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Abstract: 

This work focuses on the potential consequences of institutional participatory processes in the 
interaction between civil society and the local government. Our aim is to offer a proposal for 
the analysis and the operationalization of such effects in the relation of local authorities with 
the society: do public participatory processes produce any change as they promise from a 
normative point of view? First, we specified and cluster the potential changes (both structural 
and cultural) in the interaction and offer an analytical proposal for the analysis under three 
hypotheses (the hypothesis of the coral reef effect, the civil society empowerment and the 
shift power relations). Second, we show first (and partial) results of an ongoing research 
carried out in three Spanish regions and based on six case-studies where, through the use of 
semi-structured interviews with different actors, we observe actual patterns of change in the 
interaction between civil society and local authorities. 
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1. Introduction 

Among the justifications for the implementation of participatory mechanisms we often find 
arguments of democratic deepening. In these views, appear as tools for, among other goals, 
the strengthening of the democratic elements of civil society, the empowerment of social 
actors, and the establishment of interactions with the state based on autonomy (compared, 
for example, to clientelism)2. Somehow, in these approaches, we can see the idea that 
institutions are, in a relevant degree, determinants of the politics (Hall 1986, Steinmo and 
Thelen 1992). Adopting perhaps too optimistic approaches, participatory reforms are seen as 
an opportunity to change the power relations between actors and redistribute power among 
civil society. In contrast, as we move away from normative views, some authors tend to be 
sceptical about the, normatively alleged, democratizing effects and observe that, in no few 
occasions, participatory devices respond to strategies, intentional or not, of mobilization of 
bias for the maintenance of the status quo (Bachrach and Baratz, 1962). 

However, despite the extension of participatory processes across countries (Font and Gomà, 
2000; Smith, 2009; Nabatchi et al., 2012; Font, Della Porta and Sintomer, 2014) empirical 
evidences about their consequences and the occurrence of democratic effects are limited and 
do not allow to draw well-founded conclusions.  

In this paper, we present a tentative proposal to explore empirically the occurrence of some of 
the potential “democratizing effects” that affine literature attributes to the participatory 
processes; but we do not without overlooking other possible consequences raised in the more 
pessimistic views. In particular we wonder whether participatory processes (1) influence or not 
(favouring or obstructing) processes of collective action in civil society, attracting and 
connecting social actors, whether (2) they empower or (deprive) social actors (in terms of 
resources and influence opportunities), and whether (3) they entail or not changes in the 
existing patterns of civil-society and authorities interactions (in terms of sense of influence, 
autonomy and logics of cooperation).  

In the following section, we operationalised these questions with three hypotheses under 
which a number of specific, empirically observable, effects are articulated. These three 
hypotheses guide a comparative analysis of two experiences of participatory processes in 
Spain: the Local Council of Volunteering in Jerez de la Frontera and the Participatory Budge 
process in Algeciras (both in the province of Cádiz). In the third section, the cases are described 
and we also show the research design strategy, the selection of cases criteria, the data 
gathering techniques (semi-structured interviews) and the procedures for their qualitative 
analysis.  In the fourth section, we present and compare the evidences obtained in our analysis 
and conclude with some reflection about the work conducted and the findings obtained. This is 
the prelude of a broader research on the democratizing consequences of participatory 
processes in 6 cases located in 3 Spanish regions3. 

 

  

                                                           
2 On the different views in the debate over democratic deepening, see Gaventa (2006).  
3 This work is part of the research project "Cherry-picking: The results of participatory processes”, 
funded by the National Research Plan of the Spanish Ministry of Economy and Competitiveness 
(CSO2012-31832). http://cherrypickingproject.wordpress.com/home/ 



3 
 

2. A three-hypothesis based proposal to operationalize potential effects of participatory 
processes on the civil society and its interaction with public authorities 

A good deal of arguments justifying the introduction of participatory processes comes from 
the theory of democracy (Fung and Wright, 2003; Barber 1984, Pateman 1970, Cohen and 
Arato 1992, Fishkin 1995; Dryzek, 2000). Here, the starting point is the reflection on the 
profound democratic deficits of representative democracies: the introduction of participatory 
mechanisms is understood as part of a broader process of democratic deepening, conceiving 
them as complementary to or revitalisers of the existing representative channels (Wampler 
2012, Warren 2009). Thus, these devices are envisioned as contributing to goals such as 
changes in the organizational configuration of civil society, values and attitudes that guide the 
action of organizations or the interaction between civil society and the state. In these 
approaches, the idea of empowerment and democratic deepening in the interaction between 
people and the authorities becomes central (Fung and Wright 1993, 2006; Baiocchi et al. 2011; 
Abers 2003)4. 

Factors that in other approaches tend to be considered as pre-conditions or constraints to the 
success of participatory processes become now the objectives of reform. That is, political 
context conditions (for example, the network of social actors or their relation to public 
authorities) are to be modified (or become susceptible of modification) by the implementation 
of participatory processes. Thus, a "strong" civil society, measured either structurally, by its  
organizational density and connectedness, or culturally, by attitudes as the proclivity towards 
public good stances, can be seen not only as prerequisites but also as by-products of 
participatory governance. In this type of views, the transformation of the civil society-state 
interactions, the changes in the power structures, becomes central5.  

More or less explicitly, most of these approaches agree in the search of changes in the 
interaction between civil society and the state, an interaction to be directed towards positive 
relationships (mutually reinforcing). For example, Evans (1996), based on various studies of 
economic development initiatives in third world countries, highlighted as a success factor the 
synergies which were created, mutually reinforcing, between civil society and the state. In 
particular, it is noted as the most remarkable cases those in which the relationships between 
social groups and public authorities were configured in networks that permeated the public- 
private divide (embeddedness), based on relationships of trust and collaboration. The same 
conclusion can be seen in the study of Abers (1998) on participatory budgeting in Porto Alegre. 
The change in the patterns from patronage to a kind of democratic association appears as a 
key factor of success (Baiocchi et al. 2011). 

Along with the idea of synergy, Evans (1996) took the idea of “constructiveness" of social 
capital: this author finds evidence to highlight the role of the state as promoter of the 
organizational base of civil society, transforming or creating organizational resources that 
serve as the bases for civil society (through the mobilization of existing social ties, articulating 
relational resources, etc.). Applied to the literature of participatory governance, institutional 
reform could play this role of “enhancer” of interactions, strengthen civil society, both in its 
                                                           
4 Empowerment is expressed in the extension of a set of attitudes and practices associated with the civic 
culture (Pateman 2012; Verba et al., 1995; Talpin, 2011; Funes et al., 2013).  
5 Thus as Fagotto y Fung (2009: 15) point out, “those who build institutions and practices of public 
engagement frequently work at two levels. Not only do they address urgently felt needs in their 
communities but, although they may not have intended, they also improve the machinery of democratic 
self-government” 
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organizational base and the nature of their relationships with authorities, transforming the 
client (consumer) modes of interaction into new modes based on the autonomy of social 
groups (Baiocchi et al. 2011). 

In contrast, other studies identify processes of instrumentalization, co-optation and de-
mobilization of social actors and their collective action. Diverse studies have identified this 
type of “mobilization of bias” practices. Navarro (2000) in his analysis of diverse case studies of 
participatory experiences in Spanish municipalities, identified instrumentalization practices, 
through the selection of participants according to electoral affinities with the incumbent 
political party. Similarly Parkinson (2004) shows how, in a process of reform of the health 
policy, participatory spaces were opened to individual citizens in order to exclude critical and 
challenging stakeholders. Overall, authorities tends to show distrust to external social groups 
(Kathi and Cooper 2005, Hartz - Karp 2007), their working schedule and the definition of topics 
can tightly constrain the frame of participatory processes (Eliasoph 1998). In addition, as noted 
by Baiocchi et al. (2011) in his comparative study of participatory budgeting in Brazil, relational 
configurations between social actors and the authorities (from autonomy to co-optation) 
depend on the prior empowerment of civil society and the characteristics of the participatory 
design. In any case, we cannot ignore the dimension of the conflict and its effects (Blanco and 
Gomà 2003). 

In short, participatory processes can be considered as political opportunities for the 
development of processes of collective action and of interaction with the state (and not just as 
tools which may improve decisions), but can also respond to the logic of mobilization of bias 
and legitimation of the status quo. By introducing them, authorities are not only more 
responsive to citizen demands; there are other by-products related to the relationship among 
collective actors. 

In this paper, we focus on the identification of the effects of participatory processes in the civil 
society-authorities interactions. We do not care if the decisions generate more efficient or 
more socially fair policies but to what extent, how and under what circumstances, 
participatory devices transform the nature of the interactions between the state and civil 
society. These effects might also involve changes in the stakeholder’s world views, attitudes 
and practices within the field of civil society. Hence, patterns of changes will be evident in both 
the structural and the cultural facets of these interactions.6 

Particularly, we inquire into three areas or scenarios where the effects may be empirically 
observed. Our analytical framework is based on an extensive (theoretical and empirical) 
literature review and on the results of an exploratory phase based on expert academics 
interviews and nominal (groups) interviews with experienced facilitations and practitioners 
(see Jiménez and Garcia 2015). For analytical purposes, a selection of potential effects has 
been clustered under three different hypotheses on the democratizing effects of participatory 
processes. In particular, the effects related to the idea (hypothesis) that participatory 
processes favour collective action (or social capital) in civil society by attracting and connecting 
social actors; a second group of effects responding to the idea that participatory processes 
empower social actors; and, third, we consider effects associated to the idea that these 
experiences modify general patterns of interaction between civil society and local authorities. 

                                                           
6 “Structural” makes reference to forms of organization and practices. “Ideational” or “cultural” makes 
reference to the representations and perceptions of other actors and oneself.  
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Associated with each of these hypotheses we try to establish a clear articulation of the kind of 
the expected effects (changes) and the (causal) mechanisms that connect them to the 
participatory processes7. Effects are specified in empirical manifestations, in terms of 
structural and cultural dimensions and causal mechanisms linking them to the participatory 
processes. The three hypotheses are formulated in positive terms, but when they are 
discussed, it is considered how the same, or different, mechanisms can lead to negative 
effects, contrary to those forecasted by the literature. Likewise, in some cases, we also regard 
(positive and negative) side-effects derived from the main effect. 

 

2.1. Do participatory processes foster social capital? The coral reef hypothesis: Participatory 
processes as arenas of attraction for social groups and as forwarders of collective action 

In line with the mentioned idea of the “constructiveness" of social capital (Evans 1996), to the 
extent that participatory processes settle down institutional spaces (policy arenas) where 
interactions of some intensity among actors take place, we can think that they function to the 
community life as the "coral reefs" do to the marine life. That is, as facilitators of collective 
action (reducing the cost of coordination) and, therefore, they contribute to both the 
articulation of (new) groups as well as to the interactions between actors, that otherwise are 
more difficult to occur. 8 As in the case of artificial reefs that aim at influencing the biota, by 
attracting different species and providing a protective environment for their development, 
participatory processes may have an effect of attraction of groups and increasing connectivity 
(strengthening collective activity) as well as favouring processes of mutual recognition and 
political identification. As the coral reefs foster the diversity of species, increase in associative 
diversity (pluralism) may occur as an additional consequence of the attraction effect.9 

Specifically, under this hypothesis we will explore the following effects, both structural and 
cultural, in the field of civil society (see Table 1). To the extent that participatory processes 
involve setting common goals and / or expectations of political influence, they change the 
cost-benefits structure for collective action. 

Once the initial coordination problem has been solved, it increases the likelihood of collective 
action to be maintained over time and crystallized in more or less formalized groups (especially 
if expectations about the results of collective action are initially met). Expectations of access to 
resources (of influence, for example) can act, as well as a pull factor of groups previously not 
present in the arena, potentially increasing social plurality (diversity). Conversely, if the 
participatory processes are perceived as costly or the expectations about their performance 
are poor (or results are frustrating), will lead social actors to exit (potentially, reducing the 
diversity of actors). 

                                                           
7 As can be seen in Table 1, we also limit our attention to effects as they evidenced at a meso level of 
analysis, that is, in the field of organizational configuration of society and its interactions with the state, 
and hence, leaving out of our focus effects observable at macro (or aggregate) and micro-individual 
levels. 
8 The metaphor of the coral reef has been taken from the work of Tarrow (2001:5) on the formation of 
transnational networks of social actors around international institutions. 
9 In relation to this potential increase in relational resources, Abers (2007: 1454) used Brännström's 
(2004) notion of "catchment area" to refer to this attraction effect in the case of river basins councils in 
Brazil. Jimenez (2005) showed how the environmental advisory board of the central administration in 
the mid-nineties contributed to the organizational consolidation of the movement at the state level and 
favored its ties to other social organizations. 
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TABLE 1. The coral reef hypothesis. Participatory processes as arenas of attraction and as 
forwarders of collective action (increasing connectedness) 

(direct/main) Effects Empirical manifestations 
Explanatory 
mechanisms 
(examples) 

Other indirect effects 
(derived from the main 
effects) 

Attraction- exit 

Formation of new 
collective actors and 
networks (vs. groups 
disappearance) 
 
New engagement vs. exit  

Collective rational 
action mechanisms  
(changes in the costs-
benefits structure for 
coll. action) 

Actors diversity  
(pluralism of social 
actors in the policy 
arena) 

Furthering -hindering 
social connectedness 

 
Variations in number of 
social ties and intensity of 
exchanges 
 

Brokerage vs. closure 
mechanisms Joint actions (beyond 

the policy arena) 
 
Variations in patters of 
interaction among 
social groups 
(collaboration vs. 
competition) 

(Dis)Favouring 
collective 
identifications 

 
Supra-groups collective 
identities 
 

Attribution of 
similarities 
(differences) 
mechanisms  

Variations in  mutual 
perceptions (among 
social groups) 

 
Mutual trust among social 
collectivities  
 

Mechanisms of trust 
formation 
 

 
Mutual recognition 
attitudes 
 

 
Empathy mechanisms 
 

-Openness to new 
(alternative) ideas 
-Perspective taking 

Source: Authors ‘ own elaboration 
 
 

This same effect may be related to networking activities among groups. Participatory 
processes can activate mechanisms of brokerage among groups (no connected previously), as 
they involve more or less broad calls to participation, promoting social groups/sectors 
convergence and, eventually, joint action. Participatory processes settle down a space and a 
time for them to meet, encouraging coordination of efforts that would not have taken place 
otherwise. One side effect of this mechanism would be joint actions beyond the policy arena. 
At the opposite pole, a limitation or bias in the selection of participants, intentional or not, 
could trigger a closure mechanism, limiting the flow of information and even reducing the 
universe of connected actors. 

These (structural) changes may be expressed empirically also at the cultural level. We think 
that in the context of its implementation, participatory processes can be an extension and 
intensification of interactions between actors, a new opportunity in many cases, prompting 
processes of attitudinal revision concerning mutual perceptions and collective identification. 
Cognitive and emotional mechanisms attributing similarities (or differences), collective 
identification, or commitment to, shape the interaction between civil society and between 
social or related to the administration actors. 

For example, feelings of (collective) identification in the network of social actors would emerge 
as far as continued interaction happens and it also generates a commitment towards the 
process and the accomplishment of the objectives. Communicative interaction favours the 
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activation of mechanisms of attribution of similarities, based on the recognition of sharing 
objectives and tasks, etc. Changes in mutual perceptions (regarding trust, openness to 
alternative ideas, recognition, etc.) would be a product of empathy processes (understanding 
the others’ motives) and confidence building, activated in the course of processes of exchange 
of views and collective experiences. A side effect of these changes in mutual perceptions may 
be a more open stance to alternative ideas. Similarly, a derivative effect of the combination of 
the above attitudinal changes may be the establishing-reinforcing of patterns of interactions 
among groups based on collaboration (for positive effects) or competition (when these effects 
do not occur or are negative). 

 

2.2. Do participatory processes empower social groups? The civil society empowerment 
hypothesis 

From the perspective of the social actors, participatory processes may trigger three 
environmental mechanisms (associated with the change in the political context entailed by the 
institutional reform). These mechanisms may also lead to empower stakeholders. First, the 
opening of new venues of participation can entail a change in the availability or the access to 
certain organizational resources, both material (such as access to infrastructure or public 
subsidies) and cognitive (usually associated with greater access to information and technical 
know-how) or relational (derived from relations with institutional actors and public 
authorities). Also, to the extent that the participation in the process confers public visibility to 
social groups, they may increase their capacity to mobilise material resources from the society 
in the form of increases, for example, in fundraising or volunteer work.  

As derived effects, changes in the available resources can contribute to trigger internal 
organizational changes (usually associated with professionalization processes), the content of 
their agendas and their political repertoires (moderation). Also, as a potential side effect, 
variations in the amount and nature of resources can lead to changes in their social 
mobilization potential, for example, due to variations in their public visibility. In some cases, 
depending on the nature of social groups, the anticipation of these processes can prevent 
certain actors from participatory processes (or lead collective actors to perceive these 
institutions with suspicion and wariness). 

Participatory processes may involve structural opening-closure, affecting not only the political 
opportunity structure faced by the stakeholders in order to access, directly or indirectly, to the 
diverse stages in the decision-making process; but participatory processes can also affect 
mechanism of attribution of political leverage or how political opportunities are perceived or 
signalised, in the form of judgments and feelings about the ability to influence. 

Participants assessments on their ability to influence or, more broadly, their assessments 
about the compliance with the expectations that motivated their participation, may be a factor 
leading to further commitment (and contribute to attitudinal revisions concerning the 
perception of the process and of the public authorities, as state in Table 3) or, on the contrary, 
may generate frustration (encouraging exit processes, as stated in Table 1). Similarly, a side 
effect based on these evaluations, may involve the formation or revision of normative 
commitment to the process, which result in processes of actors institutionalization (or 
deinstitutionalization). 
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Table 2. The civil society empowerment hypothesis. Participatory processes as strengthening 
social organizations and increasing their political leverage 

(direct/main) Effects Empirical 
manifestations 

Explanatory 
mechanisms 
(examples) 

Other indirect effects 
(derived from the main 

effects) 

Variations in social 
actors access to 
resources 

Variations in: 
 
material resources  
 
cognitive, information 
resources  
 
relational resources (ties 
with authorities and/or 
public visibility)  

 
Mechanism of 
change in the 
available resources 

Groups Internal 
organizational changes, 
changes in their agenda 
and/or political repertoires, 
etc.  (professionalization, 
demobilization, etc. trends) 
 
Variations in social groups 
mobilization potential 

Participation 
opportunities in the 
decision making 

Variations in capacities 
to access relevant 
authorities  
 
Variations in capacities 
to access decision-
making at different 
stages 

Mechanism of 
change in the 
political 
opportunities 
(structural 
openings- closings) 

Further engagement vs 
frustration  (and exit)  
 
(Des)Institutionalization  
(variations in the normative 
commitment to the process) Variations in social 

actors power 
(political leverage) 

 
Sense of (external) 
political efficacy  
 
 

Mechanism of 
attribution of 
opportunities / 
threats 
(signalling 
opportunities) 

Source: Authors ‘ own elaboration 
 
 

2.3. Do participatory processes change the civil society and local state interactions? The 
hypothesis of shift in power relations 

The analysis of the interaction between civil society and the authorities, and the assessment 
on the extent to which participatory processes entail changes in the power structure (or 
reinforce existing power relations or are politically innocuous) is addressed from five potential 
effects. First, we pay attention to the social actors-authorities structure of relationships. To the 
extent that participatory processes involve new political opportunities, the network will be 
more open (less selective) and there will be an increase of politically significant contacts. In 
this sense, an indirect effect may be the variation in the normative commitment to the process 
(processes of institutionalization/ deinstitutionalization) of the actors and changes in their 
perception over certain (democratic) properties of the policy context as transparency or 
accountability. 

Second, closely connected to the empowerment of social groups and their perceptions of 
power (Table 2), changes in power relations can only be considered effective (actual) to the 
extent that social groups (perceive that they) maintain their autonomy, as may be evidenced, 
for instance, in their capacity to influence the policy agenda and advance their objectives along 
the different stages of the policy-making. If this happens, resistances of actors may emerge. To 
the extent that power redistribution processes are initiated, resistance may arise, and may 
result in open or latent conflicts. If conflicts are not addressed, the process may lead to a 
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stalemate. In other scenarios of participation, where social actors lose autonomy, because 
power flows reinforce the authorities or deepen previous participatory inequalities among 
actors, the participatory process can result in situations of (punctual) instrumentalization or 
(stable) co-optation, or reinforce (existing) dynamics of interaction based on clientelism. 

 

Table 3. The hypothesis of shift in power relations. Changes in the nature of civil society-local 
government interactions Preliminary results. 

(direct/main) Effects Empirical manifestations 
Explanatory 
mechanisms 
(examples) 

Other indirect effects 
(derived from the main 

effects) 

Variations in the 
degree of openness-
closure of decision-
making (selectivity of 
the policy network) 

Variations in the number 
and diversity of policy 
actors 
 
Variations in the ties with 
social-groups authorities 
(meaningful exchanges) 

Mechanism of 
change in the 
political 
opportunities 
(structural 
openings- closings) 

Processes of social groups 
(de) institutionalization  
(variations in the 
normative commitment 
to the process) 
 
Process/authorities 
transparency and 
accountability 

Variations in the 
degree of social 
actors’ autonomy. 

 

Variations in the 
perceptions on social 
groups autonomy 
 
Variations in the 
perceptions of social group 
to influence the policy 
agenda 

Mechanism of 
attribution of 
opportunities / 
threats 
(signalling 
opportunities) 
 

-Conflictual resistances to 
change 
-Instrumentalization from 
powerful actors 
-Co-optation 

Variations in  mutual 
perceptions 
(recognition and 
trust between social 
groups and 
authorities) 

 
Social actors trust – distrust 
towards authorities / 
institutions 
 

Mechanisms of trust 
formation 

-Variations in the 
dynamic of social groups-
authorities interactions 
(collaboration vs. conflict) 

 
Mutual recognitions 
 

Mechanisms of 
empathy 
(attachment or 
detachment 
mechanisms) 

-Openness to new ideas 
-Perspective taking 

 
Mutual perception as 
legitimate actors 
 

Mechanisms of 
certification 

Legitimization of 
participants (and 
processes) 

Variations in 
perspective taking 
attitudes (empathy) 

Perceptions of others’ 
motives / interests as 
founded/legitimate  

Motivational 
mechanisms 
(deliberation) 

Legitimization  of 
decisions 

Better decisions (¿?) 
Variations in the 
orientation towards 
the general interest 

Perceptions that decisions 
tend to considered the 
general interests (v.s 
particular, narrow ones)  

Source: Authors ‘ own elaboration 
 

Third, the hypothesis of power relations shift envisages also the revision of attitudes 
concerning, for instance, mutual perceptions between social actors and authorities. 
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Communicative interaction favours the activation of mechanisms of attribution of similarities 
(or differences), based on the recognition of sharing objectives and tasks. Changes in mutual 
perceptions (regarding trust, recognition or openness to alternative ideas) would be product of 
that empathy mechanisms and confidence building mechanisms, activated during the 
processes of views and experience exchange. One of the resources that are potentially 
favoured along this interaction is the political legitimacy of the groups through the 
mechanisms of certification (McAdam et al., 2001: 145-146) by which authorities recognize 
social actors as legitimate interlocutors.  

Fourth, (positive) changes in mutual perceptions may lead, in its turn, to greater receptivity to 
new ideas and perspective taking (understanding the views of others). Similarly, a derivative of 
the combination of the above may indeed be the establishment of interaction patterns 
between social groups and authorities based on collaboration (for positive effects) and conflict 
(when these effects do not occur or are negative). 

Additionally (and fifth) according to the approaches of deliberative democracy, as a result of 
the interaction, commitment and confrontation among the participants in decision making 
(Cohen 1989; Pincock, 2012), we can expect the activation of deliberative mechanisms (or 
Cohen's motivational effects) leading to guide decisions towards the common good (as well as 
perspective taking) versus self-interested positions. In positive terms, a final result derived 
from these processes would be better and more legitimate decisions. 

 

3. Methodological Strategy. Case-selection, cases construction and analysis. 

The most commonly used strategy to study the impacts of participatory processes has tended 
to focus on the most influential, best practices or exemplar cases (Fung 2009). Some recent 
studies have also compared the impacts of participatory experiences with a similar design (e.g. 
participatory budgeting: Sintomer and Ganuza 2011; Blanco and Ballester 2011; Baiocchi et al. 
2011; Ganuza, Nez and Morales 2013). However, we found no studies which consider various 
types of participatory devices and their potential effects for the civil society-public authorities’ 
relationship, and we hardly find works based on case-study strategies which stay away from 
“best-practices”. Here, we follow a strategy of case selection that focus on typical or normal 
cases (as oppose to exemplary cases) considering variations in terms of design and (political) 
context. 

In any case, in order to explore the type of results we are aiming at, the sample of 
participatory experiences10 covers significant processes in three qualities, which we consider 
as eligibility criteria: 

*Durable in time and leading to intense interactions. We must consider the duration and the 
intensity of the process to see the expected effects (e.g. Abers 1988), both in their structural 
and cultural manifestations. Our universe of participatory experiences comprises those cases, 
not necessarily successful or exemplary, but favouring sufficiently enduring and profound 
interactions among participants as to activate potentially the mechanisms of change. Hence, 

                                                           
10 The universe, or frame, from which our case studies were selected, is the MECPALO Database on local 
participatory mechanisms in Southern Europe (see Galais et al. 2012). 
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we excluded from our universe non-permanent designs (such as deliberative surveys or 
citizens’ juries) and focus instead on permanent devices as advisory councils (with at least 
three years of activity with regular meetings) and participatory budgeting (with at least two 
rounds of participation). 

* Settings providing a framework for deliberative decision-making. 

Furthermore, regardless of their initial design, these contexts of interaction should offer real 
opportunities for the occurrence of deliberative decision modes, where participants take initial 
positions, exchange reasons, and, sometimes, change their minds in the course of discussions 
(Cohen 1989). 

* Participants decisions are expected to influence public action, either indirectly or directly, 
through the formulation of policy proposals. 

Given our interest in impacts in the nature of interaction civil society-public authorities and the 
possibilities of changes in the structure of power, our research focus on those mechanisms 
where participation is aiming at exert influence on public authorities (for instance, by the 
provision of advice and consultation) and exercise direct power on decisions (for instance, by 
cooperative forms of decision-making).  

The application of these three criteria of eligibility has to be necessarily adapted to the (quality 
of the) experiences of participatory processes in the Spanish context (Font and Alarcón 2014). 
And in particular, one should bear in mind that despite the generalization of participatory tools 
in local administrations, they have been usually conceived as marginal and/or highly 
contingent on the political configuration of power.  The limited institutionalization of 
participatory practices in Spain makes most of the experiences unstable or politically 
insignificant. This has often led to a widespread phenomenon of participatory frustration and 
fatigue (see for instance Garcia and Jiménez, 2014 or Jiménez and Garcia 2015).  

Specifically, in the case of advisory councils in Spain, despite its wide dissemination, they have 
been characterized by their scant political relevance and/or by the mobilization of bias; often 
conceived by authorities as mere legitimizing mechanisms of their government action (Jimenez 
and García, 2015). On its turn, participatory budgeting experiences (Ganuza and Francés, 2012) 
have tended to respond to the political initiative of some left parties when they have reached 
local governments, and they have had no continuity when the local political  configuration 
changes. 

Our cases are selected from this participatory reality, usually, distant from the ideals depicted 
in the normative approaches and from those few and scantily representative exemplar 
experiences. However, although our cases reflect the limitations of these types of participatory 
experiences in Spain, our selection has tried to assure the presence, even at its low levels, of 
the three qualities considered as prerequisites for the occurrence of the effects we are interest 
on. 
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Selection of cases: effects of different participatory designs  

Our research strategy is based on the cross-case analysis, understood as a "plausibility test" by 
which we seek to outline the effects and hypotheses, compare and reconstruct them in 
different conditions (Levy 2008; Miles & Huberman, 1994). The logic of cross-case analysis is 
suitable for intensive, in-depth research of a dependent variable (the change in the interaction 
of administrationand social actors) while introducing variation in the context and the 
participatory device (factors). Thus, we will select a limited (although varied) number of cases.  

In this paper, as a pilot analysis, we include just two cases which will be analysed in depth 
using qualitative techniques. Concretely, we compare two recent experiences of participatory 
processes in Andalusia: the Local Council of Volunteering in Jerez de la Frontera (Cádiz) and the 
Participatory Budget process in Algeciras (Cádiz). As exposed in Table 4, both cases meet the 
above eligibility criteria.  These two cases are theoretically relevant because advisory councils 
and participatory budgets are two typical institutions offered by the participatory democracy 
frames.  

The case of the Local Council of Volunteering (LCV) is somehow paradigmatic of the 
functioning of advisory devices in non-conflictual policy areas and where the activity is 
oriented toward the provision of social services by non-profit organizations. Often in these 
contexts, their origins are linked to the institutionalization of (new) public policies as the 
volunteering policies by city government of Jerez during the last decade. In this case, the 
demand came from the social groups themselves due to the high number of associations 
emerged in Jerez during the previous years.  The municipal staff, technical and administrative 
officers, agreed to initiate a participatory project for one year in order to create the final LCV 
to consolidate the volunteer movement in Jerez. This process, promoted in 2005 by the 
recently created Volunteering Local Office, was named “Active Volunteering Forum” and was 
the prelude of the actual LCV, which has its first official meeting on 15 January of 2007. Hence, 
the LCV can be considered from its origins as a co-participated initiative which has kept this 
feature later, despite the changes in the political configuration of power (Andalucist Party, 
Socialists and Popular Party successive governments).The internal composition of the LCV is 
established by the Regional Law on volunteering, in terms of an equal number of 
representatives from civil society and local authorities. This legal consideration has supposed 
that, on one hand, a large number of administrative areas have participated in the LCV and, on 
the other hand, social groups coming from others sectors, such as neighbour’s associations, 
have also taken part in it. According to the internal rules, LCV is renewed every four years, 
parallel to the local elections.  Nearly all the interviewees stated that, in comparison with other 
advisory councils, the LCV is characterized by non-partisan and consensual logic in the 
decision-making process. 

Similarly, the Participatory Budget at the municipality of Algeciras reproduces a pattern 
frequent in other experiences elsewhere Spain (Ganuza and Francés, 2011). The initiative 
responded to the United Left representatives in the city hall, as part of their government 
agreement with the Socialist Party (coalition). The conservative party opposed this 
participatory process and, eventually, they will put an end to the experience in 2011, when 
they obtained the local government. It also counted with the opposition of one of the largest 
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local networks of neighbour’s association. The conflictual relations with established 
neighbours associations is a constant in the Spanish experiences given the challenge that 
participatory designs, based on individual and open participation, they may entail a challenge 
to actors accustomed to traditional interaction (Ganuza, 2003). Actually, in this case of PB, the 
context was twofold conflictive: the traditional, bilateral and direct ways of communication 
between associative actors were called into question (challenging patronage and previous 
party instrumentalizations); moreover, the PB was leaded by a minority leftist party and the 
claimed new Participatory Act, which would establish territorial and sectoral councils for social 
organizations, was given a background place. Thus, the representative logic of social 
organizations was replaced (formally) by individual participation and universal access of PB. 
Despite the short and conflictive life of the process (3 years), active during barely two annual 
budgets, intense interactions happened and it left a memory in collective actors. 

Table 4. Features of the two selected cases according to scope of participants, mode and duration of 
interactions and extent of authority. 

 Local Council of Volunteering, LCV  
(Jerez de la Frontera, Cádiz) 

Participatory Budgeting Process, PB 
(Algeciras, Cádiz) 

Who 
participates? 
 
Scope of 
participants 
(participants 
selection 
methods) 
 
 

In equal parts, lay and professional stake 
holders (from civil society) and expert 
administrators/ professional politicians. 
 
Participants: 1)The mayor and councillor 
of participation; 2) representatives of 
public administration (some of them 
external from the city council such as 
members of the University of Cadiz and 
the Andalusian agency of volunteers); 3) 
Representatives of social agents such as 
trade unions and political parties and 4) 
representatives of social groups and 
associations and 5) citizens randomly 
chosen. 
 
Number of participants has varied from 
19 to 35 (usually around 23) 

Open to all citizens (self-selection with 
the help of promotion groups). In 
practice a mixture of self-selected 
citizens and lay and professional 
stakeholders (invited to participate at 
different stages as in the promotion 
groups, the follow-up commissions and 
the city councils, but there were no 
special seat for them). 
 
 
 
 
 
 

How 
participants 
interact and 
how debates 
are translated 
into decisions? 
 
 
 
Nature 
(intensity and 
mode) of the 
interactions 
among 
participants 
& of decisions. 
 

Moderate interaction but extended over 
years with a combination of aggregation 
and bargaining and deliberation modes 
of decision-making. 
 
Working since 2007 to present (2014), at 
least 38 meetings have taking placed. The 
number of meetings has progressively 
declined. 
 
Decisions have been adopted by 
consensus. Indeed, it has never been used 
the veto power.  

Intense interaction over a short period 
of time with a combination of 
aggregation and bargaining and 
deliberation modes of decision-making. 
 
Two processes (2009 and 2010), 
involving diverse rounds of assemblies 
(to decide on the regulation of the 
process and for proposals), six motor 
groups meetings (organization of the 
zone assemblies and proposals) and six 
zone assemblies for proposal and 
decision-making. 
 
Promoter groups, zone assemblies, city 
councils and city forums adopted a 
deliberative mode of decision, despite 
the final voting procedure. 
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Table 4. Features of the two selected cases according to scope of participants, mode and duration of 
interactions and extent of authority. 

 Local Council of Volunteering, LCV  
(Jerez de la Frontera, Cádiz) 

Participatory Budgeting Process, PB 
(Algeciras, Cádiz) 

 
To what extent 
decisions are 
articulated into 
public action? 
 
Extent of 
authority  
 
 

In theory, advisory function (providing 
advice and consult to the local 
administration in the formulations of 
proposals and suggestions related to 
public policies on volunteerism), in 
practice it has exercised direct power in 
terms of co-governing in that policy issues  
(developing strategies for public action 
concerning public awareness-raising 
campaigns in order to promote voluntary 
work and support for voluntary groups), 
proposing and implementing training 
activities for voluntary associations.  
 
The associations and members of the LCV 
take part in almost all policies stages: 
diagnosis, programming, decision, 
implementing and evaluation. 

Direct authority (decision) over the 
allocation of resources (concrete 
proposals). 
 
The declared objective of the PB was 
the “democratic deepening” and that 
neighbours were able to decide on a 
part of the local budget every year.  
It entails that citizens may have a say in 
diverse issues ant policy states, from the 
propositive phase (within particular 
issues) to the decision over them, the 
control over their implementation and 
evaluation. 
 
Low % of the public budget and low rate 
of accomplishment and implementation 
of proposals (according to all 
interviewed actors)  

Source: Authors’ own elaboration, adapting Fung (2006)‘s three dimensions of participatory designs. 
  
 

Hence, we have chosen two cases that match usual experiences of these two types of 
participatory processes in the Spanish context. Both processes are located in medium-sized 
cities (100.000-200.000 citizens), the two in the province of Cádiz, and both with comparable 
socio-economic contexts (7.000-8.000€, middle-low levels of yearly income per capita). Both 
cases of participatory design are very different. The advisory council focuses on a specific (non-
central) policy area and it was formed by (majorly) professional stakeholders, public officers 
and political authorities (individual citizens could also be invited). Meanwhile, the participatory 
budget was opened to (self-selected) citizens, although in practice dominated by lay 
stakeholders (neighbour’s and other sectorial groups) within a transversal arena crosscutting 
diverse policy areas in the local administration. However, both participatory settings share a 
common objective which is the empowerment of civil society and the transformation of 
traditional decision-making.  Their diversity permits us to explore and compare the nature of 
the effects and reconstruct the different causal logics in transforming the civil-society 
interactions. Thus, we will see how the three hypotheses about the shifts in the civic society 
happened after the two types of participatory processes were implemented.  

Cases’ construction and analysis  

Cases are constructed from desk-analysis of information (internal rules, minutes, participatory 
proposals’ document) and other relevant information), through web-mining (for example, in 
the media), and mainly, from a series of semi-structured interviews with a selection of critical 
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profiles of participants.11 Before the fieldwork, we designed a rather structured codebook with 
all the effects (Jiménez and García 2014) and interview script which produced highly focused 
and organized interviews around the “civic society” effects of participatory processes. Because 
the analytical strategy is theory driven (plausibility test) the interviews’ script was built from an 
operationalization of effects, similar to those reflected in previous tables, on the bases of an 
extensive literature review. We also counted with the results of an exploratory phase based on 
expert academic interviews and nominal (groups) interviews with experienced participation 
practitioners (see Jiménez y Garcia 2015).    

Interviews were recorded and transcripted. The analysis was assisted by the NVIVO software. 
We created a provisional start list of codes that comes from our (theoretical and empirical) 
conceptual framework. The codes’ definitions were agreed between the two coders who were 
also carried out the fieldwork. The codes were organised hierarchically in thematic families. A 
same interview’s transcription was coding for both coders in order to test the coding scheme 
and resolve possible disagreements. This list of codes allowed us to identify, firstly within-case 
and secondly cross-case, the main effects and their potential explanatory factors according to 
the discourses of different actors (see Miles and Huberman 1994). 

 

4. Results 

In this section, main results are synthetically presented in tables comparing both cases 
together with preliminary interpretations addressing our hypotheses.  

H1: Have these participatory experiences functioned as a reef attracting new, previously 
excluded social actors and fostering the creation of social ties among participants?   

Our preliminary analysis suggests that (1) the coral reef hypothesis should not be discarded, 
but the process through which it happens is different according to the design of the 
participatory mechanism. Both participatory processes signified stimuli for the political arrival 
(and formation) of new groups and networks as well as for new social ties among collective 
actors. However, our results also point toward that attraction trends may be accompanied also 
by exit movements, at least at the outset of the processes, as a way of showing disagreement 
with the new procedures.  

[Table 5 here] 

That is the case of the PB where a sector of neighbours associations perceived the universal 
(individual) access selection procedure as a challenge to their authority status, a lack of 
recognition of their representativeness, trajectory and their role channelling demands in their 
neighbourhoods. So, some “traditional” well-established neighbourhood organizations decided 
to abandon the process (exit) and they engaged in a conflictive relationship with the 

                                                           
11 We have -8-9 interviews for each case. They lasted around 45-60 minutes and informants were 
selected for their ability to give precise information of the participatory process from different angles or 
positions.  The profiles were: New participant social group; Pre-existing non-participant social group; 
Pre-existing participant social group; Pre-existing non-participant social group; Community participation 
technician; Administration staff (policy area); Political authority (process promoter party), Participant 
policy authority (policy area); Opposition party representative; and Relevant Observer( who was an 
academic, journalist or a socially engaged person).  
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Participation Delegate (the area public representative). This process was parallel to the delay 
in adopting the new Local Rules for Participation, which was also considered as a disregard to 
neighbourhood organizations.  (2) Structural effects are more evident (or straightforwardly 
evidenced) than cultural ones. (3) These type of effects seems deeper, both structurally and 
culturally, in the PB, entailing an open criteria of participant selection (4) Diverse actors tend to 
hold diverse, even contradictory perceptions of the occurrence of these effects. This is more 
the case in the PB case, where the incipient transformative effects of the process generated 
rejection (and resistances) among those actors initially disfavourable to the process. This is a 
reminder of how the discourses about the processes depend on actors initial positions and 
their perceptions of the reforms in terms of opportunities or threats (or extraneous), but also, 
and more importantly, an indicator of activation of processes of change. In the case of LCV, the 
potential conflictive effects were reduced thanks to the previous participatory process “Active 
Volunteering Forum” carried out for one year. Once the LCV started, only a social group (a 
youth section of a political party) abandoned the process. During the eight years of training of 
the LCV some informal networks among the care (mental health and others) associations have 
been established. Some of them have experienced a moderated internal growth, in terms of 
number of volunteers. 

 

H2: Do participatory processes empower or (deprive) social actors in terms of resources and 
influence opportunities? 

In both cases, participatory processes seem to signify access to resources (cognitive, relational 
and, to a lesser extension material). The significance of these resources seems to depend on 
the nature of organizations. Lay stakeholders, less experienced participants may appraise, as 
new, the political capacitation derived from the participatory experiences as well as the 
establishment of contacts with public officials and representatives. These appraisals are more 
common, in this sense, among the PB due to their broader selection of participants. In the PB, 
the most relevant resource, according to actors, was the learning process regarding the 
working of public administration and the process of policy-making.  Interestingly, in times of 
crisis, the Council as an entity (an as space) is perceived as a resource for groups by backing 
auto-organized activities, giving visibility to them. It could be the case, hence, that the LCV has 
contributed to the resilience of these groups in a context of crisis and public funding cuts. In 
both cases, an interviewee (with technical profile) associates the idea of access to authorities 
to the generation of greater accountability. 

[Table 6 here] 

Similarly, changes in the identification of opportunities and the sense of political efficacy, 
varied according to the initial political context faced by different actors. In the case of the LCV, 
it is viewed as formalization (institutionalization) of previous more diffuse / informal 
opportunities. The new mechanism does not limit opportunities for any of the participants but 
it circumscribes those decisions to a rather narrow political area (that of the implementation 
of specific volunteering promotion programmes with scant political leverage). The marginal 
role played by the council beyond those policies is valued negatively (and associated to a 
general mode of participatory frustration). In the PB case, the new process is seen by 
established neighbourhood associations as dwarfing previous opportunities; for them, the PB 
was not acknowledging the representative role they play and their role as social 
intermediaries. Other associations and informal groups saw the PB as an opportunity to launch 
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their demands going beyond party affinities and pre-established relationships. Here also, 
despite initial empowerment of previously excluded and new actors, the weakening of the 
initial political boost (not implementation of proposals), lead to a general perception that the 
PB did not entail a change at the end of the day, leading to participatory frustration. 

 

H3: Do participatory processes have any effect in the civil society and local state 
interactions?  

Despite differences in the underlying processes, in both cases, participatory experiences did 
not imply profound changes in the policy network (in the structure of interactions between 
civil society and the local government): the LCV meant the institutionalization of previously 
established patters of interaction. Despite the entrance of new actors, the policy network kept 
a nuclei (with frequent and dense) ties around care-oriented organizations and the 
administration staff in the participation area, but without extending their ties (influence) to 
other policy areas and while new social groups remain peripheral or scattered. In the case of 
the PB, the process failed to generate a strong (new) policy network capable to incorporate  
new actors and attract well-established ones (mainly neighborhood organizations) and, hence, 
replace the preexisting exclusive network in the field of the participatory politics or in other 
policy arenas. Actually, there was another participatory process for a city strategic plan which 
was shadowing the PB, together with the previous ways of informal channels.  Although failed, 
the PB process evidenced the transformative capacities of this type of reforms as expressed in 
the conflictual resistance to change. 

The discussion of the autonomy serve us to assess the transformative effects of the 
participatory instruments,  in our cases, the departure from, or abatement of the dominant 
forms of interaction between social groups and local authorities characterized by clientelistic 
and/or instrumentalist approaches. Two results emerge, still unclear, from our results: (1) the 
pervasive presence of patronage and instrumentalist approaches (mentalities) as exemplified 
in the predominance of informal channels of communication between the stronger social 
actors and local authorities, even when the PB was happening. It was also exemplified in the 
low budget that most of policy areas left to PB decision making (limiting the process only to 
small proposals in some “political committed” to the process areas);(2) the trade-off between 
autonomy and political relevance/influence: as exemplify in the LCV. Despite of that, in this 
case, autonomy (even if political leverage is confined to a marginal policy area) is single out by 
the actors as valuable (for being an unusual practice in this type of advisory councils). 

[Table 7 here] 

In both cases, changes in the pattern of interaction (even if not crystalized in the PB case) are 
associated to greater transparency and accountability. 

In terms of attitudinal change, the failed experienced of the PB reinforced distrust towards 
local authorities and lead to frustration among those more favorable to the process. The views 
of some interviewees also suggests the ability of the process to generate perspective taking 
attitudes and orientation towards the general interest but that it fails to crystallize because of 
the interruption of the process. In the LCV case, some interviewed point out that the council 
reinforced feelings of trust between organizations and the administration, but limited to the 
technical staff. Here also a sort of orientation towards the general interest, understood in 
pragmatic terms, seem to develop along the interactions. 
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5. Final remarks 

These preliminary results indicate that the (optimistic) normative justifications of the 
participatory reform are right. Participatory devices can be envisaged as tools for 
strengthening democracy. Particularly, they are correct when pointing that (certain) 
participatory devices can generate political spaces attracting and connecting social actors and 
collective action (our coral reef hypothesis), that can facilitate the access to resources and 
increase their political leverage, reducing participatory inequalities (our empowerment 
hypothesis) and that can modify (democratize) traditional patterns of interactions between 
civil society-public authorities (our power shift hypothesis). Although we did not find all these 
changes in our two case-studies, results suggest that they are plausible. 

At the same, the results suggest that stances more pessimistic are right too when they single 
out all the difficulties usually faced by participatory reforms and how short their achievement 
remain from the envisaged in their normative justifications. At the end of the day what could 
we expect? Power structures are powerful: attempts of instrumentalization, strategies of 
marginalization or decisions of cancelation are signals of these resistances to change. 

Our results also indicate that research design matters: both the expected democratic effects 
and the type of resistances that may generate will vary according to the participatory device. 
And, finally, our work also suggest that these effects, either positive or negative, leading to 
change, stalemate or reinforcement of the status quo, can be empirically grasped through the 
proposed analytical framework. 

 

References 

Abers, Rebecca Naera. 1998. “From clientelism to cooperation: Local government, participatory policy 
and civic organizing in Porto Alegre, Brazil”, Politics and Society 26, 4: 511-537. 

Abers, Rebecca Naera. 2003. “Reflections on what makes empowered participatory governance 
happen”, en Fung, Archon y Erik Olin Wright, eds. Deepening democracy: Institutional innovations in 
empowered participatory governance, London: Verso. 

Abers, Rebecca Naera. 2007. “Organizing for governance: Building collaboration in Brazilian river 
basins”, World Development 35, 8: 1450-1463.    

Baiocchi, Gianpaolo, Patrick Heller y Marcelo Silva. 2011. Bootstrapping Democracy. Transforming Local 
Governance and Civil Society in Brazil. Stanford: Stanford University Press. 

Barber, Benjamin R. 1984. Strong Democracy: Participatory Politics for a New Age. University of 
California Press. 

Barchrach, Peter y Morton S. Baratz. 1962. “The two faces of power”, The American Political Science 
Review 56, 4: 947-952. 

Blanco, Ismael y Marta Ballester 2011. “¿Participar para transformar? La experiencia de los 
Presupuestos Participativos en la provincia de Barcelona”, Gestión y Análisis de Políticas Públicas 5. 

Blanco, Ismael y Ricard Gomá. 2002. Gobiernos locales y redes participativas. Barcelona: Ariel. 

Cohen, Jean L. and Andrew Arato. 1992. Civil society and political theory , Cambridge, MIT Press. 



19 
 

Cohen , Joshua . 1989. “Deliberation and Democratic Legitimacy “, in Hamlin , Alan and Pettit , Philip eds 
.The good polity: Normative analysis of the State, edited by Alan Hamlin and Philip Pettit , 17 – 34 . New 
York : Basil Blackwell . 

Dryzek. John S. 2000. Deliberative democracy and Beyond. Liberal, Critics, Contestations. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press.  

Eliasoph, Nina. 1998. Avoiding Politics. How Americans Produce Apathy in Everyday Life, Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Evans, Peter. 1996. “Government action, social capital and development: reviewing the evidence on 
synergy”, World Development 24, 6: 1119-1132. 

Fagotto, Elena y Archon Fung. 2009. “Sustaining public engagement. Embedded deliberation in local 
communities”. Disponible en web: http://www.everydaydemocracy.org/en/Resource.136.aspx  
[Consulta: 1 de junio 2013] 

Fischer, Frank. 1993. “Citizen participation and the democratization of policy expertise: From Theoretical 
Inquiry to Practical Cases”. Policy Sciences 26 (3): 165-187. 

Fishkin, James S. 1995 The voice of the people: Public opinion and democracy, Yale University Press. 

Font Fábregas, J., & Alarcon, P. 2014. Where Are the Boundaries of Deliberation and Participation? A 
Transatlantic Debate. Journal of Public Deliberation, 10(2), 11. ISO 690  

Font, J., Della Porta, D., & Sintomer, Y. 2014. Participatory democracy in Southern Europe: causes, 
characteristics and consequences. Rowman & Littlefield International. 

Font, J. 2001. Ciudadanos y decisiones públicas. Ariel. 

Rivas, M. J. F., & Argilés, R. A. (2003). Movimientos sociales: cambio social y participación. Universidad 
Nacional de Educación a Distancia, UNED. 

Fung, Archon. 2006. "Varieties of participation in complex governance", Public administration Review 
66(1): 66-75. 

Fung, Archon. 2009. Empowered participation: reinventing urban democracy. Princeton University 
Press. 

Fung, A., Wright, Erik O., & Abers, R. 2003. Deepening democracy: Institutional innovations in 
empowered participatory governance (Vol. 4). Verso. 

Fung, Archon y Wright, Erik O. 2001. “Deepening democracy: innovations in empowered Participatory 
Governance”, Politics & Society, 29 (1): 5-41. 

Fung, Archon and Erik O. Wright. 2003. “Thinking about empowered participatory International Journal 
of Urban and Regional Research governance”, in Fung, Archon and Erik Olin Wright, eds. Deepening 
democracy: Institutional innovations in empowered participatory governance, London: Verso. 

Galais, Carolina, Joan Font, Pau Alarcón and Dolores Sesma. 2012. “Retos metodológicos para el estudio 
cuantitativo de las experiencias participativas locales. Combinación de métodos y bases de datos”, 
Revista Internacional de Sociología, Vol 70 (Extra 2): 65-87 doi:10.3989/ris.2012.04.04 

Ganuza Fernández, E. G. 2003. Los presupuestos participativos en Córdoba. Democracia y presupuestos 
participativos. En Internet: http://intranet.digitalpublic.com/files/1906-19-fichero/11.-
Los_Presupuestos_Participativos_en_Cordoba_(Ernesto_Ganuza).pdf 

Ganuza Fernández, E. 2003. Ciudadanía y democracia: los presupuestos participativos. En Democracia y 
presupuestos participativos. Icaria, 2003. p. 13-34. 

http://intranet.digitalpublic.com/files/1906-19-fichero/11.-Los_Presupuestos_Participativos_en_Cordoba_(Ernesto_Ganuza).pdf
http://intranet.digitalpublic.com/files/1906-19-fichero/11.-Los_Presupuestos_Participativos_en_Cordoba_(Ernesto_Ganuza).pdf


20 
 

Ganuza, Ernesto., Nez, H. and Morales, E. 2013, “The struggle for a voice: tensions between associations 
and citizens in participatory Budgeting. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research. doi: 
10.1111/1468-2427.12059. 

Ganuza, Ernesto., Fernández, E. G., & Francés, F. 2012. El círculo virtuoso de la democracia: los 
presupuestos participativos a debate (Vol. 278). CIS. 

García Espín, Patricia and Manuel Jiménez Sánchez 2014. Have participatory mechanisms transformed 
the State-civil society interaction?, Paper prepared for the ECPR General Conference 2014, 3-6 
September, Glasgow.  

Gaventa, John. 2006. “Triumph, deficit or contestation? Deepening the 'deepening democracy' debate”. 
IDS Working Paper, 264.', http://www.ids.ac.uk/files/dmfile/Rs264.pdf [consulted: 21/01/2014).  

Hall, Peter. 1986. Governing the economy: The politics of state intervention in Britain and France, 
Oxford University Press. 

Hartz-Karp, Jannete. 2007. “How and why deliberative democracy enables co-intelligence and brings 
wisdom to governance”. Journal of Public Deliberation, 3(1): art. 6. 

Jiménez Sánchez, Manuel. 2005. El impacto político de los movimientos sociales, Madrid: CIS-Siglo XXI. 

Jiménez Sánchez, Manuel and Patricia García Espín. 2015. Los efectos de los procesos participativos en 
la sociedad civil. La opinión de los expertos. Informe IESA 
http://www.iesa.csic.es/publicaciones/detallarpublicacion/id/2280140 

Kathi, Pradeep Chandra y Terry L. Cooper. 2005. “Democratizing the administrative state: connecting 
neighborhood councils and city agencies”, Public Administration Review 65(5): 559-567. 

Levy, Jack S. 2008. Case studies: Types, Designs, and Logics of Inference, Conflict Management and 
Peace Science 2008 25: 1 DOI: 10.1080/07388940701860318 

McAdam, Doug, Sidney Tarrow y Charles Tilly. 2001. Dynamics of Contention, Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Miles, Matthew B and A. Michael Huberman. 1994 Qualitative Data Analysis: An Expanded Sourcebook , 
London, Sage Publications. 

Nabatchi, Tina. 2010. “Addressing the citizenship and democratic deficits: The potential of deliberative 
democracy for public administration”, The American Review of Public Administration, 40 (4): 376-399. 

Nabatchi, T., Gastil, J., Weiksner, G. M., & Leighninger, M. (Eds.). 2012. Democracy in motion: Evaluating 
the practice and impact of deliberative civic engagement. Oxford University Press. 

Navarro Yáñez, C. J. (2000). El sesgo participativo. In Papers: revista de sociologia (pp. 011-37). 

Parkinson, John 2004. “Why deliberate? The encounter between deliberation and new public 
managers”, Public Administration 82(2): 377-395. 

Pateman, Carole. 1970. Participation and democratic theory. Cambridge University Press. 

Pateman, Carole. 2012. “Participatory Democracy Revisited”, Perspectives on Politics, 10: 7-19. 
doi:10.1017/S1537592711004877. 

Pincock, Heather. 2012. “Does deliberation make better citizens?”, en Nabatchi, Tina, John Gastil, Matt 
Leighninger y G. Michael Weiksner, eds., Democracy in Motion, Oxford University Press. 

Sintomer, Yves and Ernesto Ganuza. 2011. Democracia participativa y modernización de los servicios 
públicos, Ebooks. 



21 
 

Smith, Graham. 2009. Democratic Innovations: Designing Institutions for Citizen Participation - Theories 
of Institutional Design. 1st ed. New York, NY, USA: Cambridge University Press. 

Steinmo, Sven y  Kathleen Thelen  1992. “Historical institutionalism in comparative politics”, en Steinmo, 
Seven, Kathleen Thelen y Frank Longstreth, eds., Structuring Politics: Historical Institutionalism in 
Comparative Analysis, Cambridge University Press. 

Talpin, Julien. 2011. Schools of democracy. How ordinary citizens (sometimes) become competent in 
participatory budgeting institutions. Colchester: ECPR Press. 

Tarrow, Sidney. 2001. “Transnational politics: Contention and institutions in international politics”, 
Annual Review of Political Science, 4:1-20. 

Verba, Sidney, Kay L. Schloxman and Henry E. Brady. 1995. Voice and Equality. Civic voluntarism in 
American politics, Cambridge, Harvard University Press.  

Wampler, Brian. 2012. “Participation, representation, and social justice: Using participatory governance 
to transform representative democracy”, Polity 44, 4: 666–682. 

Warren, Mark E. 2009. “Citizen participation and democratic deficits: Considerations from the 
perspective of democratic theory”, en DeBardeleben, Joan y Jon Pammett, eds., Activating the Citizen, 
Palgave MacMillan. 

Wright, Erik. O., and Fung, A. (Eds.). 2003. Deepening democracy: institutional innovations in 
empowered participatory governance. Verso. 

 



22 
 

  

Table 5. The coral reef hypothesis. Preliminary results 
 Local Council of Volunteering, LCV  (Jerez) Participatory Budgeting Process, PB (Algeciras) 
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Partially confirmed a (weak) attraction effect for social groups, (mayor effect occurred 
in the previous “Active Volunteering Forum”).  
 
Only one case of exit is recalled (a youth section of a political party that according to 
one interviewee joined initially for instrumental purposes). 
 
In few cases, the participation in the process has endowed greater public visibility to 
social groups (pre-existing social groups) favouring organizational growth, in terms of 
increasing the number of members.  

An incipient attraction effect (probably truncated by the early finalization of the experience) is 
underlined by four interviewees (social groups, community participation technician…), 
stimulating internal participation of scantly participative neighbours groups and/or favouring 
collective initiatives by previously excluded citizens (e.g. women, youngsters, undocumented 
migrants, etc.), boosting diffuse groups of stakeholders (a case of skaters is mentioned). This 
may lead us to consider that the PB increases plurality of social sectors in the political arena. 
 
The creation of a (informal) network of neighbours and sectorial organizations (anti-drugs and 
social welfare) associating emerged and continued functioning as such afterwards. 
 
Exit effect for some organizations after the first round of participatory process: daunted by the 
poor results (low budget allocated), the individual access and the design of the PB, the 
perceived lack of recognition of neighbourhood organizations and the type of proposals which 
could be pursued.  
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Mostly all interviewees agree on the LCV as promoter of inter-groups connectedness 
but with modest consequences: collaborations (and increases social ties) are precluded 
to the actions promoted by the council (as awareness-arising campaigns) and, more 
importantly, without cross-cutting the boundaries of the three main clusters of groups 
in the LCV (care-oriented organizations and neighbourhood associations and leisure and 
sports groups). 
 
No reducing interaction is mentioned. 

Some interviewees (new participant social group, community participation technician, agree on 
viewing PB as promoter of inter-groups connectedness, for instance in terms of greater 
collaboration among neighbours associations in the same zone (with similar problematic). The 
process help to get into contact, getting to know each other better and recognised shared 
interests and furthering common actions beyond the PB. 
 
This seems particularly true for actors with less relational resources. In turn, well-established 
pre-existing neighbourhood organizations’ networks deny the occurrence of such a (positive) 
effect. They were already interconnected.  
 
No reducing interaction is mentioned. 
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 Mixed results. Processes of attribution of both similarities and differences seem to be 

at stake. Confluence in meetings and activities associated to the LCV has reinforced the 
collective identification among care-oriented social groups; a kind of soft identification 
process that seems not to include to other type of organizations (neighbour mainly) and 
that has as reference the own council as share space or project, rather than the 
collectivities (commitment to the participatory process) 

Mixed results. One interviewee (communitarian participation technician) suggests the 
activation of a mechanism of identity formation due to the establishment of collaborative 
dynamics among groups, but also thanks to some aspects of the design: city forums, city 
gatherings to see in situ the proposals of other actors and neighbourhoods, the existence of 
social justice criteria for prioritization of proposal in a central city forum. 
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Table 5 (cont.). The coral reef hypothesis. Preliminary results 
 Local Council of Volunteering, LCV  (Jerez) Participatory Budgeting Process, PB (Algeciras) 
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Weak reinforcing mechanism of trust that crystalized in the previous “Active 
Volunteering Forum”. 
 
According to the ex-councillor (opposition), the LCV repaired to some extent the distrust 
caused by the experience of a PB in previous years. 
 
A mutual recognition is mentioned mainly by politicians and public officers. They note a 
change in the politics’ behaviour, in the way to approach voluntary associations. 
(Unanimous references to the celebration of  International Volunteer Day, when 
outstanding local volunteers and groups receive a prize for their work) 
 
No reduction trust is mentioned. 
 

Recognition and perspective taking processes are pinpointed by a civic actor, the technical and 
the observer profiles. As the PB process (for instance, through the actions of the citizen forums 
and zones assemblies) facilitated to participants the understanding of the motives of others' 
demands (in occasions, with physical visits to the areas where an intervention was proposed); 
and it activated empathy mechanisms. 
 
An effect of distrust increase is highlighted by the three interviewees less favourable to the PB 
(opposition party and pre-existing social group). The opposition party representative 
mentioning feelings of unequal treatment concerning the implementation of the diverse 
proposals. 
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Pragmatic (scantly associated to attitudinal changes) collaboration becomes the 
pattern, mitigating previous competition approaches within the volunteering 
organizational sector.  
 
Municipal officers and politicians highlighted that the principal causes of competition 
among associations have always been the existence of grants. However, the financial 
crisis has resulted in the almost total lack of grants. 

Collaboration patterns (interwoven with increases in interconnectedness, and the generation 
of mutual trust and recognition) during, and beyond, the PP are singled out by (favourable) 
actors (pre-existing social groups, technicians profiles and observer). 
 
Other social actors refer to increasing feelings of competition among groups triggered by 
strategies of aggregation (mobilization of affiliates to vote the proposals), limited budget, the 
competition around resources and proposals, and bargaining in order to maximise particular 
and self-interested proposals.  

Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 
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Table 6. The civil society empowerment hypothesis. Preliminary results 

 Local Council of Volunteering, LCV  (Jerez de la Frontera) Participatory Budgeting Process, PB (Algeciras) 
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All interviewees (seven) pointed out increases in access to resources, mainly cognitive, as 
formation activities on topics such as associational management, funds rising strategies or 
formulation of project, and diverse aspect concerning volunteering technical issues. These 
capacitation activities are part of the Council objectives. Formative activities are more 
appraised by low professionalized groups. Due to the economic crisis most of these activities 
become auto-organized (not funded by the authorities).  
 
Marginal access to material resources is reported as the usage of public facilities (above all, 
logistical aspects), because public funds were drastically cut due to the e In the case of LCV, 
the potential conflictive effects were reduced thanks to the previous participatory process 
“Active Volunteering Forum” carried out for one year. Once the LCV started, only a social 
group (a youth section of a political party) abandoned the process. During the eight years of 
training of the LCV some informal networks among the care (mental health and others) 
associations have been established. Some of them have experienced a moderated internal 
growth, in terms of number of volunteers. Funding cuts for project’s execution was driving to 
certain frustration feelings. 
 
Although, administration staff profiles and some representatives of social groups single out 
increases in the access to administration officials and public representatives (that they 
associate with increases in administration accountability), others (pre-existing social groups) 
considered that access to local public representatives is granted, independently of the 
participation in the council, and that tight contacts with administration staff were 
circumscribed to the volunteering policy arena and that they were no useful as bridges to 
access (and influence) in other departments. 
 
The LCV has also provided visibility to social groups’ activities and they have increased their 
capacity for volunteers’ recruitment or to obtain social support as well as access to the local 
media (connected to their status as legitimate interlocutors, as a consequence of the 
activation of mechanisms of certification). 

Opinion divided among interviewees according to their view of the process. 
 
For the more favourable sector, the PB meant increases in relational resources derived from 
(new) accesses to public officials and, to a lesser degree, to public representatives, and more 
generalized, cognitive resources (derived by the learning experiences about how the town 
council operates, formal and informally, at the administrative and political level). 
 
Among the most critical interviewees (two representatives of pre-existing neighbourhood 
associations) one considers that the PB did not entail any actual gain (they already knew the 
work of public administration) and for the other it meant decreasing resources (“it was a 
waste of time”) what let his association to abandon the PB. 
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Table 6 (cont.). The civil society empowerment hypothesis. Preliminary results 

 Local Council of Volunteering, LCV  (Jerez de la Frontera) Participatory Budgeting Process, PB (Algeciras) 
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Generally, the LCV is depicted as entailing an increase in the (formal) opportunities to 
participate in the specific policy arena along the difference stages, form proposal to 
implementation of decision-making. Some social groups see this as a (positive) formalization 
of previously informal practices. The fact of recording the meetings in minutes is seen (by new 
social group) as a way to make its voice heard. 
 
 
 

In four interviews, we identify increasing opportunities to previously exclude or no-leading 
actors, since they found a formal space to boost their demands. Due to change in the decision-
making modes (individual voting in zone assemblies) some less resourceful actors take 
advantage of this new opportunity, exemplified by the group of undocumented migrants in 
the CIE (Internment Centre), groups of female seniors in the Senior Center, a group of women 
in a neighbourhood association, or a neighbourhood association in a peripheral district. 
 
Other collective actors (representatives of two neighbourhood associations) point to loses in 
their weight in decision-making, since the PB equalizes individual participants and collective 
participants. That is, PB does not guarantee a specific weight and role for collective actors.  
However, other informal channels of access to the city hall and to public administration were 
at work in parallel and were more effective for some previously powerful collective actors. 
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Mixed perceptions.  
Perception of greater political leverage in the policy area and particularly on programmes on 
awareness arising among the general population. But not in other areas, other decision-
making processes. 
 
Hence, the Council has enhanced political efficiency but within the (relatively marginal) issues 
of its competence:   [has your political influence increased? "Yes, I think so concerning those 
activities that we propose in the Council and we ourselves implement. In other decisions, at 
other political levels, I do not think so"  (Pre-existing participant social groups) 
 
Although the functioning of the council is valued positively, it is considered an exception 
within the local political panorama, where an excess of participatory mechanisms is detected 
where groups have limited political leverage, leading to participatory fatigue or frustration 
and to increasing trend to abandon them among many social groups. 

Evidenced as potential increases in political efficacy but frustrated as the process sooner lost 
momentum (delays and non-implementation of proposals)  
 
Initial increases in the sense of (external) political efficiency among previously exclude actors 
that were able to formulate and advance proposals    
 
General perception that the PB did not entail a change at the end of the day, leading to 
participatory frustration, both to favourable actors and to more critical ones.   
 
 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 
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Table 7. The hypothesis of shift in power relations. Changes in the nature of civil society-local government interactions Preliminary results. 

 Local Council of Volunteering, LCV  (Jerez de la Frontera) Participatory Budgeting Process, PB (Algeciras) 
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The creation of the LCV, as commanded by the regional Volunteering Law, entailed 
the inclusion of other social groups as neighbourhood groups or leisure and sports 
associations with no previous participation in the policy area. Indeed, renewal of the 
members is only allowed every four years, coinciding with the change in the local 
government.  
 
The LCV, as conveyed by the mentioned law, also increases the number of 
representatives of other sectorial departments (beside the participation department). 
 
According to the interviewees the inclusion of these two type of actors has not 
provoked a significant intensification of contacts, rather the network nuclei is kept 
around care-oriented organizations and the administration staff from this policy area.  

 
There was a process of openness in the policy arena when the PB was put in motion.  Two 
previously well- established actors (neighbours’ associations and the Federation) decided to exit 
since their genuine role was not specified or recognized by the design of the PB. 
 
Informal groups get organized around a proposal of the PB (skaters) or around a zone assembly 
(retired women, women in a neighbourhood group, immigrants). Other groups which were not as 
protagonist in the previous policy network gained presence (a low-income neighbours group, for 
example). They increased contact with their administration, especially with the technical staff of 
certain areas. 
 
Other actors (such as the large federation of neighbourhood associations) rejected the process 
after the first round, decreasing their participation in this policy network but preserving their vis-
á-vis contact with other traditional policy networks of the town hall.  
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 None of the interviews observe reduction in social group’s autonomy: A general 

pattern of engagement/collaboration and independence is underlined by all the 
actors.  
 
The active role of social groups in the elaboration of the agenda and the consensual 
mode of decision (and the lack of disputes over funding distribution) is observed as 
circumstances favouring this situation.  
 
In contrast to other (local or regional) advisory councils, the LCV is characterized by 
social actors as “less politicized” (meaning the absence of strategies of political 
instrumentalization, usually by political representatives); Also, in contrast to other 
policy areas, this has kept apart from (dominant) patterns of clientelistic exchange 
relationships between the public authorities and the civil society. 

It was not considered that the PB transformed the relationship of social groups with the public 
administration promoting autonomy, even in the most optimistic discourses. 
 
Just two processes of autonomy are identified by the technical personnel of the PB. Firstly, a 
potential initial process of autonomy in which social organizations have to work (open and 
through formal channels) with their basis to design proposals, thus, the leaders do not bargain 
directly with public and political personnel to foster their proposals. This mechanism can 
potentially generate autonomy, but it worked for a short period and the budget was limited only 
to small proposals. So autonomy was potential but not accomplished. Secondly, the participation 
in the PB enhanced the autonomy of one organization which is now more self-organized and 
independent to implement its objectives and plans (for example, fixing public works directly). 
How? This neighbourhood association just recognizes formal channels of interaction, so when 
they do not work (they do not have answer from public administration), they act directly to solve 
problems.   
 
But the relationship is still majorly perceived as patronage and instrumental. That is, discourses 
point to the existence of a patronage structure of relations with politicians and public 
administration, and this structure leaded by political parties and the incumbent party in the city 
council (instrumentalization). PB is potentially challenging, but it was not effective enough due to 
the short period and limited budget. 
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Table 7 (cont.)The hypothesis of shift in power relations. Changes in the nature of civil society-local government interactions Preliminary results. 

 Local Council of Volunteering, LCV  (Jerez de la Frontera) Participatory Budgeting Process, PB (Algeciras) 
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No clear evidence. What comes out from the interviews suggests that the functioning 
dynamic of the Council engender an environment of discussions based on the 
recognition of the others. Nevertheless, some interviewees (pre-existing social group 
and new social group) admit there are times when the high diversity of the LCV 
precludes the establishment of clear priorities (care-oriented vs leisure goals).  
 
Given the high number of social groups and high levels of turnover (in part 
propitiated by the law that establish four-year terms of participation of the diverse 
organizations)  

All actors point to distrust. The discourses of this effect are characterized by factors such as: the 
low budget, the type of “small” and “irrelevant” proposals, not implementation of proposals, no 
recognition of a specific place for collective actors, unequal implementation of policy proposals, 
other parallel participatory regulation of the city and participatory processes in which local 
authorities seem to be more committed.   
 
Regarding mutual knowledge, we see that two actors (technical personnel and a collective actor) 
identify the knowledge of other collective actors and the internal working of public administration 
as relevant effects. This actor (neighbours’ group) also points to the PB as a way to show the 
activity they were doing (as something close to recognition). Other actor (neighbours’ association) 
identifies the non-existence of results in this realm since actors knew each other before. 
Recognition does not seem to be relevant in the discourses.  
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High diversity of social groups and municipal officers has favoured perspective taking 
attitudes rather than clashes (although some discourses reflect no identification)   
 
Politicians, municipal officers and pre-existing group agreed with the idea that care 
associations are viewed very well and respected by politicians because they are 
developing a socially necessary work. 

It does not appear as a significant result. 
 
The discourses of frustration with the PB prevent the further understanding of public 
administration processes and prevent all actors from empathy and mutual understanding with the 
political and administrative levels. The failure of proposals’ implementation, lack of Involvement 
of several policy areas, limited budget, and the declaration of non-viability of many proposals, 
etc… blocked processes of perspective-taking. 
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As mentioned before the LCV is not seen a place to ask or protest for particular 
interests. All members try to find a common aim in order to not block the dynamic of 
the Council. However, the most critical actor (new social group) and the councillor 
stressed that the Council’s functioning and its goals are endogamous. 

No positive effect. 
Discourses dealing with the purpose of the relationship between local authorities, public 
administration and collective actors point to self-interest (either parties or organizations in the 
patronage model). 
 
The most favourable actors (technical personnel, the external observer and a neighbours’ group) 
present discourses in which the PB is challenging but non-capable of transform this patronage and 
self-interested structure of relationships. 
 
Critical actors (collective actors and opposition political party) represent PB as increasing the 
tendency to self-interest with social groups competing for resources.  

Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 
 


