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FOCUS AND AIM OF THE THESIS 

Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s and John Stuart Mill’s postulates about participatory 
democracy place participation at the centre of democratic processes. Individuals 
and institutions cannot be viewed separately from one another, and the mere 
existence of representative institutions is not considered sufficient for democracy. 
According to Rousseau, participation in the decision-making is the necessary 
condition for individual attitudes and psychological qualities to develop. Mill’s 
ideas were supplementary to this assumption as he argued that it is at the local 
level that the citizen “learns how to govern himself”. The issues dealt with at the 
local level directly affect the individual, and by participating at this level (s)he 
“learns democracy”. As Mill puts it, “it is only by practicing popular government 
on a limited scale, that the people will ever learn how to exercise it on a larger” 
(Mill 1963 in Pateman 1970, 30-31). 
 
Participatory budgeting (PB) today is a general label for a myriad of different 
participatory cases and practices. However, the pioneering model of PB dates 
back to 1989, when the Worker’s Party initiated this participatory process in the 
Brazilian city of Porto Alegre. The PB process in Porto Alegre involved a set of 
participatory institutions: regional and thematic assemblies, the Fora of Delegates 
and the Council of PB. There were several rounds of plenary assemblies where 
citizens could define and rank their priorities and also elect the delegates to the 
Fora of Delegates and the councillors to the Council of PB. The process was based 
on three main principles: firstly, all citizens are entitled to participate, and 
community organisations have no special status; secondly, there are regularly 
functioning participatory institutions, i.e. the process is based on the combination 
of direct and representative democracy rules; thirdly, investment resources are 
allocated according to a complex set of criteria that take into account the priorities 
given during the participatory process, total population of the region and the lack 
of urban infrastructure/services (de Sousa Santos 1998; Avritzer 2000; Baiocchi 
2001; Abers 2000). 
 
Since its inception a quarter of a century ago in Brazil, PB has gone through a 
profound transformation. We can speak today of PB practices in more than 1500 
cities in over 40 countries spread over five continents (Baiocchi and Ganuza 
2014; Cabannes and Lipietz 2015). After the extensive global travel of PB, it is 
now possible to outline five phases in the spread of PB worldwide. The first phase 
is related to the period of inception of and experimentation with PB in Brazil and 
Uruguay (between 1989 and 1997), while the second phase witnessed the 
extensive spread of PB in Brazil, with over 140 municipalities adopting the 
initiative (between 1997 and 2000). This phase was followed by the global 
expansion of PB and the diversification of existing models (mainly after 2000). 
It corresponds to the spread of PB outside Brazil, with different variants of PB 
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being adopted in Latin America and Europe: these cases were inspired by the 
model of Porto Alegre but introduced substantial changes to the original design. 
In 2007/2008, the international and national networks of PB began to emerge, 
connecting actors that experiment and work with PB (e.g. the PB Network1 in the 
UK, the Participatory Budgeting Project2 in the US). PB has attracted the attention 
of international organisations, such as the United Nations and the World Bank, 
which have produced papers and manuals explaining the essence of PB and 
encouraging its introduction (e.g. Cabannes 2004; Shah 2007; Wampler 2007).3 
The fifth phase corresponds to the recognition of both the potential and limits of 
PB and its integration into larger and more complex systems of citizen 
participation (Dias 2014; Cabannes and Lipietz 2015; Baiocchi and Ganuza 
2014). 
 
From the perspective of describing how information about PB was disseminated 
in the world these phases can be grouped into two periods. The first period 
(covering the first three phases, i.e. from 1989 until 2007/2008) is characterised 
by the “individual search” for information about PB by those interested in the 
topic; the second period (corresponding to the grouping of the fourth and fifth 
phases) refers to the “organized supply” of information about PB, inter alia, in 
the form of conferences and thematic meetings, trainings, the publication of 
manuals and the creation of websites. From the perspective of how the nature of 
original PB has transformed, one can refer to the two periods with a dividing line 
in the late 1990s. During the first period, PB travelled as a set of comprehensive 
administrative reforms – a centrepiece of political strategy transforming state-
society relations, fostering social justice and social capital, and also breaking with 
clientelism. The subsequent period of its travel is characterised by growing 
international attention and promotion of PB as a good government practice – a 
politically neutral device that could generate trust in government (Wampler 2010; 
Ganuza and Baiocchi 2012; Dias 2014). 
 
The emergence of PB has spawned scholarly discussions, starting with the 
Brazilian models in the late 1990s (e.g. de Sousa Santos 1998; Avritzer 2000; 
Baiocchi 2001) and exemplified by numerous studies on the European models 
from the early 2000s onwards (e.g. Allegretti and Herzberg 2004; Talpin 2007; 
Sintomer et al. 2008). There is a growing body of literature describing how PB 
has been implemented in different countries and municipalities and exploring its 
impacts. However, there is no systematic approach discussing the applicability 
and suitability of these various versions of PB in different contexts. Also, the 
feasibility and advisability of PB in the new democracies in the region of Central 

                                                 
1 https://pbnetwork.org.uk/about/ 
2 https://www.participatorybudgeting.org 
3 For a nuanced view of the World Bank’s role in the global promotion of PB, see 
Goldfrank (2012). 
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and Eastern Europe (CEE), which is an emerging trend in the landscape of PB 
implementation, is an underexplored topic. Furthermore, very limited attention 
has been paid to how PB is diffusing across local governments (LGs) within a 
country. Indeed, so far only two studies have explored the spread of PB from the 
perspective of policy diffusion (Spada 2015; Wampler 2010); both of these 
studies have used a quantitative approach and, to the author’s knowledge, there 
are no qualitative studies on the spread of this participatory instrument between 
LGs in one country. 
 
Hence, the aim of the current thesis is to fill these gaps in the literature and to 
advance the knowledge on PB. The following research questions are addressed in 
the dissertation: 
 

‐ What are the theoretical models underlying the PB practices used in 
Europe and to what extent are they applicable and suitable in various 
contexts? 

‐ How feasible and advisable is PB in the new democracies in the CEE 
region? 

‐ How has PB diffused across LGs in Estonia, and which actors and factors 
have influenced its adoption and shaped its diffusion process? 

 
The logic of the dissertation is, therefore, to move from the theoretical discussion 
of the different types of PB in Europe to the empirical perspective on PB 
implementation in the CEE region and in the Estonian LGs in particular. 
 
The theoretical framework of the thesis draws on the PB-focused literature in 
combination with the literatures on citizen participation, participatory 
governance, participation in budgeting, local democracy, post-communist 
development in CEE and policy diffusion. The insights from the literature on 
policy diffusion enable us to explore the mechanisms, actors and factors that drive 
and influence the spread of this instrument. The combination of these strands of 
literature provides a comprehensive picture of PB. Furthermore, looking at PB in 
the context of other participatory mechanisms, scholars in the field group PB with 
the reforms they call “empowered deliberative democracy” or EDD (Fung and 
Wright 2001). These reforms are radically democratic in their “reliance on the 
participation … of ordinary people”, deliberative because they foster “reason-
based” decision-making and empowered as they try to “tie action to discussion” 
(Fung and Wright 2001, 7). Overall, the topic of PB interweaves with discourses 
on participatory and deliberative democracy as well as public-sector 
modernisation. While the deliberation-focused discussions examine the ability of 
PB to foster dialog and communication, statements in the realm of participatory 
democracy and governance focus on the potential of PB to combat a range of 
“malaises”, such as political apathy, distrust and dissatisfaction. In terms of 
public-sector modernisation, it is argued that PB is capable of enhancing 
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transparency and accountability in public administration by “opening the 
backdoors” of the budgeting process and involving citizens in learning and 
deciding about its trade-offs (Geissel 2009; Ganuza and Francés 2012; Allegretti 
and Herzberg 2004; Herzberg 2011). 
 
There is no universal definition of PB, as the practices of PB worldwide are 
extremely diverse. One of the most frequently used definitions of PB was outlined 
by Sintomer et al. (2008). According to them, “participatory budgeting allows the 
participation of non-elected citizens in the conception and/or allocation of public 
finances” (168). Additionally, they proposed five criteria for a process to be called 
PB: first, since PB deals with the problem of scarce resources, the financial and/or 
budgetary dimension has to be discussed; second, PB has to be implemented at 
the city level or the district level that has an elected body and some power over 
administration; third, the process of PB has to be repeated (such cases as the 
referendum or one meeting on financial issues do not constitute PB); fourth, some 
form of public deliberation (specific meetings/forums) has to take place during 
the PB process (the opening of administrative meetings to the public is not PB); 
finally, some accountability for the results is required (Sintomer et al. 2008, 168).4 
 
The main body of the thesis at hand consists of four original articles investigating 
the concept of PB from several perspectives. First, the article “Participatory 
Budgeting at the Local Level: Challenges and Opportunities for New 
Democracies” examines and systematises the existing literature on different 
models of PB in Europe. Also, it outlines the main environmental variables that 
are likely to influence the applicability and feasibility of PB in different contexts 
and analyses the links between the contexts and the models. The same article 
discusses the applicability of different PB models in the new democracies in the 
CEE region (I). The book chapter “Local Democratic Renewal by Deliberative 
Participatory Instruments: Participatory Budgeting in Comparative Study” 
focuses on four cases of PB implementation in Europe: Germany, Spain, Slovakia 
and Estonia. The study looks at the actors driving and promoting PB, the 
instruments being implemented and the goals pursued. It also looks at the 
influence of Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) within the PB 
processes (II). Third, the article “Good Governance Starts from Procedural 
Changes: Case Study of Preparing Participatory Budgeting in the City of Tartu” 
demonstrates the practical experience of a new democracy in implementing this 
engagement procedure. The article outlines the challenges, choices and decisive 
factors that the municipality faced in the preparatory phase of the pilot project 
(III). The spread of PB in Estonia is investigated in the fourth paper, “Policy 
Diffusion at the Local Level: Participatory Budgeting in Estonia”, which looks 

                                                 
4 For the latest discussion on the identification and evaluation of PB practices, see 
Miller et al. (2017). 
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into the mechanisms of diffusion of this instrument and analyses the factors and 
actors that stimulated and inhibited the PB diffusion among LGs in Estonia (IV). 
 
The introduction of the thesis is structured as follows. First, the methodology for 
the investigation of PB from theoretical and empirical perspectives is described. 
Second, the theoretical models of PB in Europe are presented. This section 
examines various European versions of PB, the contexts they might fit in and their 
underlying values and objectives. Second, focusing on the empirical perspective, 
the opportunities and challenges of PB in the CEE region are discussed. This 
section of the introduction also presents the examination of the launch and 
diffusion mechanisms of PB in the Estonian LGs. Next, the discussion section 
addresses the question of what kind of PB travelled to Estonia and Europe and 
examines the topic of the transformation of the pioneering Brazilian model of PB 
into a success story of good governance. Finally, concluding remarks and the 
avenues for further research are presented. 
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METHODOLOGY 

The current thesis has two main goals: first, to examine theoretically the major 
versions of PB in Europe and, second, to investigate the applicability and 
feasibility of PB in the CEE region with a particular focus on Estonia. Estonia 
constitutes a useful case for studying the practice of PB, because of the relatively 
unfavourable conditions for the spread of this participatory tool – being a new 
democracy, it has limited traditions of using engagement mechanisms at the local 
level. Also, the novelty of the PB process in Estonia enables us to study the 
subject using a qualitative approach and gain an in-depth understanding of PB 
implementation and diffusion. The empirical study uses qualitative methods to 
answer the research questions. It relies on the following sources of information: 
 
First, for the theory-building part of the thesis, desk research was undertaken, 
covering the academic studies on PB as well as on the more general topics of 
citizen participation at the local level, citizen participation in budgeting and 
participatory governance. The author of the thesis was responsible for the creation 
of the framework of process-design elements of PB, the examination of the PB 
models in Europe and the analysis of the potential match between them and 
environmental characteristics (I). 
 
Second, for the analysis of the feasibility of PB and the applicability of different 
PB models in the new democracies of the CEE region (I), the literature on 
territorial and fiscal decentralisation, territorial fragmentation, self-governance 
and local democracy in post-communist Europe was examined. It has to be 
emphasised, however, that the thesis has no intention to investigate any specific 
problems in CEE countries and their possible solutions with the help of PB. The 
focus remains on the concept of PB and its applicability in the new democracies 
– the new member states of the European Union (Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, 
Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, the Slovak Republic and 
Slovenia) (I). The author of the thesis was engaged in the analysis of the 
applicability of different models in the CEE context. 
 
Third, the case studies from Spain, Germany, Estonia and Slovakia are analysed 
via desk research. This study examines the actors driving and promoting PB, the 
processes being implemented and the goals pursued (II). The analysis of the 
Estonian experience in implementing PB was undertaken by the author of the 
thesis. 
 
Fourth, in order to analyse the PB preparation process in the City of Tartu, Estonia 
(III), three discussion sessions with a focus group consisting of 10-12 people 
were conducted between April and June 2013. The virtue of this method lies in 
the ability to produce a considerable amount of information: as people engage in 
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a dialogue, the conversation is nonlinear, and different perspectives can be 
brought up at any time (Johnson 2002). The choice of participants for the focus 
group was based on the combination of self-selection and purposeful selection. 
An invitation to the meeting to discuss the implementation possibilities of PB in 
Tartu was sent to all political parties in the City Council. The group also included 
the City Secretary5, the head of the Legal Department, the representatives of the 
Financial and Public Relations Departments of the city, who were personally 
invited to the meeting. The author of the thesis was responsible for the analysis 
of the empirical data gathered during the focus groups and the elaboration of the 
theoretical framework. 
 
Fourth, in order to explore the diffusion mechanisms of PB in Estonia (IV) as 
well as to identify the factors and actors that influenced the spread of this 
instrument, semi-structured face-to-face and telephone interviews were 
conducted with LG officials from 13 (out of 14) municipalities implementing PB 
in Estonia by January 2016. The interviews were conducted between January and 
April 2016. Semi-structured interviews allow for clarifications and also serve as 
an exploratory tool for generating context-dependent knowledge, which is 
particularly significant in researching PB (Johnson 2002; Rubin and Rubin 2011). 
The municipalities were approached with the request to conduct an interview with 
the person who has the most information about the PB process in the given 
city/parish. In terms of composition, 9 interviews were conducted with elected 
officials and the remaining ones with civil servants. Also, in order to get a 
comprehensive understanding of the PB processes in the municipalities, the legal 
acts (local decrees) and the public webpages of the municipalities were examined, 
personal communication via e-mail was conducted, and some statistical data was 
gathered. The latter as well as all interviews were conducted and transcribed by 
the author of the thesis. She was also involved in the elaboration of the theoretical 
framework on policy diffusion and the analysis of the gathered data. 
 

  

                                                 
5 This is the key position within the local bureaucracy. The City Secretary (linnasekretär) 
is the head of the office, who is responsible for monitoring the legality of all regulations 
passed and preparing materials for the government and the council (Mäeltsemees 2012). 
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THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES: SKETCHING AND 
VISUALISING THE EUROPEAN MODELS OF PB 

This section presents the theoretical perspectives on different versions of PB, with 
a particular emphasis on PB in Europe. It defines the main variables of the PB 
process, outlines the ideal types/models of PB practices identified in the literature 
and proposes the links between different contexts and models. Subsequently, it 
looks at the different objectives that European models of PB might pursue and 
outline their underlying values. For this purpose, different PB models are placed 
into the three-dimensional “Democracy Cube” (Fung 2006) framework and 
contrasted visually. 

PB Process Design Elements, European Models and Contexts 

In order not to get lost in the numerous examples of PB and to study the process 
in a systematic way, the thesis identifies the main elements of PB design (I). The 
process design elements have been analysed and synthesised, drawing on the PB-
related research in Latin America and Europe (Cabannes 2004; Sintomer et al. 
2010; Talpin 2007) and research on participatory governance and participation in 
budgeting (Fung 2006; Ebdon and Franklin 2006). 
 
The elements encompass the following (see Table 1). First, setting up “the rules 
of the game” (e.g. themes for discussion, criteria for the allocation of resources 
etc.) by the PB body or institution that is leading the process. Next, the scope of 
participation, participants’ selection methods and the types of participation 
mechanisms are defined. Multiple variations are available at this stage: for 
example, the procedure can be targeted towards a specific social group; 
participation can be direct or indirect through the delegates; different territorial 
levels can be involved etc. The subject of deliberation (e.g. service delivery or 
investments) and the mode of decision-making (e.g. voting, consensus) can also 
vary. The empowerment element refers to the extent to which the citizens have 
influence over the final decision: PB can be a consultative process or grant a de-
facto decision-making power to the citizens (I). 
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Table 1. Process Design Elements of Participatory Budgeting 

Source: (I) 

 
The various configurations of these elements form different PB models: the ideal 
types that help us to understand and systematise the myriad examples of PB cases 
in Europe. The PB models are extracted from the studies by Sintomer et al. (2008, 
2010, 2016) and adjusted to the framework of process-design elements presented 
above. The thesis outlines five PB models: Porto Alegre adapted for Europe, 
which has preserved the basic features of the Brazilian case, proximity 
participation and consultation on public finance, which have a consultative 
nature, and multi-stakeholder and community PB, which are oriented towards 
organised citizens (I). 
 
The model of Porto Alegre adapted for Europe is characterised by the 
participation of individual citizens in open meetings at the neighbourhood level. 
The multi-layered structure of participation is present in this model – special 
delegates are elected to participate in the meetings at the higher territorial levels 
(district and city levels). The proposals are being ranked by the district and city 
delegates by applying social-justice criteria. The final list constitutes a 
participatory budget proposal, which is presented at the municipal council and is 
later incorporated into the city budget. The Spanish examples of PB are assumed 
to be the closest variations of the Brazilian model (I; II; Cabannes and Lipietz 
2015; Sintomer et al. 2008, 2016; Talpin 2011).6 
                                                 
6 Spanish examples of PB (e.g. in Cordoba, Seville) have the emphasis on social justice 
and redistribution towards marginalised groups (Sintomer et al. 2016, 61-68; Cabannes 
and Lipietz 2015; Talpin 2011, 43-45). For instance, Seville has two types of social-
justice criteria implemented in the PB process: objective and subjective. The objective 
criterion gives points to the proposals based on the statistical data about the population 

PB decision-making body ‐ Who sets up “the rules of the game”? 

Participation 
 

‐ How are participants being selected? 
‐ What type of participation mechanisms is used?  
‐ How do citizens participate? (direct vs indirect 

participation) 
‐ How are the meetings organized? (territorial or 

thematic logic, city, district or neighbourhood 
level) 

Deliberation 

‐ What is being deliberated? (investments or 
service delivery, projects or general areas) 

‐ How do participants communicate and make 
decisions? 

Empowerment ‐ What role does the civil society play?  
Control and monitoring ‐ Who controls the implementation of the budget? 
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Proximity participation and consultation on public-finance models are featured 
by the process of “selective listening”; i.e. the results of the deliberation are being 
summed up by local authorities, who later implement only those proposals that 
are in accordance with their own vision. Participation takes place via citizens’ 
assemblies, and associations can play hardly any role. In the proximity 
participation model, proposals are not ranked, and decisions are usually taken by 
consensus with representatives of the authorities moderating the discussion. 
Consultation on public finance is mostly directed towards making the financial 
situation of a city more transparent. It can, for instance, focus on generating 
proposals to rebalance the budget (staff cuts, reduced public expenditure, tax 
increases) or getting feedback on services delivered by public providers. The 
main feature of these two models is the fact that they are purely consultative (I; 
Sintomer et al. 2008, 2010). While the model of consultation on public finance is 
usually represented by German examples7 (II; Ruesch and Wagner 2014; 
Herzberg 2011), the proximity participation tends to be used in small French 
municipalities (Sintomer et al. 2008; Röcke 2014). 
 
Community participatory budgeting and multi-stakeholder participation are 
characterised by the participation of organised groups who are invited to propose 
projects for the investment funds in the social, cultural and environmental sectors. 
Another feature of these models lies in the fact that only part of the money under 
discussion comes from the LG; that is, funds can also be given by international 
organisations, NGOs, private companies or from the national government. Hence, 
a board or a committee of different stakeholders decide on the acceptance of 
proposals. In the community PB, businesses are excluded: funding is provided by 
a national or international programme. Even though the committee screens the 
proposals (ensuring that they meet the rules of the process), the final decision on 
which project receives funding is taken by the residents via voting. Given the 

                                                 
affected and the socio-economic situation of the area. Here, the aim is to “give more to 
those who have less”. The subjective criterion, on the other hand, focuses on the ability 
of proposals to foster tolerance, social justice, multiculturalism, gender equality etc. The 
delegates, therefore, have to argue and convince each other how many points to give to 
each proposal (Talpin 2011, 62). 
7 The German PBs have little in common with the Brazilian model of Porto Alegre; their 
objective is modernisation through citizens’ participation. The PB model in Germany 
rests on three pillars: information, consultation and accountability. The first phase is 
focused on the information provision to the citizens about the public budget in general 
and the PB procedure. During the second phase, citizens can make proposals and suggest 
ideas; however, the decision on the implementation of the proposals remains in the hands 
of the municipal council. After the evaluation of the proposals, they are used by policy-
makers as a basis for decision-making. Finally, in the accountability phase, the authorities 
provide information about the participation, i.e. explain their decision regarding the 
proposals. Hence, in Germany, PB has a consultative character (II; Ruesch and Wagner 
2014; Herzberg 2011; Röcke 2014). 
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financial participation of the private sector in the multi-stakeholder model it can 
be assumed that private sponsors might influence the outcome of the process. This 
type of participation can be considered PB only in case the larger part of financial 
resources comes from the local municipality. Furthermore, participation has to 
take the form of a forum rather than a committee meeting. The multi-stakeholder 
participation model exists in Eastern Europe, and the community PB model is 
mostly used in the UK (I; Sintomer et al. 2016; Blakey 2007; Röcke).



Table 2. European PB models 

Source: (I) 

Porto Alegre 
adapted for 

Europe 

Proximity 
participation 

Consultation 
on public 
finance 

Community 
participatory 

budgeting 

Multi-
stakeholder 

participation 

Decision-
making 

body 

Council 
composed of 
citizens’ elected 
delegates 

Local 
administration 

Local 
administration 

A committee 
composed of 
representatives 
of LG, NGOs, 
state 
organisations 

A committee 
composed of 
representati-
ves of LG, 
NGOs, state 
organisations, 
private sector 

Partici-
pation 

Participants’ selection methods 
Self-selection Self-selection Random 

selection 
Targeted 
selection 

Targeted 
selection 

Scope of participation 
Single active 
citizens 

Single active 
citizens 

“Ordinary” 
citizens 

Organized 
citizens 

Organized 
citizens 
together with 
private 
enterprise 

Participation mechanisms 
Open meetings 
at 
neighbourhood 
level, delegates 
at town level 

Open meetings 
at 
neighbourhood 
and town level 

Open meetings 
or citizens’ 
forums at town 
level 

Different 
kinds of 
meetings at 
neighbour-
hood level, 
delegates at 
town level 

Closed 
meetings at 
town level 

Delibe-
ration 

Focus of discussion 
Public 
investments 

Micro-local 
public 
investments or 
broad 
guidelines of 
town policy 

Overall budget 
or offer of 
services 

Concrete 
community 
projects 

Concrete 
projects 
financed by 
public/private 
partnerships 

Modes of communication 
Develop 
preferences 

Listen as 
spectators, 
express 
preferences 

Listen as 
spectators, 
express 
preferences 

Express, 
develop 
preferences 

Express, 
develop 
preferences 

Formality of the process 
Projects ranked 
according to 
criteria of 
distributive 
justice, 
formalised rules 

No ranking of 
investments or 
actions, 
informal rules 

No ranking of 
services, 
possible 
ranking of 
priorities, 
rather informal 
rules 

Projects 
ranked, 
formal rules 

Projects 
ranked, 
formal rules 

Empower- 
ment 

Decision-
making power 

Consultation Consultation Cogoverning 
partnership 

Cogoverning 
partnership 

Control 
and 

monitoring 

Council 
composed of 
citizens’ elected 
delegates 

Local 
administration 

Local 
administration 

Local 
administration 
+ donors 

Local 
administration 
+ donors 

16
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Each PB model is likely to fit certain contexts better than to others. Hence, the 
thesis looks at different “environmental” or contextual variables, both at the 
country and local levels, that are likely to influence the applicability of different 
PB models. The country-level variables include but are not limited to the degree 
of local financial autonomy and political culture, while local-level variables 
concern certain characteristics of a local government, such as size, diversity and 
prosperity (I). 
 
The thesis argues that large, heterogeneous and rather prosperous cities that have 
high financial autonomy and a predominantly moralistic-traditionalistic political 
culture could adopt the model of Porto Alegre adapted for Europe. Consultation-
based models (proximity participation and consultation on public finance) could 
fit municipalities with individualistic political culture and average financial 
autonomy. Small homogeneous municipalities might find proximity participation 
suitable, while consultation on public finance models are likely to fit 
municipalities with diverse characteristics. The models that rely on the 
participation of organised interests – community PB and multi-stakeholder 
participation – could be applicable in large, heterogeneous cities with average-to-
high financial autonomy. Community PB could be feasible in a political culture 
with moralistic elements, whereas the multi-stakeholder participation model 
might match the individualistic type of political culture (I). 
 
 
 Table 3. Which model for which environment? 

 
 

Porto Alegre 
adapted for 

Europe 

Proximity 
participation 

Consultation 
on public 
finance 

Community 
participatory 

budgeting 

Multi-
stakeholder 

participation 

Financial 
autonomy 
(low/ average/ 
high degree) 

High Average Average Average-high Average-high 

Political culture 
(individualistic/
moralistic/ 
traditionalistic) 

Moralistic/ 
Traditionalistic 

Individualistic Individualistic Moralistic/ 
individualistic 

Individualistic 

Size  
(large/small) 

Large Small Variable Large Large 

Diversity 
(heterogeneous/ 
homogeneous) 

Heterogeneous Homogeneous Heterogeneous Heterogeneous Heterogeneous 

Prosperity 
(low/average/ 
high level) 

High Low-average Average Low-average Low-average 

Source: (I) 
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Given the variety of PB models in Europe, it is essential to underline the different 
democratic values that these models are striving to pursue as well as different 
underpinning logics of PB practices. The next section will uncover these aspects 
and visually contrast European PB models. 

Different Objectives of European PBs and their Underlying Values 

The literature on citizen participation emphasises that particular participatory 
designs are suited to specific objectives, and no design can serve all aims/values 
simultaneously (Fung 2006; Ebdon and Franklin 2006; Bryson et al. 2012; 
Robbins et al. 2008). For instance, Fung (2006) argues that participatory 
mechanisms might address different democratic values: legitimacy, justice or 
effectiveness of public action. He proposes the three-dimensional institutional 
space (the Democracy Cube) in order to demonstrate different participatory 
mechanisms and the values they pursue. Also, the PB-related literature (e.g. 
Cabannes and Lipietz 2015; Demediuk et al. 2012) argues that there are different 
underpinning logics of PB cases, and various PBs might pursue different 
objectives. In particular, Demediuk et al. (2012) look at the possible objectives of 
PB along the continuum (Figure 5), where at one end PB is presumed to promote 
better services and infrastructure (service delivery orientation); PB is used as a 
device for getting good ideas for policies and programmes. At the other end, PB 
aims at improving the connection of citizens with the community and with the 
local government (democracy orientation). The sloping line indicates the 
increasing emphasis of one of the orientations, e.g. if the municipality moves 
towards the left, it reduces the service-delivery orientation. 

 

 

  
 

Source: Demediuk et al. (2012) 
Figure 5. Primary ends of PB 
 

Furthermore, Cabannes and Lipietz (2015) present the divergent logics 
underpinning PB experiments: technocratic, good governance and political. First, 
PB can be used as a managerial/technocratic tool with the aim of efficiency 
improvement and optimisation of scarce public resources and service delivery. 
This logic corresponds to the “better services” objective of the PB continuum, 
while the next two are reflected at the other end of the continuum put forward by 

Good connection
Good ideas 

Democracy orientation Service-delivery orientation
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Demediuk et al. (2012). Second, the logic can be driven by the aspirations of 
“good governance”, i.e. PB can have the objective of establishing new 
relationships between citizens and governments, to deepen social ties and 
improve governance. It is usually a government-led process, with or without 
increased decision-making power for the citizens. Third, the logic can be political 
with the aim to “radically democratise democracy”, to facilitate the bottom-up 
approach to policy-making and to build participatory democracy in the context of 
the perceived failure of representative democracy (Geissel 2009; Cabannes and 
Lipietz 2015, 11).8 
 
The framework of the Democracy Cube, elaborated by Fung (2006), enables us 
to link the practices of PB to general discourse on citizen-participation methods. 
It also allows us to comparatively visualise and contrast different European 
models of PB and to reflect on what kind of democratic values they mainly serve 
– legitimacy, justice or effectiveness of public action. The Democracy Cube is 
formed by three questions of institutional design: 1) who participates; 2) how do 
they communicate and make decisions; 3) what is the connection between their 
opinions and public action (Fung 2006). This analytic approach strives to 
encompass the variety of different participatory mechanisms and take the 
pragmatic perspective to participation that enables us to understand the potential 
and limits of participatory forms. This stands in contrast to Arnstein’s famous 
“Ladder of Participation”, where she presents eight ladder rungs of 
empowerment: manipulation, therapy, informing, consultation, placation, 
partnership, delegated power and citizen control (Arnstein 1969, 217). Arnstein’s 
approach, however, fuses the empirical scale with a normative approach to 
participation, since, as Fung (2006) argues, in some cases a consultative role 
(what Arnstein calls a “window-dressing ritual”) might be more appropriate than 
full empowerment (Arnstein 1969, 218; Fung 2006). 
 
The thesis places the European PB models into the framework of the Democracy 
Cube (Figure 6). One can observe that different models occupy distinct regions 
of the Cube that demonstrate the advancement of particular values. 
 
The consultative PB models are likely to occupy the largest space in the Cube. 
Initiatives in this space aim at enhancing legitimacy – they are seeking to design 
tools that are more inclusive and representative on the participant dimension and 
more intensive on the communicative dimension. For instance, they might seek 
representativeness through random selection or targeted recruitment and attempt 
                                                 
8 These logics are not mutually exclusive and can change over time. Also, different PB 
experiments, depending on the underlying motivations, can lead to different institutional 
anchoring within local government. For instance, if PB is used as a 
managerial/technocratic tool, it might be anchored in the financial or planning 
department; if PB is aiming at increasing social ties, a specific department to house the 
initiative might be created (Cabannes and Lipietz 2015). 
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to provide education materials to shift the mode of communication from 
preference expression to preference development (Fung 2006). Likewise, the 
consultative European PB models usually have open and self-selection methods 
on the dimension of participation, using (at least sometimes) random selection 
methods (e.g. consultation on public-finance model) (Sintomer et al. 2016). They 
enable participants to express and develop their preferences but do not grant them 
any decision-making power. In this category, PB is likely to be used as a good 
governance or managerial instrument (Röcke 2014; Cabannes and Lipietz 2015). 
 
The models that focus on the participation of organised interests might 
correspond to the area of the Cube that is occupied by participatory institutions 
seeking to strengthen the effectiveness of public engagement. These initiatives 
are likely to involve small groups of people, e.g. lay stakeholders with a deep 
interest in the subject and willingness to devote time and energy to participation. 
On the communicative and decision-making dimension, these institutions operate 
through deliberation, and on the dimension of influence and authority, these 
designs prescribe the shift of substantial authority to participating citizens who 
might otherwise be reluctant to make the sacrifices of time and energy (Fung 
2006; LaFrance and Balogun 2012). Hence, the models of participation of 
organised interests are likely to correspond to the co-governing mode on the 
dimension of influence and authority and also involve either professional (multi-
stakeholder model) or lay stakeholders (community PB) that usually deliberate 
on the acceptance of proposals (as a board or committee involving NGOs, private-
sector and local authorities) and/or vote on the final list of proposals (Sintomer et 
al. 2008). 
 
The model of Porto Alegre adapted for Europe is occupying the space of the 
mechanisms that seek to enhance justice by changing the actors that possess 
decision-making power. The participatory initiatives in this category look for 
open participation with the incentives for the disadvantaged to participate and 
enable participants to exercise direct authority. On the third dimension 
(communication and decision), their distinctive feature is that the voices of 
excluded groups are counted; these mechanisms do not have to be fully 
deliberative (Fung 2006). Hence, the underpinning logic of PB here is political, 
having the aim of deepening democracy and giving power to the people, 
especially to the excluded (Cabannes and Lipietz 2015; Talpin 2011). 
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Source: Fung (2006) adjusted by the author 
Figure 6. PB models located in a democracy cube 

 
From this perspective, we can observe that the European PB models are aiming 
at enhancing different democratic values. The model of Porto Alegre adapted for 
Europe is likely to focus on increasing justice by changing the actors that possess 
decision-making power. Consultation-based models are more likely to be focused 
on enhancing legitimacy, since they are aiming to be more inclusive, while the 
models of organised interests might pursue the value of the effectiveness of the 
public input, since they involve lay and professional stakeholders and also try to 
shift authority to the citizens who participate (co-governance mode of decision-
making). 
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EMPIRICAL PERSPECTIVE: PB IN THE CEE REGION 
AND IN ESTONIA 

This section of the introduction examines the application of PB in the countries 
of the CEE region and in Estonia from an empirical perspective. It looks at the 
challenges and opportunities that the implementation of PB provides for the CEE 
countries, however, having no intention to investigate in depth any specific 
problems of the region and their possible solutions with the help of PB. It further 
presents the exploration of the initiation and diffusion of PB in Estonian local 
governments, paying attention to the factors and actors that have influenced the 
spread of this participatory process. 

Challenges and Opportunities for the CEE countries 

The countries in the Central and Eastern European region are often seen in the 
academic literature on local government as a distinct group due to their historical 
background and recent radical decentralisation (e.g. Loughlin et al. 2010; Heinelt 
and Hlepas 2006). Their shared communist past usually leads to the 
methodological choice to set these countries apart from their Western European 
neighbours (Meyer-Sahling 2009). However, the uniform influence of the 
communist legacy on the administrative development in the region has been 
strongly debated. The legacy-picture for this region is more diverse than the one-
size-fits-all assumption; there is not one but many legacies that might affect post-
communist administrative developments (Meyer-Sahling 2009). Also, in terms of 
local-government development, Swianiewicz (2014) argues that despite some 
common issues, there is considerable variation within the region, which includes 
such dimensions as functional decentralisation, territorial organisation, local 
electoral systems and the role of national political parties.9 Nevertheless, 
acknowledging all differences and varied legacies, there are some common 
features of this region that might affect the applicability of PB. 
 
Swianiewicz (2014) notes that the belief in the ideas of decentralisation was 
shared among CEE countries at the beginning of the transformation. The romantic 
localism of the early transition period contributed to the strong commitments of 
the post-communist regimes to re-establishing genuine LGs that were seen as an 
antidote to the centralised state (Campbell and Coulson 2006; Regulska 2009; 
Baldersheim 2003). These remnants are likely to increase the appeal of PB to 

                                                 
9 Swianiewicz (2014) examines the variation of local-government systems within the 
Eastern European region and suggests a new typology of LGs in the region based on the 
following criteria: 1) territorial organisation, 2) functional decentralisation (scope of 
functions provided by LGs), 3) financial autonomy and 4) horizontal power relations. 
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local decision-makers as well as communities. On the other hand, the 
applicability of PB models in the CEE countries is likely to be influenced by the 
heritage of “democratic centralism” characteristic to the Communist era: in the 
centrally planned economies, the policy decisions pertaining to revenues and 
expenditures were made at the central level, and the role of LGs was to implement 
the “central plan and will” at the local level (Bryson and Cornia 2004, 266). This 
implies that the LGs in the CEE region had to struggle to overcome the inherited 
weaknesses of local-level decision-making structures. This centralist heritage is 
likely to act as an obstacle to implementing PB (I; Yoder 2003, Fölscher 2007). 
Swianiewicz (2014) also argues that decentralisation reforms in the CEE region 
coincided with the time of the new trends in management in Western Europe 
(such as NPM) that were advocated to CEE countries frequently through the 
experts working for the development programmes. The LGs in the regions hence 
had to experience the tension between legalism and managerialism, i.e. 
introducing the rule of law (in the Weberian sense) and NPM (New Public 
Management) in parallel (Campbell and Coulson 2006).10 
 
From the perspective of the territorial structure of the LGs, the CEE region is 
rather diversified, since the last two decades witnessed territorial fragmentation 
as well as consolidation reforms. As a result, some of the countries in the region 
have rather large LGs (e.g. Lithuania, Bulgaria), while others are among the most 
territorially fragmented in Europe (the Czech Republic, Slovakia) (Swianiewicz 
2014). From this perspective, diversified approaches and various models might 
fit large municipalities. The fragmentation, however, can have two-fold 
implications for implementing PB and its different versions. On the one hand, the 
small size of LGs could be conducive to introducing the PB variants with more 
direct elements of participation (like involving all inhabitants of the jurisdiction 
in PB). However, one should analyse the need for an institutionalised form of PB 
in the context of strong existing links between voters and representatives and the 
closeness of inhabitants to the local authorities. On the other hand, the smallness 
of the LG units often implies limited financial resources, which may make large-
scale implementation of PB more complicated (I). 
 
The relatively limited financial autonomy of LGs in the region (see, e.g. Yilmaz 
et al. 2010; Rodríguez-Pose and Krøijer 2009, Swianiewicz 2014) constitutes an 
important challenge to implementing the more comprehensive forms of PB (such 
as the Porto Alegre adapted for Europe). However, as pointed out by Swianiewicz 
(2014), there is a group of countries, “the champions of decentralisation” – 
Hungary, Poland and Slovakia –, that have a relatively high level of financial 
autonomy compared to other countries in the region. Hence, in this group the 
Porto Alegre adapted for Europe model could be more feasible. As for others, 

                                                 
10 For the analysis of the use of NPM in the CEE administrations, see Drechsler (2005) 
and Drechsler and Randma-Liiv (2015). 
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there might be space for PB models that fit the contexts with an average-to-low 
level of financial autonomy (e.g. proximity participation and consultation on 
public finance) (I). The degree of the revenue autonomy that is guaranteed by the 
municipality’s own revenues (Reiljan and Timpmann 2010) is rather constrained 
in the CEE region, where the proportion of own taxes in the total revenues is 
relatively low (Dabla-Norris 2006; Rodríguez-Pose and Krøijer 2009). In general, 
the funds of the LGs in the region have been squeezed due to the fiscal stress 
throughout the transition period and the capture of the tax base by the central 
governments (Bryson and Cornia 2004). On the other hand, PB practices may 
lead to an increase of the budgetary leeway of the LGs, if they enable the LGs to 
engage in more extensive local revenue-raising efforts than before (I). For 
instance, Cabannes (2004) notes that the cities that have implemented PB have 
experienced an increase in tax revenues, owing to higher tax compliance of the 
citizens. Also, in case of fiscal stress, the involvement of the public in making the 
difficult trade-offs might help the LGs to deal with the dilemmas of cutback 
management (Ebdon and Franklin 2006; Franklin et al. 2009). The fundamental 
choices of how much service to provide and how much revenue to raise are 
particularly controversial when revenues and incomes are in decline. These 
choices are also featured by information asymmetry, when the citizens might not 
be aware about the true constraints that decision-makers face while trying to 
provide the optimal amount of services (Robbins et al. 2008). This is the case of 
German PBs that emerged during the municipal financial crisis and are, hence, 
focused on modernisation, service provision and spending cuts through citizens’ 
participation (II; Ruesch and Wagner 2014; Herzberg 2011). Furthermore, fiscal 
crises are often seen as “windows of opportunity” for pushing changes and 
reforms. It is argued that policy-makers are motivated to depart from incremental 
reform paths because of the sense of urgency (Keeler 1993; Cepiku et al. 2016; 
Raudla et al. 2015). This might provide the opportunity for civic actors to push 
for more extensive engagement processes. On the other hand, since the fiscal 
stress reduces the amount of “slack” resources (Raudla and Savi 2015), it might 
become a strong obstacle for the implementation of PBs related to investments. 
 
Presumably, one the strongest impediments to the adoption of PB in the CEE 
region is the weakness of civil society and the prevailing political culture. The 
region is characterised by the popular distrust in political institutions and the 
apathy of citizens in terms of their involvement in public matters (Regulska 2009; 
Fölscher 2007; Greskovits 2015; Hooghe and Quintelier 2013). As Hooghe and 
Quintelier (2013) argue, the low political participation levels in the CEE countries 
might not be the effect of an authoritarian legacy, as the socialisation perspective 
assumes, but rather the effect of current experiences of the citizens in this region 
with corruption, abuse of power and discriminatory practices. The 
implementation of the Porto Alegre adapted for Europe model would then be 
especially challenging, since this model implies active citizenry and politicians 
willing to delegate significant decision-making powers. Proximity participation 
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and consultation on public finance could be feasible models to start with 
experimenting with PB. However, because of the observed weakness of the civil 
society in the region, PB could be viewed as an instrument for developing the 
civil society. PB venues could become the “citizenship schools” for practising 
one’s voice and choice on local-level issues. Also, PB could become the vehicle 
through which the local-government authorities practice participatory 
mechanisms. Therefore, the experimentation with the variants of the Porto Alegre 
model could be conducive to stimulating the development of civil society (I). 
 
Hence, the LGs in the CEE region could start experimenting with PB from the 
service-delivery orientation on the continuum of PB objectives and gradually 
move along the continuum to the improvement of the connection between the 
citizens and authorities (democracy orientation) (Figure 5). Given the weakness 
of the civil society, it might be more feasible to “attract” the citizens initially by 
very tangible benefits rather than attempt to implement ideal deliberative 
procedures. Enhancing legitimacy in the context of popular distrust in political 
institutions could be the primary aim of the local authorities. However, as seen 
from the Democracy Cube framework presented in the previous section, the 
models pursuing this value tend to be consultative, since they try to be the most 
inclusive on the participants’ dimension. Purely consultative procedures, 
however, might not be advisable in the context of low trust. Hence, the 
implementation of ICTs enabling the involvement of many participants as well as 
providing binding results might be beneficial. On the other hand, the need for the 
combination of online and offline methods could be crucial in the CEE context, 
since the gradual shift towards the democracy orientation would imply the 
strengthening of social ties in the community, which is likely to be achieved by 
offline deliberative forums and discussions. 
 
Nevertheless, there is obviously no uniform one-size-fits-all PB model for the 
LGs in the CEE region. Central government as well as institutionalised civil 
society may try to make LGs aware of different options in the “PB menu” and 
encourage experimentation with different models (I). It would be counteractive, 
however, to view PB “as a recipe for ‘implanting’ participation and 
transparency”, as some international agencies and donors have come to see it 
(Cabannes 2004, 40). 

The Launch and Diffusion of PB in Estonian Local Governments 

The concept of PB in Estonia was advocated by an Estonian non-governmental 
organisation – e-Governance Academy Foundation (eGA). It introduced the idea 
to LGs in Estonia back in 2011, in the framework of a project funded by the Open 
Estonia Foundation. In spring 2013, the City of Tartu became the first 
municipality in Estonia to try PB. It is worth noting that Tartu cannot be 
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considered a representative city among the Estonian local governments. Having 
a population of roughly 100,000 inhabitants, it is the second largest city of 
Estonia. The city positions itself as the “intellectual capital” of Estonia and “the 
city of good thoughts”, trying to engage its residents in decision-making 
processes on different local issues, using online channels (III; IV). 
 
The preparatory phase of the pilot project in Tartu in 2013 was not without 
difficulties. Political confrontations and financial autonomy constraints were 
among the most critical challenges of the PB preparation process. The political 
will to pilot the initiative as well as the leading role of the independent and neutral 
think-tank helped to overcome the difficulties confronted. Also, the previous 
experience of Tartu in engaging citizens via ICTs has formed a favourable 
political and civic culture, which was decisive in the success of the preparatory 
phase (III). 
 
Although initially, only the city of Tartu showed interest in adopting PB, soon 
after Tartu’s experiences with PB received nationwide attention, other LGs 
decided to jump on the bandwagon. By January 2016, 14 municipalities in Estonia 
have already implemented the PB initiative. Table 4 gives an overview of these 
cases. As Table 4 indicates, PB has been adopted by larger and medium-sized 
municipalities: none of the LGs with PB have less than 2,000 inhabitants (IV).11 
 
Briefly, the PB procedure in the Estonian LGs consists of the following stages 
(see Figure 7). Firstly, the municipality decides on the amount of funds from the 
local budget to be allocated for PB. It usually constitutes only a small fraction of 
the local budget. Secondly, the input from the residents is gathered via the 
submission of project proposals. Third, the technical analysis of the feasibility of 
the project proposals is carried out by the city officials. In contrast to most LGs 
practicing PB, which do not have face-to-face deliberation (except for recent 
development in Viljandi), the City of Tartu has the discussion seminars following 
this stage, where the selection of the final list of the proposals for voting is made 
by the residents, officials and experts in the concrete topic under discussion. 
Finally, voting on the proposals takes place via two alternative information 
systems. Depending on the local regulations, one or two of the proposals gaining 
the largest number of votes is implemented by the local authorities (IV). 
 

 
Source: the author 
Figure 7. PB procedure in Estonia 

                                                 
11 As of January 2017, 20 LGs in Estonia have tried PB. 
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The variations between the LGs include the characteristics of the voting 
procedure. In addition to the different platforms in use, the number of votes per 
participant can also vary, as some municipalities wish to broaden the choice of 
the voter. Also, in some cases the voting results are disclosed in real time during 
the voting period, which, according to some municipalities, fosters competition. 
In other cases, such as Tartu, the voting results can be seen after the voting period 
has finished in order not to influence the choice of the voter. With few exceptions, 
all municipalities have the additional opportunity of paper voting. The amount of 
financial resources allocated for PB constitutes another major difference. This can 
range from 5,000 to 150,00012 EUR, in the case of Tartu the latter is split into two 
parts, i.e. the project proposals are expected to cost 75,000 EUR, and two 
proposals will receive the funding. The duration as well as the timing of the 
process also varies greatly (IV; e-Riigi Akadeemia 2014a, 2014b, 2015). 
 
The information systems available for Estonian LGs for a fee13 – KOVTP and 
VOLIS – enable online voting in PB procedures. More specifically, KOVTP14 is 
a service portal for LGs that offers a website solution with a predefined layout of 
information and an interface with various applications. It is a more popular and 
affordable system15 for LGs than VOLIS.16 The latter is the information system 
that makes it possible to conduct meetings and sessions online and that also has 
the specific PB functionality that was developed for the pilot project of Tartu. 
Both systems have a module that enables public voting via an ID card and the 
function to automatically check the residency of the voter according to the 
population registry (III; IV). The PB module in VOLIS enables the submission 
of the proposals and has the required security features for personal and voting 
data, while the voting enabled by KOVTP was designed for conducting public 
polls only. The latter does not prevent double voting, which implies that the 
municipality has to monitor the voting data (presented in Excel) and manually 
delete the double voters (IV).

                                                 
12 The city of Tartu increased PB funds from 140,000 to 150,000 in spring 2016 (Official 
website of the Tartu Government). 
13 The monthly charge is 34 EUR for KOVTP and 63 EUR for VOLIS (IV). 
14 KOVTP is the Estonian acronym for “service portal for a local government” – “kohaliku 
omavalitsuse teenusportaal” (IV). 
15 As of spring 2016, KOVTP was used by approximately 150 LGs, while VOLIS had 25 
active clients (IV). 
16 VOLIS is the Estonian acronym for “information system for local councils” – “volikogu 
infosüsteem” (IV). 



28 

T
ab

le
 4

. P
B

 c
as

es
 in

 E
st

on
ia

n
 lo

ca
l g

ov
er

n
m

en
ts

 (
Ja

n
u

ar
y 

20
16

) 
L

oc
al

 
G

ov
er

nm
en

t 
(c

it
ie

s 
an

d 
pa

ri
sh

es
) 

P
op

ul
at

io
n 

T
he

 in
it

ia
to

r 
of

 P
B

 
In

ce
pt

io
n 

of
 P

B
 

(y
ea

r)
 

A
m

ou
nt

 o
f 

m
on

ey
 f

or
 

P
B

 (
E

U
R

) 

V
ot

in
g 

m
et

ho
d 

V
O

L
IS

/K
O

V
T

P
/p

ap
er

  

T
ur

no
ut

 
(%

) 
L

as
t P

B
 

vo
ti

ng
 

%
 o

f 
to

ta
l 

bu
dg

et
 

T
ar

tu
 C

it
y 

98
,3

32
 

eG
A

 
A

ug
us

t 2
01

3 
14

0,
00

0 
 

V
O

L
IS

 +
 o

n 
pa

pe
r 

4.
7 

0.
09

 

K
ur

es
sa

ar
e 

C
it

y 
13

,0
09

 
E

le
ct

or
al

 c
am

pa
ig

n 
20

13
 

A
pr

il
 2

01
4 

30
,0

00
 

V
O

L
IS

 +
 o

n 
pa

pe
r 

3.
8 

0.
15

 

E
lv

a 
C

it
y 

5,
66

6 
E

le
ct

or
al

 c
am

pa
ig

n 
20

13
 

O
ct

ob
er

 2
01

4 
10

,0
00

 
on

ly
 V

O
L

IS
 

4.
6 

0.
11

 

V
il

ja
nd

i C
ity

 
17

,5
49

 
H

ea
d 

of
 th

e 
Pa

ri
sh

 
C

ou
nc

il
/e

G
A

 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
4 

30
,0

00
 

V
O

L
IS

 +
 o

n 
pa

pe
r 

5.
1 

0.
13

 

T
õr

va
 C

it
y 

2,
69

0 
E

le
ct

or
al

 c
am

pa
ig

n 
20

13
 

D
ec

em
be

r 
20

14
 

10
,0

00
  

K
O

V
T

P
17

 +
 o

n 
pa

pe
r 

3.
1 

0.
26

 

L
üg

an
us

e 
P

ar
is

h 
2,

94
1 

Pa
ri

sh
 E

ld
er

 
D

ec
em

be
r 

20
14

 
20

,0
00

  
D

ig
it

al
 s

ig
na

tu
re

 +
 o

n 
pa

pe
r 

5.
1 

0.
58

 

T
ap

a 
P

ar
is

h 
7,

73
9 

Pa
ri

sh
 E

ld
er

 
Ja

nu
ar

y 
20

15
 

15
,0

00
 

on
ly

 o
n 

pa
pe

r18
 

5.
7 

0.
18

 

P
uh

ja
 P

ar
is

h 
2,

21
9 

N
A

 
F

eb
ru

ar
y 

20
15

 
5,

00
0 

 
V

O
L

IS
 

N
A

 
0.

15
 

R
ap

la
 P

ar
is

h 
9,

05
1 

Pa
ri

sh
 C

ou
nc

il
 (

C
oa

li
ti

on
) 

A
pr

il
 2

01
5 

30
,0

00
  

K
O

V
T

P
 +

 o
n 

pa
pe

r 
3.

4 
0.

19
 

O
te

pä
ä 

P
ar

is
h 

3,
72

7 
Pa

ri
sh

 E
ld

er
 

A
ug

us
t 2

01
5 

8,
00

0 
 

K
O

V
T

P
 +

 o
n 

pa
pe

r 
2.

7 
0.

14
 

K
os

e 
P

ar
is

h 
7,

20
9 

Pa
ri

sh
 C

ou
nc

il
 (

O
pp

os
it

io
n)

 
Se

pt
em

be
r 

20
15

 
10

,0
00

  
K

O
V

T
P

 +
 o

n 
pa

pe
r 

2.
5 

0.
11

 

P
är

nu
 C

it
y 

39
,7

84
 

C
it

y 
G

ov
er

nm
en

t 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
5 

30
,0

00
  

V
O

L
IS

 +
 o

n 
pa

pe
r 

2.
2 

 
0.

05
 

K
ii

li
 P

ar
is

h 
5,

22
9 

H
ea

d 
of

 th
e 

P
ar

is
h 

C
ou

nc
il 

D
ec

em
be

r 
20

15
 

15
,0

00
 

K
O

V
T

P
 +

 o
n 

pa
pe

r 
13

.2
 

0.
19

 

H
al

ja
la

 P
ar

is
h 

2,
44

1 
Pa

ri
sh

 E
ld

er
/e

G
A

 
Ja

nu
ar

y 
20

16
 

7,
50

0 
K

O
V

T
P

 +
 o

n 
pa

pe
r 

4.
7 

0.
26

 

 S
ou

rc
e:

 (
IV

) 

17
 A

s 
of

 J
un

e 
20

17
, t

hi
s 

m
un

ic
ip

al
it

y 
is

 u
si

ng
 V

O
L

IS
 s

ys
te

m
 (

O
ff

ic
ia

l w
eb

si
te

).
 

18
 A

s 
of

 J
un

e 
20

17
, t

hi
s 

m
un

ic
ip

al
ity

 is
 u

si
ng

 V
O

L
IS

 s
ys

te
m

 in
 a

dd
iti

on
 to

 p
ap

er
 v

ot
in

g 
(O

ff
ic

ia
l w

eb
si

te
).
 



 

 29

It is worth noting that since the implementation of the pilot project, the model of 
PB in Tartu has been developed further and considerably improved, based on the 
experience gained every year. After the pilot project, the seminars involving both 
city-government officials and the representatives of civil-society organisations 
(CSOs) on how to improve the PB process followed in February and April 2014. 
One of the fundamental adjustments to the new updated model entailed the 
addition of the deliberative component to the PB procedure: the discussion 
forums involving the authors of the ideas, city-government officials and experts 
in the field were introduced. Besides the deliberative purpose, the participants of 
these forums have to select the ideas that will be put on public vote. Other 
amendments concerned the voting procedure: each participant could give three 
votes instead of one, and the voting results were not displayed in real time, but 
only after the voting was closed. The city government also organised specific 
courses for the authors of the proposals on how to better promote their ideas (e-
Riigi Akadeemia 2014a, 2014b, 2015). Recently, however, other LGs have also 
started to adjust their PB models. For instance, the City of Viljandi has updated 
the model in autumn 2016 by introducing an additional phase in PB procedure, 
which is similar to the change in Tartu. After the expert analysis of the proposals 
by the local authorities, the proposals are discussed and selected for voting during 
the seminar(s) involving the authors of the proposals, city councillors (both from 
coalition and opposition), representatives from Youth Council and Pensioners’ 
Advisory Board.19 
 
In terms of the spread of PB among Estonian LGs, the literature on policy 
diffusion can provide us with useful analytical lenses. Interdependent policy 
diffusion occurs when “one government’s decision about whether to adopt a 
policy innovation is influenced by the choices made by other governments” 
(Graham et al. 2013, 675). The thesis indicates that the spread of PB in Estonia 
has been driven by a combination of two diffusion mechanisms: imitation and 
learning (IV).20 The latter, according to the diffusion literature, takes place when 
policy actors update their beliefs about the effectiveness of a policy based on 
others’ experiences, whereas in the case of imitation, policy innovation is adopted 
because it helps to enhance the reputation and legitimacy of the adopter or it has 
become the norm (Douglas et al. 2015; Braun and Gilardi 2006; Simmons and 
Elkins 2004; Meseguer 2006). The thesis demonstrates that most of the Estonian 
LGs hoped that PB would activate the citizens and solve the problem of limited 

                                                 
19 Official website of the City Government of Viljandi. 
20 The numerous studies that have explored the process of policy diffusion have used 
various terms to capture the different mechanisms at play and also attempted to develop 
typologies of diffusion mechanisms (e.g. Braun and Gilardi 2006; Douglas et al. 2015; 
Gilardi 2003; Graham et al. 2013; Karch 2007). The most often used typology 
distinguishes between four mechanisms of diffusion: learning, imitation, competition and 
coercion (Douglas et al. 2015; Braun and Gilardi 2006; Simmons and Elkins 2004; 
Meseguer 2006). 
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participation. However, the majority of them were also following the emerging 
trend of PB and, hence, hoped to be perceived as innovative local authorities. 
Thus, the diffusion of PB in Estonia has so far been driven by a combination of 
learning and imitation. Furthermore, the findings indicate that the importance of 
imitation as a diffusion mechanism has been increasing over time, i.e. later 
adopters were more motivated to adopt PB because of the legitimacy-seeking and 
norm-following considerations rather than learning (IV). 
 
There are several factors and actors that influenced the spread of PB in Estonia. 
The imitation mechanism was reinforced by the characteristics of the first mover 
– the City of Tartu – the city known for its innovativeness that legitimised the PB 
model elaborated during the pilot project. In addition to the reputation of the first 
adopter, the rather simplified procedure, in combination with the small amount of 
financial resources allocated for PB, facilitated the quick adoption by other LGs. 
Also, the diffusion was stimulated by the extensive media coverage of the pilot 
process of PB in Tartu, which contributed to the high salience of this policy 
instrument. The empirical findings also indicate that most of the LGs adopting 
PB did not examine the international experience but rather looked at the model 
used by Tartu. Hence, the diffusion of PB in Estonia was relatively detached from 
international developments, which, in turn, strengthens the role of the first adopter 
in influencing what version of PB emerged in the country (IV). 
 
Also, the available ICT tools in Estonia stimulated the spread of PB among 
Estonian LGs, since they made it possible to conduct online voting on PB projects 
and decrease the costs of implementation. However, as the thesis indicates, if e-
tools are too expensive, they may impose limitations on poorer municipalities. 
The specific PB module of the VOLIS system cannot be purchased separately, 
which is seen as a possible obstacle for the adoption and further spread of PB by 
municipalities not willing to purchase the whole system to perform online PB 
voting alone (IV). However, the role of ICTs in the formation of the Estonian PB 
model needs further investigation. 
 
Furthermore, the eGA Foundation undoubtedly played an important role as a 
policy entrepreneur. The NGO advocated the introduction of the idea of PB in 
Estonia, disseminated the knowledge about the concept among Estonian LGs, 
published analytical reports and provided information on the PB developments in 
Tartu. Hence, eGA stimulated the diffusion and acted as a facilitator of learning 
(IV). 
 
The Estonian case of PB diffusion demonstrates that small PB funds might help 
LGs to start experimenting with PB in a “nonthreatening” way, especially in 
countries with relatively low local financial autonomy, e.g. in the CEE region. 
Also, PB can serve educational purposes for both sides – for the authorities 
gaining experience in citizens’ engagement and receiving useful information 
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about investment needs and for the citizens learning about the scarcity of 
resources and acquiring skills for participation. Also, the kick start of the PB 
process could be made by an outstanding city. The emergence of a PB showcase 
in the city with high reputation could contribute to the willingness of other LGs 
to learn from or imitate the experience. Furthermore, using public (e.g. central 
government) funds to provide free ICT tools for LGs is likely to enhance the 
adoption of PB. Finally, NGOs can significantly facilitate learning about PB and 
help LGs to improve their practices (IV). 
 
Due to the territorial amalgamation reform21 that Estonia is currently undergoing, 
it is hard to predict the sustainability of PB in Estonia. On the one hand, there 
might be even more need for participatory processes like PB because of the 
greater distance between local authorities and citizens in larger municipalities. 
Also, the combined financial resources of amalgamated municipalities might 
contribute to the continuation of the process, as there might be more funds 
available for PB. On the other hand, the adoption of PB is a political decision, 
and it is not possible to forecast whether these participatory processes will be 
supported in the amalgamated municipalities (IV). 

  

                                                 
21 For a view on the threats of coercive municipal amalgamation with several examples 
from Estonia, see Drechsler (2013). 
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DISCUSSION: WHAT HAS TRAVELLED ACROSS THE 
ATLANTIC? 

The discussion section aims at examining what type of PB eventually travelled to 
Estonia and where it can possibly fit in the taxonomy of European models 
presented earlier. It briefly discusses the role of ICTs in the democratic processes 
and in the formation of PB in particular. Also, the section addresses the topic of 
a profound transformation of the Brazilian experiment after its transnational 
journey across the Atlantic. It focuses particular attention on the empowerment 
dimension of the original version of PB. 

The Travel to Estonia: ICTs at the Service of Participatory Processes 

As a result of its transnational journey, PB has been transformed into various 
context-dependent versions. European practices of PB rely on multiple 
procedures, and it is, hence, necessary to provide the typology of various 
experiments in order to develop the overall understanding of PBs in Europe and 
not to get lost in a thousand and one examples (Sintomer et al. 2016). The semi-
abstract models that the thesis presents – Porto Alegre adapted for Europe, 
proximity participation, consultation on public finance, community PB and multi-
stakeholder participation – provide the identifying characteristics of different PB 
practices and also indicate the potential role of the civil society in each of them. 
Also, these models have divergent underpinning logics, objectives and values 
ranging from deepening democracy aspirations to the aim of modernising 
administration. 
 
As PB is a rather new practice in Estonia, only preliminary remarks can be made 
regarding the possible fit of the Estonian model in the taxonomy of European PB 
models elaborated by scholars in the field (Sintomer et al. 2008, 2016) and 
discussed in more detail in one of the articles of the thesis (I). The Estonian 
version of PB has some elements from several models. The participation of 
individual citizens (neighbourhood, community associations, NGOs have no 
special status), the discussion of the city-wide proposals (not district-oriented 
ones) as well as the binding outcomes of the voting results (i.e. citizens have 
direct decision-making power) constitute similarities to the Porto Alegre adapted 
for Europe model. However, the marginal proportion of the overall budget the 
residents can decide upon as well as the absence of social-justice criteria make 
the Estonian model of PB different from this exemplary ideal-type. Furthermore, 
on the dimension of objectives, PB in Estonia is similar to the consultation on the 
public-finance model, which focuses on good management and increased 
legitimacy. It also includes features of proximity participation – dealing with 
small issues as well as having a low degree of politicisation and mobilisation. 
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This model is focused on improving communication between citizens and local 
authorities, which is also one of the foci of PB in Estonia. Tartu has a more 
elaborate PB procedure than the other LGs and has discussion forums involving 
residents, local officials and experts in the field, and is procedurally closer to 
Porto Alegre adapted for Europe model than to the other two mentioned. As 
already noted, besides Tartu, other cases of adjusting the model gradually emerge 
(i.e. Viljandi), which might lead to the transformation of the Estonian PB model 
that could be the combination of face-to-face meetings with subsequent (mostly 
online) voting on the proposals.22 In the majority of the Estonian LGs 
implementing PB, however, the public deliberation part of the PB procedures is 
mostly limited to the public presentation of proposals by the citizens. 
Nevertheless, the electronic platform VOLIS, where, in addition to casting their 
vote, citizens can also publicly submit their own proposals and comment on the 
others, in principle, enables at least some online deliberation. 
 
While neither digital PB nor online participation is the focus of the thesis at hand, 
it is still essential to briefly address some of crucial points associated with the 
usage of technologies in the democratic process. Technological innovations 
throughout history were usually accompanied by the idea that technologies could 
be a means to boost political processes: e.g. cable TV made it possible to air 
parliamentary sessions and was perceived as a way to enhance democratic values 
(Vedel 2006; Arterton 1987 in Sampaio and Peixoto 2014). Since the 1990s the 
use of ICTs in democratic processes has been labelled as e-democracy or digital 
democracy (Vedel 2006). Technologies started to offer a reliable means of 
communication with low costs and access for different stakeholders to send and 
receive messages. Optimistic scholars, then, assumed that with the help of ICTs 
democratic processes could be changed in a revolutionary way (Vedel 2006; 
Sampaio and Peixoto 2014). 
 
Estonia, demonstrating outstanding achievements in e-governance and success in 
internet voting23, has a considerably different experience in e-participation 
projects. These often faced such challenges as engaging a large group of active 
users and having an impact on public decisions (Toots et al. 2016).24 However, 

                                                 
22 One could also presume that due to the amalgamation reform in Estonia the PB models 
might undergo transformations, since there will be more separate communities that would 
defend their preferences. 
23 For a comprehensive overview of the Estonian experience in internet voting, see Vinkel 
(2015). For an analysis of the relevant law-making process, see Drechsler and Madise 
(2004). The research on the implementation of internet voting in Estonia from a risk-
management perspective can be found in Kalvet (2009). Other research on the Estonian 
case includes Alvarez et al. (2009); Madise and Martens (2006); Solvak and Vassil 
(2016). 
24 In particular, the scholars examine the following Estonian e-democracy instruments: e-
voting, TOM, osale.ee, Rahvakogu (People’s Assembly). Their evaluation framework of 
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recent research on e-participation demonstrates that there is the need to rethink 
the notion of active citizen engagement on the web, where content viewers (and 
not creators) do not necessarily represent the disinterested public, and “their 
contributions might be one of the crucial success factors in e-participation” 
(Edelmann 2017, 50). Nevertheless, e-democracy projects are usually confronted 
with another major problem: the initiatives are piloted in order to test the use of 
technology at the core of the participatory process but fail to become part of the 
institutionalised processes of the entities that promote them (Coleman and 
Brumler 2009). Also, in terms of online deliberation, there are other concerns 
besides the lurker effect (i.e. individuals following, but not participating in the 
discussion), such as written expression and anonymity, which promotes hostility, 
and others (Sampaio and Peixoto 2014). In many cases, the value of online voting 
is questioned as well: it is criticised for being too easy and “inferior” to face-to-
face participation (ibid.). Despite the challenges that the usage of ICTs in PB 
processes might involve, it is important to recognise that ICTs are at the service 
of participatory processes. A systemic view of the participatory process that could 
be complemented by technologies in concrete phases is beneficial. 
 
Hence, a hybrid model in terms of procedures and objectives of PB has travelled 
to Estonia with some in-country variations: face-to-face deliberations are present 
only in some cases. Since the Tartu model has the potential to be diffused to other 
LGs in Estonia (as was the case with Viljandi), it would be advisable to further 
encourage the spread of this version of PB among Estonian LGs, since it has the 
most potential to be closer to the ideal-type PB that features the emergence of “a 
fourth power” (that of the citizenry) (Sintomer et al. 2008, 175). The adjustment 
of the model by the addition of a social-justice component and increase in PB 
funds would further move the model to this ideal-type. Otherwise, the limited 
focus on online components might lead to the continuation of the simplistic 
approach towards PB, whereby the whole procedure consists of the submission 
of proposals, which is followed by online voting (whereas the latter, as the thesis 
clearly demonstrated, has considerably lowered the transaction costs for local 
authorities to implement PB) (IV). Having rather marginal amounts to decide 
upon in addition to the absence of discussion forums would not differentiate the 
Estonian version of PB a lot from consultation on the public-finance model. The 
normative frames in the latter are based more on participatory versions of NPM 
rather than “participatory democracy as an alternative to neoliberal globalisation” 
(Sintomer et al. 2016, 50). It is important to note that in PB cases in Estonia, until 
now, residents are making proposals themselves and do not prioritise the pre-
defined options by the LG (which usually makes the procedure symbolic). Some 
scholars argue, in the defense of the individualism of online participation, that 

                                                 
e-democracy instruments contains the following criteria: 1) level of use; 2) user diversity; 
3) stakeholder satisfaction with the system; 4) impact on the political process (Toots et al. 
2016). 



 

 35

individual proposals are necessarily composed individually but can have a 
collective approach or be collectively discussed and improved; it is unrealistic to 
think that individuals are completely isolated from discussions in the public 
sphere or from discussions about the process with friends, family, co-workers etc. 
(Sampaio and Peixoto 2014, 423). A similar argument was emphasised by 
Estonian LGs that do not have deliberative forums in their PB procedures (IV). 
 
The uniqueness of the Estonian e-governance infrastructure (enabling internet 
voting with a strong authentication procedure via compulsory digital ID) might 
call for a revision of the typology of European models of PB. Online components 
in European PBs are used mostly in consultative or co-decisional procedures (e.g. 
Germany and Portugal25), and mentioned in the consultation on the public-finance 
model, while Estonian PBs produce binding results via online voting on the 
submitted proposals by the citizens. Hence, the additional theoretical model of 
PB within the presented typology could take into account the potential of 
technologies to provide binding results in terms of outcomes in PB processes and 
could examine whether the online PBs contribute to the emergence of “a fourth 
power” or, on the contrary, inhibit it. Various issues could be considered here: 
e.g. while mobilisation in PB processes could be increased due to the possibility 
to vote over the internet (e.g. research by Mellon et al. (2017) indicates that i-
voting increases turnout in PB processes), it would be useful to consider whether 
and how pure online PB practices would influence the quality of deliberation. 

Normative Perspective: Communicative vs Empowerment Dimensions of 
PB 

Given the growing variety of different types and versions of PB worldwide and 
in Europe in particular, a critical perspective on the global expansion of PB has 
been developed in the recent literature – what does actually travel under the name 
of Participatory Budgeting? Röcke (2014) argues that PBs in Europe rarely 
involve the procedural complexity of the Porto Alegre structure; at best, they have 
adapted some of the procedural elements of the Brazilian model to the new 
contexts. Baiocchi and Ganuza (2014) critically assess the transformation of the 
pioneering Brazilian model of PB by disaggregating its communicative and 
empowerment dimensions. The scholars argue that the empowerment dimension 
has been lost/neglected during the transnational journey of PB. 
 
As mentioned earlier, the PB process in Porto Alegre was based on a set of 
participatory institutions and several main principles: firstly, all citizens were 

                                                 
25 Portugal has started preparations for the first nationwide PB in the world. ATM 
machines are planned to be used for PB voting, providing the secure way of verifying 
identity. https://apolitical.co/portugal-world-first-participatory-budget/. 
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entitled to participate without any special status being granted to organisations; 
secondly, there were regularly functioning participatory institutions; and thirdly, 
resources were allocated in accordance with social/distributive justice criteria 
(Avritzer 2000; Baiocchi 2001; Abers 2000). The application of these criteria 
attempted to reduce the influence of aggregative decision-making (i.e. voting) in 
favour of a deliberative procedure26, where citizens not only bargain for their own 
interests, but also evaluate the distribution of scarce resources within the 
municipality (Ganuza and Francés 2012). In order to implement PB, the new 
budget-planning office was created, which stood “above” municipal departments. 
This helped to ensure the impartiality in implementation, since within Brazilian 
administrations political parties tended to exert control over particular 
departments. Also, in order to prepare the administrative machinery for public 
input all municipal departments had to create the positions of community 
facilitators. They had the obligation to attend PB meetings and help the 
participants to prepare technically viable projects (Baiocchi and Ganuza 2014). 
Furthermore, the Council of PB aimed to debate about the process as a whole: the 
participant could decide on the rules of the process and specify the broad 
investment priorities according to social-justice criteria. This institution enabled 
the participants to self-regulate the process (de Sousa Santos 1998; Avritzer 2000; 
Baiocchi 2001; Abers 2000; Baiocchi and Ganuza 2014; Ganuza and Francés 
2012). 
 
Hence, PB in its original version was much more than just citizens deciding on 
budget priorities; it was one part of a broader set of institutional reforms. The 
input gathered from the participants via open meetings was linked with the help 
of institutional architecture to the centres of governmental decision-making. 
Therefore, the empowerment dimension of PB focuses on the way these 
communicative inputs are actually linked to administrative structures, whereas 
the open structure of transparent meetings where citizens can decide on projects 
is stressed in the communicative dimension.27 Since the former is seen as 
fundamental to the transformative nature of PB, it is essential to outline the four 
interrelated criteria of the empowerment dimension against which one could 
judge the PB experiments: the primacy of participatory forums (i.e. how 
important are PB forums as a point of contact between government and citizen); 

                                                 
26 Deliberative-democracy scholars note that deliberation is not the simple aggregation of 
preferences. Participants aim to reach an agreement with one another, based on reasons 
and arguments, i.e. “ideal deliberation aims to arrive at a rationally motivated consensus” 
(Cohen 1989, 75; Thompson 2008). However, as Cohen (1989) argues, even under ideal 
conditions, a consensus might not be reached, and, hence, deliberation might conclude 
with voting. 
27 This dimension looks at the intensity of the participation (who actually participates); 
the inclusiveness of the deliberation (are there biases about who speaks and who decides); 
and the democracy of the deliberation (what is the quality of decisions emerging from the 
process) (Baiocchi and Ganuza 2014). 
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the scope and importance of budget issues that are subjected to participation (i.e. 
how much of the local budget is subjected to participation and how important is 
that to social budget); the degree of actual participatory power over the budget 
(i.e. are there institutionalised, direct and transparent links between participation 
and government action); and participation’s self-regulation (i.e. to what extent are 
the participants able to determine the rules) (Baiochhi and Ganuza 2014). 
 
Most of the theoretical European PB models presented above would not do well 
on the empowerment dimension. The models of consultative nature do not 
provide any institutionalised links between participation and government action. 
The social-justice criteria are present only in one model – the Porto Alegre 
adapted for Europe, which also has the Council composed of citizens’ elected 
delegates empowered to regulate the process. The self-regulating criterion could 
also be partially fulfilled by the models of organised interests, where NGOs are 
included in the composition of PB decision-making bodies. However, the scope 
of the municipal budget in these models tends to be small, since the funds 
allocated for PB tend to be pooled together by different stakeholders (e.g. NGOs, 
international organisations, the state) (I). 
 
Similarly, the empirical research refers to the technocratic “quick fix” and 
depoliticised use of PB in the UK (Blakey 2007) as well as the use of PB in 
Germany as an “electronic suggestion box” with the possibility to prioritise 
recommendations (II). From the outset, the LGs in Germany did not have the aim 
of introducing greater direct democracy: the decision-making authority had to 
remain with the elected political representatives. PB in Germany was inspired by 
the city of Christchurch in New Zealand that became the best practice of user-
oriented management reforms in the 1990s (Röcke 2014, 83). Also, German PBs 
emerged in the context of the municipal financial crisis; thus, they are not so much 
about investments, but rather about participatory rating of services and economic 
management of public funds. They mostly have the unique focus on consultation 
and are linked to a broader agenda of modernisation and savings (II; Ruesch and 
Wagner 2014; Geissel 2009; Herzberg 2011; Röcke 2014, 106). 
 
Furthermore, in most cases, PB is not the primary linkage between citizens and 
the government but one of the participation tools of the municipality, which is 
integrated into the existing political culture with no transformation of the 
institutional framework. For instance, in French PBs, elected politicians acquired 
the role of moderating and summarising the PB debates, which, consequently, is 
likely to lead to the “selective listening” format of the discussion (Talpin 2011; 
Röcke 2014). Also, in most European countries, PB has been introduced by local 
authorities (IV), which stands in contrast with the Brazilian bottom-up experience 
(Baiocchi 2001). However, the UK has made a further step in this regard: in 2007, 
PB was introduced into the policy agenda of a national government by the newly 
elected Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, Hazel Blears 
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(CLG 2008). PB was at the centre of her political programme with the established 
link between the national empowerment agenda and PB that was seen as one of 
the measures “to put local people in the driving seat” (ibid., 5). The national 
strategy foresaw its introduction in all local authorities in England by 2012 (ibid.), 
which indicates the conversion of PB into a tool that is perceived to be compatible 
with different political ideologies and suitable for varied contexts. 
 
The transformation of PB into a value-neutral device led to the marginalisation 
of social-justice principles that inspired the initiative in the first place. Many 
European examples of PB are detached from social-justice values and are 
connected to small, discretionary funds (Baiocchi and Ganuza 2014). For 
instance, the UK processes tend to be small-scale and often one-off exercises of 
participatory grant-making for third-sector organisations (Blakey 2007; Röcke 
2008, 2014). Implementing PB through the path of least resistance and connecting 
it to small budgets implies that participation could become disconnected from the 
issues that matter most to communities. Participation might become just the 
technical solution and in combination with advisory roles of participants might in 
the end demobilise the communities that invest time and energy into the process 
(Baiocchi and Ganuza 2014; Cleaver 1999). 
 
From this perspective, countries in the CEE region have to be cautious when 
implementing particular versions of PB. Given the low trust in political 
institutions, the implementation of PB as a simple technical tool merely for 
consultation may backfire and, on the contrary, increase public dissatisfaction 
(King et al. 1998; Irvin and Stansbury 2004). According to Kębłowski and 
Criekingen (2014) the case of the city of Sopot demonstrates the implementation 
of PB as a governance tool to increase the effectiveness of urban policy-making 
without providing the alternative political framework for citizen deliberation. For 
instance, the pre-selection of the proposals by the Committee on PB (consisting 
of the local councillors and members of the administration) was conducted 
according to vague criteria of “relevance”, “rationality” and 
“entrepreneurialism”. Also, each year the outcome of PB tended to become the 
question of a “social contract” with the mayor, who had the right to dismiss 
investment proposals emerging from PB. The case of Sopot has the template-like 
role in the Polish context, since it inspired dozens of other PB projects in the 
country. However, the first PB-like initiative in Poland emerged in the city of 
Plock (Płaszczyk 2005) and corresponded to the model of multi-stakeholders’ 
participation existing in Eastern Europe. This model constitutes a process set up 
by partnerships involving local authorities, international organisations and private 
enterprises, where civil society has a subordinate role. International organisations 
play an important part in the dissemination of this model, particularly in the 
context of development cooperation (Sintomer et al. 2008, 2016). In this 
dissemination, there is the tendency to advocate mostly the communicative 
dimension and hence, facilitate the transformation of PB into the part of the 
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toolkit for good governance ideas. This, in turn, entails the alteration of the 
original logic of PB: it is now itself assumed to improve administration, rather 
than administrative reforms having to be the pre-conditions for PB (Baiocchi and 
Ganuza 2014; Wampler 2010; Goldfrank 2012; Sintomer et al. 2008, 2016). 
 
From this perspective, there is considerable room for improvement in the 
Estonian PB processes. In terms of whether PB is the only or primary point of 
claims-making, Estonian LGs do use other participatory procedures, such as 
engaging citizens in city planning and city development.28 There is, however, to 
the author’s knowledge, no comprehensive overview of different engagement 
practices in Estonian LGs. As to the proportion and importance of the budget 
subjected to participation, Estonian cases use rather marginal funds and do not 
have any connection to social-justice principles. Regarding the degree of actual 
participatory power, in the case of the Estonian LGs there is a transparent link 
between participation and government action due to the availability of the ICT 
solution for voting as well as local regulations making it obligatory to implement 
the project that gained the most votes. The preliminary technical analysis of 
project ideas is conducted by the local-government officials consolidating some 
proposals and looking at the technical feasibility of the project proposals (e.g. 
whether the budget of the proposal is realistic) (III; IV). There is, however, the 
tendency to improve the PB model by integrating a deliberative component. As 
already noted, Tartu has adjusted the model after the pilot project, having 
introduced offline discussions, and, some years later, Viljandi followed the 
similar path. This could be seen as a recommended improvement for other LGs 
in Estonia that currently use PB as a rather “easy” tool for engagement, not 
causing any drastic increases in the workload (IV). Similar to European 
experiences, PBs in Estonia are government-led processes with no self-regulating 
component, the rules of participation are prescribed by municipalities and are not 
debated publicly. The exception here, again, is the city of Tartu, which conducted 
the discussions of the updated model of PB involving both city-government 
officials and representatives of CSOs on how to improve the PB process in Tartu 
after piloting the initiative. 
 
Nevertheless, as already mentioned above, PB in Estonia serves as a platform for 
learning. It provides education for both sides – the authorities experimenting with 
engagement and the residents acquiring participation skills (IV). In the context of 
the CEE region, one should not underestimate this value. Also, PB can become a 
starting point for the potential push of the boundaries of the process towards more 
intensive engagement and empowerment. Table 5 synthesises the elements of PB 
process design and the communicative and empowerment dimensions by 

                                                 
28 Tartu has been outstandingly active in involving citizens in decision-making processes 
on different local issues, such as the co-creation of tourist brochures, the preparation of 
public-transportation tenders and the spatial planning of the city centre (III). 
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Baiocchi and Ganuza (2014), where every process element can be looked at 
through the evaluative prism of empowerment. This framework could be useful 
for further PB-related research that focuses on the normative evaluation of PB 
practices and aims to provide suggestions for their improvements. 
 
Table 5. Framework for the evaluation of PB process design elements 
 

Decision-
making 

body 
 
 

- Who sets up “the rules of the 
game”? 

 
 
 
 

Participation’s self-regulating or constitutional 
aspect: 
- To what extent are participants able to 

determine the rules of participation? 
- To what extent are they able to debate and 

determine the criteria that will order the 
process? 

Partici- 
pation 

 
 

‐ How are participants being 
selected? 

‐ What type of participation 
mechanisms is used? 

‐ How do citizens participate? 
(direct vs indirect 
participation) 

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

Intensity of participation: 
‐ Who does actually participate? 
‐ Are there features of these participatory 

spaces that prevent them from being open to 
all? 

The primacy of the participatory forums: 
‐ Are the participatory forums the exclusive 

point of contact between government and 
citizen? If not, how important are they? 

‐ What are other ways of accessing 
government resources and how important are 
those? 

Delibe- 
ration 

 
 

‐ What is being deliberated? 
(investments or service 
delivery, projects or general 
areas) 

‐ How do participants 
communicate and make 
decisions? 

 

Inclusiveness of deliberation: 
‐ In addition to presence at assemblies, do all 

citizens “deliberate”? 
‐ Are there systematic biases about who speaks 

and who decides? 
‐ Is the technical language made accessible to 

all? 
Democracy of deliberation: 
‐ What is the quality of decisions emerging from 

the process? 
‐ Do participants feel free to argue and to openly 

debate or discuss the rules governing 
discussions? 

Empower-
ment 

 
 

‐ What role does the civil society 
play? 

 
 

The degree of actual participatory power: 
‐ Are there institutionalized, direct and 

transparent links between participation and 
government action? 

‐ What, if any, administrative reforms are 
undertaken to prepare the state apparatus to 
receive participatory inputs? 

‐ What discretion do elected officials, technical 
staff and bureaucrats have over the decisions 
once they are made? 

The scope and importance of budget issues: 
‐ How much of the local budget is subjected to 

participation? 
‐ How important is that budget to social justice? 

Control and 
monitoring 

‐ Who controls the 
implementation of the budget? 

 

 
Source: the author’s elaboration, drawing on Baiocchi and Ganuza (2014) 
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CONCLUDING REMARKS AND DIRECTIONS FOR 
FURTHER RESEARCH 

The thesis at hand examined the concept of PB from several perspectives. It 
focused on three research goals: first, the examination of the theoretical models 
underlying the PB practices used in Europe and the extent to which they are 
applicable and suitable in various contexts; second, assessing the feasibility and 
advisability of PB in the new democracies in the CEE region; and third, exploring 
the diffusion of PB across LGs in Estonia as well as actors and factors that have 
influenced its adoption and shaped its diffusion process. 
 
In order to fulfil the first goal, the thesis addressed the typology of different PBs 
in Europe, the contexts they might fit in and objectives and values they might 
pursue. It adjusted the existing typology of PB models – Porto Alegre adapted for 
Europe, proximity participation, consultation on public finance, community PB 
and multi-stakeholder participation – in accordance with the elaborated process 
design elements. The procedural typology of European PBs helps to develop an 
overall understanding of the “contours” of multiple experiences and variations of 
this process in Europe. The thesis also demonstrates that the existing PB models 
in Europe are likely to pursue different values and objectives: PB can be used as 
a managerial, political or good-governance tool and pursue such values as 
legitimacy, social justice or effectiveness of public action. The thesis also 
analyses the possible match between a particular PB model and a potential 
environment. For instance, it argues that the model of Porto Alegre adapted for 
Europe is likely to be adopted by large, heterogeneous and rather prosperous cities 
that have high financial autonomy and a predominantly moralistic-traditionalistic 
political culture. 
 
Following the second aim, the thesis investigated the challenges and opportunities 
that PB provides for the new democracies in the CEE region. Given the contextual 
conditions in CEE countries, and acknowledging all the differences and varied 
legacies, the implementation of the variation close to the Porto Alegre adapted 
for Europe model would constitute a challenge but also an opportunity to develop 
participatory culture in the region and to foster genuine decentralisation. Also, 
the CEE region could take advantage of the usage of ICTs to enable the 
involvement of many participants as well as providing binding results of the 
outcomes of participatory process, which is essential in the context of low trust. 
 
Thirdly, from a more detailed angle, the thesis investigated the launch of PB in 
Estonia and its diffusion among Estonian LGs by looking at the mechanisms of 
diffusion, actors and factors that have influenced its adoption and shaped its 
diffusion process. The research demonstrated that the diffusion of PB in Estonia 
has been driven by a combination of learning and imitation. The availability of 
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ICT tools, the characteristics of the first adopter and the NGO acting as a policy 
entrepreneur and facilitator of learning shaped the diffusion mechanism. Estonia 
has a hybrid model, with some elements from Porto Alegre adapted for Europe, 
that could be the ideal-type to strive towards. The inclusion of the offline 
deliberative forums as well as increasing the funds for PB could be a few initial 
steps. Today, PB in Estonia is a platform for learning – for the authorities to 
experiment with engagement and for the residents to acquire participation skills. 
 
As a final step, the thesis provided the discussion on what type of PB reached 
Estonia and what role ICTs could play in the democratic processes and in the 
formation of PB in particular. Also, in more normative overtones, it stressed the 
transformation of the pioneering model of PB from the project of a broader set of 
institutional reforms to the toolkit of ideas for good governance. In spite of these 
limitations, PB today could still be seen as a starting point for learning democracy 
and for pushing the boundaries of representative democracy towards more 
engagement. 
 
If the spread of PB in Estonia continues, further research might focus on what 
kind of influence (if any) this instrument might exert on the political culture of 
the country. Also, the role of ICTs in the process of formation of Estonian PB 
model(s) merits further investigation. More specifically, further studies might 
focus on the more detailed examination of the impact of the availability of the ID 
card infrastructure and e-tools on how PB is being institutionalised in the Estonian 
context. Also, it could be worth researching the variable elements of different PB 
processes in Estonia and how these shape the political and civic cultures of 
municipalities. Furthermore, it might be fruitful to examine what factors might 
affect the turnout in PB processes in Estonian LGs. For instance, one could 
analyse if the temporal closeness to municipal elections is correlated with the 
voters’ activity, or if the existence of other participatory practices in the 
municipality is likely to increase the turnout in PB voting. 
 
Röcke (2014) argues that one of the factors that account for the development of 
national characteristics of PB processes is the type of actors that advocate for the 
implementation of PB (e.g. politicians, community activists, scholars and 
experts). She also notes that once the idea of PB is integrated into the national 
policy discussions, the model cities with the successful PB processes tend to be 
national, not Brazilian ones, and it is, thus, more appropriate to examine the 
process of PB diffusion within the national borders. Hence, further research could 
examine whether the diffusion of PB is as strongly affected by the “first-mover” 
LG as it has been in Estonia and whether NGOs and other epistemic go-betweens 
have played similar roles of a policy entrepreneur and facilitator of learning in 
other countries. Also, given the specificity of the Estonian e-governance 
infrastructure, it would be fruitful to explore whether PB has diffused more 
slowly in (otherwise comparable) countries that lack such ICT solutions. In 
addition to that, there is a paucity of systematic comparative studies on PB 
implementation and diffusion in the CEE region, where this participatory process 
is still a relatively new phenomenon but rapidly gaining in popularity. 
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LÜHIKOKKUVÕTE  

Kaasav eelarvemenetlus: teoreetilised mudelid ja rakendatavus 
Eestis ja mujal 

 

Kaasav eelarvemenetlus (KEM) on katustermin paljudele erinevatele maailmas 
kasutusel olevatele kaasamispraktikatele ja -tavadele. Saanud alguse 25 aastat 
tagasi Brasiilias, on KEM aja jooksul teinud läbi põhjaliku ümberkujunemise. 
Praeguseks on KEMi kasutatud kõikidel mandritel kokku üle 40 riigis ja enam 
kui 1500 linnas (Baiocchi and Ganuza, 2014; Cabannes and Lipietz, 2015). 
 
Kaasaval eelarvemenetlusel puudub ühene definitsioon, kuna viisid, kuidas 
KEMi maailma erinevais paigus rakendatakse, on paikkonniti vägagi erinevad. 
Ühe enamlevinud KEMi definitsiooni sõnastasid Sintomer jt (2008). Selle 
definitsiooni kohaselt võimaldab kaasav eelarvemenetlus esinduskogudesse 
mitte-valitud kodanike osalemist avaliku raha kasutamise planeerimisel ja 
investeerimisel (lk 168). Lisaks tõid autorid välja viis tingimust, millele avalike 
vahendite kasutamise üle otsustamise protsess peab vastama, et saaks rääkida 
kaasavast eelarvemenetlusest. Esiteks, kuna KEMi rakendatakse piiratud 
ressurside kontekstis, peab arutelu käsitlema raha jagamist ja/või eelarve 
planeerimist. Teiseks, peab KEM toimuma linna või piirkondliku omavalitsuse 
tasandil, kus valitud esinduskogul on volitused ja aparaat võimu teostamiseks. 
Kolmandaks, KEM ei ole ühekordne ettevõtmine (nt rahvaküsitlus või üksik 
kohtumine eelarve teemadel), vaid protsess. Neljandaks, eeldab KEM reaalse 
avaliku arutelu toimumist (nt asjakohased kohtumised ja arutelufoorumid), 
kodanikele pelgalt juurdepääsu võimaldamine omavalitsuse koosolekutele ei ole 
KEM. Viimaks on vajalik, et oleks teatav aruandekohustus tulemuste eest 
(Sintomer jt, 2008, 168). 
 
Kaasava eelarvemenetluse kasutuselevõtt on ärgitanud elavat akadeemilist 
arutelu, seda alates Brasiilias 1990ndate teises pooles rakendatud mudelitest (nt 
de Sousa Santos, 1998; Avritzer 2000; Baiocchi, 2001) ja uue hooga 2000ndatest, 
kui on märkimisväärselt kasvanud Euroopas kasutatud KEM mudeleid 
käsitlevate uurimistööde hulk (nt Allegretti, Herzberg, 2004; Talpin, 2007; 
Sintomer jt, 2008). Üha enam on kirjutatud sellest, kuidas ja milliste tulemustega 
on erinevates riikides ja omavalitsustes KEMi rakendatud. Siiski on vajaka 
süsteemsest käsitlusest, mis vaatleks erinevaid KEMi läbiviimise viise ja 
käsitleks valitud mudeli asjakohasust konkreetse keskkonna kontekstis. Samuti 
on liialt vähe uuritud KEMi rakendatavust ja sobivust Kesk- ja Ida-Euroopa 
regiooni uutes demokraatlikes riikides, kus KEMi kasutamine alles hakkab maad 
võtma. Sealjuures on väga napilt neid käsitlusi, mis vaatleksid, kuidas on 
toimunud KEMi levik kohalike omavalitsuste (KOV) seas ühe riigi piires.  
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Käesoleva doktoritöö eesmärgiks on täita nimetatud lüngad KEMi käsitlevates 
uurimustes ja süvendada teadmisi KEMist. Väitekiri esitab alljärgnevad 
uurimisküsimused: 

 
‐ Millistele teoreetilistele mudelitele põhinevad Euroopa riikides kasutatud 

kaasava eelarvemenetluse näited ning kuivõrd on need mudelid rakendatavad 
ja sobilikud erinevates kontekstides? 

‐ Kui rakendatav ja soovitav on KEMi kasutamine Kesk- ja Ida-Euroopa 
regiooni uutes demokraatlikes riikides? 

‐ Kuidas on toimunud KEMi levik Eesti KOVide hulgas; kes ja mis on Eestis 
KEMi kasutuselevõttu ning levikut enim mõjutanud? 

 
Väitekirja ülesehituse loogika liigub uurimisküsimustest johtuvalt erinevaid 
Euroopas kasutatud KEM mudeleid käsitlevalt teoreetiliselt diskussioonilt 
empiirilisele osale, mille fookuses on KEMi rakendamine Kesk- ja Ida-Euroopa 
regiooni riikides, konkreetselt Eesti kohalikes omavalitsustes. 
 
Väitekirja põhiosa koosneb neljast algupärasest artiklist, mis käsitlevad kaasava 
eelarvemenetluse kontseptsiooni erinevatest vaatenurkadest. Esimene artikkel 
“Kaasav eelarvemenetlus kohalikul tasandil: väljakutsed ja võimalused uutes 
demokraatiatlikes riikides” analüüsib ja süstematiseerib erinevate Euroopas 
kasutatud KEM mudelite kohta ilmunud käsitlusi. Artikkel toob välja põhilised 
keskkonnafaktorid, mis võivad mõjutada KEMi kasutamist ja selle praktilisust 
erinevates kontekstides ning analüüsib seoseid konkreetse keskkonna ja valitud 
mudelite vahel. Samas artiklis käsitletakse ka erinevate KEM mudelite 
rakendatavust Kesk- ja Ida-Euroopa uutes demokraatiatlikes riikides (I).  
Raamatupeatükk “Kohaliku demokraatia uuenduskuur läbi arutelu võimaldavate 
osalusinstrumentide: kaasava eelarvemenetluse võrdlev uurimus” keskendub 
nelja Euroopa riigi - Saksamaa, Hispaania, Slovakkia ja Eesti - KEM kogemusele. 
Uurimus vaatleb, kes on KEM protsessi eestkõnelejad ja eestvedajad, milliseid 
meetodeid kasutatakse ja milliste eesmärke poole püüeldakse. Samuti heidetakse 
pilk IKT mõjule KEM protsessis. Kolmas artikkel “Hea valitsemistava algab 
protseduurilistest muudatustest:  kaasava eelarvemenetluse ettevalmistamine 
Tartu linnas, juhtumianalüüs” kirjeldab praktilist kogemust kaasamisprotseduuri 
rakendamisel uues demokraatlikus riigis. Artiklis saavad tähelepanu probleemid, 
valikud ja võtmetähtsusega asjaolud, millega Tartu linnavalitsus pilootprojekti 
ettevalmistamisel silmitsi seisis (III). KEMi levik Eestis on neljanda artikli, 
“Poliitika levik kohalikul tasandil: kaasav eelarvemenetlus Eestis”, teemaks, 
vaadeldes selle instrumendi leviku mehhanisme ning analüüsides asjaolusid ja 
võtmeisikuid, kes ja mis soodustasid või pärssisid KEMi kasutuselevõttu Eesti 
kohalikes omavalitsuses (IV). 
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Vastates esimesele uurimisküsimusele võtab väitekiri lähemalt uurida Euroopas 
kasutatavate erinevaid KEM mudelite tüpoloogiat, nende kasutamiseks sobivaid 
kontekste ning eesmärke ja väärtusi, mida valitud menetlusmeetod endas kannab. 
Väitekiri kohandab juba olemasolevat KEM mudelite tüpoloogiat – Porto Alegre 
Euroopa jaoks kohandatud versioon, paikkondlik osalus, avaliku eelarve arutelu, 
kogukondlik KEM ja erinevate huvigruppide kaasamine – vastavalt KEMi 
läbiviimise protsessi nüanssidele. KEMi protseduurist lähtuv liigitamine aitab 
näha suuremat pilti, mis koorub välja erinevate kogemuste tunnusjoontest ja 
varieeruvusest Euroopa mastaabis. Väitekiri toob välja tõsiasja, et Euroopa 
riikides kasutatud KEM mudelid toetavad sageli täiesti erinevaid eesmärke ja 
väärtusi: KEMi võib rakendada nii juhtimis-, poliitika- või hea valitsemise 
instrumendina, et edendada selliseid väärtusi nagu legitiimsus, sotsiaalne õiglus 
või avaliku tegevuse tõhusus. Väitekiri analüüsib ka võimalikku seost konkreetse 
KEM mudeli kasutamise ja selle rakendamise keskkonna vahel. Näiteks 
sedastatakse, et Porto Alegre mudeli kasutamisel Euroopa riikides leiab see 
kasutust pigem suurtes, heterogeensetes ja suhteliselt heal järjel olevates linnades, 
mis on rahaliselt üsna sõltumatud ja valdavalt moralistlik-traditsioonilise 
poliitilise kultuuriga.  
 
Teise uurimisküsimuse raamistikus vaatleb väitekiri KEMi rakendamise 
probleeme ja võimalusi Kesk- ja Ida-Euroopa uutes demokraatlikes riikides. 
Pidades silmas Kesk- ja Ida-Euroopa riikide konteksti ning arvestades nende 
mitmesuguseid erisusi ja ajaloolist tausta, kujutaks Euroopale kohandatud Porto 
Alegre mudelilaadse KEMi rakendamine ühelt poolt väljakutset, aga samas ka 
võimalust osaluskultuuri arendamiseks regioonis ja sisulise detsentraliseerimise 
soodustajat. Kesk- ja Ida-Euroopa riigid võiksid rohkem kasutada ära IKT 
võimalusi, et haarata kaasa enam osalejaid ja tagada osalusprotsessi tulemusena 
saadud otsuse siduvus, mis on madala usaldusväärsuse kontekstis 
võtmetähtsusega.  
 
Kolmandaks läheneb väitekiri uurimisteemale detailsemast aspektist ning võtab 
vaatluse alla KEMi kasutuselevõtu Eestis ja leviku Eesti kohalikes 
omavalitsustes, keskendudes leviku mehhanismidele, isikutele ja asjaoludele, mis 
on KEM rakendamist ja levikuprotsessi mõjutanud. Uurimistööst selgus, et KEMi 
levik Eestis on tuginenud nii teiste kogemustest õppimisele kui ka imiteerimisele. 
KEMi levikut KOVide hulgas mõjutas nii IKT vahendite kättesaadavus, 
esmakasutaja eeskuju kui ka vabaühenduse aktiivsus poliitikaedendaja ja 
õppimise soodustajana. Eestis kasutatakse KEMi hübriidmudelit, millel on 
mitmeid Euroopa riikidele kohandatud Porto Alegre mudeli elemente, mis võiks 
olla ideaalmudeliks, mille suunas püüelda. Esimesteks sammudeks selles suunas 
võiks olla silmast-silma toimuvate kohtumiste ja arutelude korraldamine ning 
KEMi kaudu jagatavate summade suurendamine. Tänases Eestis on KEM 
õpikeskkond, kus võimuesindajad saavad katsetada kaasamist ning elanikud 
parandada oma osalusoskust.  
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Väitekirja viimases osas arutletakse selle üle, milline on Eestisse jõudnud KEM 
mudel ja milline võiks olla IKT roll demokraatlikus protsessis ning KEMi 
moodustumises. Normatiivsemast vaatenurgast toob väitekiri esile protsessi, 
mille käigus KE esialgne mudel on teinud läbi arengu erinevate 
institutsionaalsetele reformidele suunatud projektist hea valitsemise võtete 
tööriistakoguks. Mõningatest reservatsioonidest hoolimata on KEMi hea 
platvorm demokraatia õppimiseks ja esindusdemokraatia kannustamiseks 
kodanike suurema kaasatuse suunas. 
 
Kui KEMi kasutamise kasv Eestis jätkub, võiks edaspidi uurida, millist mõju (kui 
üldse) võiks see instrument avaldada riigi poliitilisele kultuurile. Samuti vääriks 
tähelepanu IKT roll Eesti KEM mudeli kujunemisprotsessis. Konkreetselt tasuks 
edasises uurimistöös võtta luubi alla, kuidas ID-kaardi infrastruktuuri 
kättesaadavus ja olemasolevad e-lahendused mõjutavad KEMi 
institutsionaliseerimist Eestis. Lisaks tasuks uurida Eestis kasutatud kaasava 
eelarveprotsessi erinevaid elemente ja seda, kuidas see mõjutab omavalitsuste 
poliitilist- ja kodanikukultuuri.  Heaks uurimismaterjaliks võivad olla ka need 
faktorid, mis inimeste osalusaktiivsust KEM protsessis Eesti omavalitsustes 
mõjutavad. Näiteks oleks huvitav teada, kas see, kui kohalikud valimised on 
toimumas/toimunud lähiajal, mõjutab kodanike osalusaktiivsust või kas see, kui 
kohalik omavalitsus pakub kodanikele ka muid osalusvõimalusi, suurendab 
inimeste osalusaktiivsust ka KEM protsessis.  
 
Röcke (2014) väitel mõjutab konkreetse riigi KEM protsessi iseärasusi see, kes 
on antud riigis KEMi eestkõnelejad – kas poliitikud, kogukonna aktivistid, 
teadlased ja/või eksperdid. Ta tõi välja, et kui KEMi idee on omaks võetud 
riikliku taseme poliitilistes diskusioonides, siis tuuakse eeskujuks pigem 
kohalikke linnasid, mitte Brasiilia näiteid. Seega, oleks asjakohasem uurida 
KEMi leviku protsessi just ühe riigi piires. Sellest johtuvalt võiks edasine 
uurimistöö käsitleda seda, kas KEMi levik on saanud tugevaid mõjutusi 
esmarakendajalt, nagu see on olnud Eestis, ning kas mujal riikides on 
vabakondadel ja teistel antud valdkonna eestkõnelejatel olnud samaväärne tähtsus 
poliitika algataja ja edendajana. Arvestades Eestile iseloomuliku e-valitsemise 
infrastruktuuri, oleks asjakohane uurida, kas KEMi levik on olnud aeglasem neis 
riikides, mis on muude näitajate poolest Eestiga võrreldavad, kuid kus sarnased 
e-lahendused puuduvad. Vajaka on seni ka süsteemseid võrdlevaid uurimusi 
KEMi rakendamisest ja levikust Kesk- ja Ida-Euroopa riikides, kus osalusprotsess 
on endiselt suhteliselt uudne, kuigi jõudsalt populaarsust koguv nähtus.  
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Article IV 
 
Krenjova, J. and R. Raudla. 2017. “Policy Diffusion at the Local Level: 
Participatory Budgeting in Estonia.” Urban Affairs Review. 
doi.1078087416688961. 
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