Act has been the antithesis of deliberative action. Section 9 of that Act
prohibits the OtakingONKilling or injuringNof any wildlife listed as an
endangered species through either direct means or indirect action such as
modification of its habitat. In practice, this often imposed a strict bar on
any development or resource extraction activities in or near the habitats
of endangered species. This law had two main deféatst, it stopped
productive development projects that may have had marginal impact on
the ultimate viability of endangered species. Because the law protects
only the those species that receive administrative recoghiticneated

® Charles Sabel, Archon Fung, and Bkatkkainen, Beyond Backyard
Environmentalismforward by Huntet.ovins and AmonyLovins (Boston:

Beacon Press, 2000).

®1n 1999, almost 1,200 species were on the federal endangered species list, but
only 120 of those had a designated Ocritical areaO of habitat necessary to trigger
strict protection. Se€homas F. Darin, ODesignating Critical Habitat Under the
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a listing process that frequently amounted to a high stakes political battle
between developers and conservationists. As a result, too few species
receive protection and some are nearly decimated by the time they do
qualify.

In 1982, Congress created an option to escape these deep deadlocks
called an Oincidental take permit.O Under this provision, an applicant can
obtain a waiver from strict enforcement by producing a OHabitat
Conservation PlanO (HCP) that allows human activity in the habitat of an
endangered species so long as OtakeO occurs only incidentally, the plan
includes measures to mitigate take, and the human activity does not
impair the chances of the speciesO survival and recovery. For a decade,
however, this relief option was little used because permitting procedures
were unclear and plan production costs high. OnliAC#s were
produced between 1982 and 1992. Since 1993, however, these plans and
their associated permits have proliferated. By April 1999, 254 plans
covering more than 11 million acres had been approved and 200 more
were in various stages of development. This explosion in HCP activity
grew out of an effort by Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt and several
associates to use incidental take permit provision to avoid the lose-lose
outcomes generated by strict application of the Endangered Species
ActOs section 9. Under the new process, developers, environmentalists,
and other stakeholders could potentially work together to construct large-
scale, eco-system conservation plans.

The most advancddCPs have served this ambition by incorporating
significant elements of the design of EPG. For example, large acreage,
multi-species Conservation Plans in Southern California were developed
by stakeholder committees that include officials from local and national
environmental agencies, developers, environmental activists, and
community organizations. Through deliberative processes, these
stakeholders have developed sophisticated management plans that set out
explicit numerical goals, measures to achieve those goals, monitoring
regimes that assess plan effectiveness through time, and adaptive
management provisions to incorporate new scientific information and
respond to unforeseen events.

Beyond devolving responsibility and power for endangered species
protection to local stakeholders, recent improvements to the national
Habitat Conservation Plan regime proposed by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service attempt to create centralized learning and accountability
devices to mitigate the defects of excessive localikrhas been widely

Endangered Species Act: Habitat Protection Versus Agency DiscreTioa,O
Harvard Environmental Law RevieWol. 24, no. 1 (2000), 209-235.
" Federal Register, Vol. 64, No. 45 (March 9, 1999), 11485-11490.
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recognized that high qualiffCPs possess common features such as
guantitative biological goals, adaptive management plans, and careful
monitoring regimes. Yet a stutlgf more than 200 plans revealed that
less than half of all plans incorporate these basic features. In a proposed
guidance, the Fish and Wildlife Service would instruct field agents to
require these plan features in the developmeHRGR®s and a condition

of permit approval. To make Habitat Conservation Plan provisions and
performance a matter of transparent public accountability and enable
stakeholders of differet{CPs to assess and learn from each other, this
same Fish and Wildlife Service guidance attempts to establish an HCP
information infrastructure that tracks the details of HCP permits as well
as plan performance.

3. Participatory City Budgeting in Porto  Alegre, Brazil

PortoAlegre is the capital of the state of Rio Grande&dbin Brazil
and home to some 1.3 million inhabitants. Like many other local and
national states in Latin Americachentelistic government has ruled the
city in recent decades through the time-tested machinery of political
patronage. This system allocated public funds not according to public
needs, but rather to mobilize support for political personages. As a result,
Othe budget becomes a fiction, shocking evidence of the discrepancy
between the formal institutional framework and the actual state
practices.Under similar arrangements elsewhere in Brazil,
investigators revealed that these patronage-based Oirregular allocation of
social expenditures amounted to 64 percent of the total [budyet].O

In 1988, a coalition of left parties led by the WorkersO Party, or
Partido dosTrabalhadores (PT), gained control of the municipal
government and continued to win successive elections in 1992 and 1996.
Their most substantial reform measure, called OParticipatory BudgetingO
(PB), attempts to transform tkbkentelistic, vote-for-money budgeting
arrangements into a publicly accountable, bottom-up, deliberative system
driven by expressed needs of city residents. This multi-tiered interest
articulation and administrative arrangement begins with the sixteen

® PeterKareiva et. alUsing Science in Habitat Conservation Plaglsiversity
of California, Santa Barbara: National Center for Ecological Analysis and
Synthesis, 1998).

° SeeBoaventura de Sousa Santos, OParticipatory Budgeting inAflegee:
Toward aRedistributive Democracy Politics and Societ26, no. 4 (Dec.
1998), 461-510.

* Ibid.
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administrative regions that compose the city. Within each region, a
Regional Plenary Assembly meets twice per year to settle budgetary
issues. City executives, administrators, representatives of community
entities such as neighborhood associations, youth and health clubs, and
any interested inhabitant of the city attends these assemblies, but only
residents of the region can vote in them. They are jointly coordinated by
members of municipal government and by community delegates.

At the first of these annual plenary meetings, held in March, a report
reviewing and discussing the implementation of the prior yearOs budget is
presented by representatives of the city government. Delegates are also
elected from those attending the assembly in meetings conducted over
the following three months to work out the regionOs spending priorities.
These delegate meetings are held in neighborhoods throughout the
region. Participants consider a wide range of possible projects which the
city might fund in the region, including issues such as transportation,
sewage, land regulation, day care centers and health care. At the end of
three months, these delegates report back to the second regional plenary
assembly with a set of regional budget proposals. At this second plenary,
proposals are ratified and two delegates and substitutes are elected to
represent the region at in a city-wide body called the Participatory
Budgeting Council which meets over the following five months to
formulate a city-wide budget from these regional agendas.

The city-level budget council is composed of two elected delegates
from each of the regional assemblies, two elected delegates each from
each of five OthematienariesO representing the city as a whole, a
delegate from the municipal workersO union, one from the union of
neighborhood associations, and two delegates from central municipal
agencies. The group meets intensively, at least once per week from July
to September, to discuss and establish a municipal budget that conforms
to priorities established at the regional level while still coordinating
spending for the city as a whole. Since citizen representatives are in most
cases non-professionals, city agencies offer courses and seminars on
budgeting for Council delegates as well as for interested participants
from the regional assemblies. On September 30 of each year, the Council
submits a proposed budget to the Mayor, who can either accept the
budget or through veto remand it back to the Council for revision. The
budget council responds by either amending the budget, or by over-
riding the veto through a superajoritian vote of 2/3. City officials
estimate that some 100,000 people, or eight percent of the adult
population, participated in the 1996 round of Regional Assemblies and
intermediate meetings.
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4. Democratic Decentralization in India: West Bengal and Kerala

Like the participatory budgeting reforms in Poftlegre Brazil, a
left wing party, the Communist Party of India, revitalized substantive
local governance in West Benfjand Kerala, India, as a central part of
its political program. Though Indian states have enjoyed many formal
arrangements for local self government since independence, these
institutions have been doubly constrained. Externally, larger state
bureaucracies enjoyed the lionOs share of financing and formal authority
over most areas of administration and development over this period.
Internally, traditional elites used social and economic power to dominate
formally democratic local structures. Until 1957, the franchise was
restricted on status grountsBut even after universal suffrage,
traditional leaders managed to control these bodies and their resources.
Corruption was rampant, many locally administered services were
simply not performed, and development resources squandered.

In a number of Indian states, significant reforms have attempted to
solve these problems of local governance by deepening their democratic
character. The earliest of these began in the late 1970s in the state of
West Bengal® The Left Front Government, which took power in there in
1977 and has enjoyed a growing base of support ever since, saw the
Panchayat village governance system as a opportunity for popular
mobilization and empowermefitin addition to instituting one of the

" Much in the account that follows has been drawn fei. Lieten,

Development, Devolution, and Democracy: Village Discourse in West Bengal
(New Dehli: Sage Publications, 1996).

2 Ibid., 50.

 MaitreeshGhatak andVaitreyaGhatak, OGrassroots Democracy: a Case
Study of the Operation of tieanchayat System in West Bengal, India,O
(Manuscript, 2000).

“ The Panchayat system consists of three aggregated layers. The lowest level is
an elected body called the Graanchayat, which typically covers some 10-12
villages totaling 10,000 residents. The responsibilities of GPs have changed
through time, but typically now include the administration of pubéalth,

drainage and sanitation; supply of safe drinking water; maintenance of public
utilities, primary education, agricultural development, irrigation, land reform,
poverty alleviation, rural industrialisation, electrification, and housing provision.
The second tier is called tRanchayaBamity, governs a unit of area that

usually consists of ten GPs. Above this still is a district governance body called
the Zilla Parishad, which aggregates and coordinatePanehayaSamity level
plans.
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most radical programs of land reform in India in order to break the hold
of traditional power at the village level, the Left Front Government has,
in several distinct stages from 1977 to the present, transformed the
BegaliPanchayats to increase opportunities for members of
disadvantaged classes to wield public power.

The first important step iRanchayat empowerment came in 1988,
when the state government shifted responsibility for implementing many
development programs from state ministries directliydaachayats.
Simultaneous with this expansion in function, their budgets more than
doubled to approximately 2 million rupees panchayat. Then, in 1993,

a series of Constitutional and state statutory amendments dramatically
enhanced the potential for further expansioRarfichayat democracy.
Three changes were particularly important. First, these reforms increased
the financing capacity of the lowest le\gdnchayat authorities b the
GramPanchayats N by imposing a revenue sharing scheme with the
Districts and gave the GraRanchayats their own taxing power. Second,
these measures stipulated that one third of the seads@nayat
assemblies and leadership positions would be occupied by women and
that lower casteNScheduled Caste and Scheduled Tribe
(SC/ST)Npersons would occupy leadership positions in all of these
bodies in proportion to their population in the District. Finally, and most
importantly for our purposes, the 1993 reforms established two kinds of
directly deliberative bodies, called Gr&abhas, to increase the popular
accountability of GranPanchayat representatives. The G&abha

consists of all of the persons within a GrBanchayat area (typically
around 10,000) and meets once per year in the month of December. At
this meeting, elected GraRanchayat representative review the proposed
budget for the following year and review the accomplishment (or lack
thereof) of the previous yearOs budget and action items. Similar meetings
occur twice a year at an even more disaggregated lepelnchayat
governance.

Officials in the southwestern state of Kerala watched these
democratic developments closely and then embarked on a bold initiative
to adopt and extend them in their own state in 1996. There, the ruling
Communist Party of India/Marxist (CPM) pursued a devolutionary
program of village-level participatory planning as a strategy to both
shore-up its waning electoral base and enhance administrative
effectiveness. Under the program, some 40 percent of the stateOs public
budget would be taken from traditionally powerful line departments in
the bureaucracy and devolved to some 900 individaathayat village
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planning councilg® In order to spend these monies, however, each
village was required to produce a detailed development plan that detailed
assessments of need, development reports, specific projects,
supplemental financing, arrangements for deciding and documenting
plan beneficiaries, and monitoring arrangements. These plans, in
principle, are then approved or rejected by direct vote in popular village
assembles. In addition to these procedural requirements, there are some
categorical limitations: some 40-50 percent of gaahchayatOs funds
were to be invested in economic development, while 40 percent was
earmarked for social spending including slum improvement, a maximum
of 30 percent could be spent on roads, and 10 percent of funds were to be
targeted to programs for women. Outside of these general requirements,
village planning bodies were left to their own devices.

A large scale political and administrative mobilization effort has
been organized to support this basic reform of devolution-for-
accountability®® One component of this effort has been to build village
capacity to conduct rural assessment and formulate development plans.
In 1997-8, some 300,000 participants attended these training
Odevelopment seminarsO where they learned basic self-governance skills.
Actual planning processes have involved more than 100,000 volunteers
to develop village projects and more than 25,000 to combine these
projects into village level plans. This sheer increase in village planning
and project formulation far outstripped the central state governmentOs
ability to assess the quality of the plans or reject poor ones, much less
provide feedback to improve them. To augment official capacities, some
5,000 volunteers, many of them retired professionals, were enlisted into
OVolunteer Technical CommitteesO that reviewed projects and plans.

Given the newness of the reform, its scale, and the paucity of
resources available to evaluate it, it is unsurprising that we have only
limited knowledge of its outcomes. In terms of both participatory process
and technical effectiveness, progress thus far has been promising but
incomplete. While some villages produced what appear to be thoughtful
plans with high levels of direct popular participation, many others failed
to produce any plans at all. Of those plans that were submitted, many
were poorly integrated, had poor credit and financing schemes, and the
projects within them were sometimes ill-conceived or simply mimicked
bureaucratic boilerplate. On dimensions of democratic process,
participation in existing village governance structures increased

' See T.M. Thomas Isaac with Rich&ndnke Local Democracy and
Development: PeopleOs Campaign for Decentralized Planning in KNiela
Delhi: Left World Press, 2000).

** Ibid.
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dramatically after the 1996 reform, but still only amounts to some 10%

of the population. More optimistically, village-level empowerment has
spawned the creation of grassroots neighborhood-level groups in
hundreds of villages. Similar to the dynamic in PdxtegreOs

participatory budgeting program, these groups articulate very local needs
and interests to village bodies.

II. The Principles and Institutional Design of
Empowered Participatory Governance

Though each of these experiments differs from the others in its
ambition, scope, and concrete aims, they all share surprising similarities
in their motivating principles and institutional design features. They may
have enough in common to warrant describing them as instances of a
novel, but broadly applicable, model of deliberative democratic practice
that can be expanded both horizontallyNinto other policy areas and other
regionsNand verticallyNinto higher and lower levels of institutional and
social life. We assert that they do, and nhame that model Empowered
Participatory Governance (EPG).

EPG attempts to advance three currents in social science and
democratic theory. First, it takes many of its normative commitments
from analyses of practices and values of communication, public
justification, and deliberatiol.It extends the application of deliberation
from abstract questions over value conflicts and principles of justice to
very concrete matters such as street paving, school improvement, and
habitat management. It also locates deliberation empirically, in specific
organizations and practices, in order to marshal social experience to
deepen understanding of practical deliberation and explore directions for
its improvement. Second, the recent body of work on civic engagement
and secondary associations offers another point of departure for EPG.
This family of scholarship attempts to understand, and by doing so

Y Two especially relevant theorists of deliberation for the purposes here are
JurgerHabermas and Joshua Cohen.

' See, for exampl&obert PutnanBowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival

of American CommunitfNew York: Simon and Schuster, 2000}jeda

Skocpol and Morris Priorinaeds,Civic Engagement in American Democracy
(Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 1999), 1-23; Joshua Cohen and
Joel RogersAssociations and Democraogd. Erik Olin Wright (London:

Verso, 1995).
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demonstrate, the importance of civic life and non-governmental
organization to vigorous and effective democracy. EPG builds upon this
insight by exploring whether the reorganization of formal state
institutions can stimulate democratic engagement in civil society, and so
form a virtuous circle of reciprocal reinforcement. Finally, EPG is part of
a broader collaboration to discover and imagine democratic institutions
that are at once more participatory and effective than the familiar
configuration of political representation and bureaucratic
administration’? EPG adds considerable understanding of the
institutions, practices, and effects of citizen participation to that
investigation.

We thus begin, tentatively and abstractly, to sketch EPG by laying
out three general principles that are fundamental to all these experiments:
(1) a focus on specific, tangible problems, (2) involvement of ordinary
people affected by these problems and officials close to them, and (3) the
deliberative development of solutions to these problems. In the reform
contexts examined here, three institutional design features seem to
stabilize and deepen the practice of these basic principles: (1) the
devolution of public decision authority to empowered local units, (2) the
creation of formal linkages of responsibility, resource distribution, and
communication that connect these units to each other and to
superordinate, more centralized authorities, (3) the use and generation of
new state institutions to support and guide tlikesgentered problem-
solving efforts. Finally, we discuss some crucial background conditions
necessary for these institutional designs to contribute to the realization of
democratic values.

¥ SeelJoshua and Charles Sabel Cohen, ODirectly-Delibefaiyarchy,O
European Law Journad, no. 4 (December 1997), 313-3Michael C.Dorf

and Charles Sabel. "Drug Treatment Courts and Emergent Experimentalist
Government,'Vanderbilt Law Revieywol. 53, no. 3, April 2000; Archon Fung,
Street Level Democracy: A Theory of Popular Pragmatic Deliberation and Its
Practice in Chicago School Reform and Community Policing, 1988-9D.
Dissertation, MIT Department of Political Science, 1999).



Thinking About Empowered Participatory Governance 18

Three Principles of Empowered Participatory Governance

First Principle: Practical Orientation

The first distinctive characteristic of our experiments is that they all
develop governance structures geared to quite concrete concerns. These
experiments, though often linked to social movements and political
parties, differ from both in that they focus on practical problems such as
providing public safety, training workers, caring for ecosystems, or
constructing sensible municipal budgets. If these experiments make
headway on these issues, then they offer a potential retort to widespread
doubts about the efficacy of state action. More importantly, they would
deliver goods to sectors of society that are often most grievously denied
them. This practical focus also creates situations in which actors
accustomed competing with one another for power or resources might
begin to cooperate and build more congenial relations. Conversely, it
may also distract agents from more important, broader conflicts (e.g.
redistributive taxation or property rights) by concentrating their attention
on a constrained set of relatively narrow issues.

Second Principle: Bottom-Up Participation

All of the reforms mentioned establish new channels for those most
directly affected by targeted problemsNtypically ordinary citizens and
officials in the fieldNto apply their knowledge, intelligence, and interest
to the formulation of solutions. We offer two general justifications for
this turn away from the commitment that complex technical problems are
best solved by experts trained to the task. First, effective solutions to
certain kinds of novel and fluid public problems may require the variety
of experience and knowledge offered more by diverse, relatively more
open-minded, citizens and field operatives, than by distant and narrowly
trained experts. In Chicago school governance and policing, for example,
we will see that bottom-up neighborhood councils invented effective
solutions that police officials acting autonomously would never have
developed. Second, direct participation of grassroots operators increases
accountability and reduces the length of the chain of agency that
accompanies political parties and their bureaucratic apparatus. In
developing areas like Porfdegre, Brazil and Kerala, India, one of the
main accomplishments of enlarged participation has been to plug fiscal
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leaks from patronage payoffs and loosen the grip of traditional political
elites.

This is not to say that technical experts are irrelevant to empowered
participatory governance. Experts do play important roles in
decisionmaking, but do not enjoy exclusive power to make important
decisions. Their task, in different ways in the various cases, is to
facilitate popular deliberativéecisionmaking and to leverage synergies
between professional and citizen insights rather than to pre-empt citizen
input. Whether these gains from popular participation outweigh the
potential costs of reduced expert power is an empirical matter that other
contributions to this volume treat extensively.

Third Principle: Deliberative Solution Generation

Deliberation is the third distinctive value of empowered participatory
governance. In deliberative decision-making, participants listen to each
otherOs positions and generate group choices after due consideimtion.
contemplating and arguing for what the group should do, participants
ought to persuade one another by offering reasons that others can accept.
Such reasons might take forms like: we should do X because it is the
Oright thing to do,O Oit is the fair way to go forward,O Owe did Y last time
and it didnOt work,O or Oit is the best thing for the group as a whole.O This
ideal does not require participants to be altruistic or to converge upon a
consensus of value, strategy, or perspective. Real world deliberations are
often characterized by heated conflict, winners, and losers. The important
feature of genuine deliberation is that participants find reasons that they
can accept in collective actions, not necessarily that they completely
endorse the action or find it maximally advantageous.

A deliberative decision process such as the formulation of school
improvement plans in Chicago or village plans in Kerala might proceed
first with the construction of an agenda; parties offer proposals about
what the groupOs priorities should be. They might then justify these
proposals in terms of their capacity to advance common interests (e.g.
building an effective school) or deliver social justice under severe
resource constraints (e.g. beneficiary selection in rural development

 This account of deliberation as reason-giving draws recent treatments in
democratic theory, especially various works of Joshua Cohen. See, for example,
his OProcedure and Substance in Deliberative DemocraSgyaBenhabib
ed.Democracy and Difference: Contesting the Boundaries of the Political
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996): 95-109.
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projects). After a full vetting of various proposals and the considerations
backing them, participants might then, if remaining disputes made it
necessary, vote to select a group choice. In casting an authentic
deliberative ballot, however, each participant does not vote for the option
that best advances his own self-interest, but rather for the choice that
seems most reasonable. Choices will be fair if groups adopt reasonable
proposals rather than those that garner the greatest self-interested support
or political influence. Similarly, participants then reason about the
strategies that will best advance that group agenda and should adopt that
set which seems prospectively most promising. These results, of course,
depend upon participants following the procedures and norms of
deliberation. The extent to which they do so depends upon both
individual motives and institutional parameters.

One danger of ostensibly deliberative processes is that some
participants will use their power to manipulate and enhance positions
motivated by particularistic interests. In deliberative decision-making
processes, by contrast, earnest arguments constitute the central kind of
reasoning through which problem-solving actually takes place. While it
may sometimes be difficult for a casual outside observer to distinguish
between genuine deliberation and disingenuous posturing, the difference
is nevertheless fundamental and generally apparent to participants

While empowered participatory governance shares this focus on
persuasion and reason-giving with nearly all accounts of deliberation, its
practical focus departs from many treatments that depict discourse as the
proffering of reasons to advance pre-given principles, proposals, values,
or policies. In these experiments, deliberation almost always involves
continuous joint planning, problem-solving, and strategizing. Participants
in EPG usually enter these discursive arenas to formulate together such
means and even ends. They participate not exclusively to press pre-
formed agendas or visions, but rather they expect that strategies and
solutions will be articulated and forged throudgiiberationand
planningwith the other participants. Though they often have little in
common, indeed often have histories of animosity, participants in these
settings are united in their ignorance of how best to improve the general
situation that brings them together. In the village planning efforts of
Kerala or Habitat Conservation Planning, for example, initial steps of
decision often involve assaying existing circumstances. It is no surprise
that participants often form or transform their preferences and opinions
in light of that undertaking. If they entered such processes confident in a
particular course of action, some other strategy (such as management
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decree or partisan attempts to ascend to the commanding heights) might
be more attractive than deliberative engagerfient.

Empowered participatory decision-making can be contrasted with
three more familiar methods of social choicemmand and contrdly
expertsaggregative votingandstrategic negotiationin the first
familiar mode, power is vested in managers, bureaucrats, or other
specialists entrusted to advance the publicOs interest and presumed to be
capable of doing so by dint of their training, knowledge and normative
commitments. While such experts may engage in deliberative practices
among themselves, their discussions are insulated from popular
participation. By contrast, in empowered participatory governance,
experts and bureaucrats are engaged in deliberation directly with citizens.

Aggregation is a second familiar method sod&disionmaking in
which a groupOs choice results from combining the preferences of the
individual participants that make it up. VotingNover issues, proposals,
or candidatesNis perhaps the most common procedure of aggregative
social choice. In voting, participants begin by ranking alternatives
according to their desires. Then an algorithm such as majority rule
selects a single option for the whole group. Again, a main difference
between aggregative and deliberative voting is that in the former
individuals simply vote according to their own self-interest, without
necessarily considering the reasonableness, fairness, or acceptability of
that option to others. Without delving into the familiar merits or
problem#& with aggregative voting, the shift to deliberative decision in
some of the empowered participatory governance experiments responded
to failings in aggregative mechanisms that preceded them. Sometimes, as
in PortoAlegre, these shortcomings lay in the failure of electoral

2! Deliberative processes can affect the understanding individuals have both of
their interests and of the optimal strategies for satisfying those interests. In
general it would be expected that when people enter such deliberative processes
they have a better sense of their basic goals than they do of the best means for
accomplishing their goals, and thus much of the deliberative process concerns
problem-solving discussions over alternative courses of action. Still, because
interests are complex and often quite vague, and because individuals often
define their interests over variable sets of other actors, deliberative practices can
also affect how people understand the interests themselves. For a discussion of
modes of interest transformation through deliberation, seeNansbridge, OA
Deliberative Theory of Interest Transformation,dhe Politics of Interests:

Interest Groups TransformdBoulder, COWestview Press, 1992): 32-57.

# The most famous of these is of course the problem of incoherence. See
William Riker, Liberalism Against Populism: A Confrontation between the

Theory of Democracy and the Theory of Social Ch@#espect, IL: Waveland
Press, 1982).
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mechanisms to effectively respect electorsO desires due to problems like
patronage and corruption. In other instances, for example the formulation
of school improvement or habitat conservation plans, complexity and
uncertainty often prevents participants from forming clear preferences
that can be easily aggregated.

Strategic bargaining and negotiaffis a third contrasting method
of social choice. As with aggregation but distinct from deliberation or
most varieties of command, parties in strategic bargaining use
decisionmaking procedures to advance their own unfettered self-interest
backed by resources and power they bring to the table. By comparison,
voting procedures typlcally attempt to equalize such power differentials
through provisions like Oone person one vote.O Collective bargaining
between large unions and employers captures this difference; each brings
different sources of authority and force to the encounter, and each uses
them to secure the best (not necessarily the fairest) deal for its side.
Unlike purely deliberative interactions, parties typically do so through
the use of threats, differential power, misrepresentation and Ostrategic
talk.&

These four modes of QecisionNdeIiberation, command, aggregation,
and strategic negotiationNare ideal types. Actual processes, not least
those involving principles of empowered participatory governance, often
contain elements of each. We privilege deliberation in EPG, however, as
a value and norm that motivates parties and informs institutional design
because of its distinctive benefits for these political and policy contexts.
The case study papers in the rest of this volume explore the extent to
which the reality of decision practices vindicates this commitment.

Three Design Properties

Since these principles are in themselves quite attractive, the pressing
guestion is whether feasible institutional configurations or realistic social
conditions would measurably advance them in practice. The cases
explored in this issue suggest that reforms advancing these principles in
deep and sustainable ways often exhibit three institutional design

% For the limited purposes of this discussion, we use negotiation and strategic
bargaining interchangeably. Negotiations and strategic bargaining can, of
course, also involve deliberation among the parties involved. The issue here,
then, is the difference between sulgliberativebargaining andtrategic

bargaining that is intended to give maximum advantage to oneOs own interests.
# See, for exampléavid Austen-Smith, OStrategic Models of Talk in Political
Decision Making,International Political Science Reviel, no. 1 (1992): 45-

58.
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properties. Since the empirical study of alternative institutional designs is
too immature to reveal whether these features are necessary (they are
certainly not sufficient) to deliberative democratic arrangements, we
offer them as observations and hypotheses about institutional features
that contribute to advancing, stabilizing and deepening democratic
values.

First Design Property: Devolution

Since empowered participatory governance targets problems and
solicits participation localized in both issue and geographic space, its
institutional reality requires the commensurate reorganization of the state
apparatus. It entails the administrative and political devolution of power
to local action unitsNssuch as neighborhood councils, personnel in
individual workplaces, and delineated eco-system habitatsNcharged
with devising and implementing solutions and held accountable to
performance criteria. The bodies in the reforms below are not merely
advisory, but rather creatures of a transformed state endowed with
substantial public authority.

This devolution departs profoundly from centralizing progressive
strategies, and for that reason many on the Left may find it problematic.
Just as the participatory dimensions of these reforms constitute a turn
away from authorized expertise, delegating to local units the power of
task-conception as well as execution stems from skepticism about the
possibility that democratic centralism can consistently generate effective
solutions in these targeted issue areas. So, for example, the Chicago
cases offer neighborhood governance of policing and public education as
an supple alternatives to conventional centralized solutions such as more
stringent penalties and more police on the street for public safety issues,
and national testing, school finance reform, implementing the one best
curriculum, racial desegregation, vouchers, and privatization for
educational problems. Habitat Conservation Planning gives up the
centralized and uniform standard of development prohibition under the
Endangered Species Act in favor of a regime in which local stakeholders
produce highly tailored eco-system management plans that advance both
development and species protection. Rather than allocating funds and
staff to pave, electrify, and build sewers according to uniform criteria or
centralized judgement, PorfdegreOs participatory budgeting system
invites neighborhood residents and associations into the direct, repeated
process of establishing, implementing, and monitoring these priorities.
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Second Design Property: Centralized Supervision and Coordination

Though they enjoy substantial power and discretion, local units do
not operate as autonomoasymised sites alecisionmaking in
participatory governance. Instead, each of the cases features linkages of
accountability and communication that connect local units to
superordinate bodies. These central offices can reinforce the quality of
local democratic deliberation and problem-solving in variety of ways:
coordinating and distributing resources, solving problems that local units
cannot address by themselves, rectifying pathological or incompetent
decision-making in failing groups, and diffusing innovations and
learning across boundaries. The Indkamchayat systems and
participatory budgeting in Portdlegre feed relevant village and
neighborhood decisions to higher levels of government. Both of the
Chicago neighborhood governance reforms establish centralized
capacities for benchmarking the performance of comparable units
(schools, police beats) against one another and for holding them
accountable to minimum procedural and substantive requirements. And,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service attempts to supervise some 250
Habitat Conservation Plans though centralized monitoring, information
pooling, and permit and performance tracking.

Unlike New Left political models in which concerns for liberation
lead to demands f@utonomouslecentralization, empowered
participatory governance suggests new formsoofdinated
decentralization. Driven by the pragmatic imperative to find solutions
that work, these new models reject both democratic centralism and strict
decentralization as unworkable. The rigidity of the former leads it too
often to disrespect local circumstance and intelligence and as a result it
has a hard time learning from experience. Uncoordinated
decentralization, on the other hand, isolates citizens into small units,
surely a foolhardy measure for those who donOt know how to solve a
problem but suspect that others, somewhere else, do. Thus these reforms
attempt to construct connections that spread information between local
units and hold them accountable.

Third Design Property: State Centered, Not Voluntaristic

A third design characteristic of these experiments is that they
colonize state power and transform formal governance institutions. Many
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spontaneous activist efforts in areas like neighborhood revitaliZation,
environmental activisrff,local economic development, and worker

health and safety seek to influence state outcomes through outside
pressure. In doing so, the most successful of these efforts do advance
EPGOs principles of practicality, participation, and perhaps even
deliberation in civic or political organizations. But they leave intact the
basic institutions of state governance. By contrast, EPG reforms attempt
to remake official institutions along these principles. This formal route
potentially harnesses the power and resources of the state to deliberation
and popular participation and thus to make these practices more durable
and widely accessible.

These experiments generally seek to transform the mechanisms of
state power into permanently mobilized deliberative-democratic,
grassroots forms. Such transformations happen as often as not in close
cooperation with state agents. These experiments artetis@radicalO
than most varieties of activist self-help in that their central activity is not
Ofighting the power.O But they arereradical in that they have larger
reform scopes, are authorized by state or corporate bodies to make
substantial decisions, and, most crucially, try to change the central
procedures of power rather than merely attempting occasionally to shift
the vector of its exercise. Whereas parties, social movement
organizations, and interest groups often set their goals though internal
deliberative processes and then fight for corporate or political power to
implement those goals, these experiments re-constitute decision
processes within state institutions. When this reorganization is
successful, participants have the luxury of taking some exercise of
authority for granted, they need not spend the bulk of their energy
fighting for power (or against it).

By implication, these transformations attempt to institutionalize the
on-going participation of ordinary citizens, most often in their role as
consumers of public goods, in the direct determination of what those

% See , for instance, HarBoyteO8ackyard Revolution: Understanding the
New CitizenOs Movement (Philadelphia: Temple University Press,a880)
PeterMedoff and HollySklarOStreets of Hope: The Fall and Rise of an Urban
NeighborhoodBoston, MA: South End Press, 1994). For one prominent
concrete example discussed from the perspective of its leader, see Ernesto Jr.
Cortes, OReweaving the Social Fabfid©y©Boston Revied9, no. 3&4 (Jun-
Sep 1994): 12-14, on the activities of the Industrial Areas Foundation (IAF)
group Communities Organized for Public Service (COPS) in San Antonio,
Texas.

% Andrew Szasz Ecopopulism: Toxic Waste and the Movement for
Environmental Justic€Minnesota: University of Minnesota Press, 1994).
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goods are and how they should be best provided. This perpetual
participation stands in contrast, for example, to the relatively brief
democratic moments in both outcome-oriented, campaign-based social
movements and electoral competitions in ordinary politics in which
leaders/elites mobilize popular participation for specific outcomes. If
popular pressure becomes sufficient to implement some favored policy
or elected candidate, the moment of broad patrticipation usually ends;
subsequent legislation, policy-making, and implementation then occurs
in the largely isolated state sphere.

Enabling Conditions

A host of background conditions can facilitate or impede the
progress of empowered participatory governance. Literacy is an obvious
example KeralaOs high literacy rates compared to those of other Indian
states, and in particular female literacy, certainly facilitate the
participatory democratic experiment there. Most fundamentally, perhaps,
the likelihood that these institutional designs will generate desired effects
depends significantly upon the balances of power between actors
engaged in EPG, and in particular the configurations of non-deliberative
power, that constitute the terrain upon which structured deliberation
inside EPG occurs. Participants will be much more likely to engage in
earnest deliberation when alternatives to itNsuch as strategic domination
or exit from the process altogetherNare made less attractive by roughly
balanced power. When individuals cannot dominate others to secure
their first-best preference, they are often more willing to deliberate. It is
important to note that this background condition does not require
absolute equality. The participants in the experiments below enjoy vastly
different resources, levels of expertise, education, status, and numerical
support. Sometimes, however, they are on a par sufficient for
deliberative cooperation to be attractfe.

At least three paths lead to power balances sufficient for deliberation.
The first comes from self-conscious institutional design efforts. When
administrators or legislators endow parents with the power to fire school
principals or popular councils with authority for reviewing village

' The range of equality here is perhaps akin to Rousseau()‘s, when he claims that
laws of democracy should create circumstances such that Ono citizen shall ever
be wealthy enough to buy another, and none poor enough to be forced to sell
himself.O JJ Rousse&aqcial Contrac{trans. Donald A. Cress, (Cambridge:

Hackett Publishing, 1987), Book Il, Chapter 11.
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budgets, they put citizens and local experts on a more equal footing.
Historical accidents, not intended to establish deliberation or

participation at all, sometimes also perform this equalization function.

The Endangered Species Act in the United States, for example, threatens
to impose costs on private property owners that can induce them to
cooperate with environmentalists. Finally, groups such as community
organizations, labor unions, and advocacy groups often check the
tendencies of both officials and groups of citizens to commandeer
ostensibly deliberative processes to advance their own narrow ends.

To recap, our experiments seem to share three political principles,
three design characteristics, and one primary background condition:

First, each experiment addresses a specific areas of public
concern.

Second, this deliberation relies upon the empowered
involvement of ordinary citizens and officials in the field.
Third, each experiment attempts to solve those problems
through processes of reasoned deliberation.

In terms of their institutional properties,

These experiments devolve decision and implementation

power to local action units.

Local action units are not autonomous, but rather
recombinant and linked to each other and to supervening
levels of the state in order to allocate resources, solve
common and cross-border problems, and diffuses
innovations and learning.

The experiments colonize and transform existing state and
corporate institutions. The administrative bureaucracies
charged with solving these problems are restructured into
deliberative groups. The power of these groups to implement
the outcomes of their deliberations, therefore, comes from
the authorization of these state and corporate bodies.

And finally, in terms of background enabling conditions,

There is a rough equality of power, for the purposes of
deliberative decision, between participants.
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[ll. Institutional Objectives: Consequences for
Effectiveness, Equity, and Participation

The procedural features of institutions designed according to the
principles specified above may be desirable in themselves; we often
consider deliberation and participation as important independent values.
However, scholars, practitioners, and casual observers will judge these
experiments by their consequences as much as by the quality of their
processes. In this section, we describe how institutions following the
design principles above might advance three especially important
qualities of state action: its effectiveness, equity, and broadly
participatory character. Whether institutions designed according to the
principles of EPG can advance these values or will instead yield a host of
negative and unintended consequences must be settled primarily through
empirical examinations, and we offer here a set of optimistic
expectations that might guide those investigations.

1. Effective Problem Solving

Perhaps most important, institutional objective of these deliberative
democratic experiments is to advance public ends N such as effective
schools, safe neighborhoods, protecting endangered species, and sensible
urban budget allocations N more effectively than alternative institutional
arrangements. If they cannot produce such outcomes, then they are not
very attractive reform projects. If they perform well, on the other hand,
then this flavor of radical democracy has the potential to gain widespread
popular and even elite support. Why, then, might we expect these
deliberative democratic institutions to produce effective outcomes?

First, these experiments convene and empower individuals close to
the points of action who possess intimate knowledge about relevant
situations. Second, in many problem contexts, these individuals, whether
they are citizens or officials at the street level, may also know how best
to improve the situation. Third, the deliberative process that regulates
these groupsO decision making is likely to generate superior solutions
compared to hierarchical or less reflective aggregation procedures (such
as voting) because all participants have opportunities to offer useful
information and to consider alternative solutions more deeply. Beyond
this, participation and deliberation can heighten participantsO
commitment to implement decisions that are more legitimate than those
imposed externally. Fourth, these experiments shorten the feedback



Thinking About Empowered Participatory Governance 29

loopNthe distance and time between decisions, action, effect,
observation, and reconsiderationNin public action and so create a nimble
style of collective activity that can recognize and respond to erroneous or
ineffective strategies. Finally, each of these experiments spawns
hundreds of such component groups, each operating with substantial
autonomy but not in isolation. This proliferation of command points
allows multiple strategies, techniques, and priorities to be pursued
simultaneously in order to more rapidly discover and diffuse those that
prove themselves to be most effective. The learning capacity of the
system as a whole, therefore, may be enhanced by the combination of
decentralized empowered deliberation and centralized coordination and
feedback.

2. Equity

In addition to making public action more effective, three features
may enhance the capacity of these experiments to generate fair and
equitable outcomes. First, these goals are well served by these
experiments if they deliver effective public action to those who do not
generally enjoy this good. Since most of the experiments concentrate on
problems of disadvantaged people N ghetto residents in Chicago and
Milwaukee, those from poor neighborhoods in Pédegre, Brazil, low
status villagers in India, and industrial workers in Wisconsin facing
technological displacement N sheer effectiveness is an important
component of social justice.

A second source of equity and faéiss stems from the inclusion
of disadvantaged individuals N residents and workers N who are often
excluded from public decisions. A classic justification for democratic
rule over paternalist or otherwise exclusive modes is that a decision is
more likely to treat those affected by it fairly when they exercise input.
These experiments push this notion quite far by attempting to devise
procedures whereby those most affected by these decisions exercise
unmediated input while avoiding the paralysis or foolishness that so
often results from such efforts.

These experimentsO deliberative procedures offer a third way to
advance equity and fairness. Unlike strategic bargaining (in which
outcomes are determined by the powers that parties bring to
negotiations), hierarchical command (in which outcomes are determined
by according to the judgment of the highly placed), markets (in which
money mediates outcomes), or aggregative voting (in which outcomes
are determined according to the quantity of mobilized supporters), they
establish groups that ostensibly make decisions according to the rules of
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deliberation. Parties make proposals and then justify them with reasons
that the other parties in the group can support. A procedural norm of
these groups is that they generate and adopt proposals that enjoy broad
consensus support, though strict consensus is never a requirement.
Groups select measures that upon reflection win the deepest and widest
appeal. In the ideal, such procedures are regulated according to the lights
of reason rather than money, power, numbers, or status. Since the idea of
fairness is infused in the practice of reasonable discussion, truly
deliberative decision-making should tend toward more equitable
outcomes than those regulated by power, status, money, or numbers.
There will no doubt be some distance between this lofty deliberative

ideal and the actual practices of these experiments.

3. Broad and Deep Participation

Beyond achieving effective and fair public outcomes, these
experiments also attempt to advance the venerable democratic value of
engaging ordinary citizens in sustained and meaningful participation.
They rely upon popular engagement as a central productive resource.
Such engagement can provide local information on the prospective
wisdom of various policies, retrospective data on their effects that in turn
drives feedback learning, and additional energy for strategy execution.
The experiments invite and attempt to sustain high levels of lay
engagement in two main ways. First, they establish additional channels
of voice over issues about which potential participants care deeply, such
as the quality of their schools and of their lived spaces, their ability to
acquire skills on which their employment security rests, and the
disposition of public resources devoted to local public goods. The
experiments increase participation, then, by adding important channels
for participation to the conventional avenues of political voice such as
voting, joining pressure groups, and contacting officials. They also offer
a distinct inducement to participation: the real prospect of exercising
state powef® With most other forms of political participation, the
relationship between, say, oneOs vote or letter to a representative and a
public decision is tenuous at best. In these experiments, however,
participants exercise influence over state strategies. This input often
yields quite palpable responses. Often, the priorities and proposals of lay

? One classic problem of political science is explaining why people vote at all,
given the complete absence of effect associated with a single vote. For an
attempt to explain this apparently irrational behavior from the rational choice
perspective, see William Riker and Peiedeshook, OA Theory of the Calculus
of Voting,GAmerican Political Science RevigWol. 62 (March 1968): 25-42.
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participants are adopted immediately or in modified form. Even in cases
where oneOs proposals are rejected through deliberative processes, one at
least knows why.

The quality of participationNas gauged by the degree to which
participantsO opinions and proposals are informed and the quality of their
interactions with one anotherNmight also be higher under these
experiments in deliberative public action than under more conventional
political forms such as voting, interest group competition, or social
movements. Following John Stuart MillOs comment that the success of
democratic arrangements can be measured in two ways: by the quality of
its decisions and the quality of citizens it produ€ege say that the
character of participation, quite apart from its level (as measured by
voting turnout, for example) is an independent desiderata of democratic
politics. Modern critics from both the left and the right seem to be
unified in their low opinion of the political capacities of mass publics.
Explanations from the left include the rise of the Oculture industryO and
the concomitant decline of autonomous Opublic spheresO in civil societies
where a competent public opinion might be formed. The political right
agrees with this diagnosis, but recommends elite democracy and techno-
bureaucratic administration as a solution that does not require healing the
public body. Against the background of this alarming diagnosis and even
more alarming cure, concern for the public wisdom of private individuals
is even more urgent than in MillOs time.

IndividualsO capacities to deliberate and make public decisions
atrophy when left unused, and participation in these experiments
exercises those capacities more intensely than conventional democratic
channels. In national or local elections, for example, the massive
amounts of information sold to them from many vantage points tempts
even engaged, well-educated citizens to throw their hands up in
frustrated confusion or to focus on more easily understood dimensions of
character, personality, or party identity. These experiments reduce
expertise-based barriers to engaged participation and thus encourage
participants to develop and deploy their pragmatic political capabilities.
First, they allow casual, non-professional, participants to master specific
areas of knowledge necessary to make good decisions by shrinking N
through decentralization N decision scopes to narrow functional and _
geographic areas. Some of our experiments doubly focus decisions N
for example, safety in a neighborhood N and so participants may master
materials necessary to make high quality decisions. Other cases, such as

# John Stuart Mill Considerations on Representative Governniidetv York:
Prometheus Books, 1991), Chap. 2.
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deliberative planning bodies Kerlea and PortdlegreOs participatory
budget have broader scope, but nevertheless retain the pragmatic,
problem-centered concerns that enables ordinary citizens to engage the
decisionmaking process. Furthermore, citizens have incentives to
develop their capacities and master the information necessary to make
good decisions because they must live with the consequences of poor
ones N these experiments institute Odirect democracyO in the sense that
these groupsO decisions are often directly implemented by relevant state
agencies. Again, this contrasts with most forms of political voice such as
voting or letter writing, where the consequences of oneOs decisions are
statistically negligible.

Beyond the proximate scope and effect of participation, these
experiments also encourage the development of political wisdom in
ordinary citizens by grounding competency upon everyday, situated,
experiences rather than simply data mediated through popular press,
television, or Obook-learning.O Following Dewey and contemporary
theorists of education and cognition, we expect that many, perhaps most,
individuals develop skills and competencies more easily when those
skills are integrated with actual experiences and observable effects. Since
these experiments rely upon practical knowledge of, say, skill training or
school operation, and provide opportunities for its repeated application
and correction, individuals develop political capacities in intimate
relation to other regions of their professional and private lives. Many
participants will find it easier (not to mention more useful) to acquire this
kind of OsituatedO political wisdom and capacity compared to the more
free-standing varieties of political knowledge required for, say, voting.
Finally, each of these experiments contributes to the political
development of individuals by providing specializpdra-professional
training. Leading reformers in each of our experiments realized, or
learned through disappointment, that most non-professionals lack the
capacities to participate effectively in functionally-specific and
empowered groups. Rather than retrenching into technocratic
professionalization, however, some have established procedures to
impart the necessary foundational capacities to participants who lack
them. For example, the Chicago local school governance reform requires
parents and community participants to receive training in democratic
process, school budgeting and finance, strategic planning, principal
hiring, and other specific skills. These experiments not only consists of
fora for honing and practicing deliberative-democratic skills, but most
also literally establish schools of democracy to develop participantsO
political and technical capacities.



Thinking About Empowered Participatory Governance 33

IV. An Agenda for Exploring Empowered
Participation

Thus far, we have sketched the outlines of a model of radical
democracy that aims to solve anticipated practical public problems
through deliberative action, laid out the practical and ethical advantages
of institutions built along that model, and offered brief sketches of real-
world examples that embody these principles. The following chapters
explore several actually-existing cases in some detail, inquiring whether
these abstract principles accurately characterize them, whether the
experiments in fact yield the benefits that we have attributed to
deliberative democracy, and whether these advantages must be
purchased at some as yet unspecified price. Before we move to that very
concrete discussion, however, we conclude this introduction by laying
out three sets of critical questions to guide these investigations. First, to
what extent do these experiments conform to the theoretical model we
have elaborated for the institutional design and effects of EPG? Second,
what are the most damning flaws in our model of EPG? Finally, what is
its scopeNis it limited to the few idiosyncratic cases that we have laid
out, or are the principles and design features more broadly applicable?

1. The relationship of the cases to the model

Even if the normative principles of this proposed model offer an
attractive guide for feasible institutional innovation, the specific
experiments we have described may not in fact conform to it. Six critical
dimensions of fit are:

i. How genuineldeliberativeare the actual decision-making
processes?

ii. How effectively are decisions translated into action?

iii. To what extent are the deliberative bodies able to effectively
monitor the implementation of their decisions?

iv. To what extent do these reforms incorporate recombinant
measures that coordinate the actions of local units and
diffuse innovations among them?
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v. To what extent do the deliberative processes constitute
Oschools for democracyO?

vi. Are the actual outcomes of the entire process more desirable
than those of prior institutional arrangements?

(i) Deliberation

Because many supposed benefits of our model rest on the notion of
deliberation, the first question goes to the degree to which decision-
making processes within these experiments are genuinely deliberative.
Equitable decisions depend upon parties agreeing to that which is fair
rather than pushing for as much as they can get. Effectiveness relies upon
individuals remaining open to new information and proposals rather than
doggedly advancing pre-formulated ones. And learning at individual and
group levels depends on people being able to alter their opinions and
even their preferences. Though deliberation is seldom deployed as a
descriptive characteristic of organizations in social science, its practice is
completely familiar in public and private life N where we often discuss
issues and resolve conflict not by pushing for as much as we can get, but
rather by doing what seems reasonable and fair. Does this generous
characterization of individual and group behavior accurately describe
how participants make decisions in real world cases, or is their
interaction better characterized by the more familiar mechanisms of
rational interest aggregation N command, bargaining, log-rolling, and
threatening? In situations characterized by substantial differences of
interest or opinion, particularly from ideological sources, deliberation
may break down into either gridlock or power-based conflict resolution.
Is the modelOs scope therefore limited to environments of low conflict or
minimal inequality? In more contentious situations, do deliberative
efforts generally lead to co-optation as one side softens its demands to
get along or adapts to unjust conditions? If so, then the symbiotic
relationship between deliberation and empowerment suggested above
can become a trade off.

(i) Action

Collective decisions that are made in a deliberative, egalitarian and
democratic manner may yet fail to be translated into action. Those who
make the decision may lack the capacity or will to implement it. For
example, Chicago community policing groups often ask patrol officers to
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perform various tasks. In such cases, weak accountability mechanisms of
publicity and deliberation may be insufficient for the group to compel the
action of its own members. In other cases, implementation may depend
upon the obedience of others over whom the group has formal authority
N such as the staff under a Local School Council. Such situations
encounter familiar principal-agent dilemmas. In still other instances,
implementation may rely upon bodies whose relations with primary
deliberative groups are even less structured. In PdegreOs

participatory budgeting system, for example, the deliberations of regional
assemblies are passed onto a city-wide body whose budget must then be
approved by the mayor. These budgetary decisions must then filter back
down the municipal apparatus before, say, a sewer main gets built or a
street paved. It is therefore important to know the extent to which
decisions from deliberative processes are effectively translated into real
social action.

(iii) Monitoring

Implementation requires more than turning an initial decision into
action; it also demands mechanisms of ongoing monitoring and
accountability. To what extent are these deliberative groups capable of
monitoring the implementation of their decisions and holding responsible
parties accountable? Most democratic processes are front-loaded in the
sense that popular participation focuses on deciding a policy question (as
in a referendum) or selecting a candidate (as in an election) rather than
on monitoring implementation of the decision or the platform. These
democratic experiments, by contrast, aim for more sustained levels of
participation over time. Democracy here means participation beyond the
point of decision, to popular implementation, monitoring of that
implementation, and disciplined review of its effects. Popular
participation throughout the entire cycle of public action, it is hoped, will
increase the accountability of public power and the publicOs capacity to
learn from past successes and failures. It remains to be seen, however,
whether participants in these experiments can sustain involvement over
time with sufficient intensity to become effective monitors of the
decisions they make; as in conventional democratic processes, moments
leading up to decision are no doubt more exciting and visible than the
long periods of execution that follow.
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(iv) Alleged Benefits of Centralized Coordination and Power

While it is fairly clear that all of the experimental reforms
decentralize power, the coordinating centralized mechanisms of
accountability and learning theorized as the second design principle of
EPG are less obvious. Under its pragmatic devolution, local units are by
themselves unable to solve coordination and cross-border problems and
would thus benefit from information-sharing connections to other units
in the system. The fashion and degree to which the experiments reviewed
above construct institutions to execute these functions varies widely. The
empirical studies will, in more exploratory fashion, examine the extent to
which these reforms construct recombinant linkages and establish how
well those mechanisms work in practice.

(v) Schools of Democracy

For deliberative democracy to succeed in real-world settings, it must
engage individuals with little experience and few skills of participation.
The fifth question asks whether these experiments actually function as
schools of democracy by increasing the deliberative capacities and
dispositions of those who participate in them. While many standard
treatments of political institutions take the preferences and capacities of
individuals who act with them as fixed, these democratic experiments
treat both of these dimensions of their participation as objects of
transformation. By exercising capacities of argument, planning, and
evaluation, through practice individuals might become better
deliberators. By seeing that cooperation mediated through reasonable
deliberation yields benefits not accessible through adversarial methods,
participants might increase their disposition to be reasonable, and to
transform narrowly self-interested preferences accordingly. Both of these
hypotheses about the development of individuals as citizens in these
democratic experiments require closer examination of actorsO actual
behavior.

(vi) Outcomes

For many potential critics and supporters, the most important
guestion will be one of outcomes. Do these deliberative institutions
produce strategies or effects more desirable than those of the institutions
they supplant? One prime justification for re-allocating public power to
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these decentralized and deliberative groups is that they devise public
action strategies and solutions that are superior to those of, say,
command-and-control bureaucracies, by virtue of superior knowledge of
local conditions, greater learning capacities, and improved
accountability. A central topic of empirical investigation, then, is
whether these experiments have in practice managed to generate more
innovative solutions.

2. Criticisms of the Model

Beyond these questions that address whether the principles of our
model of deliberative democracy accurately describe the experiments we
examine, a second set of questions focuses pointedly upon criticisms that
have been raised against proposals for associative, deliberative
governance. The empirical materials can illuminate six critical concerns
about EPG:

i. The democratic character of processes and outcomes may be
vulnerable to serious problems of power and domination
insidedeliberative arenas by powerful factions or elites.

ii. External actors and institutional contextey impose severe
limitations on the scope of deliberative decision and action.
In particular, powerful participants may engage in Oforum
shoppingO strategies in which they utilize deliberative
institutions only when it suits them.

iii. These special-purpose political institutions may fall prey to
rent-seeking and capture by well informed or interested
parties.

iv. The devolutionary elements of EPG may balkanize the polity
and political decision-making.

v. Empowered participation may demand unrealistically high
levels of popular commitment, especially in contemporary
climates of civic and political disengagement.

vi. Finally, these experiments may enjoy initial successes but
may be difficult to sustain over the long term.

(i) Deliberation into Domination

Perhaps the most serious potential weakness of these experiments is
that they may pay insufficient attention to the fact that participants in
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these processes usually face each other from unequal positions of power.
These inequalities can stem from material differences and the class
backgrounds of participants, from the knowledge and information gulfs
that separate experts from laypersons, or from personal capacities for
deliberation and persuasion associated with educational and occupational
advantages.

When deliberation aims to generate positive sum solutions in which
nearly all participants reap benefits from cooperation (outcome points
that lie closer t@areto frontiers), such power differentials may not result
in unfair decisions. However, serious projects that seek to enhance social
justice and equity cannot limit themselves to just these Owin-winO
situations. Therefore, our model would not be a very interesting one, it
might be argued, if it did not apply to contested areas of public action or
if its application to those areas systematically disadvantaged weaker
participants. Perhaps too optimistically, deliberation requires the strong
as well as the weak to submit to its norms; they ought to refrain from
opportunistically pressing their interests even when power allows them
to do so® One set of questions that must be answered, then, concerns
whether deliberative arenas enable the powerful dominate the weak.
Consider four mechanisms that might transform fair deliberation into
domination.

One lamentable fact of all contemporary democracies is that citizens who
are advantaged in terms of their wealth, education, income, or membership in
dominant racial and ethnic groups participate more frequently and effectively
than those who are less well off. These experiments demand intensive forms of
political engagement that may further aggravate these status and wealth
participation biases. If those who participate are generally better-off citizens,
then resulting public action is unlikely to be fair. As in other channels of popular
voice, the question of Owho participatesO remains a vital one in deliberative
democracy.

Second, even if both strong and weak are well represented, the strong
may nevertheless use tools at their disposalNrQaterial resources,
information asymmetries, rhetorical capacitiesNto advance collective
decisions that unreasonably favor their interests. While many other
models of publidecisionmaking such as electoral and interest group
politics expect such behavior, empowered participation is more
normatively demanding, and so perhaps more empirically suspect.

Third, beyond unfair representation and direct force, powerful
participants may seek to improperly and unreasonably exclude issues that
threaten their interests from the scope of deliberative action. By limiting

¥ For a variation on this critique, segnn M. Sanders, OAgainst Deliberation,O
Political Theory25, no. 3 (June 1997): 347-76.
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discussion to narrow areas of either mutual gain or inconsequence, the
powerful may protect thestatus quadvantages without resorting to
blatantly non-deliberative maneuvers. Nevertheless, thus constraining the
agenda obviously violates the norms of open deliberation and, if found to
be a common phenomena in the cases, would indicate a failure of the
model®

Finally, and ultimately perhaps most seriously, deliberative
democracy may disarm secondary associations by obliging them to
Obehave responsiblyO and discouraging radicalism and mifftavigy.
all, deliberation requires reasonableness, and so commitment to
deliberative processes might be thought to require abstinence from
vigorous methods of challenging power. That is, not only will the
practices internal to the association bracket challenges to privilege, but in
order to maintain their credibility to Othe powers that beO the associations
will strive to marginalize such challenges from the political arena
altogether. If the popular associations engaged in these experiments fail
to enforce these political parameters N if the deliberative apparatuses
become sites of genuine challenge to the power and privileges of
dominant classes and elites N then this criticism predicts that the
deliberative bodies would be dismantled.

(i) Forum Shopping and External Power

Even if deliberative norms prevail and diverse participants cooperate
to develop and implement fair collective actions, the powerful (or the
weak) may turn to measurestsideof these new democratic institutions
to defend and advance their interests. The institutions of EPG operate in
a complex web of more conventional arrangements that includes interests
groups and politicians contesting one another in agencies, legislatures,
and courts. When participants cannot get what they want in deliberative
settingsNperhaps because what they want is unreasonableNthey may
press their interests in more favorable venues. In the context of public
education, for example, a parent who cannot secure special privileges for
his child in the local school council may try to use the central school
system office to over-rule local deliberations. Real estate development
interests in the city of Portélegre have bypassed the participatory
budgeting system in favor of more friendly planning agencies when they

% For a classic statement of this dynamic,BegrBachrach and Morton
Baratz, OTwo Faces of Powek@erican Political Science Revidg (Dec
1962): 947-52.

* SeeSzasz
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anticipated neighborhood opposition. Engaging in such forum shopping
to overturn or avoid unfavorable deliberative decisions clearly violates
deliberative norms that ground the experiments discussed above and, if
widespread, will certainly poison the mutual confidence necessary for
open discussion and cooperative collective action among diverse parties.
Aside from the possibility of defection, parties constituted outside of
these deliberative bodies may not recognize their authority and resist
their decisions. Driven by understandable jealousies, we might expect
officials firmly ensconced in pre-existing power structures N elected
politicians, senior bureaucrats, those controlling traditional interest
groups N to use their substantial authority and resources to over-rule
unfavorable deliberative decisions. At the extreme, they might try to end
these experiments or contain them to some seedling form. So, for
example, environmental groups have sometimes viewed cooperative
ecosystem management efforts as ceding too much ground to
development or agricultural interests and fought locally deliberative
decisions through litigious and legislative methSd&he Chicago school
reforms empowered local governance councils by authorizing them to
hire and fire their principals, and thereby removed the job tenure
privileges that had been enjoyed by these school leaders. The association
of principals fought back by arguing that the school reformOs functional
electoral structure violated the Constitutional mandate of one vote per
adult citizen. Locally dominant left-wing political parties sustain both the
Indian village governance reforms and PaktegreOs participatory
budget. Officials there have claimed credit for the success of these
experiments and subsequently based their political fortunes upon the
continuation of these experiments. Conventional politicians and
bureaucrats thus became the handmaiden of deliberative-democratic
transformation by mobilizing elite and popular support for the expansion
and reproduction of these experiments. Without such political
foundations, it is easy to imagine that these systems of popular
deliberative action would be quickly overturned by social and political
elites that they often act against.

¥ See MarkSagoff, OThe View from Quincy Library: Civic Engagement in
Environmental Problem Solving,0 (Manuscript, 1998) and Louis Jacobson
OLocal timber collaboration stalls in national areRé&@ning Vol. 61, No. 11.
(Nov 1998):22-23.
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(iii) Rent-seeking vs public goods

We have hypothesized that these experiments produce public goods
that benefit even those who choose not to participate directly. Sound
urban budgeting would benefit all of PoAtegreOs residents, not just
those who take part in the formal institutions of participatory budgeting.
Similarly, most neighborhood residents enjoy the good of public safety
and all students and their parents benefit from effective schools.
Potentially, however, rent-seeking participants might reverse this flow of
benefits by capturing these deliberative apparatuses to advance private or
factional agendas. The system of participatory budgeting could be re-
absorbed into old-schoalientelist politics in which party bosses control
discussion and resulting budget recommendations. Small factions of
neighborhood residents or parents might use public powers created by
the community policing and school governance reforms to benefit
themselves by, for example, protecting just a few blocks or establishing
special school programs for the sake of just their own children.

Some of these new institutions attempt to stem rent seeking through
centralized transparency and accountability measures. They link
decentralized local bodies to one another and to centralized authorities in
order to make the varied performance of deliberative action widely
known and therefore more accountable. All Habitat Conservation Plans,
for example, must be reviewed by U.S. Department of Interior authorities
in Washington, D.C. and the actual performance of those plans will soon
be made publicly available in a centralized data warehouse. Similarly,
the decentralized plans of police beats and schools in Chicago are
reviewed and aggregated by higher bodies, as are the neighborhood
budget priorities of Portdlegre andPanchayat decisions in India. In
most of these cases, the capacity of accountability and transparency
mechanisms to check self-interested behavior is simply not known.
Accordingly, one critical question is the extent to which its institutions
can be perverted into rent-seeking vehicles and the efficacy efforts to
check this tendency.

(iv) Balkanization of Politics

In a further pitfall, these experiments may exacerbate the
balkanization of a polity that should be unified. Prominent democratic
theorists such as Rousseau and Madison worried that the division of the
body politic into contending groups would weaken the polity as a whole
because individuals would advance their factional interests rather than
common good. In the extreme, such division might create conditions in
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which one faction dominates the rest. Or, fragmented political

institutions and social factions might each be quite capable of solving its
own particular problems, yet the system as a whole would be incapable
of addressing large scale concerns or formulating encompassing agendas.
From this critical perspective, these experiments might aggravate the
problem of faction by constituting and empowering hundreds of groups,
each focused on a narrow issue within cramped geographic boundaries.
A proponent might respond that these channels of participation add some
public component to lives that would otherwise be fully dominated by
private, or even more particular concerns, and that therefore the net
effect of these institutions is to broaden the horizons of citizens, not to
narrow them. Both of these contending perspectives remain hypothetical,
however, absent accounts of particular individuals and the relationship of
these experiments to the political institutions that supposedly foster
greater political commonality.

(v) Apathy

While these four pathologies result from energetic but ill-constrained
political engagement, a fifth criticism begins with the common
observation that the mass of citizens are politically disengaged and
ignorant, not fervid. From this perspective, empowered participation
demands far too much in terms to the depth and level of participation
from ordinary citizens, and the knowledge, patience, and wisdom that
they are expected to possess or in short order acquire. It may be that the
citizens in contemporary capitalist societies are generally too consumed
with private life to put forth the time, energy, and commitment that these
deliberative experiments require. Or, symptoms of apathy may result
from institutional design rather than individual preference. These
deliberative channels ask citizens to generate public goods which are
broadly shared, and so many will be tempted to free-ride on the efforts of
others. The cases below will offer some evidence that begins to
adjudicate these questions about citizen apathy by examining the
guantity and character of participation.

(vi) Stability and sustainability

Another concern focuses upon the stability of these experiments
through time. They may begin in a burst of popular enthusiasm and good
will but then succumb to forces that prevent these auspicious beginnings
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from taking root and growing into stable forms of sustained participation.
For example, one might expect that practical demands on these
institutions might press participants eventually to abandon time-
consuming deliberative decision making in favor of oligarchic or
technocratic forms. Even if one concedes that empowered participation
generates innovations not available to hierarchical organizations, the
returns from these gains may diminish over time. After participants have
plucked the Olow-hanging fruit,O these forms might again ossify into the
very bureaucracies that they sought to replace. Or, ordinary citizens may
find the reality of participation increasingly burdensome and less
rewarding than they had imagined, and engagement may consequently
dim from exhaustion and disillusionment. Though most of the reforms
considered here are young, some of them have a history sufficient to
begin to ask whether their initial successes have given way to anti-
deliberative tendencies.

3. Is EPG Generalizable?

A final and crucial question about this endeavor goes to its scope.
Are the democratic principles and design features of EPG generally
applicable? Or, is it limited to just a few settings such as those already
mentioned? Since answering that question requires much more empirical
research than is presently available, we can only offer a few speculative
remarks.

The diversity of casesNacross policy areas, levels of economic
development, and political culturesNdiscussed in this volume suggests
that EPG would usefully contribute to a large class of problem-solving
situations. In the most general terms, those contexts are ones in which
current arrangementsNwhether organized according to expert command,
market exchange, or perhaps informallyNare failing and in which
popular engagement would improve matters by increasing accountability,
capacity, or by bringing more information to bear. Arguably, this is a
large class indeed, and recent work has documented the emergence and
operation of similar reforms in areas such as the treatment of addiction
and environmental regulatich.

In a variety of institutional settings, however, empowered
participatory governance may not be helpful. It is not a universal reform
strategy. In many areas of public life, conventional systems of

* SeeDorf and Sabel.
% See Sabel, Fung, at@rkkainen (2000).
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guardianship, delegation, and political representation work well, or could
be improved so as to be optimal. To take one small example, injecting
more parental power and participation in already well-functioning
wealthy suburban school systems might lead to conflict and wasted
energy that serves neither parents, students, nor educators in the long
term. EPG would also be inappropriate where current institutions
perform unsatisfactorily, but where direct participation would add little

to problem-solving efforts. Sometimes, public policy might be naturally
centralized, and so not admit of broad participation. At other times,
policy areas may be so technically complex that they preclude
constructive lay engagement. But perhaps the burden of proof lies on
those who would oppose more participatory measures. After all, many of
the areas of public life already subject to EPG reforms might have
seemed, quite recently, too daunting for ordinary citizens to contemplate:
the formulation of municipal budgets, management of schools, habitat
conservation, and the challenge of economic development.

ODemocracyO is one of the most potent political symbols in the world
today. The United States justifies much of its foreign policy and military
interventions under the banner of restoring or protecting democracy.
Masses in the streets in South Africa and Poland precipitated historic
transformations of regimes in the name of democracy. And yet, just at
the historical moment when an unprecedented proportion of the worldOs
governments are becoming at least nominally democratic, public
confidence in the capacity of democratic institutions to solve problems
and represent the aspirations of ordinary citizens has declined in those
countries with the longest democratic experience.

We believe that this decline in confidence in the democratic
affirmative state does not reflect an actual exhaustion democratic
potential but rather the political triumph afitistatistneoliberalism.

While ultimately a revitalization of democratic institutions on a wide
scale requires political mobilization, that challenge also requires new
visions for how democratic institutions can advance urgent social goals.

In the next four parts of this book, we will examine in considerable
detail the empirical record of several experiments that manifest such
visions. Each section consists of an extended essay written by a scholar
closely associated with the experiment, laying out the experimentOs
institutional details and addressing the questions we have raised. The
final part contains a series of critical and comparative commentaries,
some by people intimately familiar with the empirical cases and others
from those whose interest begins from political theory. We hope that the
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framework of EPG and the investigations that follow will help elaborate
these visions and contribute to the project of participatory democratic
regeneration.



Part One

Case Studies
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Participation, Activism, and Politics:
The PortoAlegre Experiment in
Deliberative Democratic Theory

GIANPAOLO BAIOCCHI

The experiment in participatory governance in Péiagre Brazil
stands apart from many other similar attempts to institute some version
of civic governance in Brazil and Latin America. Because of its breadth
and scope, differs from a variety of other experiments (past and present)
that simply do not involve as many persons, or more commonly, do not
devolve as much decision-making power to popular mandate. As a
system that devolves substantial power to part|C|pants it stands apart
from vague Oparticipatory reformsO so common in Latin America. Its
central institutional feature of interfacing civil society through
neighborhood-based deliberation regardless of local levels of
organization also sets it apart from participatory governance schemes
that rely on organized civil society, often throwggittoral interfaces
(calling upon teachers to consult on education policy, for instance). It is
also unusual because it has served the WorkerOsRRatigd dos
TrabalhadoresP.T.) well, permitting three uninterrupted terms at
municipal government, and recently, largely as a result of the successes
in PortoAlegre, a term at state level government. Its record on good
governance is equally impressive. It stands against the backdrop of many
well-known electoral and institutional failures of leftist municipal
administrations, as i8<0 PauloFortaleza, an&lorian—polis in Brazil ,
or Caracas in Venezuela, as well as a number of much more limited
participatory experiments as in Montevideo, Uruguay,@nerdoba,
Argentina.

' A number of works exist that examine participatory governance in Latin
America. For similar experiments in Brazil, demrnardoAvritzer (2000).

Public Deliberation at the Local Level: Participatory Budgeting in BrReisl
Utopias ConferenceMadison, WI, January 2000/illiam Nylen, "Popular
Participation in Brazil's Worker's Party: Democratizing Democracy in Municipal
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Despite the recent attention to Poiegre and some of its
innovative ipstitutions, as well as a general interest in Oparticipatory
governanceblittle work exists that explicitly addresses the theory of

Politics," The Political Chronicle8, 2 (1998): 1-9lvo LesbaupinPrefeituras

do Povo epara oPovo (S<o Paulo, BrazilEdie>es Loyola, 1996)Silvio Caccia
Bava, 'DilemasdaGestao MunicipaDemocratica," irLicia Valladares and
Magda Prate€oelho (Eds.)Governabilidade €obreza no Brazjl(Rio de
JaneiroCivilizacao Brasileira:1995).ucio Kowarick and Andre Singer, "The
Workers' Party in Sao Paulo,"lincio Kowarick (Ed.),Social Struggles and the
City, (New York: Monthly Review Press:19948edroJacobi (1994)Alcances e
Limites deGovernod.ocaisProgressistas mdrasil: AsPrefeiturasPetistas,
Cadernos do CEASSonia Alvarez, "Deepening Democracy: Popular
Movement Networks, Constitutional Reform, and Radical Urban Regimes in
Contemporary Brazil," in Robert Fisher and Joseph Kling (B®bjlizing the
Community (Newbury Park: SAGE Publications:1993)osZArlindo Soares
and SalvadoBolerLost<o, Poder Local éParticipas<o Popular (Rio de Janeiro,
Brazil: Rio FundoEditora, 1992).For other examples from Latin America, see
GerdSchonwalder, "Local Politics and the Peruvian Léfatin American
Perspectives33, 2 (1998)LadislawDowbor, 'Descentralization and
Governance,Latin American Perspective88, 2 (1998): 28-44JordiBorja

and ManuelCastellsLocal & Global: Management of Cities in the Information
Age (London:Earthscan Publishers, 199PgtersoiGeorge E. Peterson,
Decentralization in Latin Americ@Vashington D.C.: The World Bank, 1997).
PatriciaMcCarney, "New Considerations on the Notion of Governance," in
PatriciaMcCarney (Ed.)Cities and Governance: New Directions in Latin
America, Asia, and Africa1996).Andrew Nickson,Local Governments in
Latin America(Boulder: LynneRienner Publishers, 1995Jharles Reilly, New
Paths to Democratic Development in Latin America: The Rise of NGO-
Municipal Collaboration (Boulder: Lynnieeiner Publishers, 1995\lvaro
Portillo, "Montevideo: LaPrimeraExperiencia defFrenteAmplio,"” in Alicia
Ziccardi (Ed.) Ciudades yGobiernos Locales en la Ameritatina delos
Noventa (Mexico City: Grupo Editorial M.A. Porrua:1991MartaHarnecker,
FrenteAmplio: LosDesafios de utzquierda LegalSegundaParte: LosHitos
Mas Importantes desuHistoria (MontevideoEdiciones LaRepublica, 1991).

% OParticipation in government® has witnessed an explosion of interest from
various quarters and perspectives, particularly in the context of the
decentralization of government. For some representative positioBgisi@enin
Barber, "Three Challenges to Reinventing Democracy," in Ifiasil and Sunil
Khilnani (Eds.),Reinventing DemocracyCambridge, Mass.: Blackwell:1998).
John Keane, "The Philadelphia Model,"Tiakasilnoguchi, Edward Newman
and John Keane (EdsTlhe Changing Nature of Democrag¢yokyo: United
Nations University Press:1998)eter Evans, "Government Action, Social
Capital, and Development: Reviewing the evidence on Synaigyid
Development24, 6 (1996).Jeffrey Berry, Kent EPortney, and Ken Thompson,
Rebirth of Urban DemocradiWashington D.C.: Brookings Institute, 1993).
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deliberative democracy b a body of theory that straddles normative and
practical concerns of democracy-enhancing experiments such as this
one. Deliberative democratic accounts vary in the attention they give to
institutional arrangements, and here | will focus on the account of
Empowered Deliberative Democracy of Wright and Fung because it
develops a model of institutions and their features that would guarantee
fairness and efficiency within a deliberative framewoBeliberative
democratic theory refers to a body of political theory that seeks to
develop a substantive version of democracy based on public justification
through deliberation. More than Odiscussion-basedO democracy, it calls
for the deliberation of citizens as reasonable equals in the legitimate
exercise of authority and as a way of transforming the preferences and
intentions of citizens. In this way, theorists of deliberative democracy
address some of the problems that face complex societies such as the
plurality of values, which would in principle render the construction of a
Ocommon goodQ as well as the establishment of common democratic
practices difficult

The Empowered Deliberative Democracy proposal can be considered
an extension, and further iteration, of these accounts. Of course, what
distinguishes this kind of intervention from many other interventions into
democratic theory is its concern with institutional arrangements. A

® For the city of Porté\legre, seeRebeccaibers, Inventing Democracy

(Boulder: Lynne Rider Publishers, Forthcominig)cianoFedozzi,Orcamento
Participativo: Reflexoesobre aexperiencia de Portélegre (PortoAlegre:

Tomo Editorial, 1997).JosAUtzig, "Notassobre ofGoverno do PEm Porto
Alegre,"NovosEstudosCebrap 45 (1996): 209-22%5ergioBaierleA Explosao

da Experiencia; Aemergencia de um noywincipio etico-politicoem Porto
Alegre,Unpublished M.A., UNICAMP, 1991.

* Wright andFungOs proposal, stands alongside Cohen and RogersO proposal of
Associational Democracy as the most institutional accounts of Deliberative
Democracy. Other theorists, as Hster, AmyGutman, and Jandtansbrigde
certainly pay attention to institutional conditions and arrangements, but do not
engage in the thorough analysis of institutional design characteristic of the EDD
proposal. Se@oshua Cohen and Joel Rogéssociations and Democracy
(London: Verso, 1992)lonElster, "Introduction," in Joklster (Ed.),

Deliberative Democracy(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press:1998). Amy
Gutman and Dennis Thomsddemocracy and Disagreemegi@ambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1996). Javiansbridge, "Democracy and Common
Interests,'Social Alternatives8, 4 (1990): 20-25.

® Joshua Cohen, "Procedure and Substance in Deliberative Democra®gylan
Benhabib (Ed.)Democracy and Difference; Contesting the Boundaries of the
Political, (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press:1986jtman

and ThomsonDemocracyMansbridge, "Democracy."
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central feature of OReal Utopian thinkingO is that it places affirmative
responsibility on institutional design to bring real-world institutions ever
closer to normative OutopianO idedlee Empowered Deliberative
Democracy proposal is an ideal-typical institutional design proposal for
deliberative decision-making and pragmatic problem-solving among
participants over a specific common good, and is in principle applicable
to a wide-range of situations. It is understood to center on reforms that
devolve decision-making to local units that are supported, but not
directed, by a central body. These units are in turn truly empowered to
enact their decisions. This model aims to fostdrstributive and

efficient decision-making that is deliberative and democratic and
superior to command-and-control structures on a number of counts.

A number of empirical questions arise in light of existing
experiments that more or less meet the modelOs criteria, such as whether
deliberative democracy can ever be fair or whether it will be dominated
by the more powerful. While answers to these questions will not doom or
OproveO the model, they raise issues about institutional features © which
ones work, which ones bring us close to normative ideals, and which
ones do not b that together with comparative and theoretical work can
help us advance the theoretical and practical agenda of democratic
reform. In light of the Portélegre experiment, | wish to raise three
broad, central problems in the theoretical model, which | term as: the
problem of inequality, the problem of uneven development of civil
society, and the problem of politics. Based on a number of indicators
about the Portélegre experiment collected between 1997 and 1999, |
examine the implications of these problems and their solutions in this
case, and offer extensions to the EDD model.

Each of the OproblemsO to the model is in reality an extension of the
Oreal worldO question inspired by the call to utopian thinking: what
would be the difficulties posed to this design in complicated empirical
settings? The OproblemO of inequality is not that persons are unequal, but
that it may hinder fair deliberation. Are participatory meetings dominated
by certain citizens, for example? The Ocivil society problemO concerns
the impact of Empowered Deliberation upon autonomous civil society
and how patrticipatory institutions should OinterfaceO with secondary
associations given the unequal development of these associations. Do
functioning EDDfora empty out civil society or privilege areas rich with
secondary associations? And the OpoliticsO problem is the question of
what political context is necessary to carry out such an experiment in the

® Wright describes this iirik O. Wright, "Real Utopias: Introduction,” in Erik
O. Wright (Ed.) Real Utopias,|:??).
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real world. Would EDD proposals call forth opposition from the
powerful? What institutional features might account for their durability
in uncertain contexts?

In this spirit, then, | offer three critical re-interpretations in the
following sections of this paper. After a very brief discussion of the
institutions of the participatory governance in Pé&tegre, | argue in the
next section that the experiment offers a particularly successful
resolution to the problems of deliberation amongquals through its
didactic functions. In the following section on interfaces with civil
society, | argue that the experiment also offers a hopeful example of how
this relationship might work in a way that fosters new organization in
unorganized areas of civil society. Finally, the very success of the
participatory experiment necessarily begs the question of the context
under which it has thrived. Here | argue we should not forget its
legitimacy-enhancing features that, in a democratic context, foster its
reproduction. These three types of concerns should occupy a more
central place within the EDD proposal as they are likely to be important
across a number of cases.

BACKGROUND: INSTITUTIONS OF PARTICIPATORY

GOVERNANCE

When the Popular Font (an electoral alliance headed by the P.T. but
including other leftist parties as well) achieved electoral victory in Porto
Alegre in 1989 there was little agreement as to what, exactly, the OP.T.
wayO of governlngNouId look like, beyond a broad agreement on
democratizing and decentralizing the administration, reversing municipal
priorities toward those who needed it most, and increasing popular
participation in decision making. Attending to a longstanding demand of
The Union of Neighborhood Associations of Poiegre (UAMPA),
which already in its 1985 congress called fpasticipatory structure
involving the municipal budgd®.T. administrators developed a set of
institutions of popular control over municipal budgeting priorities.

Developing participatory institutions while managing a city of the
size of PortdAlegre posed a number of difficulties for administrators.

" The phrasep'modopetista degovernarhas since become part of the lexicon
of political discussions about governance. $mgeBittar, O Modo Petista de
Governar(S<o Paulo, Brazil, 1992).
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The city of PortAlegre, the capital of the industrialized and relatively
wealthy state of Rio Grande &ul, stands at the center of a metropolitan
area of almost three million persons. And although the city of 1.3 million
enjoys high social and economic indicators, with its life expectancy
(72.6) and literacy rates (90%) well above national average, it is also
highly economically segregated cﬁ)AImost a third of its population

lives in irregular housing: as slums or invaded areas. These slums fan
outward from the city center, with the poorest districts generally the
farthest from downtown, making for very geographically distinct
economic and social profiles throughout the city. This socio-geographic
configuration posed many obstacles to drawing participants from areas
without associative traditions, and then actually delivering on their
demands.

The OreamentoParticipativo- the OParticipatory BudgetO - has
evolved over the years into a two-tiered structurio where citizens
participate as individuals and as representatives of various groups of civil
society (neighborhood associations, cultural groups, special interest
groups) throughout a yearly cycle. They deliberate and decide on
projects for specific districts and on municipal investment priorities, and
then to monitor the outcome of these projects. The process begins in
March of each year, with regional assemblies in each of the cityOs sixteen
districts. These large meetings, with occasional participation of upwards
of a thousand persons, accomplish two things: delegates are elected to
represent specific neighborhoods review the previous yearOs projects and
budget. The Mayor and staff attend these meetings to reply to the
concerns of citizens about projects in the district. The number of total
delegates is based on a diminishing proportion to the number of
attendees, and the proportion of persons from a specific neighborhood to
that total’ Neighborhood associations or groups are responsible for
electing their own delegates.

® SeeTanyaBarcellos,Segregacao Urbanareortalidadeinfantil em Porto

Alegre (PortoAlegre: F.E.E., 1986)Prefeitura Municipal de Portalegre
(1999).Regioes d@rcamentdParticipativo de Portélegre - Alguns
IndicadoresSociais. Port#\legre:Fundacao deducacao Social Eomunitaria.

° The number of delegates for a district is determined as follows: for the first 100
persons, one delegate for every ten persons for the next 150 persons, one for
twenty for the next 150, one for thirty for each additional forty persons after
that, one delegate. To cite an example, a district that had 520 persons in
attendance would have 26 delegates. An association with 47 members in
attendance would have two delegates. (9% of the delegatesAviizer,

"Public Deliberation.
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In the subsequent months, these delegates meet in e&eh of t
districts on a weekly or bi-monthly basis to acquaint themselves with the
technical criteria involved in demanding a project as well as to deliberate
about the districtOs needs. The number of participants varies, but forty to
sixty persons attend regularly in most districts. Similarly, in each of the
thematicfora, delegates also debate and deliberate on projects of concern
to more than a district within each specific theme. At these meetings,
representatives from each of the municipal governmentOs departments
attend and present on the departmentOs specific competencies. These
smallerintermediary Meetingsome to a close when, at a second
Regional Plenara vote among regional delegates serves to prioritize the
districtOs demands and priorities and elect councilors to serve on the
Municipal Council of the Budget.

This Municipal Council of the Budget is a smaller forum of
representatives of each of the districts and thematic meetings that meets
with representatives of the administration. Its main function is to
reconcile the demands from each district with available resources and
propose and approve a municipal budget in conjunction with members of
the administration. Its 42 members meet biweekly with representatives of
municipal government for several months. Councilors B two per district
and per each of the five thematic areas B maintain links with their
districts at this time and will, by the end of their one-year term, proposed
and approve changes to the rules of the whole process. For instance, in
recent years, some of the changes have included increasing the scope of
areas covered by the Participatory Budget, broadening the powers of the
Municipal Council of the Budget to cover personnel expenditures of the
administration, and changing the criteria for assessing how resources are
to be allocated to each of the distrilsThe yearly process is shown in
Figure 1 below?

' Resources are allocated to each district based on a system of weights that
considers the district's population, its need for the service, and its chosen
priorities. | describe this system of weights in the Appendix.

" Adapted fromCIDADE, “Ciclo doOrcamentdParticipativo,” inDe Olho no
Orcamento PortoAlegre: CIDADE, 1995).
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Figure 1: Yearly Cycle of Meetings
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The PortcAlegre experiment meets the criteria of the Empowered
Deliberative Democracy proposal in a number of interesting ways. First,
the process creates direct deliberation between citizens at the local level
and devolves substantial amount of decision-making power to these local
settings. These citizens are involved in pragmatic problem-solving, and
monitoring and implementing solutions achieved. These are continuously
deliberative processes over the years, meaning that there are chances for
participants to learn from mistakes. These local units, though vested with
substantial decision-making power do not function completely
autonomously from other units or from central monitoring units. Rather,
central agencies offer supervision and support of local units but respect
their decision making-power, that has been referred to as
recombinancé’ In this case, the support comes from the administration
in the form of regional agents who act as non-voting facilitators.

" This distinguishes Empowered Deliberative Democratic proposals from ONew
Left® models.

 In practice, thestora also function as a space for community demands and
problems in general to be aired, for information to be divulged about the
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The PortcAlegre experiment also shows how complex management
of a whole city can occur through combinations of direct and
representative democratic forms. The higher tier of the participatory
structures, the Municipal Council of the Budget brings together
representatives of each of the districts as well as the thematic meetings.
They deliberate on the rules of the process as a whole as well as on broad
investment priorities; they also act as intermediaries between municipal
government and regional activists, bringing the demands of the district to
the government, and justifying government actions to regional
activists. Participatory governance has expanded beyond Participatory
Budgeting meetings to nefera that now include settings on social
service and health provisions, local school policy, and human rights,
among others. And the Participatory Budget itself has grown to include
deliberation on investments in education, culture, health, social services,
and sports.

As part of a joint strategy of urban improvements in the lowest-
income areas while Ocleaning upO public finances, the participatory
budget has served well the purpose of good governance. Impressive
figures exist about the percentage of the public budget available for
investment B close to 20% in 1994 up from 2% in 1989. The increased
legitimacy of public decisions of Participatory Budget has also made
possible additional reforms to clean up public finances, such as the
increase in property taxes, and has created additional scrutiny over
municipal funds- The proportion of municipal expenses in service
provision to expenses in administration has also impr%)?/@cﬂ.the
hundreds of projects approved, investment in the poorer residential

functioning of government, and as a regular meeting place for activists of a
district. My own research showed that meetings were often Otaken overO by
activists who make use of this regular forum to discuss issues beyond budgeting
matters.

 As has been noted, councilors fulfill functions that would in other cities be
associated with the official municipal legislative, though councilors are subject
to immediate recall and have term limits of two years.

' TarsoGenro andUbiratan de Souz#&)rcamentdParticipativo: Aexperiencia

de PortoAlegre (PortoAlegre:Fundacad’ersetAbramo, 1997)discusses the
increase in the property tax in the first tenure of the P.T. administration. This is
also discussed bytzig, who describes the reforms undertaken by the
administration to modernize fiscal procedutesUtzig, "Notas," p215-220 .

' This is a measure of the overall efficiency of the administrative apparatus.
Though national-level changes, as making municipal governments responsible
for the provision of health services, complicates this comparison, all evidence
points to increased efficiency.
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districts of the city has exceeded investment in wealthier areas as a result
of these public policies. Each year, the majority of the 20-25 Kilometers
of new pavement has gone to the city's poorer peripheries. Today 98
percent of all residences in the city have running water, U-P from 75
percent in 1988; sewage coverage has risen to 98% fror Zig%he

years between 1992-1995, the housing department (DEMHAB) offered
housing assistance to 28,862 families, against 1,714 for the comparable
period of 1986-1988; and the number of functioning public municipal
schools today is 86 against 29 in 1988.

The Participatory Budget has enjoyed increasing levels of
participation over the years, and especially among the poor. Despite
potential barriers posed by their technical and time-consuming
discussions, large numbers of participants representing broad segments
of the population have attended. Estimated yearly attendances at the
Participatory Budget, generated by a measure of participants in first and
second roungblenaries is shown in Figure 2. An analysis of participation
per district, not reported here, shows that while for the first year presence
of associative networks was a predictor of participation, for every year
after that district-level poverty, and not a strong civil society, predicts
participationl.g

" prefeitura Municipal de Portalegre.AnuarioEstatistico (PortoAlegre:

GAPLAN, 1997).

'® ReginaPozzobonPorto Alegre: OsDesafiosda GestaoDemocratica(Sao
Paulo:Instituto Polis, 1998).

* This figure, based on published numbers of municipal government, is the best
available estimate of the actual number of participants from a figure of attendees
at first and second round meetings. On one hand, persons at these first round
meetings are not the actual participants throughout the year. But, on the other
hand, much higher estimates of participation exist based on extrapolations of
informal meetings that go on throughout the year, but there is no way to
precisely assess its magnitude.
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A survey fielded by myself in conjunction with, CIDADE, a
local N.G.O. revealed that the profile of the average participant at the
first meeting of the year in 1998 was below the city's average in terms of
education and income. Over half of participants have household earnings
of 4 Minimum Wages or below, and over half have up to an Eighth-grade
educatior’ On the other end of the scale, better-off citizens are
underrepresented, as roughly a third come from households earning 5
Mir21i1mum Wages or more, against the 55% of the cityOs residents who do
o}

The PortdAlegre Participatory Budget offers a real-world success of
an experiment in Empowered Democratic Deliberation; as a set of
institutions it has achieved efficient aretlistributive decision-making
within a deliberative framework that has succeeded in attracting broad-
based participation from poorer strata of PddegreOs citizenry.
Nonetheless, its very success raises three important issues for the model:
inequality within meetings, the issue of civil society interfaces and civic
impact, and that of the political context of the experiment.

% A OMinimum WageO is a convenient unit to measure income in Brazil with
currency fluctuations. As of 11/1999, it is set at US$62 per month, and OpovertyO
is often informally set at a household income of 2 Minimum Wages .

%! pozzbonOs Desafios p 3-9.
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DELIBERATION AND THE PROBLEM OF INEQUALITY

One of the main concerns of the critics of deliberative democracy is
that itsfora are likely to reproduce the inequalities in society at large.
Since this project addresses local priorities and needs in service provision
and investments in urban infrastructure, it is not surprising that there
should be a significant presence of poor persons, but it needs to be
ascertained if the poor participae muchas other groups and if their
participation yields similar results. Deliberative settings in which citizens
meet to debate formally as equals could be dominated by the more
powerful. We could extend criticisms of the Opublic sphereO to
deliberative democracy-type proposals to anticipate a particularly
poignant criticism that deliberative democracy may create the fiction of
rational deliberation that in fact justifies an elitist kind of citizenship.

More sinisterly, exercises of justification could lend legitimacy to certain
inequalities, or to the political party in control of the project. Despite
significant inequalities among citizens, the didactic features of the
experiment have succeeded in large part in offsetting these potentials for
domination. This confirms the expectations of democratic theorists who,
while assuming that persons may come to deliberative settings with
certain inequalities, expect that over time participation will offset them.

For someone likBourdiey deliberation and participatory
democracy reproduces hierarchies. On one hand, it reproduces class
hierarchies; on another, it reproduces hierarchies of political competence
of OexpertsO against non-experts within the field of politics (a hierarchy
which is likely to align along, roughly, class lines, but need not be
coterminous with it)Bourdieu denounces fictions of Olinguistic
communismO - that the ability to speak is equally distributed Tord.
language is aedium(as to opposed to only an instrument) of power,
utterances between speakers are always expressigelatains of power
between thenThe competence to speak embodies difference and
inequality. A privileged clasBabitus imparts the technical ability to
speakand the standing to make certain statements. This competence is a
statutory abilitymeaning that Onot all linguistic utterances are equally
acceptable and not ddicutors equal.% Linguistic competence is not a
simple technical ability, but certain interlocutors are not allowed certain
speech act®ourdieu gives the example of the farmer who did not run
for mayor of his township, OBut | donOt know how to sgéak!O

* pierreBourdieu,Language and Symbolic Pow@ambridge: Polity, 1991).
23 .

Ibid, p 146.
* |bid, p147.
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There is also the theoretical expectation that the relatively technical
discussions involved and the types of time-pressures on a poorer person
would act together as disincentives to participation. As Maesbridge
writes of hettownhall participants:

These paternsimply that the psychic costsof
participation are greater and the benefitsfewer for lower
gsaus dtizens. In contacting town officids, for instance,
they fed more defensive beforehand and les likely to get
reslltsafterward. In geaking at meetingsthey feel more
subject to ridicule and arelesslikely to convince anyone
Each act of partidpation not only cogsthem more but al
usually produces less.®

While ethnographic and life-history evidence would be crucial to
account for the way persons bring inequalities to these meetings, it is
possible here to deploy survey and participation evidence to consider
these effects. The survey, discussed above, was administered at meetings
in all districts of the city. Figure 3 below shows the results as a
comparison of the proportion of participants by gender, low-income, and
low-education against citywide proportions at each tier of the process.

Figure 3: Proportion of Low Education, Women, Low
Income, and Black Participants at various tiers of th
Participatory Budget, 1998
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* JaneMansbridgeBeyond Adversary Democra@hicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1983), p 103.

% Survey results are published@DADE (1999).OrcamentdParticipativo -
Quem e gopulacaqueparticipa equepensa dgrocesso. Portdlegre:
Centro deAssessoria EstudodJrbanos. See the statistical appendix of this
essay for details.
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A number of observations are possible. It appears that there is some
stratification at the higher tiers of the process, with women and persons
of low education being elected less, while low-income does not seem to
affect election. Women are just gver 50% of general participants, though
making up only 35% of councilofé Low-educated personsare just
over 60% of general participants, but only making up 18% of councilors.
Persons of low inconi@ make up 33% of general participants, and 34%
of councilors. The best estimate of raaaf participants also suggests
that there is no evidence of lack of parity on racial groﬁ’h&siucation
appears to have the most pronounced effect, and particularly so at the
highest tier.

There is no evidence, however, that lack of education or gender pose
insurmountable barriers to effective participation, or that this
stratification results frormasculinist prejudice or prejudice against less

#1998 Survey data. Women are 53% of the city's residents, and persons with
low education are 55% of the city's residents.

*® The count of persons with education up to the eighth-grade.

* persons with a household income of up to two 'minimum-wages' per month,
which comes taproximately $124 (11/1999)

¥t was not possible to include the question of race on the 1998 survey.
Nonetheless, using other estimators for the race of participants strongly suggests
that OraceO by itself does not prevent participation or the achievement of elected
positions, though the question certainly merits further inquiry. The general
participant data comes from an existing earlier survey (1996), but which does
not permit any tests as result of the numerically small sample. The data on
counsilors and delegates comes from my own coucbwfsilors and a sample

of delegates. Here | considered specifically the category 'bleigd, which

as per the conventions of the Brazilian census, is based on self-identification.
'‘Blacks' make upproximately 5% of the city's population, and persons of mixed
descentgardos - browns") make upproximately 10%. For a discussion of

race in this part of Brazil seltka Boaventura_eite. Negros ndSul doBrasil.

(Ilha de Sant&atarina, SCLetrasContemporaneas, 1996).

¥ These apparently surprising results are consonant with the available literature
on race relations and urban poverty in Brazil. This process draws persons from
the cityOs urban periphery, which is where non-whites tend to live, but which is
also relatively integrated. Observers of the community-based Oneighborhood
movementO have pointed to the fact that its leadership is also relatively
integratedNey dos Santos OliveiraFavelas and Ghettos; Race and Class in

Rio de Janeiro and New York City,’atin American Perspectiveg3, 4 (1996):
71-89.Peggy Lovell, "Race, Gender, and Development in Bradziltih

American Research Revief9, 3 (1994). Edwardelles, "Residential

Segregation and Skin Color in Brazihtnerican Journal of Sociolog$7,

(1992).
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educated speech. Ethnographic evidence from district level meetings did
not show any pattern of women or the less educated speaking less often
or of conceding authority to educated memterviews among

participants also revealed that they did not perceive the process this way.
Common perceptions among activists were like the ones offered by an
old-time community activist, who was asked if low education among the
poor was a problem for the Participatory Budget:

No. | think it helpsthe OP, because it begins from
below. It isnot the suits™ who come here and tell us what
todo. Itisus. | am ahumble peson. | have paticipated
since the beginning. And like me, there are many more
poor people like me who aretherewith me, debating or
helping in whatever way possble. And so | think theOP is
enriching in thisway, because it makes people talk, even
thepoored one. It hasnot let the suits take over.

A survey question about how often a person spoke at meetings
painted a similar picture. The results to the question: Odo you speak at
meetings?0 (Always, almost always, sometimes, never) showed that
there was parity between the poor and the not poor, and between the less
educated and the rest. It also found, however, that women reported
speaking less. A formal statistical statement predicting whether someone
will speak at a meeting based solely on gender expresses that the odds of
a woman being an active participant at about 28% lowdowever, the
number years of participation in the Participatory Budget also turns out
to offset this pattern significantly, and years of participation in the
process is a powerful predictor of whether persons will speak. Once we
consider only persons with a certain numbers of years of experience, we
also find that there is no significant difference between men and women
reporting %articipation, or between_ perspns_with or W_ithout fo_rr_nal_
schooling:™ Keeping in mind the difficulties in assessing participation

¥ This was based on a year and a half of attendance of meetings between 1997
and 1999 in three of the city's districts. What did emerge was that there was an
informal gendered division of labor among activists around types of issues for
which women and men were suited. This does not mean, however, that women
were prevented from effective participation.
¥ Colarinho-brancg literally, the Owhite-collars.O
¥ The logistic coefficient predicting participation (model not reported here)
based solely on gender gives the odds at 28.33% lower, with a standard Error of
5.509). and Chi-Squared of 13.75, statistically significant at p<.001.

Once we consider years of experience gender ceases to be a significant
predictor.
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through indirect means as these, this strongly suggests that experience
tends to offset gender inequality in meetings.

Statistical analysis of election figures shows a similar pattern. When
we consider several significant intervening variables, (as years of
experience, number of ties in civil society, being on the board of
directors of a neighborhood association, and being retired or self-
employed), neither gender nor education nor poverty significantly
affected a person's chances of electfoBach additional year of
experience increased chances by 25%, and each additional tie in civil
society increased the odds by 55%. Being retired increases the odds by
over 200%, and being self-employed by over ghorhese results
together suggest that experience off-sets education and gender
disadvantages, and that education effects have to do with a person's
likelihood of being elected to a position in civil society and do not
directly result from what counts within Participatory Budget meetef?lgs.
This evidence also strongly suggests that the availability of time, and
womenOs Osecond and third shiftsO of household responsibilities accounts
for much, if not all, of these differences, particularly with respect to
gender. Opinions such as these are typical:

Men arealways flying aout. To be a councilor you
have to be able to go to many medtings in the evenings,
and in many different places So evenif you don't have a
job outdde, you gill haveto t&ke cae of thehouse Sol'd
say thisis more difficult for women.

Itsdifficult, but we always find time somehow,
because! work, ge home and then | feed the children, then
| go to meetings. Sometimesmy sister givesme ahand,
sometimes the neighbor helps butit'sdifficult®

%1t should be noted, for example, that analyses, not shown here, that considered
education as number of years, or income in terms of tiers, found that the highest
levels of education and income negatively affected chances of election.

¥ See the logistic models reported in the appendix.

% Being elected to a directorate of a neighborhood association, for instance, is
associated with education. Another result that suggests that this interpretation is
correct is that conditional logistic regressions (not reported here) that estimate
chances of election munsilor from the pool of delegates do not show any

factor other than experience to be significant. Static data cannot be any more
conclusive, however, since we cannot control for factors that may cause persons
to be long-term participants.

¥ Adriana, interview. Note that participants' names here are pseudonyms.

“ Marina, Interview.
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There are a number of insights we could draw from inequality within
Participatory Budgeting. For one, it is evident that it is not highly
educated speech that counts within these setBmgedieuOs farmer,
who did not Oknow how to speakO might have found in the institutions of
participatory governance in Porddegre a place where his type of
speech might have been valued. Certainly there are other standards for
valued speech, but these do not correlate with class or education. It is
also clear thabutcomesof participatory decision-making also do not
reflect domination. This domination would be evident if outcomes were
systematically distorted in the direction of the distribution of investments
toward more powerful citizens. If the more powerful had indeed able to
manipulate outcomes there would not be rules that privileged Oregional
needO over number of participants, for instahttss also clear that the
heterogeneliltzy of persons has not been a source of deliberative
inefficiency.

This experience highlights the importance of the didactic component
of Participatory Budget meetings. From the perspective of individuals,
the institutional design includes many meetings devoted to learning
procedures and rules, as well as more specific technical criteria for
municipal projects. Persons acquire specific competencies related to
budgeting, but also acquire skills in debating and mobilizing resources
for collective goals. And the evidence suggests there is relatipely
room for advancement within the process for newconief3ne
participant with only a few years of schooling elected as Councilor early
on in the process discussed what it was like in the beginning as a less
educated person:

* The system of weights has changed over the years. Originally Opopular
mobilizationO used to be a criterion that was changed in favor a system that
considers OneedsO in the system of weights. These criteria are always in debate
and revision byouncillors. The current system, which considers need, followed
by the districtOs priorities and population clearly advantages a few of the cityOs
districts in distribution of resources every year. The poorest didtioctieste,

for example always takes resources regardless of the results of deliberation. For
a discussion of the emergence and transformation of these principl€égrsee

and SouzaDreamentq chapter 1.

* Although no standards exist against which to judge these outcomes, through
the Participatory Budget citizens have been able to decide upon more projects
and on the allocation of more resources each year, deciding upon more than
several hundred projects over the last few years.

* The income level of 2 minimum wages against which | have tested for parity
is less than a third of the cityOs median household income of 6.4 minimum
wages, and the education level 8fg@ade is well-below the city's average. See
Pozzbons Desafios p 3-9.
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| had to leam about the processas the medingstook

place. The first ime | participaed | wasunsure, because
there were pasonsthere with collegedegrees, and wedon®
have it, so we had to wait for the othersto suggest an idea
firdt, and then enter the discusson. And therewerethings
from city hall inthe technical areas, we used to Gloat. OBut

. . 44
with time we gtarted to leamn.

An explicit part of the design of the Participatory Budget is a
didactic component inspired by the Opopular educationO methodologies
of PauloFreire and the Ecclesiastic Base Communities. As is clear from
early materials of the administration, the ideas of popular educators of
urban social movements were an important source of inspiration in how
to run meetings and how to develop norms of dialogue that were
respectful of different types of speeA(?HVIeeting facilitators are always
aware of their function as partially didactic. One of these facilitators
discussed her functions:

Another task (E ) isto presarve and hdp diffuse
certain values. The Participatory Budget demandsthe
congrudion of cooperaion and lidaity, othewisethe
logic of competition and Qeking advantageObecomes
edablihed, creating processes of exdusion. Therefore,
negotiationsinspired in a solidaristic practice must be a
congtant in the pedagogical actions of facilitators. 4

This didactic component is one of the salient features of the
Participatory Budget and alerts us to the fact that while persons may
OnaturallyO learn from attending deliberative meetings, features of the
setting of these meetings may make the learning more or less available to
all. The evidence here both confirms the best expectations of
Deliberative Democratic theory- that vast segments of participants are
able to learn to participate effectively - and points to the importance of a
self-conscious strategy to impart that learning. That this dodallyot
off-set inequalities suggests that more institutional intervention is
needed, though perhaps in novel ways that change time commitments
necessary for effective participation. On the whole, however, the profile
of the highest tier of participants in Budget meetings shows that this type

*“ Gilberto, Interview 1997
* See, for instance, the discussiorSergioBaierle, A Explosaoda Experiencia
* Eun’nce de Andradaracejo, cited iGenro and Souz&rsamento,30.
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of institution is a tremendous advance over traditional democratic
institutions in Brazil‘.17

INTERFACES WITH CIVIL SOCIETY

Interviews showed that as persons became deeply involved in
negotiations and became acquainted with other persons in the district
involved in similar problems, they established lasting bonds with
activists of other parts of their district and developed a sense of solidarity
for these other persons. This collective learning is at the root of the
transformations in civil society in Por&degre, as many more
associations in civil society have started to function since the inception
of the Participatory Budget. In this section | develop a second extension
to the EDD proposal around the issue of interfaces with civil society.

One of the vexing issues for the model of Empowered Deliberative
Democracy is the relationship between deliberative demodoatiand
civil society. Autonomous institutions of civil society are generally
positively valued as being the repositories of democratic practices and
impulses in society; organizations in civil society might also have the
best information and access to certain problems that the participatory
scheme is designed to address. Relying on organized civil society in an
institutional design might, for example, inadvertently favor citizens who
are represented by formal and established organizations against citizens
who do not have such representation. It might also inadvertently
reproduce and harden Omovement oligarchiesO by giving leaders of such
organizations - that may not always meet our normative standards of
democratic functioning- additional legitimacy and political capital. There
are also a number of negative expectations about the impact of
participatory forums on civil society. If participatory forums are parallel
to b that is, they co-exist with - civil society, it is not unreasonable to
expect they may in certain settings empty out forums of civil society, as
they may provide more efficient (and state-backed) ways of addressing

*"If compare the profile of city council-persons with twinsilors of the

Budget meetings, we find that there are much greater proportions of women, of
poorer persons, of the less-educated, and of blacks involved in Budget meetings.
For instance, the average percentage of women in city council since
democratization has been less than 10%, and the percentage of poor persons or
persons without formal education has been close to zero.






