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GIOIL)KeTa n CYMMUDPYIOT CYHICCTBYIOIIUE OAHHBIC O

BHCAPCHUN TAPTUCUIIATHUBHOT'O 6IO,H)K6TI/IpOBaHI/IH B

MHTEPHAIMOHAIBHYIO MPAaKkTUKY. Oco00e BHUMaHKE YACISIeTCs aHATIM3y MOJENIEH MapTHCUIIATUBHOTO OIO/KeTa. ABTOPBI
MPEeTaraloT KpUTEPUN ISl MOJIENeH, KIacCH(DUIMPYIOIINX M ONMCHIBAIOIINX MOTHBAIMIO KITFOUEBBIX IIETIEBBIX TPYIII B

pa3paboTKe MapTUCUITATUBHOTO OIOKETA.

Knrouesvie ciloea: MCCTHOC CcaMOyIpaBJICHHUE,

JACMOKPATHYICCKUC NHHOBAIMU, TOCYAAPCTBCHHBIC q)HHaHCbI.

The term for «participatory budgeting» in Portu-
guese is orgamento participativo, in Spanish presupuesto
participativo, in Italian bilancio partecipativo, in German
Biirgerhaushalt, in French budget participatif, in Greek
GUUETOYIKOS TpodmoAoyiopos, in Swedish medborg-
erbudget, in Norwegian deltagende budsjedt, in Finnish
osallistuva budjetointi, in Czech participacni rozpocet,
in Slovak participativny rozpocet, Polish budzet partycy-
pacyjny, in Albanian Buxhetimi me Pjesémarrje, in Rus-
sian mapTHcUIaTHBHBIN Oroykert, in Galitian orzamentos
participativos, in Creole orgament participativ, in Catalan
pressupost participatiu, in Arabic® dasl e D il s,
in Korean &0{ 8fl&t and in Chinese 25 X Tl 5.

The large number of terms listed above bears wit-
ness to a success story. In the last five years, participatory
budgeting (PB) has become an issue all around the world,
especially since 2008, when experiences of PB started to
monopolize a series of international awards given to best
practices of city management and “democratic innova-
tion” (Smith 2009; Geissel and Kenneth 2012), as those
created by UCLG-Africa in the Africities Forum, by the
International Observatory of Participatory Democracy
(OIDP) or by the Bertelsmann Foundation (especially the
prestigious Reinhard Mohn Prize). Recently, Carole Pate-
man (2012), an important author for the history of par-
ticipatory democracy, dedicated large space to debate
on PB, while the distinguished Journal of Public Delib-
eration dedicated a special issue to discuss the device
(n® 8, 2012). Although far less important in its consequenc-
es, this phenomenon of expansion and recognition tend to
follow the path of technological innovations such as mo-
bile phones, MP3 players and the Internet. This develop-
ment is also interesting because participatory budgeting is
a procedure invented and consolidated in countries of the
Global South. It is also remarkable that participatory bud-
gets are found in a wide range of societies, cultures and po-
litical systems, including non-democratic ones. Whereas in
some cases participatory budgeting is used to democratise
democracy, to strengthen civil society or to further modern-
ize already efficient public services, in others it is an tool
for fighting corruption, supporting a slow decentralization
process or opening a democratic process in the context of
an authoritarian regimes. Given the diversity of their con-
texts and forms, participatory budgets would appear to be
an appropriate subject for a global dialogue.

TpaxKaaHCKOC

ydacTtue, HapTI/ICI/IHaTI/IBHHﬁ 6IOI[)K€T,

Pa3zHooOpazue TEpPMHHOB, MEPEUMCICHHBIX BBIIIE,
CBH/IETEIICTBYET O MOIMYJIIPHOCTH KOHIeNuuH. B mocnen-
HHE 5 JIeT MapTUCHIIATUBHBIN OIOKET CTall MHCTPYMEH-
TOM, JIOCTaTOYHO aKTHBHO MPHUMEHSEMBIM BO BCEM MHpE,
ocobenHo ¢ 2008 ., Korma pa3IuvHbIe OINBITH BHEPEHUS
[1b nonmy4mim MeXIyHapoIHOE NPU3HAHME KaK JIydllIue
MIPAaKTHKH TOPOACKOTO VIIPABICHUS M «IEMOKPATHICCKUC
nuaHoBarumy (Cvmut B 2009 1; Teiiccen u Kanner B 2012
r.). B xauecTBe HamOoiee 3HAUMMBIX MPUMEPOB TPHU3HA-
HUs, MOXXHO BBIACIUTH Harpajibl, YUPCKICHHBIC CIICAYIO-
myMH oprannzanusamu: OObeTMHEHHBIE TOPO/Ia U MECTHBIE
Biactu crpaH Adpuku (UCLG-Africa), MexxayHapOomIHBIi
HaOMIONaTeNbHBI  COBET MAPTHCUIIATHBHON TEMOKPATHH
(International Observatory of Participatory Democracy
(OIDP)) u ®oup Bertelsmann (0coOcHHO €ro mpecTKHast
npemusi Peitnxapna Mona). Bonpocsr I1b akruBHO pac-
CMaTpPUBAIOTCS KaK OTACTbHBIME ydaeHbIMH (Kopom [Tetep-
MmaH (Carole Pateman (2012 r.) - 3xcriepT B 00JacT mapTH-
CUITATUBHON JAEMOKPATHM), TaK U CEPbEe3HBIMU HAYYHBIMHU
m3nanusiMu (Journal of Public Deliberation (Ne 8, 2012 r)).

[Ipobema MapTUCHIIATUBHOTO OIO/KETUPOBAHUS SIB-
JIIETCSI aKTyaJIbHOM, XOTs, Ha NEPBbIM B3IV, OHA MEHEE
Ba)KHA, 10 CBOMM MOCJIEACTBHSM, YeM, Harpumep, Ipo-
6J'IeMa pacIMpe€HUA U AKTUBHOT'O UCIIOJIB30BaAHUA TEXHOJIO-
TMYECKUX MHHOBAIMH, TAaKMX KaK MOOWIbHBIC Teiae(OHbI,
MP3 mneepst u MuTeprer. OcoOblii MHTEpEC BBI3BIBAET
TOT (DaKT, 9TO MAPTHCUIIATHBHOE OIOKETHPOBAHUE OBLIO
n300peTeHO W BIEPBBIC MPUMEHEHO B cTpaHax HOkHOTO
nonymrapusi. Taxoke npuMedaresabHO, YTO JaHHAas METo-
JMKa TPUMEHSETCS OONBIIMM KOJIMYECTBOM Pa3IMYHBIX
00IIeCTB, KyIBTYp M TOMUTHYCCKUX CUCTEM, BKIFOYAs U
HeeMOKpaTniyeckre. B HEKOTOpBIX CIydasx MapTHCHIIA-
THBHOC OFO/PKCTUPOBAHUE HCIIONB3YETCs ISl JEMOKpATH-
3alMM, YKPEIUIEHHs] TPaKIaHCKOro oOlecTBa WM Aallb-
HemIe MoiepHA3anny yxke 3(p(HeKTUBHBIX TOCYIapCTBEH-
HBIX YCIIYT, B TO BpeMs KaK B IPYTUX 9TO HHCTPYMEHT JUIS
00pBOBI ¢ KOPPYTIHEH, MTOAICPIKKH ACIICHTPATN3AINN FITH
Pa3BUTHS IEMOKPATHYECKOTO TIPOIIecCca B YCIOBHUSIX aBTO-
PHUTapHBIX PEKUMOB. YUHUTHIBAsI pa3HOOOpa3ue yCIOBHH U
(dbopM, mapTUCHUITATUBHBIC OIOIKETHI MPEICTABISIOTCS TIO-
JOOAFOIIMM TIPEIMETOM IS II00ATBEHOTO JHAIora.

DTO 3cce Mo BONMPOCAM PacHpOCTPaHEHHs] U pas-
HOOOpasusi MapTHCUIIATHBHOIO OIO/PKETUPOBAHHS Tpel-
Ha3HA4YEHO JUISi METOJOJIOTHYECKOTO OOEeCIeueH sl COLu-
OKYJIBTYPHOTO OOMEHa MEKIYy aKTHBHBIMH TpakIaHAMHU,
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This essay on the dissemination and diversity of
participatory budgeting is designed to facilitate inter-
cultural exchange between committed citizens, civil ser-
vants, experts and researchers. It identifies and explains
different procedures, and describes how and why they
arose.

What is a participatory budget?

To start with, it is important to explain in more
detail exactly what «participatory budgeting» is. To do so
we will first of all look at an anecdote that explains what
distinguishes a participatory budgeting initiative from
other participatory procedures.

The story goes that once inhabitants of the French
city of Poitiers requested their local authority to make
the Rue Jourdain a one-way street in order to calm traf-
fic in the neighborhood. The city council looked into the
possibility and finally gave its consent. As a result of this
measure, however, the traffic was shifted into the neigh-
borhood on the other side of the street, where soon after-
wards the inhabitants also demanded that the traffic be
calmed. They proposed that another one-way street sign
also be put up at the opposite end of Rue Jourdain. The
council granted this request too, which led to the present
situation, in which access to Rue Jourdain is blocked at
both ends.

What at first glance reads like a piece of bungling
was later used by the elected political representatives in
Poitiers as proof that citizen participation also has its lim-
its, and that the city council had to be the one to weigh
up interests and look for the common good. What the city
council failed to see, however, is that the citizens had no
opportunity to discuss the issue of traffic calming with
their neighbors. They had raised their demands before
their respective participatory neighborhood councils, to
which only the inhabitants of the neighborhood in ques-
tion are invited. Here, as is the case with many forms of
traditional citizen participation, the primary mechanism
involved is communication between citizens in a certain
neighborhood and their local authority. By contrast, a par-
ticipatory budget includes the possibility — as illustrated
in Figure 1 below — of citizens from different neighbor-

Traditional participati on
{Neighbourhaod conmeil,
concrete public policies)

Participatory budgeting

Elected +— Technicians Elected = Technicians
officials and employees ofﬁmaylﬁemployees
Citizens Citizens Citizens |[Citizens «— Citizens —— Citizens

Figure 1: Traditional forms of participation and
participatory budgeting
Source: Sintomer/Herzberg/Rocke, 2013a.

rOCYIapCTBEHHBIMU CITY>KalllUMH, DKCIEpTaMU U HCCIe-
noBatensiMu. OHO OIpeneNsieT W OOBSICHACT pa3IHYHbIC
MapTUCUIIATUBHBIE TPOLIEAYPHI U OMUCHIBAET, KaK WU I10-
YEMYy OHHU MOABIIAIOTCA.

YTo Takoe NapTHCUNIATUBHBII O10KeT?

Jlis Havana HEOOXOOMMO pa3o0parbCs B TOM, YTO
MIPECTABIICT COOON «ITapTUCHUITATHBHBIN OromkeT». s
3TOTr0, Mbl HA KOHKPETHOM IIPUMEpPE MOKAXKEM, UYEM OTIIH-
4yaeTcs MapTHCHUIATUBHOE OIOMKETHPOBAHHE OT APYTHX
MapTUCUNIATUBHBIX MPOLEAYD.

Omnaxnap! xkutenn ¢panirysckoro ropozaa Ilyarse 00-
paTAINCh K MECTHBIM BJIACTSIM C TPOCHOOMH, YIOPSIOYNATDH
IBIXKeHHe B paiioHe Pro JKypzaeH, opranu3oBaB Ha OIHOM U3
VAMLl OAHOCTOPOHHEE JIBMKEHHE. [ OpOoICKOi COBET M3ydmi
JIaHHBIII BOIIPOC U JIaJl CBOE COIVIACUe, YTO, OHAKO, PHUBEIIO
K TPAHCIIOPTHOMY KOJUIAIICY Ha APYroM KOHUE pailoHa, rie
BCKOpE JKUTENH TaKXKe TOTPeOOBATN YHOPSIIOUHUTH JBHKE-
ure. C TOUKHM 3peHus] TOPOXKaH, UCTIPABUTH CIOKUBIIYIOCST
CHUTYAIUIO MOIJIA TO3BOJIUTH APYTas yIHIa ¢ OTHOCTOPOHHUM
JIBIDKEHHEM Ha MPOTUBONONOKHOM KoHle Pro XKypnen. Co-
BET YAOBIETBOPHI U ATy MPOCKOY, YTO TIPUBEIO K TOMY, UTO
noctyn B Pro XKypzen Opu1 3a0110KHpOBaH ¢ 00€UX CTOPOH.

To, uTo Ha nepBbIN B3I BBINISJIUT KaK «TOJIOBO-
TATICTBO» TO3KE UCIIOIB30BAJIOCH ONPEIETICHHBIMU MOJTH-
TUYeCKUMHU TpefcTaBuresiMu B [lyarbe, Kak oka3areiib-
CTBO TOI'0, UTO YYacTUE IPa)</1aH TaKKe UMEET CBOU IpeJie-
JIBL, M, 9TO TOPOJICKOI COBET JIOJDKEH OBLT OLIEHUTH BCE MH-
Tepechl U HaiTh odiiee Onaro. Ha camom zerne, roponckoi
COBET JIOJDKEH OBUT IPEIOCTaBUTh BO3MOXKHOCTH OOCY/IUTh
BOIMPOC 00 MHTCHCHBHOCTH TOPOACKOTO JBWKCHHS JKUTEC-
JISIM BCETO palioHa, a HE OTAEIbHBIM €0 MPEICTABUTEISIM.

Takum 00pa3oM, TpaJULHMOHHBIE (HOPMbBI JAEMOKpa-
TUM TIPEJIIONAraloT OOIIEHUE TPaXkIaH C MECTHBIMU Op-
raHaMu BJIaCTH, TOTJa KaK MapTUCUIATUBHAS JAEMOKPATHS
BKITFOYaeT B ceOs BO3MOXKHOCTh — KaK ITOKAa3aHO HIDKE Ha
pucyHKe | — rpakJaH U3 pa3HbIX paiioHOB 00CYKIaTh MPO-
6J'leMBI 1 IPUHUMAaTh KOHCOJIMAUPOBAHHBLIC PCIICHUA, 00s1-
3aTesbHbIe I UCTIOJTHEHHU MECTHBIMH OpraHaMy BIIAaCTH.

ITomoOHBIE «TOPH30HTANBHBICY» CBS3M HAOIIONA-
IOTCSL U TIPH TIOATOTOBKE MAPTHUCHUITATHBHOTO OIOMKETa B
ropone Ilopry-Anerpn W B APYrHX MapTHCHIIATHBHBIX

Traditional participation
{Meighbourhood couneil,
concre b public policies)

Participatory budgeting

Elected +—— Technicians Elected =—— Technicians
officials and employees | offict V{Y’mems
Citizens Citizens Citizens |Citzens e— Citizens = Citizens

Pucynok 1. Tpaauiimonssie GOpPMBI TPaXTIaHCKOTO yda-
CTHS ¥ HAPTUCHUIIATUBHOTO OIO/KETHPOBAHMS

Hcemounux: Cenmome / Xepybepe / Péxe, 2013a.
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hoods getting together — possibly through delegates’ com-
mittees.

«Horizontal» communication of this kind has been
observed in Porto Alegre and in other participatory bud-
gets. This is not sufficient as a definition, however, be-
cause all other participatory devices and methods such
as planning cells, or community planning can also in
principle be used for cross-district dialogue. To define
the participatory budget more precisely, we need to ap-
ply further criteria. This would also appear necessary
given that some of the experiences described here are
not referred to as «participatory budgets» by the local
actors. Conversely, some procedures are listed as partici-
patory budgets even though they would not be labeled as
such in another country. Therefore, we propose a practi-
cal definition of «participatory budgeting» based on five
criteria.

Basically, PB allows the participation of non-elected
citizens in the conception and/or allocation of public fi-
nances. Five further criteria need to be added (Sintomer/
Herzberg/Rocke, 2013a, Sintomer/Herzberg/Rocke/Alle-
gretti, 2012).

1) Discussion of financial/budgetary processes (PB
is dealing with scarce resources). All participatory devices
might concern financial questions (for example, any par-
ticipatory process related to urban planning will have an
impact on costs if projects become bigger or smaller than
previously planned). In PB, however, the participatory
process is centrally based on the question of how a lim-
ited budget should be used.

2) The city level has to be involved, or a (decen-
tralized) district with an elected body and some power
over administration and resources (the neighborhood
level is not enough). In fact, we can observe a grow-
ing number of neighborhood funds where citizens can
decide about a concrete amount of money, but without
having any influence on broader scaleissues. In order
to clearly identify participatory budgeting, we consider
only those participatory processes with a similar scale
to that of the elected bodies of representative demo-
cracy.

3) It has to be a repeated process over years. Conse-
quently, if a participatory process is already planned as a
unique event, we would not consider it as PB: one meet-
ing, one referendum on financial issues are not examples
of participatory budgeting.

4) Some forms of public deliberation must be in-
cluded within the framework of specific meetings/fo-
rums. This means that if citizens are invited to discuss
budgeting in local councils or in parliaments, we would
not view it as sufficient, because PB should include
specific institutions and therefore a new public sphere.
Furthermore, we state that PB should be based on some
kind of deliberation. This is the reason why we do not

Oromkerax. OJHAKO, JUIA OMpPEICICHHUS IapTUCUIIATHB-
HOTrO OMOMKEeTa 3TO HE CTOJb CYIIECTBEHHO, T.K. JPYTHe
MapTUCUIIATHBHBIC METOJIbI U CPEJICTBA, TAKUE KaK «s4Yei-
K{ TUIAHUPOBAaHUs» WIM OOLIECTBEHHOE IUIAHWPOBAHUE
TAaKXXe, B IPUHIOUIIC, MOTL'YT 6]>ITI) HUCIIOJIB30BAaHbI JId
KpOcC-TeppuTOpualibHOTO Juanora. /s Goiee TOUHOTO
OTIpe/IeTICHUs] MAPTUCUIATHBHOTO OIO/KeTa HaM HeoOXo-
JIIMO UCTIOJIb30BaTh JIOMOJHUTEIbHBIE KPUTEPUHU. DTO He-
00XOIMMO MTOTOMY, YTO HEKOTOPBIE U3 IPUMEPOB, OITUCAH-
HBIX 3]ICCh, HE HCIIOIB3YIOT MOHITUEC «ITAPTUCUTIATUBHBIN
OromkeT». 11 Ha000pOT, HEKOTOPEIC MPOLIEAYPHI, HA3BaH-
HBIE IMAPTUCUNIATHBHBIMU OIOHKETAMHU, MOTYT U HE OBITH
TaKOBBIMM B Jpyrux crpanax. B unenom, IIb nossosaser
Hen30paHHBIM Ipak/iaHaM y4acTBOBaTh B (POPMHUPOBAHUH
W/Wid pacripeenicHun o0IecTBeHHbIX GprHaHCcoB. Ha oc-
HOBE BBIIICHA3BAHHBIX MPHU3HAKOB, MbI MPE/IAraeM ISTh
KPHUTEPUEB, KOTOPHIE MO3BOJSIT OMPEICIUTh ITAPTUCHIIA-
THBHOE OIOPKETUPOBAHUE» KaK crenuduueckoe ympas-
nenueckoe aeictue (Cenrome / Xepubepr / Péke, 2013a,
Cenrome / Xepubdepr / Péxe/Annerpertu, 2012).

1) Obcyxnerne (pUHAHCOBBIX/OIOMKETHBIX TPOIEC-
coB (IIb mmeeT neno ¢ orpaHnYeHHBIMH pecypcamu). Bee
MAPTUCUIIUTABHBIE MPOLIEIYPhl MOTYT KacarbCs (hHMHAHCO-
BBIX BOIIPOCOB (HAIPUMED, JIFO00I TAPTUCHUITATUBHEIH TPO-
1LIecc, OTHOCSIIMICS K TOPOICKOMY IUIaHUPOBAHUIO, OyaeT
BIIMSITh Ha PACXOIBI, €CIIM MPOEKT CTAHOBHUTCS OoJiee WITH
MEHee 3aTpaTHBIM, YeM 3TO IUIAHUPOBAJIOCH W3HAYAIIBHO).
OI[HaKO, HapTHCHHaTHBHLIﬁ Iponecc B MapTUCUIIATUBHOM
OlOIDKETE OCHOBBIBACTCS Ha PEIICHUH BOIPOCA, Kak JOJI-
JKCH OBITh UCTIONB30BaH OTPAHHYCHHBIN OFOIKET.

2) B mpotiece momkeH OBITH BKITIOUSH TOPOT LISITHKOM,
ni 000COONEHHBI PalloH C BBHIOOPHBIM OPraHOM M BO3-
MOXHOCTBIO BJIUATL Ha TNPUHATHUC peIlIeHI/Iﬁ n pacripeac-
neHue pecypcos. Ha camom jniene, ceropHst Mbl HaOmonaeM
pacryiiee KOJIMYECTBO PA3NMYHBIX PaHOHHBIX (DOHIOB, B
pamMKax KOTOPBIX IPaXKIaHe MOTYT PEIIaTh JOKAIbHBIE XO-
39MCTBEHHBIE HpO6J'IeMbI, OJTHAKO OHW HE MOTI'YT BJIMATH Ha
pacumpenne MacmraboB 3Tux (GoHmoB. s TOro 4ToOBI
KOHKPETU3MPOBATh ITAPTHCUIIATUBHOE OOKCTUPOBAHUE,
KaK YIpaBJICHYECKYIO MPOLEIYPY, MbI OY/IeM paccMaTpHBarh
TOJIBKO T€ MPOIECChI, KOTOPbIE MMEIOT TOT e MACIITa0, 4To
1 BBIOOPHBIE OPraHbl IPE/ICTABUTENBHOM JIEMOKPATHH.

3) Ilpouecc I1b nomkeH OBITH MOBTOPSIONIUMCS B
Te4eHUe MHOTHX JieT. CIenoBaTeNbHO, €CI MapTHCHTIA-
TUBHBII MPOIECC 3aIUIAHMPOBAH KaK YHUKAIbHOE COOBI-
THe, MBI He Oynem cuutath ero I1b: onHo 3acemanue, oguH
pedepenaym mo (QUHAHCOBBIM BOMPOCAaM HE SIBISIFOTCS
MPUMEPaMH MTAPTUCUTIATUBHOTO OOIKETUPOBAHUS.

4) Hekortopbie (GOpMBI OOIIECTBEHHOTO OOCYXKIIe-
HUSI IOJDKHBI OCYIIECTBISITHCS B PAMKaX KOHKPETHBIX CO-
BemaHuit / GopymMoB. DTO O3HAUAET, YTO €CIU TPaXKITaHe
NPUDIAIIAIOTCS. Ul 00CyXK/IeHHs: OloKeTa B MECTHbIE
COBETHI WX B MMapiaMEHT, MbI He OyJIeM CYUTATh 3TO CY-
[IecTBeHHBIM, oTomMy 4to I1B peanusyercs uepes crie-
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consider a survey on budgeting issues in which citizens
would remain without contact with one other as PB.
However, PB deliberation does not necessarily directly
lead to decision-making.

5) Some accountability is required that the output
reflects the public will. We have observed that in many
participatory processes, participants never get feedback
about whether or not their proposals are accepted. This
should be different in participatory budgeting, through
annual meetings or publications where organizers pro-
vide information about the realization of the proposed
projects.

How participatory budgeting spread
across the world

If we take a look at the world in light of the above
definition, we see that the dissemination of participa-
tory budgeting has been complex. It began with a num-
ber of Brazilian cities (including the metropolis of Porto
Alegre), where participatory budgets first arose in the
late 1980s (Allegretti 2003; Baiocchi 2001; Baierle
2007; Fedozzi 2007; Herzberg, 2001). During the 1990s
the procedure started spreading widely in Brazil. Today
there are around 300 experiences, making Brazil one of
the countries with the highest density of participatory
budgets in the world (Marquetti 2005; Wrampler 2010).
Participatory budgeting has also spread to other parts of
the continent. This includes Andean countries such as
Ecuador and Peru, as well as Argentina, Uruguay, Chile,
Colombia and the Caribbean (Shah, 2007). This trend
has continued since the turn of the millennium. Although
it has not been possible to obtain the exact figures, right
now there are between 618 and 1130 participatory bud-
gets in Latin America: almost a third of the participatory
budgets in the world, where we can count between 1269
and 2778 experiences.

Inspired by the Latin American experiences,
which represent the ideals of good governance and a
more just distribution of public resources, people across
the globe began to pick up the idea of participatory bud-
geting. After Porto Alegre, social movements and rep-
resentatives of (left-leaning) local governments from
Europe began coming to the World Social Forums or-
ganized by the alter-globalization movement. As a re-
sult, since 2001 a rapid increase has been seen on the
old continent, and a number of other experiments began
but were interrupted due to local political changes. The
core countries were first of all France, Spain and Italy.
In these Latin countries, a high number of municipali-
ties have joined networks such as those created with-
in the URBAL funding-line in order to establish links
with municipalities in Latin America. German munici-
palities, which tended to form their own networks, have
originally debated participatory budgeting in the con-
text of a modernization of local government; the model

LIMaJIbHbIe WHCTUTYTHI, @ COOTBETCTBEHHO, HOBHIE OOIIIe-
CTBEHHBIE OTHOIIEHHs. Kpome TOro, MbI yTBEpXKIaeM, 4TO
[1b nomxeH OBITH OCHOBAH Ha HEMOCPEICTBEHHOM 00CYX-
JICHUH BOIIPOCOB pacripezieieH st (PUHAHCOBBIX PECYPCOB
HacesjeHueM. VIMEHHO MMo3TOMY MbI HE CUMTaeM pasiiny-
HBIC METO/Ibl M3y4YeHHWS] M aHalln3a OTHOILICHHUS Hacele-
HUSI K TEM WJIM WHBIM OIO/KETHBIM NPOEKTaM, B KOTOPBIX
rpajkiaHe He KOHTAKTHPYIOT APYT C APYroM, MapTHCHIIA-
TUBHBIM OrompkeTupoBanueM. OJHAKO Ba)KHO OTMETHUTH,
4yro obcyxaenne B I1b He 00s3aTeibHO JIOJKHO HPUBO-
JIMTH K MIPUHSTHIO KAKOTO-TTHO0 pEeIIeHNSI.

5) UtoOsI BEIpa3uTh OOIMIECTBEHHYIO BOIIO «HA BBI-
X07Ie» HEeOoOXOAMMa OIpe/eIeHHass OTYETHOCTb. MBI yke
TOBOPWJIM O TOM, YTO BO MHOTHX MapTHCHUIIATHBHBIX IPO-
Leccax y4aCTHUKU HE MOJy4YaroT 0OpaTHYIO CBS3b O TOM,
MIPUHATEL WM HE TPUHATH WX mpemioxeHus. Ommmyn-
TEIHHOM 4epTOi MAPTUCIIATUBHOTO OIOKETUPOBAHUS SB-
JISIeTCsI IPOBEJICHNE €KETOJHBIX COBELIAHUMH, My OInKanus
OTYETOB, IJI€ OPraHU3aTOPbl NPEIOCTABIISIOT MH(OpPMa-
LU0 O peaH3aliy Ipe/UIaraeMbIX IPOCKTOB.

Hcnons30BaHne MeTOI0B NAPTHCHIIATHBHOTO
0101:KeTHPOBAHNS B MHPOBOIi NPAKTHKE

Ecnu crnepoBarh mnpuBeEHHOMY BBINIE  OIpelie-
JICHUIO, TO MBI MOXKEM KOHCTaTHPOBATh, YTO B MHPOBOM
HKOHOMHUYECKOM IPOCTPAHCTBE MapTHCHIIATHBHOE OrOJ-
KETHPOBAHNWE PACIPOCTPAHSIIOCH MOcTerneHHo. llepsble
MapTUCHUIIATHBHBIC OIOMKETH MOSBIINCH B bpasumum B
Havasne 1980-x romoB (BKirowass Mmerpomonuio Ilopry-
Aunerpn) (Amnerpertu 2003 ., baiiokku 2001 r., baiiepine
2007 1., ®eno3zzu 2007 r., I'epubepr 2001 1.). Ceromus B
9TOH cTpaHe cymecTByeT okono 300 pa3aHYHBIX OIBITOB
npumenenus 11b, uro nenaer bpasuiuio ogHOM U3 cTpan
¢ HauOOJNbIIEH TUIOTHOCTBIO MAPTHCUIIATHBHOTO OOIKe-
tupoBanus B mupe (Mapkertu 2005 r.; Bpammnep 2010 1.).
Co BpeMeHEM TNpaKTHKa NMPUMEHEHHs IaHHOTO HHCTpY-
MEHTa PaclpOoCTPAaHUIACh U B IPYTHE YaCTH KOHTHHEHTA!
Ha CTpaHBl AHICKOTO PETHOHA, TaKHe Kak JKBAJOp HIU
Ilepy, a Taxke Ha ApreHTuny, Ypyrsail, Ynmu, Komym-
6uto n crpansl Kapubckoro Oacceitna (Illax, 2007 r).
OTa TeHAEHNIHNS MPOJOIDKACTCS C Hauyala HOBOTO ThICSUeE-
nerusi. He cMOTpst Ha TO, YTO MOIYYHUTh TOUHBIC JAaHHBIE
JIOCTATOYHO CJIOKHO, MOYKHO C/IETaTh BBIBOJ, UYTO CETOIHS
B JlaTuHckolt AMepuke HacuuThiBaeTcs oT 618 go 1130
TTAPTHCHUIIATHBHBIX OIOMKETOB: MOYTH TPETh BCEX MapTH-
CHUITaTHBHBIX OIOJPKETOB B MHpE, KOJIMYECTBO KOTOPBIX B
cpenHeM HaxoJuTcs B mpeaenax ot 1269 mo 2778.

BroxHoBneHHsle onbiToM JlaTuHCKONH AMEpHKH, KO-
TOpasi B TOM BOIPOCE Ipe/cTaBiIseT coO0H uiean ynpas-
JICHUsI W CIIPaBEUIMBOTO pacIpesieNIeHHs OOIIeCTBEHHBIX
pecypcoB, CHELHUAINCTBI BO BCEM MHpPE Hadaiand oOpamarh
BHHMAaHHUE Ha UCIO MAPTHCHIIATHBHOTO OFOIKETHPOBAHMSI.
[Mocne Topry-Anerpu oOlIECTBEHHbIE ABMKEHUS U TIPEJi-
CTAaBUTENIN (JIEBBIX) OPraHOB MECTHOTO CaMOYIPABIICHUS
EBpomnb! cTany akTHBHBIMH y49acTHUKaMy BceMupHBIX co-
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was not Porto Alegre, but the city of Christchurch in
New Zealand, which won a prize for citizen-friendly
modernization in 1993 within the “Cities of Tomorrow”
network, where a lot of German cities and the Bertels-
mann Foundation were active. The influence of Porto
Alegre came later.

The processes expanded in other countries, and es-
pecially to the UK, where participatory budgets have
gained some support of the national government, and
Poland, where a national law was approved by the parlia-
ment in 2009. It is very incentive because it gives specific
funding for the establishment of co-decisional participa-
tory budgeting in all villages. With the support of the Fed-
eration of Local Groups Leaders (which in 2013 is chang-
ing name into “Watchdog Poland Civic Network™), which
acts as a watchdog for monitoring and try to upgrade the
quality of the experiments, this has made Poland the Eu-
ropean country with the largest number of ongoing ex-
periences in 2012 (324-1112). In several countries, local
non-governmental organizations play an important role in
supporting the dissemination of PBs, such as the PB Unit
in the UK.

In Africa, development cooperation and interna-
tional organizations had a pivotal role in introducing par-
ticipatory budgeting, an instrument that is now taken into
account by the UCLGA (the African Association of Local
Authorities) (UN-Habitat and MDP, 2008; Olowu 2003).
Nevertheless, cases like the ASSOAL development asso-
ciation in Cameroon prove that a stream of grassroots ex-
changes with Europe and Latin America also developed,
which had its weight in fostering some good examples
of participatory budgeting. Africa experienced a real in-
crease in quality and numbers of PBs in the last 3 years:
there are between 77 and 103 experiments in 2012, the
majority concentrated in Senegal, Cameroon, RDC Con-
go and Madagascar.

This fast development of PBs around the world has
led to the creation of continental networks supporting
the dissemination of participatory budgeting. If we cast
our gaze further, toward Asia, where participatory bud-
geting is at its most recent, participatory budgets (that
began to appear in larger numbers around 2005) often
do not build on previous forms of citizen participation,
but mark a new beginning. Interestingly, here too an ex-
change with Porto Alegre is to be observed: at least, the
Brazilian experience plays an important role as a point
of reference in the debate, especially for South Korea
and China, whose local authorities and NGOs often paid
visits to the Brazilian Metropolis, especially after 2009
(Liu and Traub-Merz, 2009; Songmin 2013). In India,
The Kerala participative strategic planning experiment
encountered Porto Alegre during the Mumbai World so-
cial forum. In this continent, 58 to 109 experiments are
going on in 2012.
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LUAIBHBIX (DOPYMOB, OpPraHM30BaHHBIX B paMKax ajbrep-
100aIM3alMOHHOTO JIBIKEHUS. Pesymbratom sToro cra-
mo aktuBHOe pazsutHe ¢ 2001 . crpan «Craporo Caeray,
a TaKKe HA4aJlo psfia JPYrHX SKCIEPUMEHTOB, KOTOPBIE,
OJIHAKO, ObUTH TpepBaHbl MECTHBIMU NMOJUTHUECKUMHU H3-
MeHeHusiMu. KiroueBast poib B pacnpoctpanenun I1b B
EBpone npunamiexana ®panuuun, Mcnanuu n Uranum.
B »Tux cTpanax 00JbIIOE KOMMYECTBO MYHHUIIUIIAIUTETOB
MIPUCOCANHHUIIOCH K PA3IMYHBIM OOBEAMHEHHSM, TAKUM KaK
¢doumpl, co3nannbic B paMkax URBAL, 4ToOBI yCTaHOBUTH
CBSI3M C MyHUIMNanuTeTaMu JIaTuHCKON AMepuKy.

Hemernkne MyHHIMIIANWTETH! HW3HAYAIBLHO paccMa-
TPUBAJH MAPTUCUTIATUBHOE OFOIKETUPOBAHNE B KOHTEKCTE
MOJICPHU3AIIMM MECTHOTO CaMOyIpaBieHHd. B kauecTBe
MOJIeNI UMHU ObUT B3T He onbIT [lopry-Asterpu, a oIbIT
Mynununamurera Kpaiicruepu B HoBoil 3enannnu, xoto-
PBIH TTOydHIT Harpay 3a «Ipy>KECTBEHHYIO K TpaKaaHaM
MofnepHuzamio» B 1993 . B pamkax mpoekrta «lopoma
3aBTpAILIHETO JHS», TA€ JOCTATOYHO AKTHBHO HPOSBUIIN
ce0st MHOXeCTBO ropoioB I'epmannn u ®onx Bertelsmann.
Bnusinue [opTy-Anerpu nposiBUIIOCH MO3KE.

Janee paccmarpuBaeMblii IIPOLIECC PACIPOCTPAHUII-
Csl M Ha JIpyrHe CTpaHbl, 0coOeHHO Ha BenukoOpuranuo,
I7ie NapTUCHITATUBHBIC OFOKETHI TONYUYHIH IMOAJIEPKKY
HalMOHAJILHOTO IpaBuTesbeTBa, U [lonbmy, rae B 2009
TOIy NPaBUTEIBCTBOM OBbLI OJOOPEH HAIMOHAIBHBIN 3a-
koH 1o Bonpocy I1b. ITpunsaTHe 3aKoHa CTaN0 CEPbE3HBIM
CTUMYJIOM, TaK KakK JaHHbI HOPMATUBHO-IIPABOBOM aKT
obecrieurs1 KOHKpeTHOE (PMHAHCUPOBAHKE /ISl BHEIIPEHHS
COBMECTHOTO TApTHCUIIATUBHOTO OIO/UKETHPOBAHUS BO
BceX cenbekux noceneHusx. Ipu nonnepxxke denepanun
JInpepoB Mectabix [pynm (B 2013 romy naHHas opraHu-
3anus noMeHsna Ha3paHue Ha «llonbckas «CTopoxkeBas»
TpaKIaHCKasl CETh»), KOTOpas 3aHMMAaeTCsi MOHUTOPHH-
TOM U TIBITAeTCS MOBBICUTH KAaYECTBO MapTHCHUIIATHBHOTO
oromketnpoBanus, [lompma B 2012 roxy crama eBporeii-
CKOM cTpaHoil ¢ HambombsmuMm KonmumdectBoM I1b (324-
1112). B HEKOTOPBIX CTpaHaX BayKHYIO POJIb B MOJAEPIKKE
U pacrpoCTPaHEHHN MNapTHCUIIATHBHOTO OIOIKETHPOBa-
HUSI UTPAIOT MECTHBIE HETOCY/IapCTBEHHBIE OpPraHN3allny,
kak Hanpumep I1b Tlonpasnenenne B BernkoOpuranum.

B Adpuke KiIr04eBYIO0 poib BO BHEIPEHHH I1apTH-
CHUITAaTUBHOTO OIOUKETHPOBAHMUS, KOTOPOE MCIOJIB3YeTCs
UCLGA (AdpukaHCKOil acconuamnmeii MeCTHBIX OpTaHOB
BJIACTH), CHITPAJIO PA3BUTHE COTPYIHHYECTBA M MEXIY-
Hapoaubix opranm3anuii (UN-Habitat u MDP, 2008 r;
Omnoro 2003 r). Tem He MeHee, TaKue MPUMEPHI KaK ac-
coumanusa passutust ASSOAL B Kamepyne, nemoHCTpu-
PYIOT aKTHUBHBIH 00OMEH ombITOM Mexay EBpomoit m Jla-
TUHCKOM AMEPHKOH, UTO B CBOIO OYEPEb MOJOKUTEIBHO
BIIHSIET Ha JPyTHe MpUMEphl MapTUCHIIATHBHOTO OIO/Ke-
TupoBaHus. AdpHKa NPOAEMOHCTPHpOBAJIA peabHOE
yBenuueHue kauectsa u konudectso I1b 3a nmocnegnue 3
roga: ot 77 no 103 B 2012 r., B OCHOBHOM CKOHLIEHTPH-
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In all the world, academic researchers have also
play an important role, either by advising PB experiments
created by social and political actors, or by proposing the
creation of hybrid processes that could merge the main
features of PB with other devices as citizens juries, delib-
erative polls or participatory processes of strategic plan-
ning, or being directly part of some experiments, in the
line of action-research communities, documenting study
cases, publishing comparative analyses, elaborating soft-
ware to support and monitor processes, proposing and ap-
plying evaluation criteria and organizing training sessions
for local authorities, international organizations, local and
regional NGOs.

Undoubtedly, a high degree of «ambiguity» (Ganu-
za and Baiocchi, 2012) characterizes the way participato-
ry budgets mushroomed and travelled around the world in
the last years. Nevertheless, this allows a creative hybrid-
ization of different models and tools adapted to local situ-
ations and to foster different goals. PB offers a large range
of possibilities to the innovation of decision-making, es-
pecially at local level.
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Figure 2: How participatory budgeting
has spread across the world

Source: Sintomer, Herzberg, Rocke and Allegretti,
2012.

The process of dissemination described above
is illustrated in Figure 2. Our clear definition aims to
enable us to compare the wide range of experiments
which are being carried on around the planet. For some
countries, very precise data are available. In others,
however, where fewer interlocutors were available
or where the information supplied is contradictory,
estimations have still to be made. A further problem is
obtaining more detailed information on procedures that
so far only few people had referred to as ‘participatory
budgeting’, yet which, following detailed discussion and
examination of the facts, do indeed need to be counted as
such. Conversely, some of the self-proclaimed examples
turn out to be just pale copies of a participatory budget.
That is why we chose to represent “ranges” (rather

11

poBanubix B Cenerane, Kamepyne, Pecniyonuke Konro n
Mapnarackape.

Takoe OpicTpoe pazsutue [1b o Bcemy Mupy mpuBe-
JIO K CO3JIaHMIO CEeTeH KOHTMHEHTAIBHOM MOACPIKKU Jes-
TEJBHOCTH MO PAaCTIPOCTPAHEHUIO MAPTUCUITATUBHOTO OHOI-
KeTHpoBaHMs. B crpanax Asum maprucunaruBHoe Oroj-
YKETUPOBAHME TTOSBUIIOCH JI0CTaTOYHO HemaBHO (¢ 2005 1)
U 3a4acTyl0 HE OCHOBBIBAETCS Ha MPEpLIymuX (opmax
IPaXKIIAHCKOTO y4acTusi, hOPMHUPYsl HOBOE KaueCTBO YIIPaB-
nenust. OiHaKo, OPa3MIIbCKUI OIBIT UTPAET BaXKHYIO POJIb
B Ka4ecTBE TOYKH OTCYETa B OOCYKIICHHUH, OCOOCHHO ISt
Oxnoi#t Kopen n Kuras, ypn mectuble Bmactu u HITO
4acTO TIOCEHIAI0T Opa3suiIbCKHE METPOIIONUH, OCOOEH-
Ho nocie 2009 r. (JIro u Tpayo-Mepy, 2009 r.; Conrmun
2013 r.). BHeapeHue B apTHCUIIATUBHOTO CTPATErHYeCKO-
ro ruranupoBanus B Kepana (Mumus) u B [opry-Anerpu
ObIIM TIPEACTABIEHBI KaK JIydIlNe TPAKTHKA HAa Mwupo-
BOM coIrajibHOoM (opyme B Mymban. B menom, B Muanu
B 2012 roxy mpomomxkaercst ot 58 1o 109 skcnepruMeHTOB.

AKazieMHuecKue MCCIICI0BAaHUS TaKXKe MIPAIOT BaX-
HyI0 poib B paccMarpuBaeMoM Ipouecce. Mx ¢yHKImn
CBOZATCS MO0 K KOHCYNTBTHPOBAHHUIO KCTepuMeHToB [1b,
MIPOBOAMMBIX CO3JAHHBIX COIMANBHBIMU U MOTUTHICCKUMHU
aKTopam, Ju00 K (POPMUPOBAHUIO PA3TMYHBIX THOPUIHBIX
MIPOLIECCOB, KOTOPBIE MOIIH OBl OOBEANHUTH OCHOBHBIE 0CO-
6ennoctu I1b ¢ npyrumu hopmamu, TaKMMH KaK TpakIaH-
CKHE MPHCSKHBIE, COBEIIATENBHBIEC OTPOCHI MM MAPTHCHIIA-
TUBHBIE MPOLIECCHI CTPATETMYECKOro IUIAaHUPOBaHUS. Takxke
aKaJIeMUUECKUE MCCIEAO0BaHUS MOTYT HENOCPEJCTBEHHO
OBITH YacThI0 KaKoro-imoo SKCrepuMeHTa. B maHHOM ciry-
vae uX (QyHKIHN OyayT 3aKIIF09aThcsl B JOKyMEHTHPOBAHUI
WCCIIeIOBAaHUH, pa3padOTKe MPOTPaMMHOTO OOeCTIeUeHHSI
JUISL TIOAJCP’KKH U MOHUTOPHMHTA Pa3IHYHBIX MPOLIECCOB, B
TIPEIOXKEHNH ¥ IPUMEHEHUH KPUTEPHEB OLICHKH U OpraHH-
3aIMH TPEHHHIOB JUISl MECTHBIX OPIaHOB BJIACTH, MEXK/TyHa-
POIHBIX OpTaHM3AIHif, MECTHBIX U perroHanbHbIX HITO.

B mocnemHme HECKOIBKO JIET MApPTHUCHIIATUBHEIC
OIOIDKETHI TIOSIBIISIIOTCSL U PACIIPOCTPAHSIIOTCS B MHPOBOM
IIPOCTPAHCTBE C BBICOKOH CTENEHBIO «HEONPENEIEHHOCTI
(T"amy3a u baitokku, 2012 1.). Tem He MeHee, 3TO croco0-
CTBYET TBOPYECKOM THOPUIN3AMN PA3ITUIHBIX MOZEIEH 1
HMHCTPYMEHTOB, aJJallTHPOBAHHBIX K MECTHBIM YCIIOBUSAM U
npecneayromux pazauusslie nenu. [1b npennaraer mmpo-
KHH CIIEKTP BO3MOXKHOCTEH /7151 HHHOBALIMOHHOI'O MPOIieCc-
ca MPUHATHS PELIEHNH, 0COOEHHO Ha MECTHOM YPOBHE.

IIpouiecc pacnipocTpaHeHMsl, ONMMCAHHBIM BHIIIIE, TO-
ka3zaH Ha pucyHke 2. Hame onpenenenue I11b mo3Bonmio
CPaBHUTH IIMPOKUM CHEKTP SKCIIEPUMEHTOB BO BCEM MHUPE.
Jlsl HEKOTOPBIX CTpaH MMEIOTCS OYeHb TOYHBIC JaHHBIE.
OpHaKo B APYTHX CIydasx, I7Ie JOCTYITHO MEHBIIIEE KOTHHIe-
CTBO PECIIOHJICHTOB, UITH €CJIN MPeJOCTaBICHHAs HH(pOpMa-
1L(UsI IPOTHBOPEYMBA, BCE €Il HEOOXOAUMO ITPOBECTH OLICH-
Ky. Enie onna npobnema 3akiroqaercsi B MoJydeHny Oosee
MoipoOHON MH(OPMAIUK O MPOIEAYpax, KOTOpBIE ITOKa
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than precise numbers) for the different countries and
continents.
A typology of participatory budgets

To help the reader gain a more detailed un-
derstanding of participatory budgeting around the
world, it is necessary to provide some guidance.
In order to have some points of reference to distin-
guish between hundreds of individual experiences,
it could be helpful to imagine some typologies. In
the past, different typologies focusing on method-
ologies and procedures have been used to classify
PBs. However, such typologies are hardly applica-
ble in very different continental contexts, where PB
a large number of concrete shapes. This is why this es-
say proposes six categories (partly overlapping with
those used in the first edition) conceived — through a
Weberian approach - as ‘ideal-types’ which could facili-
tate the understanding of the variations of participatory
budgeting experiments in relation with other models of
governance. In the following pages, six different mod-
els are described, which compose a conceptual map on
which one can situate empirical cases. Concrete experi-
ments tend to hybridize and to fluctuate between mod-
els. As in Sintomer, Herzberg, Rocke and Allegretti
(2012), we named the six models as following:

» Participatory Democracy
Proximity Democracy
Participatory Modernization
Multi-stakeholder participation
Neo-corporatism

Typology of models of participation in the World
(with the example of participatory budgets, 2011)

COMMUNITY ~ YillaEl
DEVELOP- Nll;ﬂdﬂr PARTICIPATORY
MENT  Cotacachi | LK“"‘I DEMOCRACY

] eral

Tower Hamlets

{London) 2 Toronto Housing ii{e Bels Horizonte
Ischikawa® o Dong-ku Ulsan
e Chengdou
Albacete © Batcham e Poitou-Charentes
NEOCORPO- © Sevila T RoXIMITY
RATISM Rio Grande  Lisbos ® %, prasiops oy

dis Sul

MULTI-
STAKEHOLDER
PARTICIPATION

PARTICIPATORY
MODERNIZATION

® = Case of participatory budgeting

© = PB has stoppedthe experience Is exhausted
“a = Drection of possible developments

B = [deal type of participative model

Figure 3

Source: Sintomer, Herzberg, Rocke and Allegretti,
2012.
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Pucynok 2. PacmipocTpaneHne napTHCUIIATHBHOTO
OIOKETHPOBAHUSA B MUPOBOM IIPOCTPAHCTBE

HUcmounux: Cenmome, Xepybepe, Pére, Anneepemmu,
2012 2.

JIWIIb HEMHOTHE CIEIMAINCTHI Ha3bIBAIOT «MAPTHCHITATHB-
HBIM OIO/PKETHPOBAaHUEM», HO KOTOpPBIE 110CHIE JIETAIbHOTO
00CYXK/IeHHs U n3y4eHus (PaKToOB, NCHCTBUTEIBHO JTODKHBI
CUMTATHCSl TaKOBBIMH. V1 HA00OPOT, HEKOTOPHIE CaMONpPO-
BO3MIAIICHHbIE TPUMEPBI OKA3bIBAIOTCS TTPOCTO OJIETHBIMU
KOIMSAMH TIAPTUCUIIATUBHBIX OIOKeTOB. VIMEHHO mosTOoMy
MBI BBIOpaJIU ISl IPEICTABICHNUS «IHAMa30Hbl» (a HE TOU-
HbIE IIMQPBI) YIS PA3INYHBIX CTPaH U KOHTHHEHTOB.
TexHo0THS MAPTUCUNATHBHOTO OIOZKETHPOBAHMUSI

Ha ceromusmHuii 1€Hb CYIIECTBYET MHOMKECTBO
pa3nuuHbIX TUnoNoruid u knaccupukarnuii I16. OxHako
3a4aCTyr0 OHH 6LIBaIOT HEIPUT'OJHBI JIA BCEX CJIy4acB,
TaK Kak MapTHCUIIATHBHOE OIO/DKETMpOBaHHME 00iajgaer
OONIBIIUM KOJMYECTBOM pa3sHOOOPa3HBIX KOHKPETHBIX
topm. [TosTOMY B pamMKax JaHHOM CTaThU MBI TIPEAIaraeM
IIECTh KaTErOPUH — «MEATIBHBIX TUIIOBY, KOTOPBIE MOTJIH
Obl O0JNErynTh NOHMMAHKWE BapHALUi Pa3UuHBIX JKCIIE-
PUMEHTOB C TApTHCUIIATHBHBIM OIO/KETHPOBAHHEM BO
B3aMMOCBSI3U C APYTMMH MOJEISIMH ylpasieHus. Jlamee
aBTOPBI MPEAJIArafoT OMMCAHNUE IIECTH PAa3IUIHBIX MOJIE-
JIeH, KOTOPBIE COCTABIAIOT CBOETO PO/ia KOHIENITYaIbHYIO
KapTy, TO3BOJISIIOILYIO PACHIONIOKHUTE U 0003HAUYUTD IMITH-
puueckue coObITus. [Ipy 3TOM, BaXKHO OTMETHUTB, YTO KOH-
KPETHBIE 3KCHEPUMEHTHI CKJIOHHBI K THOPUIM3AINH U KO-
1e0aHnIo0 MEXIY ITUMH MOAeJsIMH. Vcrone3ys nccieno-
Banue Cenrome, Xepuoepr, Péke, Amnerpertu (2012 1),
MBI Ha3BaJIM IIECTh MOJIEIICH CIICTYIOIMM 00pa3oM:

 [lpencraBuTenbHas JeMOKpaTHs

* JlemokpaTus «OIH3KOH TUCTAHITII

 [laprucunaruBHas MOICPHHU3ALMS

* «YuacTue MHOTHX 3aHHTEPECOBAHHBIX CTOPOH»

» Heo-xopnopatusm

» PasBurune cooOmecTna

OueBUIHO, YTO PEANbHBIN ONBIT HUKOIZA ITOJIHO-
CTBbIO HE COOTBCTCTBYET OTUM HUACATIU3UPOBAHHBIM MOIC-
asiM. Tem He MeHee, OHU MO3BOJISIIOT KI1aCCHU(DUIIMPOBATH
1 pa3o0parbcs B MHOTOOOPa3uH Pa3IMYHBIX KOHKPETHBIX
CJIy4yaeB, a TAaK)K€ MOTYT OBITh HCIIOIB30BaHBI JJIs1 oOec-
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e Community Development

Obviously, real experiences never completely
match these idealized models, but the latters allow
classifying and systematizing the puzzling variety of
concrete cases, and can be used to provide orientation,
a sort of road map, whose cardinal points help the
observer to not get lost (see Figure 3). The six models
we propose are constructed around six criteria: the
socio-political context; ideologies and political goals;
participatory rules and procedures; the_dynamics of
collective action (weight of civil society, existence of
bottom-up movements, etc.) the relationship between

MIEUEHHs] OPUEHTUPOB, CBOETO pPOJAA JOPOXKHOM KapThl,
TOYKHM KOOPJIMHAT KOTOPOH MOTYT ITOMOYb HaOIOaTelto
He 3a0IyIUThCS B CHUCTEME MapTHCHIIATHBHOTO OIOMKe-
TupoBauusa (cM. Pucynok 3). lllects mozeneid, KoTopsie
Mbl IpegjiaraéM, MOoCTpOCHbI Ha IECTU KPUTCPUAX: CO-
LUAIBHO-TTOIUTUYCCKUH KOHTEKCT; MICOJIOTHS U MOINTH-
YECKHE [IEJIN; MAPTUCUITATHBHBIC MTPABMJIA U IIPOLETYPEI;
AMHAMUKa KOJJICKTUBHBIX JICHCTBHH (BEC IpakJaHCKOTO
o0IIecTBa, CyLIECTBOBAaHHE JIBH)KCHHH «CHU3Y BBEpPX»
U T.J1.); OTHOIICHUS MEXKIY OOBIYHOW MOJMTHUKOW W map-
THUCHIIATUBHBIMU _TPOLIECCAMU W CHJIBbHBIE W cialble
CTOPOHBI M 3aJ1a4M Ka)KIOTO HapTUCHIIATUBHOTO OIIBITA.

conventional politics and participatory processes:;
and the strengths, weaknesses and challenges of each
participatory experience. In the following paragraphs the
six conceptual models are shortly described, in order to
clarify the provided orientation map.

Participatory democracy

While choosing this word, we are aware that the
term is often used as a “catchword” which refers to the
majority of approaches that in some way bring non-
elected citizens together in the decision-making process,
even in the case of merely consultative procedures.
So we propose to precise its meanings, specifically
targeting experiences where traditional mechanisms of
representative government are solidly linked to direct
or semi-direct democratic procedures, meaning that
non-elected inhabitants (and eventually their speakers
or delegates, who are invested with a «semi-imperative
mandate») have de facto decision-making powers,
although de jure the final political decision remains
in the hands of elected representatives, because so
is imposed by the legal framework. In such a model,
inhabitants’ decisions have a “binding” role, which
is generally sanctioned through a “political pact”
through which local institutions commit to respect
the participants’ will, while formally introducing their
priorities into the formal budgetary documents (Fung
and Wright, 2001).

It has to be underlined that the model we defined
as participatory democracy tends to relay on the
participation of the working class and not just targeting
the middle classes. Such a goal can contribute to create
an “emerging plebeian public sphere”. This dynamic
can generate a positive equation between conventional
and non-conventional politics, as the positive action of
the two can combine and activate a “virtuous circle”
(Ganuza and Baiocchi, 2012). Local governments’ role
is not limited at launching the process and accepting its
conclusions and outcomes, but they commit to a fast
and effective implementation of decisions. And this
effectiveness undoubtedly represents an added value
that can increase the citizens’ perception of the process
legitimacy. In this model, participation has usually real
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B memsix yTOYHEHHWs MPEJOCTABICHHON KapThl OPHEHTH-
POB, Ianmee Mbl PACCMOTPHUM 3TH TPEITIOKECHHBIC KOHIICTI-
TyaJbHbIE MOZIeH OoJiee TToIpoOHO.

Typology of models of participation in the World
(with the example of participatory budgets, 2011)

COMMUNITY ~ VillaEl
DEVELOP- Salvador PARTICIPATORY
MENT  Cotacachi | lx]ah DEMOCRACY

Port:
Tower Hamlets °

( on) © Toronto Housing -‘:R:ﬁ Belo Horizonte
Ischikawa® o Donig-ku Ulsan
Chengd
Albacete ¢ o nglou® Poitou-Charentes
tcham Roma X1
ot ma
NEOCORPO- @ W"'“L oQ PROXIMITY’
RATISM Rio Grande  Lishoa DEMOCRACY

do Sul

MULTI- PARTICIPATORY
STAKEHOLDER MODEENIZATION
PARTICIPATION

® = Case of participatory budgeting

© = PH has stopped/the experience Is exhausted

= Direction of possible developments

B = [deal type of pamicipative model

Pucynok 3
Hcmounux: Cenmome, Xepybepe, Péke, Annecpemmu,

2012 2.

HpelICTaBI/lTeJIbHaSI AEeMOKpaTust

BriOupast maHHBIA TepMUH, MBI TOHUMAaeM, 4TO OH
YaCTO UCTIONIB3YETCs B KAYECTBE JIO3YHI'a» OOJIBIINHCTBOM
METO/IMK, TaK WM WHade MO3BOJISIONIMX HEBBHIOOPHBIM
rpakaHaM y4yacTBOBAaTh B IPUHITUM PELICHUN Aaxe B
TOM CiIy4ae, €Cly UX (DYHKIUH SBISIOTCS KOHCYJIBTallOH-
HbeIMU. [T03TOMY, MBI IIpe/IaraéM yTOYHUTB €r0 3HAYEHHE.
Ilon npeacraBUTENbHON AEMOKpAaTHUEH Mbl IOHUMAEM 0CO-
Oy1o opMy ynpaBieHHs, TPU KOTOPOH peati3arysl BIacT-
HBIX IIOJIHOMOYUI MPOYHO CBA3aHA C MPSMBIMH HIIH OHOC-
PEIOBAaHHBIMH JAEMOKPaTHUECKUMH TIPOLENYpPaMH. ITO
O3HAYacCT, YTO rpakJaHe (I/I B KOHCYHOM HTOI'C€ UX CIIUKEPHI
Wi aeJierarbl, KOTOPbIC HAACICHBI «I101y-UMIICPATHBHBIM
MaHAaToM») Jie-(haKkTo, UIMEIOT TIOTHOMOYUSI 110 TIPUHSITHIO
pELeHnH, OHAKO Je-I0pe, OKOHYATEIbHOE MOJIUTHYECKOE
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repercussions in the relations between civil society
and the political system, and in terms of social justice,
being that the countervailing power in combination
with the political will of the government contributes
significantly to an “inversion of priorities” in benefits
of the most deprived social groups and socially-
polarized neighborhoods. What is important is that, in
such a model of PB, the logic and general orientation
of distribution is transformed, going beyond the mere
involvement of marginal groups (which could be also
included in the model of proximity democracy) in order
to list social justice among the guiding-horizons of the
experiments (Boaventura de Souza, 1998).

The above-provided description can explain
why such a model usually links to an idea of citizen
participation as a mainly “left-wing flag”, often
presented as an alternative to neo-liberalism, but also
as part of a broader process of social and political
reform. Nevertheless, in this model, the modernization
of administrative action is not necessarily considered
as a pivotal step, which can weaken the final results of
the PB experiment, as the cases of Porto Alegre and
Belo Horizonte in Brazil illustrate. A number of Latin-
American participatory budgets exemplify this model,
but in other continents, city as Seville (Spain) or Dong-
ku (South-Korea) share some of its characteristics,
even if their experimentalism could be defined as a
«lighter» version. Kerala experiments in India fits to a
certain extent (especially in the goals of empowering
deprived social groups), but surely it shares with it
some dimensions that refer more to the community
development model described later (Heller 2001). The
same can be said for Fissel (Senegal), Villa El Salvador
(Peru) and to a lesser extent Cotacachi (Ecuador).
Beyond PB, this model also reflects other citizen
participation processes like the constituent assemblies in
countries like Bolivia, Ecuador, and to a lesser extent,
Venezuela.

As far as it regards the hundreds of young PB
experiments emerged as a result of the “Solecki Fund”
Law in rural areas of Poland, we can notice that they share
with this model the “binding” value of citizens decisions
and the strong institutional recognition of their role in the
local management (which is a pre-requisite established
by the Law for local authorities to receive the State
reimbursements), although the circumscribed impacts
on the local villages suggest to locate the majority of the
experiences between the community development and the
proximity democracy models.

Abstractly, one could argue that the participatory
democracy model represent the most politically and
philosophically stimulating one, because it combines
a strong participation with effects on social justice. The
weakness of participatory democracy is that it requires
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pelIeHre OCTaeTcsi B pykax BBIOOPHBIX IPEICTaBUTEIICH.
B Takoil Monenu pemeHus >KUTeNeld MMEIOT «CBSI3bIBAIO-
IIyI0» POJIb, KOTOPAsi, KaK MPABWIIO, CAHKIIMOHUPOBAHA de-
pe3 «MOAUTUYECKUH TakT». TakuM 0OpazoM, MECTHBIE Op-
TaHbl BJIaCTH, ﬂeﬁCTByﬂ OT UMCHH HACCJICHUA, B (l)OpMaﬂI)-
HBIX OIO/DKETHBIX IPOLIENYpax PYKOBOJCTBYIOTCS B Iep-
BYIO ouepenb TMIHbIME nHTepecamu (Panr u Pait, 2001).
Cremyer NOMUEpKHYTh, YTO MOJEJb, KOTOPYIO MBI
OIIPENIEITIIIN KaK «ITPEICTaBUTENIbHAS JIEMOKPATHSD, OCHO-
BBIBACTCSI HA YYaCTHUH HE TOJIBKO CPEJIHEro, HO M paboyero
KJacca. JTO MOXKET CHOCOOCTBOBAThH IOSIBICHUIO «HOBOM
00IIeCTBEHHOM chephl JUIsl NI HU3KOTO TPOUCXOMKICHUSD.
JlaHHAs TEH/ICHIMS MOXKET BECTH K ()OPMHUPOBAHHIO PABHO-
BECHUA MCKIY Tpa}]HHHOHHOﬁ u HeTpa[[I/IL[PIOHHOﬁ IIOJINTU-
KOH, ITO3UTHBHOE BIIMSIHUE KOTOPBIX MOXKET OOBEIMHATHCS
U 3aITycKaTh B ICHCTBHE MEXaHU3M «ILUKIMYECKUX B3aHM-
HO YCHJIMBAIOIINXCS MONOXKHUTENBHBIX dPdexToBy (Iany-
3a u baitokku, 2012 r.). ComiacHO JaHHOW MOJENH, PO
OpPraHOB MECTHOIO CaMOYIpAaBJICHHs] HE OrpaHUYMBACTCS
MHHLMAIMEH Tpoliecca M NPUHSATHEM €ro MOCIEeICTBHN U
pE3yNbTaToB; OHM OTBEYAIOT 3a OBICTpoe M 3(PPEKTHBHOE
MpUHATAE W peanm3aiuio permeHnid. [TogoOHbIi >ddexT
HECOMHEHHO SBISETCS J00aBICHHONW CTOMMOCTBIO, KOTO-
pasi MOXKET YCWINTh BOCHPHATHE TpakAaHaMH Ipolecca
JeruTEManuy. B 310l Mojenu yyactue HaceneHus: 0ObId-
HO NMEET pealbHbIEC MTOCIEACTBUS I OTHOICHUH MEXKITY
TPaKIAHCKUM OOIIECTBOM M MONUTHYECKOW cucteMoit. C
TOYKH 3pCHUA COHHaJ’ILHOfI CITpaBE€AJIMBOCTH, TO, UTO IIPCA-
CTaBUTEJILHBIE OPraHbl HAXOAATCS BO B3aMMOCBSI3H C ITOJIH-
THUYECKOH BOJICH MPaBHUTEIBCTBA, B 3HAYUTEIBHON CTETICHN
CIOCOOCTBYET «MHBEPCHH MPHOPUTETOB» B CTOPOHY Haw-
Oornee YSI3BUMBIX COLMAIbHBIX TI'PYII HacelneHus. Bax-
HO TO, 4TO B Takoi momenu I1b moruka u obImas cucrema
pacnpeneneHuss TpaHC(OPMHUPYETCs, BBIXOIS 3a paMKH
MIPOCTOTO y4acTHsl MaprUHAIBHBIX IPYHIT (KOTOPbIE MOTYT
OBITh TAaKXKE BKIIIOUCHBI B MOJEIb JEMOKPATUH «ONM3KOH
JUCTAHITUIY) JUIs1 TOTO, YTOOBI MOMYEPKHYTH COITUATBLHYIO
cnpaBeuBocTh (boasentypa e Coysa, 1998).
[IpexncraBnenHoe BbIIIE ONMCaHNE OOBSCHSET, OYe-
My JIaHHAsI MOZEJb YYaCTHs TPAXJaH OOBIYHO HCIIOB3Y-
€TCsl JIEBBIMH JIEMOKPATHUECKUMHI TEUCHUAMH. 3a4acTyio
OHa TIPEJCTABIISIETCS HE TOJIbKO KaK aJbTepPHATHBA HEO-
nbepaiin3Ma, HO M Kak 4acTh OoJiee IUPOKOro mporiecca
COLMANILHBIX W MonuTHueckux pedopm. Tem He meHee, B
paMKax JaHHOM MOJeNIM MOACPHU3AIMS aIMUHUCTPATHB-
HOTO YHpaBJICHUS HE 00s3aTeNIbHO paccMaTpUBAaETCsl Kak
QJIEMEHT ocliabneHusi pe3ynbTaroB BHeapeHus I1b, kak
nokazanu ciydau [lopry-Anerpu u bemy-Opusontu B
Bpaszunun. Mozens npencTaBuTeIbHON JEMOKpPaTHH TIPHU-
MEHAJIACh B OIOIPKETHOM IPOIIECCE HE TOJIBKO JIATHHOAMe-
PUKaHCKHUX CTPaH, HO U APYI'MX TOPOJOB U KOHTHHEHTOB,
KOTOpBIE HCIIOIB30BAIM TOJIBKO HEKOTOPBHIE €€ XapakTe-
puctuku (CeBunbs (Mcmanus) wim Jlonr-xy (HOxnas
Kopest)). Oxcnepument Kepana B HIHM COOTBETCTBYET
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strong political will and a mobilized and independent civil
society that is ready to cooperate with local governments.
It won’t last if confined to the local level only”. So,
the main challenges of this model include “efforts to
successfully link civic participation to administrative
modernization, and avoid the risk of co-opting the
mobilized members of civil society into the institutional
framework (which would cut them off from their own
grassroots)”.
Proximity democracy

Proximity, both in terms of geographical closeness
and increased communication between citizens, public
administrations and local authorities, represent the pivotal
element that contributes to define the second proposal
of ideal-type. It usually takes places in countries whose
local governments have some real power, but they are
somehow marginal within a political culture marked by
a “centralist bias”, so that local public administrations
are not necessarily involved in a strong process of
modernization.

Usually, the proximity democracy model takes the
shape of experiments whose participatory procedures
are based on ‘selective listening’: i.e., they provide
spaces for citizens’ meetings and deliberation, but - in
the end - the traditional elected decision-makers cherry-
pick citizens’ ideas to select those which are keen to be
transformed into public policies and projects formally
approved and inserted in the budgetary documents. In
the majority of cases, proximity democracy is grounded
in informal rules and leaves civil society with only
marginal autonomy. In this perspective, it doesn’t
change the notion of “decision maker” (shifting it
partially from elected officials to participating citizens)
but maintain a discretional power of choice in the end
of representative institutions. As well underlined by
Sintomer, Herzberg, Rocke and Allegretti (2012), “over
and above ideological rhetoric, it constitutes more of a
‘deliberative turn’ of representative government than an
inroad into a new kind of democracy — a deliberative
turn that will perhaps not be recognized by the
theoreticians as deliberative democracy because of the
low quality of deliberation which often characterizes
these devices”.

It is difficult to define a dividing line which
could help to understand if such a model is put in
practice more by right or by left wing parties, although
the latter statistically seems to commit a bit more
often to proximity democracy. What appears sure,
is that proximity democracy is not conceived nor
seen as in instrument of social justice, even if it may
guarantee some degree of solidarity (for example,
by limiting real estate speculation or introducing
policies of urban renewal). Provided the process is
often merely consultative and civil society does not
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JAHHOM MOJeNM JUILb B ONpPEAEICHHOM cTeneHu (0co-
OCHHO B IEJISAX PACHIMPCHUS MPAB U BO3MOKHOCTEH CO-
UABHO-YA3BUMBIX Tpynn HaceneHus). [Ipm stom, He-
KOTOpble XapakrepucTuku 3toro IIb orHocsATCs ckopee
K MOJEIHM «pPa3BUTHsI COOOIIECTBA», OIMCAHHOW HIKE
(T'erurep 2001). To xe camoe MOXHO cKa3ath u 0 Pueccen
(Ceneramn), Buna CansBanope (Ilepy) u B MeHbIIICH cTe-
menn Korakaun (JxBagop). [Tomumo 16, 3Ta Momens Tak-
e OTpakaeT APYTHe MPOIECCH TPaKIAHCKOTO y4yacTus,
KaK y4peauTelbHble cOOpaHus B TaKMX CTpaHax, Kak bo-
JIMBUA, DKBaJ0p, U B MEHbILIEH cTenenu, Benecyana.

Ha ocHoBe maHHOW MoOAenu OBUIH OCYIIECTBICHBI
cotHU IIb SKCHEpUMEHTOB, NOSBUBILUXCA B PE3YJBTATE
npuHATHs 3akoHa «Coreuxuit POHI) B CENBCKUX paiio-
Hax [losnbIM: B HUX OTpa)kaeTcsl «CBSA3BIBAIOILEE) 3HAYE-
HUC pEIICHUA TOpOKaH W WHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHOC IPHU3HA-
HHE UX PONH B 00JaCTH MECTHOTO ympasieHus. OmHako
JIOKAJIbHOE BO3/ICHCTBHE HA MECTHOM YPOBHE TO/IpasyMe-
BAeT, 4TO OOJBIIMHCTBO 3KCHEPHUMEHTOB JOJKHBI pac-
MOJIAraThCsl MEXKIYy MOJICIBIO0 «PA3BUTHS COOOIIECTBAY U
MOJICITBIO JIEMOKPATHU «OTU3KON TUCTAHIIAN.

U xots B 00mieM ciiydae MOJEh IPeICTaBUTEIBHON
JIEMOKPAaTHH COYETAeT aKTUBHOE YYacCTHE C IIIEMEHTaMHU
COLMAJIBHOM CTIPaBeIMBOCTH, MOXKHO CIIOPUTH C TE€M, UTO
OHa sIBJIsIeTCs] Hanboliee NoJIMTHIecku U ritocodeku cTu-
Mymupyromeid. CrabocThio MPEICTaBUTEIHHON JTEMOKpa-
TUU SBJISETCS TO, YTO OHA TPeOyeT CHIILHOM MOMUTHYECKON
BOJIM U MOOWJIM30BAHHOTO M HE3aBUCHUMOTO TPAXKJAHCKOTO
o011ecTBa, KOTOPOE rOTOBO COTPYAHUYATH C MECTHBIMHU Op-
raHamu Bracti. OHa He crmocoOHa JIeHCTBOBATh TONBKO HA
MeCTHOM ypoBHe. Takum 00pa3oM, OCHOBHBIEC 33/1adHl pa3-
BUTHUS 9TOW MOJIENHU BKJIIOYAIOT «YCHJIMS 110 3(PEKTHBHO-
My MPUBICYCHUIO TPAXKJIAH K yYaCTHUIO B aIMUHHCTPATUB-
HOM MOJIEpHU3AIMH U CHIDKEHHE PUCKA KOOTITAI[MH YJICHOB
TPaKIAHCKOTO O0IIeCcTBa B MHCTUTYIIOHATIBHBIC PAMKID».

Jemoxparus «bau3koil 1ucTaHIUIY

baus3ocTh, Kak C TOYKH 3pCHUs Treorpaduueckon
0JIM30CTH, TaK M YCHJICHUS CBsI3el MEKIY TIpakIaHaMHU,
TOCYIapCTBEHHBIMH OpraHaMHA W MECTHBIMH BIIACTSIMH,
TIPEICTaBIACT COOOI KITFOUEBOW 3JEMEHT, KOTOPBIM TO-
3BOJIICT OTIPECIIUTh BTOPOH BApHAHT WACATHHOTO THIIA.
Ota MoJiellb O0OBIYHO NPHUCYTCTBYET B CTPaHaX, IJe MECT-
HBIC OpTaHbl BJIACTU O0JIA/IAIOT ONpPENEeICHHBIMH TTOJTHO-
MOYHSIMH, HO OHH 3a9aCTYIO SBISIOTCS MAHUMAIBHBIMU B
paMKax TONUTHYECKON KYIBTYPHI C «ICHTPAIN30BAHHBIM
YKJIOHOM», TIO9TOMY MECTHBIC OpPraHbl BIACTH HE 00513a-
TEJIHHO BOBJICUEHBI B )KECTKUH MPOLECC MOICPHU3AIUH.

OOBIYHO, MOJIETIH IEMOKPATHHU «OMHU3KOM TUCTAHITHN
mpUHAMaeT (popMy SKCIICPHMEHTOB, B KOTOPBIX ITAPTHCH-
TIATHBHBIC TPOIEYPHl OCHOBAaHBI Ha «BBLIOOPOYHOM IIPO-
CITyIIMBaHUWY. | pakmaHaM TPETOCTaBISAIOTCS MecTa Ui
BCTpeY M 00CY)K/ICHUsI, HO B UTOTE BBIOPaHHBIE TPAIULIHOH-
HBIM 00pa30M ITHIa, TPHHIMAOIIAE PEIICHHUS, BHIOUPAIOT
TE€ WJIEHW TPaXIaH, KOTOPBIE MOTYT OBITH TpaHC(OPMUpPOBa-
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have much autonomy. In fact, many experiments close
to proximity democracy are essentially promoted
in a top-down manner. This model often targets and
attracts self-mobilized individual citizens, even if
often community organizations and NGOs play a
considerable unofficial role. In order to increase the
presence of ‘ordinary’ citizens, several experiments
use random selection to invite inhabitants to be part of
budgetary committees.

A low degree of politicization and a low level of
mobilization (particularly of the working class) seem
to be other common denominators of the proximity
democracy model. Its main strength is the improvement
of communication between citizens and policymakers,
and the dynamization of the local social fabric. Its
weaknesses lie in the essentially arbitrary way in
which policymakers ‘selectively listen’ to (or ‘cherry-
pick’) people’s perspectives. For the future, the main
challenges of this model are to ensure that participation
is effectively coupled with decision-making in order
to enhance the quality of service delivery; and to
combine proximity with state modernization beyond
neighborhood level.

Nowadays, the proximity democracy model of
participatory budgeting seems the most common in
Europe, being often supported by specific councils
and funds (usually reduced amounts of general
budgets or their investments’ slice) set to participate
in “small decisions” about neighborhood equipment
and services. The same happens in North-America,
Australia, Korea and Japan, where the scope of
many PBs seems that to increase the quality of
daily life of citizens throughout decisions related to
their immediate living environments. The model is
widespread also in several countries of the Global
South, especially in districts of the metropolitan urban
belts or in rural areas.

In cases such as the Rome’s XI district (Italy) or
Lisbon (Portugal), proximity democracy experiments
represent a very “light” versions of the participatory
democracy model, and have been able to switch from one
model to the other according to the political evolution.
Other experiments, such as the French region Poitou-
Charentes or Dong-Ku Ulsan (Korea), are also borderline
and located between proximity and participatory
democracy.

Participatory modernization

New Public Management strategies and culture
seem to be at the origin of the third idealtype of
participatory modernization, in a context in which the
state is trying to modernize itself (in order to become
more efficient and legitimate) or seeks to resist the
pressures to privatize services and former-publicly
owned and managed structures. Viewed from this
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HBI B TOCY/IAPCTBEHHYIO TIOJIUTHKY U O(QUIHAIBEHO YTBEPXK-
JICHbI 1 BKJIFOUYCHB! B OIO/KETHBIE JOKyMEHTHI. B OoJbIINH-
CTBE CIIy4acB, AEMOKPATHs «ONMM3KON NUCTAHIMM» OCHOBA-
Ha Ha He(OPMATBbHBIX MIPABIJIAX U MPEJOCTABIIACT TPakIaH-
CKOMY OOII[ECTBY MUHUMAJIbHYIO aBTOHOMHIO. C 3TOM TOYKH
3pEHHs], MOJIeNIb HE MEHSICT ITOHSTHE IIPUHSTHE PEIICHUSD
(JaCTMYHO C/IBHTAS €TO C BRIOOPHBIX JODKHOCTHBIX JIMI Ha
YUYaCTBYIOIIMX TPak/laH), HO MOJJIEPKUBAET AUCKPEINOH-
HOE TIPaBO BBIOOpa B MPEICTABUTEIBHBIX HHCTUTyTaX. Kak
nomuepkuBator Cenrtome, Xepubdepr, Péke, u Amnerpertu
(2012), TOMHMO «HICONIOTHYECKOH PHUTOPHUKH», MOJIEIb
MIPEIICTABISIET COO0H Oolee «COBEHIATENbHYIO CTOPOHY»
MIPEICTABUTEIBHOTO IIPABUTENIBCTBA, YeM (OPMHPOBAHUE
HOBOTO BUJa JeMoKpartuu. [Ipu aToMm, coBelarensHas cTo-
pOHA, BO3MOXKHO, Oy/JIeT He NpH3HAHA TEOPETUKAMU KaK CO-
BellaTesIbHas AEMOKPATHsI N3-32 HU3KOTO KadecTBa 00CYX-
JICHHSI, KOTOPOE YacTO XapaKTEepU3yeT MOTO0OHBIE MOJIEIH.

TpyaHO oNpeAenuTh JeMapKaIlMOHHYIO JIMHHIO, KO-
TOpas Morja 6I>I NOMOYb IOHATH, MPUMEHACTCA JIN TaKas
MoyieNb OOJIbIle MIPABBIMK WIIM JIEBBIMU TAPTHSIMHU, XOT,
CTaTUCTHUUYECKH, TOCIIeaHNE 0oee CKIIOHHBI K €€ HCTIOJb-
30BaHUIO. B ueM MOXXHO OBITh YBEPEHHBIM, TaK 3TO B TOM,
YTO JACMOKpaTusd «ONMM3KOM JAUCTAHIMW HC CUHHUTACTCA U
HE paccMaTpUBAeTCsl KaK MHCTPYMEHT oOecredeHHs co-
LUAJIbHOW CHPaBEUIMBOCTH, Ja)Ke €CJIM OHa MOXET Ta-
PaHTHPOBATh HEKOTOPYIO CTEIICHb COIMMAAPHOCTH (HANpH-
Mep, ITyTeM OIPaHUYEHHS CIIEKYIISIMN C HEABUKUMOCTBIO
WIN PEeryIUPOBaHUS TPaIOCTPOUTENEHON e TEIbHOCTH).
DTOT mpolece 3a4acTylo SIBISIETCS KOHCYJIBTaTHBHBIM M
TpakAaHCKOE 00IIECTBO HE 00/Ia1aeT Cephe3HOH aBTOHO-
Mueil. Ha camom Jierre MHOTHE DKCIIEPHMEHTBI, ITIOX0KHE
Ha MOjieNb «ONn3KOi» IEMOKpPATHH, Yallle BCETO HaBsI3bl-
BAaIOTCsl «CBEPXy». PaccMmarprBaemasi Mojielb, Kak MpaBu-
JIO, HalleleHa Ha M NPHBJIEKACT OT/JCIBbHBIX MHUIHMATHB-
HBIX TOPOXKaH, JAXKE €CIM OOLIECTBEHHBIE OpraHU3alnuN
n HITO wurparT 3HAYNTENBFHYI0O HEO(PHIHATHHYIO POIIb.
UToOb!I yBENUYUTH MPUCYTCTBUE «OOBIYHBIX» TOPOXKAH U
MIPUTJIACUTH UX B OIO/PKETHBIE KOMUTETHI, HEKOTOPBIE IKC-
MIEPUMEHTHI UCTIONB3YIOT CHCTEMY CIIy4aifHOro BBIOOpA.

Bricokuii ypoBeHb NONMTHU3ALMM M HU3KUH ypo-
BeHb MOOMIM3aIu (0cOOeHHO pabodero kiacca) sBIS-
eTCsl JIpyrol OTIMYUTEIbHOI OCOOEHHOCTBIO MOAETH
JIeMOKpaTtu «Onu3kol auctaHuum». Ee TimaBHas cuia
3aKJII0YAETCSl B YCWJICHHH CBSI3M MEXIy I'pakaaHaMH U
MOJUTHYECKUMH CTPYKTypaMH U B 00eCIIedeHNH AUHAMU-
YECKOTO Pa3BHUTHS MECTHOTO coodmiectBa. Ee ciiabocth
— CYIIECTBEHHAasl IPOU3BOJIBHOCTh, C KOTOPOH MONUTHYE-
CKHE JeSATENH CIYIIAIOT (WINM BBIOMPAIOT) MPEIUIOKESHUS
HaceseHus.. OCHOBHBIM HallpaBJICHHEM Pa3BUTHUS JaHHOMN
MOZIEH SIBIISIETCSl OOECIEUYEeHNE COYETaHUsl MapTHCHIIA-
TUBHOCTHU C MTPOLECCOM NMPUHATUA peI_HeHI/Iﬁ B LEJIAX I10-
BBIIICHUA Ka4yeCTBa IMPCAOCTABIIACMBIX YCIYI, a TaKXKe
o0beMHEeHNE «OU30CTH» € TOCYNApPCTBEHHON MOJEPHU-
3aIMel 3a MpeieaMy PErHOHaIbHOTO YPOBHSI.
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angle, the PBs belonging to this model tend to be top-
down, are less party-oriented and barely go beyond
their consultative value. In contrast to proximity
democracy, modernization is not necessarily focused
on the neighborhood level, but includes also the central
administration and its main service providers. In this
model, participants are considered clients; hence there is
no interest in the integration of marginalized groups or
in the launch of social policies. Civil society has only
limited autonomy. Experiments in line with this model
tend to raise the legitimacy of public policies, despite
politics remain in the background. The targeted people
are mainly middle class. The normative frames on
which this model is based are closer to the participatory
versions of New Public Management than of
participatory democracy as an alternative to neoliberal
globalization.

The strength of this third model relays in the close
link between the modernization of public administrations
and participation, and the fact that cross-bench political
consensus can easily be achieved. The dark side is that
they seem to attract low levels of politicization, so
making difficult to introduce broader issues, particularly
related to social justice. So, in the end, the processes
close to the participatory modernization model often
tend to be purely managerial in nature and to become
tied by merely technocratic procedures. For the future,
the main challenges to be addressed include how to
increase the mobilization and the autonomy of civil
society, at the same time developing a genuine political
dimension in order to provide politics with renewed
impetus.

As far as it regards the integration of some
experiments of PB in this idealtype, it resulted
influential in Germany, and to a lesser extent in other
countries of Northern Europe. Other participatory tools
to improve management reflect this model (for example,
consumer charters, score cards, panels and inquiries,
as well as hotlines). Similarly, neighborhood councils
and neighborhood management can become part of
this perspective. Countries outside Europe have also
taken advantage of this approach, for example in China
(Wu and Wang, 2012; He, 2011). All around the world,
many municipal authorities of very different political
affiliations have introduced PB procedures that reflect
this model. Cases as Cascais — today the best example
of ongoing PB in the Iberic peninsula — invest a lot in
participatory modernization, but without limiting to
it their capacity of innovation (Alves, Allegretti,
2012). Experiments such as Bagira (one of the three
municipalities of Bukavu, the capital of Siuth Kivu
in Congo RDC) but also Zeguo (China) or Cologne
(Germany) are in between participatory modernization
and proximity democracy.
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B coBpeMEHHBIX YCIOBUSX MOJENIL JAEMOKPaTHH
«ONM3KON IMCTAHIMI» B MAPTUCHIIATUBHOM OIOIKETHPOBA-
HUH SBISICTCS Hauboee pactpocTpaneHHol B EBpome: ona
YacTo MOJICPIKUBACTCS CIEIMATbHBIMU COBETaMH M (DOH-
JIaMH, TIPU3BAaHHBIMH OKAa3bIBATH MOIEPKKY «MAJIBIM MHH-
LMaTHBaM», CBSI3aHHBIM C OOIIEH XO3SHCTBEHHOMH JesTerb-
HOCTBIO. DTO OTHOCHUTCS B HepByro odepens k CeBepHoON
Awmepuke, ABctpamun, Kopee u Smonmu, rme BHeApeHHE
cuctemsl [1b ynyumnino kauecTBo MOBCEIHEBHON KHU3HU TO-
POKaH 3a c4eT MPUHATHSA PEIICHUH OTHOCUTEIBHO UX HETo-
CPEICTBEHHOH cperbl oOnTaHus. Mozenb MMPOKO pacIpo-
CTpaHeHa Takxke B psane crpaH FOKHOTrO mosymapus, 0co-
OCHHO B KPYITHBIX MEranoyincax Wik B CEIbCKUX pailoHax.

B rtakux cnyuasx, xak XI paiione Puma (Mramus)
wm Jluccabone (ITopryramus), SKCIIEpUMEHTHI JEMO-
KpaTuu «ONMM3KOH AMCTAaHIMM» NPEICTaBIAIOT cOO0H 1o-
CTaTOYHO <«JIETKHE» BEPCUM MApTUCUIIATUBHON MOJEIH U
MOTYT TPaHC(HOPMHUPOBATHCS B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT MOJIUTHYE-
CcKoii aBoiouH. Jlpyrue sKcriepuMeHTbl, Takue, Kak (ppaH-
y3ckuii peruoH Ilyary-1llapanta wn Jonr-xy Vibcan B
Kopee, Takxke ABIAIOTCS MOTPAaHUYHBIMHA U PACIIONOKEHBI
MEXKTy «ONMM3K0I» U MAapTUCUIIATUBHON 1€MOKPATHAMH.

IMapTucunaTuBHAasi MOACPHU3ALHA

Tpetuil uaeanbHbIM THI — MaPTUCUIIATUBHAS MOJIEP-
HU3allUs — OCHOBBIBAETCS] HA COBPEMEHHBIX CTPATErusx ro-
CYIapCTBEHHOI'O YIpaBJIeHHs. B KOHTEKCTe JaHHON Moje-
JI TOCYAApCTBO IBITACTCS MOJACPHU3UPOBATH CeOst (YTOOBI
cTarh Oosnee 3PPEKTUBHBIM U JISTUTUMHBIM) WJIH CTPEMHT-
Csl IPOTUBOCTOSITh JABIEHUIO ONUTapXHUYECKUX CTPYKTYD,
paHee ynpasisieMbIX rocynapcTBoM. C ATOH TOUKU 3peHHs,
[1b, npuHaanexamue 3TOM MOJENU, KaK MpaBUIIO, HaBs-
3BIBAIOTCS «CBEPXY», MEHEE MapTHIHHO-OPUEHTUPOBAHBI U
€/1Ba BBIXOIAT 3a paMKM KOHCYNBTAIMOHHOTO 3Ha4eHHs. B
OTIIMYME OT JIEMOKPATHN «OJIM3KON JTMCTAHIMNY, MOJICPHH-
3a1Ms He 00s13aTebHO (POKYCHPYeTCsl HA JIOKAJIbHOM YpPOB-
HE, HO BKIIIOYAeT LEHTPAIbHYIO aJIMUHHCTPALMIO M OC-
HOBHBIX TIOCTABIIMKOB YCIyT. B 3T0# Momenu y4acTHUKH
CUUTAIOTCS KJIMEHTAMH, IOATOMY HET HUKaKOro MHTepeca B
MHTETpaliy MaprUHAIBHBIX I'PYHI WIH B (OPMUPOBAHUHI
COIMANBHOM MONMMTHKH. [paskpaHckoe OOMIECTBO HMMeEeT
OTPaHUYCHHYIO aBTOHOMHIO. OKCIICPHMEHTBHI Ha OCHOBE
9TOM MOJENH, Kak IPaBWJIO, MOBBIIIAIOT JETHTHMHOCTh
TOCYJapCTBEHHONW monuTuku. lleneBas aynuTopust mpu-
MEHEHUsI JaHHOH MOJENN — KakK MPaBUIIO, CPETHUN Kilace.
HopmaruBHBIE paMKH, Ha KOTOPBIX OCHOBAaHA 3Ta MOJENb,
6mmxe K maprrcunaTiuBHON Bepcnn Hosoro T'ocynapcTsen-
HOIo YIpPaBlICHUs, YEM IMAPTUCUIIATUBHON JEMOKpATuH,
Kak aJbTepHaTHBE HEOIHOepaIbHOM TII00aTN3aluH.

CunbHasi CTOpOHA TPETbEeH MOJENU 3aKIIIOYaeTcs B
MIPOYHOM CBS3U MEXY MOJAEPHU3ALMEN FOCYIapCTBEHHOTO
YHOpaBiIeHUS U MapTUCUIIATHBHOCTHIO, U TOH JIETKOCTHIO, C
KOTOPOI MOXKET OBITh JIOCTHUIHYT MEPEKPECTHBII MOINTH-
yeckuil koHCceHcyc. Hemocrarok 3Toif MOAEnN COCTOUT B
TOM, 4TO OHa ()OPMHPYET HU3KHH YPOBEHb MOJIUTH3ALNH,
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Multi-stakeholder participation

The fourth model that we called “multi-
stakeholder participation” - often represent an option of
“continuity” with previous experimented practices. It
is mainly based on the idea that citizens who take part
to PB are just a single part of the broader coalition of
actors which animates the discussion on the budget,
together with private enterprises, NGOs and local
government. In this model, local politics appear to
have only limited space for manoeuver, compared
with economic forces and where the donors call the
tune. Although participatory procedures may well
have decision-making powers, they remain caught in
a top-down approach. Its main strength is the linkage
between the main organized structures of society, which
facilitates social consensus around certain aspects
of public policies. However, it is characterized by
asymmetrical relationships of power and non-organized
citizens are excluded. The main challenges are linking
participation and modernization, avoiding co-optation
of associations or NGOs (that may become cut off from
their roots) to public management, or going beyond
a simple cherry-picking approach and successfully
discussing the most controversial matters.

In the participatory public—private partnership,
civil society is weak and has little autonomy, even if the
rules for decision-making process are clearly defined.
Statistically, the majority of participants to PBs in this
model belong to middle class, while policies seem to have
incorporated all the constraints of neoliberal globalization.
International organizations such as the World Bank or the
United Nations already have been playing an important
role in its dissemination.

The ‘multi-stakeholder model’ includes private
companies that are fundamental to local development
but which tend in other models to remain outside the
participative process. Private enterprises are normally
scared to participate, whereas civil society is limited
to a subordinate role and is not able to question the
dominant economic and political framework. This is
why this idealtype seems to be diametrically opposed
to Porto Alegre. Social networks have been often
important supports for expanding PB, whose challenges
are today mainly concentrated on identifying how to
stabilize the financial flows from which they depend
(these flows are precarious and do not operate under
clear legal constraints). Important challenge is also
that of balancing the weight of the various stakeholders
involved in the process, and to open up to topics that are
relevant to many of them. It will be also important for
the future to carefully imagine how to counterbalance
the pressure to transform NGOs and associations into
quasi-governmental organizations or semi-commercial
entities.
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MIO3TOMY JOCTATOYHO CIIOKHO paccMaTpuBaTh NI00ATbHBIE
BOIPOCHI, B YaCTHOCTH, CBS3aHHBIC C COIMAIBLHOU CIIpa-
BE/IITMBOCTHI0. B KOHEYHOM HTOTE, MPOIECCHI, ONIBKHE K
MOACIn HapTI/ICI/Il'laTI/IBHOﬁ MOJCpHHU3AIINHU, KaK IIpaBHIIO,
ynpaBieHYeCKUe 10 CBOEH NMPHUPOAE U NMPHUBA3aHBI K IPO-
CTBIM TEXHOJIOTHYECKHM TporeaypaM. Yrto kacaercs Oy-
IYIIEro, OCHOBHOW TPOOIEMOiA, Ha KOTOPYIO HEOOXOITUMO
00paTUTh BHUMaHUE, SBISETCS YCHICHNE MOICPHHU3AIINH U
ABTOHOMHH TI'PaXJAHCKOTO OOILECTBA COBMECTHO C Pa3BH-
THEM TOJTMHHOTO MOJIUTHYECKOTO U3MEPEHUS It (POPMH-
POBaHUSI HOBOTO MOJIMTHYECKOTO HUMITYIIBCA.

[Ipumenenne maHHOW Momenmu Oojee BCETO CBOM-
CTBEHHO ropozam I'epMaHuM, B MEHBILEH CTENEHU APYTUM
ctpanaM CesepHoit Epponsl. K manHOMY naeanbHOMY THITY
OTHOCSITCS JIpyTHe MapTHCUIIATUBHBIE HHCTPYMEHTBI, TIOBBI-
rarorre pQEeKTUBHOCTh CHCTEMBI YIIPABICHHUS (HAIIpUMED,
TIOTPEOUTEITECKIE YCTABBI, OIICHOYHBIE KapThI, a TAKXKE «T0-
psiaue eI ). Kpome Toro, palloHHbIE COBETHI M paiOHHOE
yIIpaBJIeHHEe MOTYT CTarbh YacThIO ITOM MEepcHeKTUBHI (op-
MHpPOBaHMsI HOBOH TOCYTapCTBEHHOHM mapaaurMbl. CTpaHbl
3a mpenenamu EBpormbl, Takwme kak Kurait (Xy u Ban, 2012,
Om 2011 rona) Tarxoke ONEHIITHA PEUMYIIECTBA ATOTO TTOIAX0-
Aa. Bo Bcem MHUPE MYHUIUITAIIBHBIC BJIACTH CAMBIX Pa3HBIX
MOJUTUYECKUX B3MII0B Mcnonab3oBanu [1b mporemypst, oc-
HOBaHHBIE HA TaHHOM Mozenu. Karkaifin — cerost ayumii
TPUMEp TPOIOIDKAIOMIETOCS TAPTHCHIIATHBHOTO OIOKETH-
poBanms Ha MOepuiickoM MOMyOCTPOBE — aKTHBHO HCIIONB-
3yeT MapTUCUIIATUBHYIO MOJIepHU3aImio. (AsBec, Amerper-
tH, 2012). Takue skcriepuMeHThI Kak barupa (omuH U3 Tpex
MYHHIUIIATATETOB BykaBy, cTONMHIBI TPOBHHIME FOKHBIH
KuBy B Peciyomuke Komro), a taroke 3eryo (Kuraif) mm
Kénpn (I'epManus) — HaXOAATCS MEXKAY MAPTHCUIIATUBHOMN
MOJIEpHU3ALMEN U TAPTUCUIIATUBHOM JeMOKpaTHEH.

Y4acTHe MHOTUX 3aHHTEPECOBAHHBIX JIMIL

YeTBeprast MOZIENb, KOTOPYIO MBI Ha3BaIU «ydacTHE
MHOTHX 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIX JIMID» - YacTO MPEICTaBISET
c000# BapHaHT «IIPEEMCTBEHHOCTID MPEIBLAYIINX 3KCIIe-
PUMEHTATBHBIX NpakTuK. Kak mpaBuiio, oHa OCHOBaHA Ha
njee, 4To rpak/iaHe, KoTopble NpHHUMAatoT ydactue B I15,
SIBISTFOTCS TOJBKO YacThIO OOJIee MMPOKOI KOATHITIH aKTO-
POB, KOTOpPBIE OKUBIIAIOT 00CYK/ICHHE OIOIKETa, COBMECT-
HO C YaCTHBIMH NPEAITPUATHAMMA, HETIPABUTCIILCTBCHHBIMHU
OpraHu3alUsiMH U MECTHBIMHM OpraHaMH BiacTu. B aroii
MOJICIT MECTHBIEC IOJIMTHYECKHE CHITBI IMEIOT JIOCTaTOYHO
OTpaHIMYCHHOE TPOCTPAHCTBO I MAaHEBPOB, IO CpaBHE-
HUIO C ’KOHOMHUYECKUMH CHJIAMH, KOTOPBIC M «3aKa3bIBAIOT
My3bIKy». He cMOTps Ha TO, NapTUCUIIATUBHBIC IPOLIEAY-
pPBI MOTYT BIMSTH Ha TPOIECC NMPUHATHS pEIICHUH, OHU
peaNm3yIoTCs «CBEpXy-BHH3». [J1aBHasl CHIIbHAs CTOPOHA
JAHHOW MOJIETH 3aKJIFOYAeTCsl BO B3AaUMOCBSI3H MEXKIy OC-
HOBHBIMH OPT'aHH3AIMOHHBIME CTPYKTYpaMH OOIIECTBa,
4TO CHOCOOCTBYET COLMAJIBHOMY KOHCEHCYCY BOKPYT He-
KOTOPBIX acIleKTOB TOCYJapCTBEHHOW MOJMTHUKH. Tem He
MeHee, TMapTHUCUTIATHBHBINA MPOIIECC B TaHHOM CITydac Xa-
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The majority of experiences related to this model
have taken place in Eastern Europe, as is the case
of Plock (Poland), but it has considerable influence
especially in the Anglo-Saxon world. Some donor-based
participatory budgets of African countries could also
share some features with this model, especially when PB
is conceived as a driver of decentralization and external
actors play an important role in funding the experience,
as happen (for example) in some experiences in
Madagascar.

Neo-corporatism

It is possible to define a ‘neo-corporatist’” model
through the role that local government plays by sur-
rounding itself with organized groups (mainly NGOs,
trade unions and professionals’ associations), social
groups (the elderly, immigrant groups and so on) and
various local institutions/agencies. In the PBs belong-
ing to this model, government aims to establish “a broad
consultation with ‘those who matter’ and tries to achieve
social consensus through the mediation of interests, val-
ues and demands for recognition by the various factions
in society. In this model, the political leanings of local
governments vary, as do the dynamics of moderniza-
tion of the public administration” (Sintomer, Herzberg,
Rocke and Allegretti, 2012). Even if the participatory
rules may be formalized, the quality of deliberation re-
mains variable, and local neo-corporatist processes are
essentially consultative. “Even though civil society does
play a considerable role in them, its procedural indepen-
dence is fairly limited, and they are essentially top-down
processes. The outcomes are more linked to a strength-
ening of traditional participation than to a virtuous circle
of dialogue between conventional and non-conventional
participation. At national level, the classic neo-corporat-
ist approach particularly exists for managing the health
care system or the Socio Economic Councils. They may
be highly formalized, have real decision-making author-
ity and confer decision-making power to the social part-
ners.

The «neo-corporatisty» model tends to be usually
dominant in Local Agenda 21 processes (where differ-
ent local stakeholders meet to discuss common topics
but have no power to realize their proposals), or in par-
ticipatory strategic plans (where governments invite dif-
ferent groups to round table talks). In the context of PB,
this model has had only limited influence, most notably in
Spain, “where the blend with the Porto Alegre approach
has given birth to forms of associative democracy (most
notably in Albacete) and the appeal to sectorial participa-
tion in various aspects of municipal public administra-
tions might lead to the development of original forms of
participatory budgeting” (id, 2012). International organi-
zations often played and play a considerable role in dis-
seminating such a model.
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paKTepHu3yeTcsi aCHMMETPHYHBIMU OTHOLIEHHSIMH BJIACTH
1 HE BKJIIOYAeT HEOPraHW30BaHHbBIC COIMAIBHBIC TPYIIIHI.
B kauecTBe OCHOBHBIX 3a7a4 JAHHOM MOIEIA MOYKHO BbI-
JIeTINTh: 00BbEAMHCHNEB MAPTHCUITIATUBHOCTH U MOJICpPHH3A-
LMY, TIPU 3TOM K30erast koonranuu accouuanuii uaun HITO
C TOCYapCTBEHHBIM YIPABJICHUEM, UM BBIXOJ 32 TIPE/ICIIbI
MIPOCTOTO BBIOOPOYHOTO TTOJXO/A M YCIICIITHOTO 00CYXe-
HUS HanOoJee CIOKHBIX BOIIPOCOB.

B mapTucHDaTHBHHOM TOCYIapCTBEHHO-YAaCTHOM
MapTHEPCTBE TpakAaHCKoe oO0mecTBo ciabo W MMe-
€T MaJio aBTOHOMMH, JTaKe €CITM TpaBmiIa JUIsl Ipolecca
NIPUHATHS peleHnii yetko onpenenensl. [lo crarucTuke,
6onpmmHCTBO yyacTHHKOB I1b B 3T0i Monmenn oTHOCATCS
K CpeHeMy KJlaccy, B TO BpeMsI Kak MOJMTHKA, KaXeTcs,
BoOpasa B ce0st Bce OrpaHnyueHHs HeolMOepabHOM II0-
Oanmzary. MexyHapoJHble OpraHW3allid, TaKHe Kak
Bceemupnsrnii 6ank mmm OOH, y)ke UrpaioT BaXHYIO pOIb
B PacIpoCTpaHEHUH JaHHOI MOAENH.

Mopnenb «y4acTHsl MHOTHX 3aMHTEPECOBAaHHBIX
JUI» BKIIOYAeT B ceOsl YacTHbIC KOMITAaHHWH, KOTOPBIC
MMEIOT OCHOBOIIOJAraloNiee 3HaYEHHWE /ISl PA3BUTHS Ha
MECTHOM YPOBHE, HO KOTOpBIE, KaK MPaBHJIO, B JPYTHX
MOJIENIAX OCTaBaJNCh BHE MapTHCHUIIATHMBHOTO Mpoliecca.
YacTHble TPEINPHSTUS, KaK MPaBUIIO, OOSTCS y4acTBO-
BaTh, B TO BpPeMs KaK I'pakJaHCKOEe OOMIECTBO OrpaHH-
YEHO BTOPOCTEIICHHOW TTOJUYMHEHHOHN POJIbIO U HE MOXKET
CTaBUTh MO/l COMHEHHE JOMHHHUPYIOMINE SKOHOMUYECKHUE
U TIOMUTHYECKUE CTPYKTYphl. BOT moueMmy 3TOT mjaeans-
HBIH THII, KaXETCs, TUAMETPAIbHO MPOTHBOIOJIOKEH
[Mopry-Anerpu. BakHO# 3amaueil siBnsieTcss HeoOXoau-
MOCTh oO0ecriedeHusI CcOaTaHCHPOBAaHHOCTH HMHTEPECOB
MacChl Pa3IMYHBIX 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIX CTOPOH, y4acTBY-
IOIIUX B TPOLECCE M PACCMOTPEHHE BONPOCOB U TEM,
KOTOpBIE aKTyaJbHBI JUIi MHOTHX W3 HHMX. Ha Oymymee
TaKXKe BYKHO TIIATEIBHO MPEICTaBUTh, KaK TpaHC(hopMH-
poare HIIO m accommamnum B K8asu-20cyoapcmeennvie
opeaHusayuy WIA MOTy-KOMMEPUYECKUE MPEIIPUATHS.

BoNBIIMHCTBO SKCIEPUMEHTOB, CBSI3aHHBIX C ITOM
MoIelbIo, ObIIO0 ocymecTBiIeHO B BoctouHoit EBporne, kak
B ciydae [Inonkom (Tlombmia), HO OHM MMEIOT 3HAYNTENb-
HOE BIUSHHIE, OCOOGHHO B aHIVIO-CAKCOHCKOM Mupe. Heko-
TOpbIE JJOHOPCKUE MAPTUCUIIATUBHBIC OFO/IKEThI ApHKaH-
CKUX CTpaH TaKXe MM03aUMCTBOBAIN ONPEACICHHBIC YePThI
9TOI MoJIeNN, 0COOEHHO B TeX ciryydasix, korna [1b 3amyman
KaK JIOKOMOTHB JEIEHTPAIN3AlNK, W BHEIIHHE aKTOPbI
WTPAIOT BXKHYIO polib B prHaHCHpoBanuu (Manarackap).

Heo-xopnoparusm

OmnpenenuTs «HEO-KOPIOPaTH3M» BO3MOXKHO 4epe3 Ty
POIIb, KOTOPYIO UIPAIOT MECTHBIE BIIACTH, OKpYXas ceOs op-
TaHW30BaHHBIMH Tpymmamu (B ocHoBHOM HIIO, ToproBeiMu
00beTMHEHNSAMY,  TTPO(ECCHOHATIBHBIMKI  ACCOITUAITHSMH),
COLMAIBHBIMU TPYIIIaMU (TIOKHJIBIE JIFOAH, TPYIIIbI UMMH-
TPAHTOB M T.II.) ¥ Pa3INYHBIMU MECTHBIMU YUPEKICHUSIMH /
arerrcrBamu. B I1b, npunaiexamemM 3Toi Mozenu, npaBu-
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Community development

The existence of a shared phase of projects’ imple-
mentation for the priorities approved during PB repre-
sents the main characteristic of the last model, which saw
the light in a context that tends to dissociate municipal
politics and a strong participatory process driven as much
by a bottom-up dynamic as by a top-down one. It must be
underlined that in this approach the margins for represen-
tative politics to intervene in the transformation of priori-
ties are usually fairly reduced.

The fact that the majority of PBs inspired to com-
munity development is not closely linked to local institu-
tions distinguishes this model from the participatory de-
mocracy one. Usually, as it happens in many countries of
British colonial traditions, the influence of Porto Alegre is
blended with older community traditions. Many PBs in-
spired to the community development model have clear
procedural rules and a relatively high quality of delibera-
tion. Statistically, the most active participants tend to be
the upper fraction of the working class or middle classes,
involved in running the community associations. In this
model, the role of NGOs is often decisive, especially
when they advocate rights of disadvantaged or margin-
alized groups. In a configuration such as this, the partial
substitution of non-conventional participation linked to
community activities for conventional participation (par-
ty membership and voting in elections) is fairly likely to
happen.

In the field of participatory budgeting, this model
has mainly developed in the Anglo-Saxon world, for in-
stance in Canada (with the Toronto Housing Commu-
nity or the Guelph examples), or in the United King-
dom, where it predominates (the experiment of Tower
Hamlets, London, can be seen as emblematic) (Rocke
2013). Also other countries of the Global North, as Ja-
pan, have been developing this approach, while in the
Global South the indigenous town of Cotacachi (Ec-
uador), the rural villages of Fissel or Gnagagnao (de-
partment of M’bour, Senegal) or the work with poor
in suburban metropolitan communities as Villa El
Salvador (Peru) must be quoted. Other forms of com-
munity development have emerged in the World and
have become one of the most particularly widespread
instruments of citizen participation, from the Commu-
nity Developments Corporations in the United States to
the various forms of community organizing, both in the
North and in the Global South, and to the neighborhood
councils (or consejos comunales) in Venezuela. Some
experiments, such as Seville (Spain) or the state PB of
Rio Grande do Sul (Brazil) may less easily be located
on our conceptual map, because they mix various in-
fluences and methodologies, even having also a clear
component of community development inside their ex-
periments.
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TENBCTBO CTPEMUTCS PETYISIPHO MPOBOJUTH «PACIIMPEHHbIE
KOHCYJIBTAIIUH C TEMH, KTO MIMEET U IBITAETCS JOCTUYb COLH-
QIBHOTO KOHCEHCYCA IPH TTOCPEAHUIECTBE NHTEPECOB, 1ICH-
HOCTeH M TpeOOBaHMH TPU3HAHMSA CO CTOPOHBI Pa3IMYHBIX
COLMANIBHBIX IPYIIL. B 3T0M MOAEIM NOIUTUYECKUE [IPUCTPA-
CTUSI MECTHBIX OPIaHOB BJIACTH MEHSIOTCS B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT
JIMHAMHUKH MOJIEPHU3AIMN TOCYIAPCTBEHHOTO YIIPABICHUSD.
(Cenrome, Xepubepr, Péxe, Anmnerperty, 2012 1). axe eciu
MAPTUCHUIIATUBHBIE IPaBUJIa MOTYT OBbITh (DOPMaM30BaHBI,
Ka4yecTBO OOCYKJICHUSI OCTAeTCsl N3MEHUMBBIM, U JIOKaJIbHBIC
MPOLECCHl HEO-KOPIOpaTU3Ma B OCHOBHOM SBIISIFOTCS KOH-
CYJIBTaTUBHBIMU. «/lake ecim rpakaaHcKoe OOIIeCTBO AeH-
CTBHUTEJILHO MIPAET 3HAYUTENBHYIO POJib, €I0 MPOLECCyallb-
Hasg CaMOCTOSITEIBHOCTh JIOBOJBHO OTpaHUYEHa, U MapTHCH-
[IAaTUBHBIE TPABHUJIA, B OCHOBHOM, HaBS3bIBAIOTCS «CBEPXYY.
Ha HanpoHansHOM ypOBHE, 0COOCHHOCTH TOJIX0/1a HEeo-KJ1ac-
CHYECKOTO KOPIIOpaTH3Ma HCHOJB3YIOTCS ULl yIPABICHUS
CHCTEMOM 3[PaBOOXPAaHEHHUs MIN COLHUAIBHO-IKOHOMUYE-
ckuMu coBeraMd. OHM MOTYT OBITh CHJIBHO (pOpMalii30Ba-
HBI, IMETh PEAJIbHBIC TOJTHOMOUMS 110 MPHHATHIO PELeHU 1
TIPEIOCTABIIATH UX COLMAIGHBIM MTapTHEPaM.

Mozenb «HEO-KOpIIOpaTu3May SIBIISIETCSI aKTyalbHOH B
COBPEMEHHOW CHCTEME MECTHOTO CaMOYIpaBlIeHU (TIe pas-
HBIE MECTHBIE 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIC CTOPOHBI BCTPEUAIOTCS,
4TOOBI 00CYIUTH OOIIKE TEMBI, HO HE MMEIOT IIPaBO PeaIi30-
BaTh CBOM TIPEUIOKEHNS), WM B MAPTUCHITATUBHBIX CTpare-
TMYECKHX IUIaHaX (TAe MPaBUTEIbCTBA MPUIVIAIIAIOT PA3IHY-
HBIE TPYIIIIBI IS IEPETOBOPOB 3a KPYIIIBIM CTONIOM). B Taxoit
Mozenu I1b uMeeT 10cTaTouHO OrpaHUYEHHOE BIUSHUE, 0CO-
6enno B Mcnanuy, «re codetanue ¢ moxxonom [lopry Ade-
rpu chopMHpOBaIIO HOBBIE (DOPMBI aCCOIMATHBHON IEMOKpa-
Thr (0co0eHHO B AJibOaceTe) 1 oOpaleHre K OTpacieBoi ma-
PUTCUNATHBHOCTH B Pa3IMYHBIX ACMEKTaX MyHHIUNAIBHOTO
YIPaBIE€HUS] MOXKET MPHUBECTH K Pa3BUTHIO OPUTHHAIBHBIX
¢dopm maprucunarnBHOrO OromKeTHpoBanus» (2012). 3Ha-
YUTEIbHYIO POJIb B PACIIPOCTPAHEHWH TaKOW MOJIENH HacTo
UTPaJi ¥ UTPAIOT MEXKTyHapOIHbIE OpraHH3aIiH.

Pa3BuTue coodmecTBa

Cy1iecTBOBaHUE €IUHONW CHUCTEMBI Pealu3alUu Mpo-
€KTOB /IS TPHOPHUTETOB, YTBEPXKCHHBIX B TIPOLIECCE TTAPTH-
CHITATUBHOTO OIO/KETUPOBAHMS, SIBISIETCSI OCHOBHOI Xapak-
TEPUCTUKON mocienHe moaenu. [lanHas Monenb cTpeMuT-
Csl K AUCCOLMAIMY MYHUIUITIATBHON MOIUTUKY U CHIIBHOMY
MApTHCUIIATHBHOMY —TIpoIieccy, (HOpPMHUPYEeMOMY «CHH3Y
BBEPX», a HE HA000poT. CleyeT MOAYEPKHYTh, YTO C TOUKH
3pEHHsI 3TOTO TOAX0/a TPAHUIIBI, B KOTOPBIX HOMUTHYECKUE
NPEICTABUTEIN MOTYT BMEIIMBAThCs B TpaHC(HOPMAIUIO
TIPHOPHUTETOB, OOBIYHO 3HAYNUTENIBHO COKPAILICHBI.

Tor ¢axt, yto 6omemmHCTBO [16 crocobcTBOBaNIO
Pa3BUTHIO COOOIIECTBA, HE CBSI3aHHOTO C MECTHBIMH WH-
CTUTYTaMH, OTIMYAET ATy MOJENb OT MapTHCUIIATHBHON
nemMokparu. OOBIUHO, KaK 3TO MPOMCXOJUT BO MHOTHX
CTpaHax OpUTAaHCKOW KOJOHHMAJIbHOW TPaJULIUH, BIHSHUE
[opry-Anerpn cmemmBaeTcst ¢ TPaJUIHUOHHBIM YKIIaJ0M
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The clear advantages of this model rely in being
able to experiment in places where local governments
are often weak and where, conversely, civil society has
genuine independence and a real tradition of organizing
that enables the community sector to manage local proj-
ects by themselves. The main weakness lies in the fact
that it is difficult to build an overall vision of the town
when concentrating energies in discussing small local
investments; it has also to be considered as a weakness
the tenuous links existing between participation, mod-
ernization of the public administration and institutional
politics. The challenges that such a model faces include
trying to keep the management of community organiza-
tions free from managerial influence and to stop them
from turning into ‘para-public bodies’ which are produc-
ing services in outsourcing for the public local institu-
tions.

TepMHUH «mapTHCUNATHBHBIA OromkeT» (mamee —
I1b) Ha pa3HBIX SA3bIKaX 3BYYMT MO-PAa3HOMY: Ha MOPTY-
raabCKOM — «or¢amento participativo», Ha HCITAHCKOM —
«presupuesto participativo», Ha HTaIbTHCKOM — «bilan-
cio partecipativo», Ha HemernkoM — «Birgerhaushalty,
Ha ¢panmysckoMm — «budget participative», Ha Tpeue-
CKOM — «GUUUETOYIKOS TPOUTOAOYIGHOSY, Ha IIBE]-
ckom — «medborgerbudget», Ha HOpBexckom — «del-
tagende budsjedt», Ha ¢uHCKOM — «o0sallistuva bud-
jetointi», Ha wemickoM — «participac¢ni rozpocet», Ha
cJIOBallkoM — «participativny rozpocet», Ha IOJIBCKOM
— «budzet partycypacyjny», Ha anbanckoM — «Bux-
hetimi me Pjesémarrje», Ha pPyCCKOM — «IapTHCHIIA-
THUBHBI OIOIUKET», Ha TOJUIAaHACKOM — «orzamentos
participativos», Ha KpEOJbCKOM — «or¢ament partici-
pative», Ha KaTaJOHCKOM — «pressupost participatiuy,
Ha apabekoM — «Idasl i 1D il )elgby, na kopelickom —
«&0{ Ofl&h, y ma kuraiickom — «Z 5 Ty,
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JIOKanbHOTO coobOiecTBa. Muorue I1b, ocHoBaHHBIE Ha
JAHHOW MOJICNIM, MMEIOT YETKHE IPOLEAYPHBIC IPaBH-
Jla ¥ OTHOCHUTEIBHO BBICOKOE KadecTBO oOCyxkneHwus. Ilo
CTAaTHUCTHKC, HaI/I6OHee AKTUBHBIC YYaCTHUKU 37I€CH, KaK
[IPaBUJIo, HauOoJIee aKTUBHBIE NPEICTABUTEIN pabovero
KJIacca WM CPEIHEr0 KJIacca, YYaCTBYIOUINE B JCATCIb-
HOCTH 00IecTBeHHBIX 00bemuuenuii. Ponms HIIO 3auga-
CTYIO SIBIISICTCS pelIaronieii, 0coOeHHO KOTa OHH BBICTY-
TAI0T 32 MpaBa 00e3/10JICHHBIX U MapTUHAIIBHBIX TPYIIIL.

B cdepe mapTucHnaTHBHOTO OFOIKETHPOBAHUS 3T
MOJIENb «PAa3BUTH COOOIIECTBA» MONyYrIa HauOOJIbIIee
pacmpocTpaHeHHE B AHITIO-CAKCOHCKOM MHpE, HalphMep
B Kanane (OKunere coobmectBa Toponto wimm ['pennda) u
B BenukoOputanuu, rme oHa mpeodiagaeT (SKCICPUMEHT
Tayap-Xomiterca, JIOHIOH, MOKET CUMTATHCSI HAKOOJIEE 10~
kazarensHbIM) (PEke 2013). DTOT MOAXOM pa3BUBAIH TAKKE
crpanbl JlansHero Bocroka, Takue kak fAnonus. B To Bpe-
MS KaK JJIs1 HEKOTOPBIX COOOIIECTB AKCIIEPHMEHTHI B paM-
Kax JIaHHOW MOJEJIM MOTYT HOCHUTh YCJIOBHBIM Xapakrep
(xopennbie ropona Korakaun (DKBamgop), CENbCKHE JCPEB-
Hu @uccen ['Hararsao (paiion MOyp, Cenerain), pabora ¢
OeHBIMH B TIPUTOPOAHBIX CTOJTMYHBIX OOIIMHAX, TAKUX KaK
Bunna Dnp-Cansagop (Ilepy)). B mupe nosiBunucs apyrue
(opMbI paccMarpuBaeMON MOJIEIH, KOTOpas CTaja OJHUM
U3 CaMBIX PaclpOCTPaHCHHBIX HHCTPYMEHTOB IPasKIaHCKO-
ro y4dactus: oT Koprnoparmii oOImIecTBEeHHOTO pa3BUTHSA B
Coemnuennpix LlTarax u pa3mu4HBIX (OPM OpraHU3AINH
coo0iecTBa, kak Ha Boctoke B HOxHOM mosymapu, 10
pernoHaJbHBIX COBETOB (WM consejos comunales) B Be-
Hecyane. HekoTopele IKCIiepuMEeHTHI, Takue Kak CeBHIIbs
(Mcmanms) i rocymaperBennsiil [16 Puy-Ipanan-my-Cyn
(Bpasunus) He Tak JEerKo PacHoNOKUTh Ha HAIel KOHIIET-
TyaJIbHOM KapTe, IOTOMY YTO OHU CMEIIMBAIOT Pa3InUHbIC
BIIMASHHS M METONOJIOTUH, aKe UMEsl YCTKUI KOMITOHCHT
MOJICNH Pa3BHUTHS COOOIIECTBA B CBOUX KCIIEPHMEHTAX.

SIBHOE IPEUMYILECTBO 3TOM MOIEIM 3aKIIOYAETCS
B BO3MOXHOCTH OJKCHEPUMEHTHUPOBATHL TaM, IJIC MCCTHBIC
BJIACTH OOBIYHO CJIA0BI, a TPaKIAHCKOE 00IIECTBO, HA0OOPOT,
o0MaaeT MoTMHHON He3aBHCHMOCTEIO, TIPH 3TOM PEalIbHBIC
TPaJUIAN OTPAHUYMBAIOT BO3MOKHOCTH OOIIECTBEHHOTO
CEKTOpa YTIPABIATH MECTHBIMH MPOEKTaMU CaMOCTOSITEITHHO.
OCHOBHOII HEIOCTaTOK COCTOMT B TOM, YTO JOCTATOYHO
CJIOKHO BBICTPOUTH 00IIICe BUICHHUE rOPOJIa, KOTIa BCE CHITBI
B OCHOBHOM KOHIICHTPUPYETCSI Ha TPUBJICUYCHUH WHBECTH-
Ui HA MECTHBIN YPOBEHB; TaK K€ CIa00i CTOPOHOH HeoO-
XOIMMO CYHUTATh HE3HAYNUTENBHBIC CBS3H, CYIICCTBYIOLIHE
MEXKIy MapTUCHIIATHBHOCTBIO, MOJCPHM3AIMCH TOCyaap-
CTBEHHOTO YIIPABJICHUS M WHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHON ITOIUTHKOM.
[IpoGiembl, ¢ KOTOPBIMU CTAJTKHBACTCS TaKasi MOJIEITh, BKIIFO-
YalOT TIOMBITKY COXPAHHUTh YIPaBICHHE OOIIECTBCHHBIMU
opraHuzanusiMnu CBO60}IHBIM OT YIIPABJICHYCCKOI'O BJIMAHUA
U MPEeJOTBPATUTh UX MPEBPAILCHUE B «IIapa-00IECTBEHHbIE
OpraHbD) KOTOPBIC MPOU3BOIST YCIYTH Ha OCHOBE ayTCOp-
CHIHTA ISl MECTHBIX OOIICCTBEHHBIX YUPEKICHHH.
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