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ABOUT THE WORKSHOP
CONTEXT

Grassroots disillusionment with state-provided participatory forums for democratic participation has been fanning the flames of post-apartheid South Africa’s ubiquitous social struggles for life, understood in terms of basic social needs. It is the consequence of a largely tokenistic form of institutional participation caused by downstream technical choices, a centralised power structure, bureaucratic control of the participatory process, and socially and culturally biased institutional designs.  

In addition, access to state-provided participatory forums has been suspect. It is argued that the state tends to favour collegial civil society actors
 and those sympathetic to the ruling party
 over confrontational elements and so creates a fictional dichotomy between an “authentic” civil society and an “outcast” civil society.  In fact, it is very possible that the selective inclusion of civil society organisations / associations insulates formal participatory processes from vigorous resistance to the state’s policy prescripts.     

THE PURPOSE 

Thus, the purpose of the workshop was to critically assess whether local formal participatory spaces created since 1994 are enhancing democratic participation in public policy, and to compare the South African context with international experiences. 
KEY QUESTIONS
The following four questions framed the discussions of the workshop:

1. How do legal provisions for participation correspond with grassroots expectations of democratic participation?

2. What are the most important political and social threats to the democratic-and-substantive outcomes of formal participatory spaces?

3. What are the socio-political dynamics that underpin democratic participation in semi-periphery or rural participatory spaces?

4. How does South Africa’s system of participatory governance correlate with non-institutional forms of political participation?

EXPECTED OUTCOMES

· To solicit ideas and proposals on how to deepen the democratic character of local formal participatory channels;  
· To generate an agenda for future research that is geared towards alternative practices of democratic participation in public policy 
· To establish a social network to share experiences and to compare notes on participatory democracy beyond the workshop   
DAY ONE




Monday, September 7, 2009
OPENING AND WELCOME
Dr Rama Naidu & Ibrahim Steyn opened the workshop and welcomed everyone present. Dr Naidu indicated that the aim of the workshop is to critically reflect on South Africa’s system of local governance. 
Ibrahim mentioned that the workshop will put academic research on local governance and participatory democracy into conversation with the experiences of activists at the coalface of state-citizen interaction.
Community participation in local formal participatory spaces
Presenter: Professor John J. Williams

Professor John Williams’ presentation deconstructed the notion of community participation with reference to his research on Area Coordination Teams (ACTs), between 1998 and 2003, and subsequently Integrated Development Plans, in the City of Cape Town. The nub of his argument is three-fold: community participation exercises are spectator politics, as the participatory scripts are being pre-designed and decision-making power resides with the political elite; social structural inequalities taint the communicative action of formal participatory spaces, and democratic participation in public policy in a neoliberal capitalist framework is reduced to an interaction between rationale actors whilst a market rationale is being imposed for decision-making. 

He asserted that this is in part the corollary of South Africa’s embrace of a neo-liberal capitalist development framework in 1996, the Growth Employment and Redistribution Programme (GEAR), in which the word “redistribution” appears only in the title and not in the programmatic details! 
Professor Williams argued that
· community participation within a neo-liberal capitalist framework is mostly symbolic and not transformative as the poor often lack the requisite means - time, money, transport, information, organisational networking, and political leverage – to participate,
· consequently, the poor are subjected to the dictates of the capitalist market, and no amount of ‘participation’ in planning programmes based on access to money for social services, can change this singular, defining characteristic of neoliberal planning programmes, 
· whose knowledge counts: technicism, ‘expertise’ often eliminates voices or knowledge from below, leading to “epistemicide”(‘death’ of knowledge from below), and spaciocide, and 
· experientially, invited spaces are profoundly limited, restrictive, because participatory scripts are largely written in advance, hence, the creation and revival of alternative forms of participatory spaces is imperative.

He mentioned that that the World Bank, during its reconnaissance visits to South Africa in the early 90s emphasized the need for community participation, under the guise of ‘good governance’. Yet the question arises: community participation towards what? He argued that the World Bank (WB), the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Trade Organisation (WTO) dictate that poor communities, despite their constitutional right to participate in the planning programmes of municipalities, must pay for municipal services such as quality housing, education, health care, clean water, etc. This commodification of social services is called sustainability! 
More harrowing, the state’s inert bureaucratic norms and procedures impede social delivery to poor communities. Professor Williams illustrated the inordinately long time that it takes to get a housing application approved in the City of the Cape, for example. The bureaucratic process involves 10 steps and takes between 18 to 24 months to pass. Yet, in 2008, the City of Cape Town has failed to spend 60% of its capital budget that was meant for the construction of houses whilst more than 400 000 or approximately 15% of citizens in Cape Town, mostly black, are in need of houses, he argued. 

Furthermore, he slated the Department of Housing for building housing structures without considering their quality or poor people’s need for other social amenities. As a consequence, many poor communities have and continue to languish in parlous and squalid conditions due to a lack of water, electricity and sanitation, which breed disease and fuel child mortality. On the other hand, those with access are frequently disconnected from basic social services, like water and electricity. Curiously, he indicated that the wealthy in Cape Town owe the municipality up to R1, 75 billion, i.e. 70% of debt [arrears for electricity, rates] – yet their services are not discontinued at gunpoint as in the case of the poorest 30-35% of people on the Cape Flats who owe the Council R750 million for services. 

He recommended that politicians/councillors/bureaucrats 

1. acquire the requisite skills and knowledge of civil society and local government;

2. promote education and literacy skills in historically neglected communities;

3. appreciate community views on participation;

4. embrace the principles and practices of participatory planning;

5. promote organizational and staff capacity 

6. recognize that community participation is not a neutral endeavour;

7. make sure that the public’s contribution will influence planning decisions;

8. foster a flexible and responsive process;

9. seek out and facilitate the involvement of those potentially affected;

10. involve participants in defining how they participate;

11. give feedback to participants of how their inputs affected their subsequent development planning decisions and frameworks;

12. provide participants with the information they need to participate in a meaningful way;

13. understand the relationship between participatory processes and formal governmental structures and processes;

14. develop inclusive participatory processes;

15. engage the public early in the process, preferably from the beginning;

16. focus attention on building trust;

17. recognize that conflict is a normal part of participatory processes;

18. make adequate provision in terms of allotted time and resources for community participation;

19. draw on the assistance of experienced facilitators in participatory processes;

20. understand that outcomes will vary depending on the depth and extent of participation; and

21. accept that participatory processes are not once-off exercises.

Conclusion

It is the contention of Professor Williams that a radical transformation of South Africa’s political and economic institutions is needed. It means organising and mobilising the poor and unemployed to struggle for an anti-capitalist participatory democratic order that gives ordinary people the political power to control their own destiny, and eliminates the economic barriers between the rich and poor.
Comments
Participants made the following key points in the plenary discussion: 
· Civil society actors should support more direct forms of engagement with the state

· The “one size fits it all” approach to democratic participation needs to be challenged
· Civil society’s role is not only to participate in public policy-making, but also to monitor its implementation, and to challenge the state’s unresponsive and inert bureaucratic tendencies
Local governance in post-apartheid South Africa
Presenter: Professor Laurence Piper

Professor Piper’s presentation assessed the state of local governance in post-apartheid South Africa, in particular ward committees, public consultation on the budget, and development planning. His presentation explored the operation of these ‘invited spaces’ for state-society engagement by surveying and analyzing existing research. 
He asserted that, despite a democratically elected local government, which includes a system of ‘wall- to- wall’ constituency-based councilors responsible for resolving the needs of communities in the wards of every municipality, social delivery protests remain unabated. These protests continue, despite the existence of institutions, like ward communities that are meant to enhance the relationship between municipalities and communities by facilitating regular public consultation on the municipal budget, development planning, performance management, etc. He indicated that the growing scale and violent character of ‘social delivery protests’ suggest that formal channels for public participation in local governance are not working. He noted that empirical evidence suggests that violent protest remains a last resort once formal democratic mechanisms have been tried and found wanting by communities. 
Professor Piper indicated that his research on ward committees in the Msunduzi Municipality in Pietermaritzburg, between 2001 and 2006, found that 40% of ward committees never met between. He pointed out that ward committees have no decision-making capacity, as political power resides with the Mayor and the Executive Committee who obstinately refuse to share political power.

 It is the contention of Professor Piper that the practice of democratic participation in local governance is reduced to little more than meetings of ward committees or Izimbizo. There exists very little empirical evidence of whether local level participatory processes such as izimbizo enhance the participation of the poor. Genuinely participatory public policy formulation is the outcome of contest between contending positions which is resolved either by a compromise between them or the ability of one view to gather majority support. There is no room for this sort at izimbizos.
He argued that, with few exceptions, these mechanisms add little or no democratic value to local governance. Furthermore, they have little or no impact on municipal decision making, and indeed are often co-opted by local political purposes. Hence, as mechanism for communication between communities and local government, ward committees and izimbizo are little more than “toy telephones”: they look like a real thing but no one’s listening at the other hand. 
As an alternative, he recommended 
· new / appropriate institutional designs that will increase the uncertainty of politicians and make them feel vulnerable,

· politicians become more serious about public participation by devolving political power, 

· higher levels of social mobilisation outside invited formal participatory spaces, and 

· more active civil society engagement in local governance. 

Conclusion

Professor Piper indicated that without a clearly defined role and support structure ward committees are vulnerable to capture by local politicians, as by design they depend on ward councilors, which compromises their ability to be non-partisan structures that are pursuing communal interest. 
Comments
Participants made the following key points in the plenary discussion:  
· There’s a huge gap between representation and participation in South Africa’s liberal democratic framework.
· What we have is representation with political power and participation without any political or material force.
· As longs as politicians don’t feel vulnerable, they won’t feel any pressure to be accountable. 
· We need more direct forms of participation, i.e. invented spaces in which people participate on their own terms, and not in institutionally biased environments that are generally subjected to preordained menus and downstream choices.    

· Further research is required to explore ways of thickening the relationship between invited and invented spaces. 

Women’s participation in Integrated Development Planning (IDP): The story of three municipalities in KZN.
Presenter: Amanda Williamson 

Amanda’s presentation investigated the way women participate in integrated development planning, based on the results of a field study that was conducted in eThekwini, Hibiscus Coast and Msinga, between 2004 and 2006. 

She mentioned that the study provided an opportunity to explore two elements of South Africa’s post-apartheid policy environment – the conjunction of ‘developmental local government’ and the explicit commitments to gender equality that have been enshrined in the Constitution. The research was thus interested in examining issues of governmentality in decentralised contexts, and in particular, how women have been ‘seen’ by the local state, and conversely, how the local state has been ‘seen’ by women and their groups. 
The study was grounded in Andrea Cornwall and Vera Coelho’s
 conception of meaningful participation. She indicated that, according to Cornwall and Coelho (2007), meaningful participation requires

· a wide spectrum of civil society organisations, 
· committed bureaucrats, 

· inclusive institutional designs, and 
· political support

Overview of the research findings

1. Civil society involvement
Amanda indicated that they found a limited extent of civil society organisations in the three municipalities that focused on women’s issues. While there are a large number of micro-groupings addressing the concerns of local women, they lack capacity and resources, and are often unaware of IDP processes and the possible benefits of participation.

She mentioned that whilst there is evidence of horizontal networks around specific issues there is an absence of strategic, collective agenda-setting around gender as a whole and women’s interests in particular. As a result, civil society involvement around women’s interests is diffuse, and their engagement with municipal structures and processes is weak and sporadic.
2. Committed bureaucrats 

Amanda indicated that there are some responsive bureaucrats in the three municipalities, but that their presence has produced minimal results so far. She observed that IDPs are silent on gender; women are associated with ‘vulnerable groups’ and equity targets. She mentioned that gender has generally not received priority attention in any of the three municipalities. While gender received some consideration in eThekwini and Hibiscus Coast, it is usually invoked to improve levels of employment equity.  
On the other hand, given the extremely low levels of capacity in Msinga, paying attention to gender is seen as a luxury and it has not been addressed at all. She observed that IDPs tend to be silent on gender, and where women are mentioned, they are usually associated with ‘vulnerable groups’ and meeting equity quotas. In this respect, the municipalities reveal a superficial and questionable understanding of gender.
She indicated that Hibiscus Coast has a gender committee, but its members admitted that the committee is non-functional.  The municipality also runs several small-scale women’s projects, but it lacks the requisite policy capacity and dedicated personnel. 
In eThekwini, gender structures are far removed from decision-making structures and IDP processes, and generally operates on the margins of municipal policy and operations. While many felt that “the traditional mindset is changing [and] women are beginning to be recognised as human beings”, they also pointed to resistance and hostility from men. A senior official noted that gender transformation will be a “slow process” because men regard it as interfering with “their comfort zones”.

3. Inclusive institutional designs 

Amanda mentioned that IDP’s provide an invited space for women’s voices. Women’s attendance at meetings and workshops is noticeable in all municipalities and women are often in the majority, in eThekwini and Hibiscus Coast. These trends are also evident in Msinga despite a conservative local political culture. However, women’s involvement is often in the form of passive observation. A facilitator noted that they “still need to be encouraged to stand up and speak”, and added that despite their reticence in public arenas, they would “come and approach you after the meeting” to express their specific concerns.

She noted that while inputs may have been made by women, there has not been “a time where there was a discussion on any gender-specific issue” in Hibiscus Coast workshops and “no specific gender issues” were recorded at eThekwini workshops. She asserted that if women’s issues are not being discussed or recorded, there is a slim chance that they will be incorporated in IDPs. 

She mentioned that over time even the most comprehensive participatory processes have become diluted. For several years eThekwini implemented an extensive system of community participation, but changes in municipal management have reversed this process.
4. Political support 

Amanda indicated that whilst there are efforts by the ANC to bring about gender parity, the number of women councillors continues to be outnumbered by their male counterparts, and it is difficult to find evidence that the influential positions of women councillors were having beneficial impacts on the interests of women.
However, she mentioned that women recognise that female ward councillors have resources and power to assist them. They are seen as accessible and supportive by women within their constituencies, and in response, women councillors do get practically involved in resolving constituents’ needs at a ward level, rather than pursuing them at a more strategic level through time-consuming and ineffective municipal structures. However, they felt highly constrained in what they could do and derived little support from municipal structures.

Conclusion

Finally, Amanda indicated that the IDP participatory process does represent a space for women to participate in local governance. Within this state-sanctioned space, it is apparent that the voices of women are being increasingly heard in the public domain. However, this space reflects inherent constraints in which forms of overt or tacit domination may silence some actors or keep them from entering at all. The IDP process is imposed on pre-existing social relations and political dynamics, which shape the way in which the voices of women are heard.

She observed that it is these unequal power relations in local politics, which can be seen to account for why substantive participation has not yet been realised. Furthermore, the voices of women are threatened by the centralising and authoritarian tendencies within the state, weak levels of women’s organisations, partial levels of political support and variable municipal commitment and often inappropriate institutional design. Thus, despite greater apparent voice, transformative potential has not yet been realised, and women’s participation remains uneven and partial.
Comments 
Participants made the following key points in the plenary discussion:  
· cultural training imposes codified social roles on women and men  
· the notion of ‘women issues’ is fallacious, as it promotes separatist perceptions of social struggles    
Women’s participation in rural participatory spaces: The case of the Gannahoek Community 
Presenter: Ms Sizane Ngubane

Sizane shared her personal experience of how women exercise voice in rural participatory spaces with reference to the Gannahoek farming community in Colenso, Northern KwaZulu Natal. She mentioned that the community was planning to purchase the farm with the assistance of a land rights organisation. Sizane’s role was to ensure the involvement of women in all decisions.  

She said that when she arrived at the first community meeting men were sitting under a tree in a local school. Women emerged from the bushes when they saw her vehicle. She observed that they formed a separate circle ten metres away from where the men were sitting. She decided to join them and found that they were now speaking through her. When Sizane inquired at the end of the meeting why they decided to speak through her, she was told that women were not allowed to speak in the presence of men because some of them are the fathers of their fiancés, spouses and boyfriends.    

She noted that this social hierarchy was also manifested by age. Younger women would not speak in the presence of the elderly ones. Speaking in public, especially for younger women, was seen as unruly. She observed that some women were beaten up by their spouses for speaking in public meetings! 
Sizane mentioned that the women eventually agreed to meet in order to decide how they will participate in the purchasing process of the farm. However, at the meeting they expressed mix feelings about taking any decision without the men of the community. Hence, they agreed that Sizane should present an overview the government’s land reform programme and gender policy in a meeting where both the men and women of the community would be presence. However, men scoffed at the idea, as they didn’t believe that women should be involved in the decision making.       

Conclusion

Sizane’s experience illuminates the power dynamics in relations between men and women in rural participatory spaces. However, what is revealing from the case of the Gannahoek community is that cultural patriarchy within rural participatory spaces is not reducible to the social interactions between men and women.  
Comments 

Participants made the following key points in the plenary discussion:  
· The perverse effect of ‘lobolo’ is that women tend to be equated to a commodity
· Both men and women need to be liberated from gender stereotypes – gender struggles should be geared towards creating new meanings of masculinity and femininity 

· Culture is not homogenous or static – it is contested and fluid – gender struggles should be about resisting oppressive cultural norms and promoting progressive cultural values     
 Community protests over housing in the City of Cape Town 
Presenter: Professor Martin Lagassick

Professor Lagassick gave a narrative account of some of the major social delivery protests over housing that took place in Cape Town, between 2007 and 2009. They were resistance to government’s N2 Gateway project, including protests by residents of the phase 1 flats of the project in Langa,   by residents of the Joe Slovo informal settlement in Langa, and those by backyard dwellers in Delft. He indicated that the Western Cape Anti-Eviction Campaign played a major role in these protests, and that they were directed against the national and provincial tiers of government.  

Professor Legassick asserted that these protests are symptomatic of the national phenomenon of “social delivery protests” which are believed to be running at some 10,000 a year currently. The activists and their communities involved in these protests, with few exceptions, adopt the standpoint of advocating “No land, no house, no vote” (i.e. boycotting elections) and are hostile to all political parties. 

He indicated that Cape Town’s housing backlog is currently at 400,000 houses, and increases by an estimated 22, 000 to 24,000 households a year due to in-migration (of about 50,000 people). He noted that only 9576 houses were built in 2008/09, even though it’s by far the highest number since 1994. He observed that this reality has created a sense of frustration and desperation among the some 200,000 people living in informal settlements and the approximately 200,000 living in backyards. He mentioned that on average, seven out of 10 households have families living in their backyards, which is projected to increase to 2 families in every backyard within 10 years. 
Professor Legassick noted that the N2 Gateway project was not initially conceived to address the city’s housing crisis. He mentioned that the original aim of the project was to prettify the sides of the N2 highway into Cape Town from the airport for visitors to the 2010 soccer World Cup, by eliminating the stretched-out shack lands along the highway. The N2 Gateway was declared by the Housing Minister, Lindiwe Sisulu, as the pilot project for the national department’s new Breaking New Ground (BNG) policy, which was a consequence of the Grootboom constitutional court decision in 2000. He noted that the initial focus of the N2 Gateway project was on upgrading Boys Town, an informal settlement in Old Crossroads, for which there was already a planned development scheme which had not been funded due to opposition to the scheme within the settlement    
N2 Gateway phase 1 flats

Professor Legassick indicated that management of the N2 Gateway project was transferred to Thubelisha Homes in February 2006, and the DA government was removed from all responsibilities of the project immediately after their election victory, in March 2006. He mentioned that the Housing Department announced in May 2006, that only families with a monthly income between R1000 and R7000 would qualify, which was contrary to original statements that the shack dweller victims of the Joe Slovo January 2005 fire, and other poor communities would be accommodated in the flats built as phase 1 of the project. 
However, on June 4 2006, the Sunday Times reported that only 11 families out of 200 invited from “various housing waiting lists” had qualified to move into N2 Gateway. This was because the monthly rentals had been set at R300-500. The candidates had been invited to a series of workshops for verification of among other things, income levels and creditworthiness. He mentioned that on July 19, the first five families were given their keys by Lindiwe Sisulu. 
However, on July 25, the City’s Housing MEC, Richard Dyantyi, announced that the allocation process had been delayed by fraudulent applications. He noted that those who eventually occupied the flats were also screened for creditworthiness. They were informed that the original rentals of R300-500 (as advertised in police stations) would be increased to R650-R1050. And when they protested and asked for an explanation they were told that Thubelisha could explain but had not yet taken over. They were forced to sign their contracts immediately (without even reading them) or else they would lose their chance to qualify for the flats. 
He mentioned that the construction of the flats was shoddy. Soon after moving into the flats residents complained about leaking ceilings and seepage along some walls. They elected a committee to transmit their concerns about the construction of the flats and the exorbitant rentals to the state. However, the committee engaged in fruitless discussions with the ward councilor, Thubelisha and the Housing MEC.  By June 2007, residents launched a rent boycott and marched to Parliament on July 17, to present a memorandum to the Minister of Housing, inviting her to come and hear their grievances. However, there was absolutely no response from the Minister, he observed.

Professor Legassick noted that Parliament’s Standing Committee on Public Accounts (SCOPA) recently conducted hearings on the Auditor-General’s special report on the N2 Gateway project, at which officials of the Department of Housing were questioned. They reported that all defects had been attended to and repaired. However SCOPA paid an on-site visit to the N2 Gateway phase 1 flats on September 9 2009, and discovered there were still many defects: it “revealed walls covered in damp, exposed pipes and electrical cables, blocked drains and collapsed walls… None of the flats visited had ventilation grids to get rid of moisture. Many of the casings for pipes and electrical cables had been removed or had dissolved with the moisture. 
The N2 Gateway project and the Joe Slovo informal settlement

Professor Legassick indicated that government announced that it was going to build 1000 houses in Joe Slovo phase 2, a mixture of bonded ‘affordable’ houses and fully subsidized units; as well as 6240 houses and 600 rental units in Delft Symphony and 4500 houses and 800 rental units in Delft Towns. He mentioned that the bond houses turned out to be far from affordable. They were to be built in a public-private partnership between First National Bank (FNB) and Thubelisha. 

He said that residents demanded subsidised RDP houses in Joe Slovo in lieu of being moved to Delft. They decried the government’s plan to build bank-bonded houses, as the majority of them are unemployed. On September 10, the residents eventually decided to occupy the N2 highway, after waiting in vain for a response to their demand for RDP houses from the Department of Housing. They blocked the highway for the full duration of the rush hour traffic until mid-morning. 

Professor Legassick noted that the Minister of Housing applied for an immediate eviction interdict, which was obtained on September 20, in the Cape High Court. He mentioned that residents decided that they would individually oppose the interdict, and eventually 5000 of them marched to the Cape High Court to register their opposition, compelling the state’s lawyers to put up tables outside the court to receive their objections for five hours. He indicated that the matter first went to court on September 25, and was postponed to December when the objections were heard. He observed that in March 2008, the “controversial judge”, John Hlophe, ruled in favour of an eviction. However, very recently, the Constitutional court suspended the eviction order indefinitely in order to allow for an expert investigation of the “practical, social, financial, and legal consequences” of relocation to Delft. 
N2 Gateway in Delft 
Professor Legassick noted that the Joe Slovo relocations caused tensions within the community in Delft because of the existing problem of overcrowding in that area. In May 2005, Delft residents complained about the relocation of 250 families from Joe Slovo to Delft, claiming that black people would take homes from so-called ‘coloureds’. He mentioned that the N2 Gateway BNG houses were completed in Delft by late 2007, and on December 19, the Delft backyard dwellers decided to occupy some 1700 unfinished houses. They moved in their belongings and spray-painted their names on the walls.

He observed that initial attempts by the City of Cape Town and Thubelisha to evict the illegal occupants were frustrated. On Christmas Eve, a High Court judge ruled that such action was inappropriate during Christmas time, and the order used in the eviction was out of date. The order to evict was eventually heard in January 2006. The Cape High Court granted the eviction order on February 5, 2006, and the occupiers were evicted on the 19th of that month. 

He mentioned that the police used rubber bullets and stun grenades without issuing warnings against those resisting eviction. Some occupiers were shot at close range. Women, children and elderly people were not spared and many got trampled upon. An estimated twenty people, including three children, had to be hospitalised due to injuries sustained during the eviction. 
The Delft evictees later built permanent shacks along the side of Symphony Way. He observed that they created a night-watch that patrolled the settlement, protecting residents from crime as well as from the potential hazards of unattended fires or candles. A crèche has been launched, run by community volunteers, and a children’s day camp has been operating during the school holidays. 
Conclusion
Professor Legassick argued that the process of the N2 Gateway project is not a listening response to people’s needs, but was imposed from the top. It has been an example of the “nanny state” that knows better than its citizens what they want. He said that the Minister of Housing arrogantly refers to the N2 houses as “my houses” and adjure people to look after them. 
Meanwhile, in both the case of Phase 1 and the proposed forced removal of the Joe Slovo residents, the ward councilors uncritically accepted the national/provincial government’s position. He asserted that they were under the tyrannical pressure of the party system in the Local and Provincial Councils and in Parliament, and acted as mere transmission belts instead of representing the interests of their constituents.

Strengthening Participatory Engagements: Lessons from a women-led trade union movement
Presenter: Dr. Fiona White

Dr. White presented a snapshot overview of her field research on Sikhula Sonke, a women-led trade union movement. She mentioned that Sikhula Sonke was formed in 2002, and has around 4000 members. It is neither a traditional trade union nor a conventional social movement, but a unique hybrid of both. Sikhula Sonke is a potentially self-sustained, representative association for farm workers in the Western Cape and it works closely with the Women on Farms project, which is a Cape Town-based NGO. 
The union represents three constituencies:   

· Permanent workers, who generally live on the farms and are from the so-called ‘coloured’ community

· Seasonal, casual or contract workers, who do not live on farms and are primarily Xhosa speaking Africans, coming from the former homelands of the Eastern Cape

· Unemployed members of the community in which the union organise
She noted that Sikhula Sonke’s members are from historically marginalised communities who still struggle for recognition and fair treatment from their employers and even their own spouses.  Shikula Shonke, as both a trade union and a social movement, provides a legitimate channel for the poor and marginalised to express their concerns and build their sense of empowerment. 

She mentioned that rights awareness is an important element of the union’s programme, and that its campaigns mainly focus on improving workers’ wages and working conditions, responding to social problems, and some on demanding political accountability from the state. 
The union’s modes of engagement include 
· engagements with state institutions, like Chapter nine institutions, such as the Human Rights Commission; the Departments of Labour and Agriculture, employment agencies, such as the Employment Condition Commission and the Commission for Conciliation Mediation and Arbitration, and Parliament’s Portfolio Committees,   

· negotiations and lobbying in joint forums, such as the Black Association of the Wine and Spirit Industry, the S.A. Wine Industry Council, and ward committees

· contentious politics, including marches, rallies and establishing resistance committees

·  the media        

She observed that state institutions generally support and marvel at Sikhula Shonke when it is seen to cooperate with government structures, but look askance at the union when it directly confronts state actors. 

Conclusion

Dr. White contended that social movements can help to deepen the quality of democracy by converting strength in empowering citizens and creating channels for the articulation of interest into generating government responsiveness and concomitant reduction of socio economic inequality.

She indicated that effective policy making requires social movements to combine mass action with engagement. It is her contention that the objective of influencing policy making and deepening participatory democracy will be best achieved by movements who are willing to present a ‘moderate flank’ in their interactions with the state.  This is because the state is not homogenous and that civil society can interact with different spheres, institutions and individuals of the state.    

DAY TWO 




        TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 8, 2009 

Participatory Budgeting in Brazil and its sequels in Venezuela: the relationship between self-organisation, popular-power and the institutions of the state
Presenter: Iain Bruce

Iain’s presentation explored Participatory Budgeting in Brazil and compared it with the experience of Community Councils in Venezuela.  
He contended that the Participatory Budget (PB) practised in Porto Alegre, Brazil, from 1989 until the beginning of this decade, and the current attempts in Venezuela to develop local Communal Councils into forms of communal government, are two of the most substantial experiences of participatory democracy that have emerged in Latin America during the last two decades of anti-neoliberal struggle. In many respects the latter was inspired by the former. Yet the two also involve very different approaches to different situations. In particular, they are based on quite distinct relationships between the space for citizen participation and the existing institutions of state. 
The following set of questions framed his narrative:

· What is the relation between self-organised, community power and the processes of representative democracy? 

· Where does political leadership, by parties or individuals, fit in between? 

· Should direct democracy be autonomous, or regulated by law?

· Who really participates in participatory budgets, and what, exactly, is decided by who?

· Could there be, should there be, a connection with workplace democracy and the sphere of production? 

Participatory Budgeting (PB)   

Iain indicated that Participating Budgeting in Brazil has two versions of participatory democracy: a strong / substantive participatory democratic version and a weak / emasculated participatory democratic version. Porto Alegre is an example of the former. He mentioned that the Porto Alegre participatory budget was developed by local community organisations and by the Brazilian workers party, PT, whose support base was firmly located in leftist and PT—oriented labour unions. The Brazilian PT was elected to mayoral office, in 1988, in direct opposition to national government and the priorities of the federal state. It campaigned on the ticket of participatory democracy. 
He indicated that, whilst the PB in Porto Alegre took advantage of the loopholes in the Brazilian constitution, it insisted on remaining autonomous and self-regulated. He observed that it was never "institutionalised" in law. The Mayor managed the PB process, but devolved full, sovereign, decision-making power over 100% of the local budget to the masses – it wasn’t a consultative process. Participation was guaranteed to every citizen without mediation. Meanwhile, participation in the PB process didn’t negate mass engagement in contentious politics.  
Iain noted that the PB redirected resources to poorer parts of the city, increased political awareness amongst ordinary grassroots citizens of how public finance works. And participation increased as people began to see changes. For example, the numbers of participants grew significantly from 976 in 1990 to 18583 in 2001. He mentioned that the PB enjoyed popular legitimacy, even though, only 13% of the public actually participated by 2001.  

On the other hand, research shows that, in places like Rio Claro, a weaker version of the PB has been experienced. The Mayor, a member of the Green Party, was unwilling to devolve authority to the masses. There was a lower density of citizen participation in the PB. Participation was allocated to representatives of special interests. The PB had no sovereign decision-making power – it has been a consultative process. And deliberations were not over the whole local government budget. The PB meetings were usually dominated by state bureaucrats and the executive decided which percentage of the budget will be up for ‘consultation’.       
Community Councils 

Iain indicated that the Venezuelan experience comes, in large part, from the opposite direction. It was an initiative of central government, a project of the Bolivarian revolution. "Participatory and protagonistic" democracy was written into the Bolivarian Constitution adopted by referendum in 1999. Various attempts to replicate the experience of the Brazilian participatory budgets were voted into law, but almost all failed. Finally the law on Communal Councils, passed early in 2006, scaled back these ambitions to a form of participatory democracy on a very small, local level, but the practice soon spread to cover many thousands of communities across Venezuela. He indicated that the limitations of these very small-scale communal councils are now being addressed by a project to federate communal councils into local communes, a step towards what is supposed to become a new kind of "communal" state. But the concrete results are still limited and there are plenty of obstacles to carrying this project through. 
Iain mentioned that the establishment of CCs was preceded by Local Public Planning Councils. He observed that the LPPCs were not well designed. Most of the political elite didn’t want them to work, and so they were only really effective in areas where political leaders were willing to delegate authority downwards. Another important participatory mechanism is the Urban Land Committees, which is responsible for the transferral of land title deeds to the poor of Venezuela’s barrios. He noted that 90 000 families or 38% received title deeds by 2006. 

He observed that, according to official data, approximately 30 000 communal councils were established, between 2006 and 2009. The total funding redistributed during this period was US$1.89 billion for an array of projects, including community projects, production projects, social projects and housing project, benefiting approximately 7 million of Venezuela’s poor. 
Conclusion 
At the of his presentation, Iain quoted the Porto Alegre community relations coordinator, saying: “…The PB as an element of rupture, as a step towards another kind of state, …which is our programmatic vision of a self-managed socialism…The PB as an embryonic form of dual power.”
Comments 

Participants made the following key points in the plenary discussion:  
· The Brazilian and Venezuelan experiences challenge simplistic dichotomies between institutional politics and popular autonomy or anti-power versus counter-power

· The top political priority is to develop an alternative view of the state and to reconceptualise state-society relations. 
Inclusion and Empowerment in India’s Panchayati Raj Institutions
Presenter: Dr Ash Narain Roy 

Dr. Roy gave a snapshot overview of how India’s traditionally oppressed castes and women participate in the panchayati raj institutions that were introduced by the Indian government in the early 1990’s.  
Dr indicated that India is often compared to an elephant, not just because of its slow and lumbering nature and fabled memory but also because of its ‘long pregnancy’. He asserted that India’s democracy is the largest and perhaps the most boisterous too. The panchayati raj institutions were introduced in 1993 in the wake of the 73rd and 74th amendments of the Indian constitution. The amendments envisaged the panchayati raj institutions not only as the third tier of government, but also as the first tier of democracy, where local communities would take control of their own destiny.  
He indicated that the functioning of the PRIs has been a mixed bag of some successes and equally significant reverses. Whilst the PRIs have opened space for the participation of historically disadvantaged people in public policy issues, most Indian states remain unwilling to devolve power to the PRIs, and therefore they are like a structure which has pillars and walls, but no roof. 

Dr. Roy indicated that grassroots citizens access the PRIs in different ways. For example, in West Bengal they access them through the Communist Party and in Karnataka their link is the local leaders. However, whilst representatives of disadvantaged groups have access to the PRIs, they lack political power. Meanwhile, the participation of women in public life has also grown in strides. Women are increasingly engaging in electoral politics and are exercising voice in the PRIs, he observed.      

Conclusion 

Dr. Roy contended that there can be no inclusive growth without inclusive governance. Grassroots empowerment will lead to grassroots development. Maximum devolution of power is maximum democracy. 
Ideas on the Way Forward: towards a thicker relationship between representative and participatory democracy  
1. Proposed research questions

· How do meanings of citizenship correlate with practises of democracy in South Africa?

· How do invited (institutional) spaces interface with invented (autonomous) spaces in South Africa’s public sphere? How could the dialectical relationship between them be strengthened? 
· Will higher levels of political accountability lead to a concomitant increase in social policy outcomes

· To what extent are legal guarantees of socioeconomic rights enhancing South Africa’s core Constitutional values of equality, democracy and social justice?
2. Proposed advocacy activities

· Calling for a national review of South Africa’s local governance framework.

· Galvanising public support for the direct election of local councillors and scraping the mix ballot system in order to decrease party political influences in the appointment of councillors.
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