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Administrative reforms, decentralization and
other factors created new opportunities for ac-
cess and influence, having improved the pro-
cess of representative democracy in which ci-
tizens elect elites, and having generated new
approaches to the forms of direct democracy
that bypass (or compliment) democratic rep-
resentative mechanisms. These changes resul-
ted in expanding the participation repertoire
through new legal rights that give citizen
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More and more often citizens and citizen groups directly interact with government, participate
in the process of policy, although formation or administration, the actual and final decisions
remain in the hands of government elites. Since these practices differ from representative and
direct democracy mechanisms, some theorists argue that we witness emergence of a new “ad-
vocacy democracy”. At the same time, however, advocacy democracy may exacerbate political
inequality because of the inequality of usage: some citizens are empowered to become more
involved in the democratic process, but other citizens who do not possess the skills or resources
to compete in these new domains are left behind. In this context it is important to analyze three
major modes of advocacy democracy – associations, multistakeholder partnerships and direct
citizens’ participation in the deliberative process, and to check them against the degree of
citizen influence and citizen empowerment, as well as to discuss their benefits and limitations.
The suggested analysis shows that all three participation modes should be considered as com-
plimentary to each other. But when more common interests are threatened by the ecology of
special interests or when accountability inducing reforms are unworkable, enhancing legitima-
cy, justice, or effectiveness may require circumventing the political grip of associations or major
stakeholders by shifting the locus of decision-making to alternative participatory arrangements,
such as direct citizens participation in deliberative process.

groups and individuals access to political in-
formation and influence that was seldom avai-
lable to individual citizens or interest groups
a generation ago. More and more often citi-
zens and citizen groups directly interact with
government, participate in the process of po-
licy, although formation or administration, the
actual and final decisions remain in the hands
of government elites. Since these practices dif-
fer from representative and direct democracy
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mechanisms, some theorists argue that we wit-
ness emergence of a new “advocacy democra-
cy” (Dalton et al., 2003).

Access and participation are key characte-
ristics of advocacy democracy. Though, it was
noted by some theorists that the terms are of-
ten confused (the former substituting the lat-
ter). Either “we have access with a desire that
it be participatory,” or we have subjects who
are considered only as “users of communica-
tion, information networks and the media”
(Pasquali, 2003, p. 214).

The present emphasis on access has seve-
ral perverse effects:

1) a growing ease of access makes partici-
pation more difficult and can inhibit it
(and vice versa), generating more de-
pendency, paternalism and social cyber-
netization, which explains the fact that
the word “access” abounds in hierar-
chical business discourse, while parti-
cipation scarcely appears;

2) saturating the access function, to the
point of dumping, discourages and in-
hibits any potential will to participate
on the part of receivers;

3) receiving others’ knowledge and opinion
without a counterpart can only institu-
tionalize the muteness of the receiver /
consumer.

As Pasquali writes, “there is no lack of ex-
periments in raising the access threshold, me-
asuring how much messaging the user can still
take in. (Urban neighborhoods have been sa-
turated with up to 500 television channels.)
Meanwhile, a modest participatory project,
such as a small, nearby television station ma-
naged by the community itself, would do what
no overdose of access can ever do: improve
relations, generate participation and promo-
te genuine communication“ (Pasquali, 2003,
p. 215). Pasquali warns against access hyper-

trophy, which can lead to serious participato-
ry atrophy.

Public and / or citizen participation in po-
licy-making, while always implicit, was made
explicit in the declaration of the United Na-
tions Conference on Environment and Deve-
lopment in 1992 (Rio Declaration on Environ-
ment and Development, 1992). Since that dec-
laration, governments worldwide have recog-
nized the importance of public participation
to ensure policy implementation.

But still there is no universal definition for
citizen participation or widely accepted gene-
ral theory of citizen participation. Citizens par-
ticipation is often defined as a citizen action
that influences or seeks to influence policy de-
cisions (Nagel, 1987) or as an action that in-
corporates the demands and values of citizens
into public administration services (Zimmer-
man, 1986). Citizen participation can be clas-
sified into two categories 1) political partici-
pation such as voting in elections or getting
involved in political proceedings; and 2) ad-
ministrative participation such as demanding
for or keeping a close watch on administrati-
ve operations.

We would suggest one more dimension for
understanding of citizens’ participation con-
cept, defining it as participation in communi-
cative planning by people who are not profes-
sional planners or government officials. Such
participation may be realized in a number of
modes (joining organized groups, through di-
rect deliberative participation, referenda, bal-
lots, involvement of representatives of NGOs
in legislation and planning procedures, con-
sensus conferences, mediation, round tables,
advocacy planning, etc.).

In sum, advocacy democracy increases the
potential for citizen access in important ways.
It gives citizens and citizen groups new influ-
ence over the agenda-setting process and it can
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give the public unmediated participation in the
policy process. At the same time, however, ad-
vocacy democracy may exacerbate political
inequality because of the inequality of usage:
some citizens are empowered to become mo-
re involved in the democratic process, but ot-
her citizens who do not possess the skills or
resources to compete in these new domains
are left behind (Dalton, 2003).

In this context it is important to analyze
three major modes of advocacy democracy –
associations, multistakeholder partnerships
and direct citizens’ participation in the deli-
berative process, and to check them against
the degree of citizen influence and citizen em-
powerment, as well as to discuss their benefits
and limitations.

Associations are internationally recognized
as important participants in the strategies de-
velopment and implementation processes. Ac-
cording to a recent study of 36 developed, de-
veloping and transitional countries, underta-
ken by the John Hopkin Comparative Non-
profit Sector Project, the civil society sector
emerged as a important economic force with
an expenditure of $ 1.3 trillion, equivalent to
5.4 percent of the combined GDP of the coun-
tries studied and a major employer (45.5 mil-
lion full-time equivalent (FTE) workers) ac-
counting for 4.4 percent of the economically ac-
tive population (Ghaus-Pasha, 2004, p. 3–6). As-
sociations offer additional channels for inte-
rest representation and public deliberation.
They often become watchdogs to ensure go-
vernment fulfillment commitments, and equ-
alize representation, enable social coordina-
tion and empower individuals and communi-
ties by increasing their senses of efficacy, pro-
viding them with political information and po-
litical skills. At the same time associations are
characterized by some weaknesses and defi-
cits (see Fig. 1).

Multistakeholder partnerships

The ideas of multistakeholder partnerships are
based on collaborative management paradigm.
The latter is defined as “the sharing of power
and responsibility between the government
and local resource users” (Carlsson and Ber-
kes, 2003, p. 3). The concept is that an agency
with jurisdiction over an area (usually a state
agency) might develop “a partnership with ot-
her relevant stakeholders (primarily including
local residents and resource users) which spe-
cifies and guarantees their respective func-
tions, rights and responsibilities with regard
to the area” (Borrini-Feyerabend, 1996, p. 8).
From the point of view of participation, the
co-management paradigm is transformed in-
to multistakeholder partnerships. And, if one
regards the state as one among a set of stake-
holders, a yet another definition of co-mana-
gement may be proposed: “the sharing of res-
ponsibilities, rights and duties between the pri-
mary stakeholders, in particular local commu-
nities and the nation state; a decentralized ap-
proach to decision-making that involves the
local users in the decision-making process as
equals with the nation-state” (Soeftestad,
1999, p. 11). In 2002,  the World Summit on
Sustainable Development (WSSD) in Johan-
nesburg marked the crowning of multista-
keholder partnerships on the global policy
scene.

The key characteristic of this participation
mode is that the partners aim to achieve so-
mething they could not do alone, by pooling
skills and other resources (Wilcox, 1994). To
do this they need a shared vision of their go-
als, and a way of working together which rea-
lizes this ambition, i.e. they need “multistake-
holder processes” which:

• aim to bring together all major stake-
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(Source: Fung, 2003)

Fig. 1. Associations SWOT

holders in a new form of communica-
tion, decision-finding (and possibly de-
cision-making) structure on a particu-
lar issue;

• are based on recognition of the impor-
tance of achieving equity and accoun-
tability in communication between sta-
keholders;

• involve equitable representation of
three or more stakeholder groups and
their views;

• are based on democratic principles of
transparency and participation;

• aim to develop partnerships and streng-
thened networks between and among
stakeholders (Hemmati, 2002).

Thus, a “multistakeholder process” beco-
mes a version of co-management, and the Arn-
stein’s ladder of participation is redesigned
(see Fig. 2).

The benefits of multistakeholder partners-
hips are obvious in the areas of allocation of
tasks, exchange of resources, linking different
levels of organization and cross linkages. Such
partnerships could reduce transaction costs,
spread the risk among involved parties, and im-
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plement more effective conflict resolution me-
chanisms. And, which is perhaps more impor-
tant, multistakeholder partnerships contribute
to building relationships and trust in the socie-
ty. However, before suggesting multistakehol-
der partnership as a general remedy for vario-

us common-pool resources problems one must
carefully consider its limitations, particularly re-
garding the issue of public participation.

First of all, as Carlsson and Berkes argue,
“one must ask if the call for co-management
is caused by the fact that power has been ta-

Fig. 2. Ladder of citizens participation

(Sources: Arnstein, 1969; Berkes, 1991)



115

ken away from the local community in the first
place” (Carlsson, Berkes, 2003, p. 11). To of-
fer a co-management agreement (or a multis-
takeholder partnership), they continue, might
as well be an attempt of state authorities (or
international bodies) to increase the legitimacy
of their domination, or a means of codifying
an existing situation, or it might be an attempt
by the state to offload a regulatory function
too costly to manage (Carlsson, Berkes, 2003,
p. 11). The complexity of multistakeholder
partnerships may entail more challenges.

As D. Mackie points out, even small aut-
horities or associations may be involved in do-
zens of partnerships, covering diverse matters.
It becomes more and more difficult to track
the delivery record of such a system and allo-
cate responsibility for success or failure. Ma-
ny partnerships have become talking shops, the
mere fact of having formed the partnership
being taken as a sign of action (Mackie, 2000).
In the event that a “multistakeholder process”
is not transformed into collaborative manage-
ment, citizens learn more about problems wit-

hout necessary delivering solutions. Lack of
communication in some cases and one part-
ner’s domination in others, generate hidden
agendas and manipulation during multistake-
holder processes. In addition, financial and ti-
me commitments may outweigh potential be-
nefits (Wilcox, 1994). As the result citizens of-
ten remain “silent partners”: they may share
in the profits and losses of the business, but
are uninvolved in its management or, at least
in the decision making process.

In practice, relations between citizens and
major stakeholders (governments, businesses
and NGOs) as policy makers are in some ca-
ses limited to formal exchanges. The latter ma-
ke available or deliver information to citizens
who at best receive it in a one-sided exchange.
Less frequently, citizens are invited to offer
their views as part of a ‘consultation’ exercise.
In relation to national issues, this is usually
done through a formal inquiry in which, for
instance, government sets the agenda and pro-
vides the background information and citizens
are invited to make formal submissions. Besi-

Fig. 3. Multistakeholder partnerships complexity

(Source: Carlsson, Berkes, 2003, p. 7)
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des, while organized interests have a clear role
in terms of their capacity to mobilize resources
to present a position, their focused advocacy
has definite limits in terms of canvassing a ran-
ge of suitable policy options (Curtain, 2003).

Direct citizens participation in
deliberative process

When more common interests are threatened
by the ecology of special interests or when ac-
countability inducing reforms are unworkab-
le, enhancing legitimacy, justice, or effective-

ness may require circumventing the political
grip of associations or major stakeholders by
shifting the locus of decision-making to alter-
native participatory arrangements (Fung,
2003).

Engaging ordinary citizens in deliberations
about the operations of government can inc-
rease legitimacy, bring crucial local knowled-
ge to bear on public action, add resources, and
enhance public accountability. But experien-
ce reveals some critical concerns about direct
deliberation:

1) the democratic character of processes

Fig. 4. Multistakeholder partnerships SWOT

 (Source: Carlsson, Berkes, 2003)
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and outcomes may be vulnerable to se-
rious problems of power and domina-
tion inside deliberative arenas by po-
werful factions or elites;

2) external actors and institutional con-
texts may impose severe limitations on
the scope of deliberative decision and
action. In particular, powerful partici-
pants may engage in “forum shopping”
strategies in which they use deliberati-
ve institutions only when it suits them;

3) these special-purpose political institu-
tions may fall prey to rent seeking and

capture by especially well-informed or
interested parties;

4) the devolutionary elements of direct de-
liberation may balkanize the polity and
political decision making;

5) empowered deliberation may demand
unrealistically high levels of popular
participation, especially in contempo-
rary climates of civic and political di-
sengagement;

6) these experiments may enjoy initial suc-
cesses but may be difficult to sustain
over the long term (Fung 2003, 2004)
(see Fig. 5).

Fig. 5. Deliberative citizens participation SWOT

(Sources: Fung, 2003, 2005)
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In modern world hundreds of deliberations
evolve outside government or might deal with
government policies, programs and issues but
discuss them in the context of the forum in which
they are participating. It is critical for new and
old democracies to make them effective and in-
fluential participation practices. Institutialization
of direct citizens deliberation should be based
on clear understanding of strategies, tactics, prin-
ciples and results of the process (see Table).

Within the framework of citizens partici-
pation in deliberative process, the ladder of
participations transforms into a “democracy
cube”, where citizens as participants form a
clearly defined minipublic (see Fig. 6).

New communication tools are to be used
as channels for participation and consultations
from the citizenry. This meant not just relying
on one specific tool, such as using the Inter-
net and wireless technologies, but including
television, radio and whatever tools might
work to facilitate the process.

Governments putting online their legisla-
tion, legislative proposals and background do-
cuments on issues may be a start towards brin-

ging more citizens into the process. But it is
still very much a top-down approach by go-
vernment. As an analysis shows that the groups
and individuals engaged in e-democracy main-
ly rely on the agenda set by government and
react to what government is doing to create
input (Riley B., Riley C., 2003). At the same
time there are individuals and organizations
outside governments engaged in recruiting
“minipublics” or in developing online commu-
nities of e-democracy participants. Among
them, two major approaches are popular, ac-
cording to Riley. The first one is to build a
community of networks in which people can
engage themselves in political discourse, de-
velop ways to input into government policy and
decision-making, and recommend ways to use
technology to be able to influence the process
of government. The other approach is a more
traditional one, i.e. working with governments
from an academic institution to develop tools
to help legislators and administrators obtain
public input on issues of the day. Both appro-
aches were tested in Lithuania, and their effi-
ciency was acknowledged by the society.

Table. Direct citizens deliberation. Basic principles

(Source: Fung, 2003)

Strategies Tactics Principles  Results 

Education Educative forum Individuals and community 

empowerment, will formation 

and articulation 

Participatory 

advisory panels 

 

Develop linkages decision 

makers to transmit preferences 

after they have been articulated 

and combined into a social 

choice 

will formation and reasoned 

social choice 

Collaboration 

Persuasion 

Participatory 

problem solving  

 

A focus on specific needs 

 

Involvement of ordinary people 

affected by those problems and 

officials close to them 

 

Deliberative development of 

solutions to these problems  

Solving particular collective 

problems, 

reasoned social choice 
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Conclusions

The above discussion of direct citizen parti-
cipation in deliberative process and of asso-
ciations’ and multistakeholder partnerships’
input shows that they should be considered
as complimentary to each other. Direct par-
ticipation can make the leaders and agendas
of interest groups, and other associations mo-
re responsive and accountable to the interests
of members and constituents. When more
common interests are threatened by the eco-
logy of special interests or when accountabi-
lity inducing reforms are unworkable, enhan-
cing legitimacy, justice, or effectiveness may
require circumventing the political grip of as-
sociations or major stakeholders by shifting
the locus of decision-making to alternative
participatory arrangements, such as direct ci-

tizens participation in deliberative process
(Fung, 2003).

Deliberative citizens participation is often
initiated either by state, or by CSOs, or emer-
ges as the result of partnership between non-
profit organizations and government officials
or legislators thus enhancing legitimacy and
justice of multistakeholder processes. The
groups of players who are engaging citizens
from around the world in wide debate are an
important part of the changing nature of de-
mocracy. This continues to be a fluid subject
and the role of outside groups is an important
phenomenon of which governments are begin-
ning to take cognizance. These emerging
groups, and individuals, increasingly see them-
selves as partners in the process of democracy
not necessarily part of the elected bodies or
government (Riley, 2003).

Fig. 6. Democracy cube

 (Source: Fung, 2005)
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In this light public servants need to learn
to consult the public; elected officials should
facilitate engagement, overview experimenta-
tion in new ways to obtain public input, and
both renew and ensure accountability. These
trends are vital for effective democracy, for
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Straipsnyje analizuojami nauji pilieèiø ir jø grupiø
sàveikos su valdþia bûdai ir metodai, iðryðkinant jø
pranaðumus ir trûkumus. Vis daþniau pilieèiai ir jø
grupës tiesiogiai sàveikauja su valdþia, dalyvauja po-
litikos procesuose, nors politikos formavimas ar ad-
ministravimas ir sprendimø priëmimas vis dar ið-
lieka valdþios elito prerogatyva. Kadangi nauji sà-
veikos bûdai skiriasi nuo tradiciniø atstovaujamo-
sios ir tiesioginës demokratijos mechanizmø, kai
kuriø autoriø teigimu, mes esame naujos „interesø
gynimo“ demokratijos gimimo liudininkai. Nors vie-
nas ið pagrindiniø interesø gynimo demokratijos
bruoþø yra platesnis visuomenës ásitraukimas ir da-
lyvavimas politiniuose procesuose, ji taip pat sëk-
mingai gali paskatinti ar sustiprinti dalyvavimo ne-
tolygumus. Viena svarbiausiø minëto neigiamo reið-
kinio atsiradimo prieþasèiø – nevienodas ir netoly-
gus naudojimasis naujomis galimybëmis: dalis pi-
lieèiø tai daro daug efektyviau ir todël aktyviai ási-
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INTERESØ GYNIMO DEMOKRATIJOS MODELIAI: PRIVALUMAI IR TRÛKUMAI

Marina Sokolova

S a n t r a u k a

traukia á demokratinius procesus, o dël ávairiø prie-
þasèiø to nesugebantys pilieèiai paliekami nuoðaly-
je. Straipsnyje analizuojami trys pagrindiniai inte-
resø gynimo demokratijos modeliai – asociacijos,
daugialypës suinteresuotøjø grupës ir tiesioginis pi-
lieèiø dalyvavimas patariamuosiuose procesuose, at-
skleidþiami ir palyginami kiekvieno modelio pilie-
èiø átakos laipsniai, galios ir modeliø pranaðumai,
trûkumai. Kaip parodë analizë, visi trys dalyvavimo
modeliai turëtø bûti vertinami kaip papildantys vie-
nas kità, taèiau tais atvejais, kai kyla grësmë, kad
bendruosius interesus uþgoð specifiniai interesai, ar-
ba kai visiðkai neveikia reformas skatinanti atskai-
tomybë, legitimumo, teisëtumo ir efektyvumo su-
stiprinimas gali bûti pasiektas tik maþinant politiná
asociacijø ar didþiøjø daugialypiø suinteresuotø gru-
piø spaudimà, patariamàjá sprendimø priëmimo pro-
cesà perduodant alternatyvioms dalyvavimo for-
moms, t. y. tiesioginiam pilieèiø dalyvavimui.


