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Why would local government invest in inclusive policy making?
The inclusion or involvement of citizens in the decision-making process and in

designing (and monitoring) service activities is increasingly mandatory if the quality of

public policy is to be enhanced and the challenges of the information and knowledge

society faced. The Municipality of Bologna is reshaping itself, moving from a mainly

“hierarchical” and complex organisation to a more citizen-centered one. A “perspective

shift” on the part of the public administration is underway from the delivery of services

(e-government and distributive portals) to interaction and knowledge sharing, and from

debate and dialogue to “listening”. The traditional arenas of representative democracy are

complying with their own institutional requirements and are equipping themselves with

the means to allow for more direct citizen intervention and inclusion. This marks a

quantum leap compared to the past. The aims are mainly to:

● Allow more direct citizen participation in consultation and decision-making processes.

● Renew citizens’ interest in areas of dwindling political participation.

● Build a more solid consensus around the choices planned.

● Foster an ongoing dialogue to ensure balanced power and voices.

● Promote transparency in the public administration.

● Provide more direct and equal access to information, knowledge and services.

● Reduce discretionary administrative practices.

● Reduce the various “divides” and gaps in order to empower citizens’ status and

competences.

● Improve the quality of life and the economy.

● Inject social knowledge/capital into the public administration and counter the natural

entropy of such complex and vertical organisations.

The commitment of Local Public Bodies is crucial to promoting inclusion, co-operation

and shared visions of the future with citizens, thereby creating the conditions for a real

“democracy of proximity” based on the widening and deepening of the “public sphere”.

Bologna aims to cultivate proactive citizens, so the Municipality is investing in citizenship

and e-Citizenship at all levels. The Municipality has always been open to the use of ICTs both

in the reengineering back office activities, as well as in citizen and community relations.

Iperbole – Bologna’s free civic network and community portal (with 500 000 hits daily) – was

set up in January 1995 as a “telematic bridge” between the community and the city in order

to build an “information and knowledge society at the local level” (www.comune.bologna.it,

www.iperbole.bologna.it). Bologna was the first public provider in Italy, and the second in

Europe after Amsterdam. Since 2006, Iperbole wireless has been created as an experimental

service for the community. It provides citizens and also students of Bologna University with

free broadband Wi-Fi access in public (outdoor and indoor) places within the area of the city

centre of Bologna. Because reducing the digital divide is an important issue, Bologna strongly

supports projects that aim to reduce the emergence of a two-tiered e-community, where
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electronic means could become another source of marginalisation and social injustice

instead of being an instrument of cultural growth and emancipation.

An important requirement for the e-society is the chance for every citizen, both in

professional and non-professional environments, to be able to use web resources

intensively and in a critical, creative and productive way. The aim is to create a virtual

environment in which you can learn the rules and to build a community where the least

experienced can share opportunities with the more experienced. For these reasons, the

Municipality has started to experiment with e-participation and mobile/wireless free

connections, which improve the choices for the potential users. This project will

implement and improve the interactions between citizens and the public administration,

ensuring easy access to a wide range of facilities, paying attention to privacy policies. The

Iperbole 2.0 project, an experimental platform allowing the implementation of new

communication flows through the use of 2.0 tools (My Iperbole – www.comune.bologna.it/

lamiaiperbole) has very recently been launched. The main features of the project are:

interactivity, customisation and open source. Iperbole 2.0 is an open platform of services,

multi-channel and easy to use. Everyone can customise the layout of the portal, choosing

which contents to be displayed, adding links or RSS feeds.

Which tools, when and for whom?
The Municipality of Bologna is exploiting a wide range of tools to build negotiated

consensus in the wider community around the choices planned in decision-making processes.

Services, structures and procedures have to be available to citizens both in traditional and

innovative ways in order to foster a constant dialogue and voices that are “balanced in power”.

The objective is to involve citizens at all stages of the decision-making process so as to

secure real interest and commitment. The risk is to engage citizens too late and to create a

sense of meaningless participation. In order to generate consensus around participation

processes, the first step is to have clear rules about the role of citizens and administrators,

aims and outcomes of the processes.

The Municipality is also conducting so-called “laboratories of participation” on various

topics and projects, mainly environment and urban planning, carried on both in meetings/

working groups and on line platforms to determine at what level people wish to

participate. So far, it seems that it is more suitable and easier to manage for participation

processes at the district level. People feel the need to take care of their neighbourhoods,

and they have the right skills and the experience to talk about that and also they commit

themselves quite easily at that level. This generates a useful exchange of knowledge, ideas

and proposals with the administration.

As technologies are evolving and changing, the City of Bologna has continuously

developed new online services for citizens, keeping up-to-date with the new opportunities

offered by the digital convergence of ICT. Over the coming years, the multi-channel

communication strategy is intended to progressively offer the possibility and the opportunity

to communicate and interact with citizens at any time and anywhere in a complementary way,

using different channels (also the “traditional” ones) addressed to different targets, in different

moments and contexts. One of the priorities of the communication strategy is the promotion

of a new “electronic citizenship” for all, in order to spread information and knowledge of the

new rights in the virtual sphere and make “netizens” aware of the potential of ICT, as well as

support them in their interactions with and within these new channels.
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The instruments to get citizens involved may vary from the collection of signatures to

start popular initiatives, questionnaires, complaint channels or face-to-face meetings to

electronic tools of e-Democracy (newsletters, polls, on line forums). The multi-channel and

mobile approach (seamless communication) seems to be the most fruitful and easy for the

citizens/users.

Strengths and weaknesses of online tools
Traditional channels for participation are the still the leading instruments for civic

engagement today since it is easier to involve citizens, especially those people who cannot

or do not want to access digital media. The digital culture is not so widespread, so people

place greater trust in “live” face-to-face events, even if it is very difficult to encourage

people to devote their time to participating. However, digital communications media could

be new enabling factors for wider participative policy-making processes, since they make

it easier (in terms of time, space, place, setting) for people to participate, thus widening the

range of possibilities for participation (multi-channel interactions and platforms) and

attracting new target populations (young people, for example).

Based on our experience, the main weak points to be tackled are:

● Involvement in e-participation on the political side.

● Commitment by administrators at every level of government, office and facility.

● Sustainability models for e-governance and e-democracy services.

● New skills and profiles within the administration.

● More efforts to simplify language and eliminate “jargon”.

● Gender issues taken into account.

The main strengths on which to build are:

● Mediation/moderation by professionals.

● Availability of all the documents and information related to topics under discussion.

● Involvement of all kinds of local “social actors” and stakeholders.

● New communication and production models for ICT applications in collaboration with

women’s associations (e.g. on language, models and gender issues).

● Policies and actions in favour of “e-citizenship inclusion” of new citizens

(e.g. immigrants) and their communities.

● Network of free access points (with on-site assistance) for disabled people.

● Free wireless access and connections in public places (indoor and outdoor).

● Open source and open contents/formats approach.

Overcoming internal and external barriers
The City of Bologna aims at promoting the real participation of those social groups at

risk of exclusion, improving their quality of life and helping them to overcome every kind

of barrier. In particular related to:

● Disability: Special measures adopted to support people with specific disabilities

(sensory, motor or cognitive impairments) using the human and technological resources

best suited to the physical context in which these citizens live and relate socially. In

Bologna, for example, we have set up specific public access points to Internet for

disabled people and we pay attention to the accessibility and usability criteria and rules

in implementing e-services and the Iperbole website.
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● Social gap: Programmes exist for people at risk of social exclusion. In particular districts,

support and help with policies and services are provided to vulnerable populations, for

example, immigrants and elderly people.

● Gender divide: Innovative projects are fostered in co-operation with the network of

gender associations to develop new communication and production models reflecting

language, models/formats and gender issues. Since 1995, the Iperbole Civic Network

activities and services have played a key role in empowering women in accessing and

using ICTs. Due to this “public” engagement in Bologna, the “gender divide” is less strong

than in other parts of Italy. In fact, 50% of the users of the public Internet points set up

by the Municipality are women, and nearly 40% of the “netizens” are women, too. Now,

we are working on a project (together with the Emilia Romagna Region and the Server

Donna service-www.women.it) focused on e-services and gender issues, in particular

the language and semantics used in Internet.

● Knowledge: Informing citizens about decision processes in a highly understandable way.

Awareness-raising activities, information and communication “literacy” activities have

to be further developed to facilitate participation and inclusion. Despite efforts to break

down digital barriers, and even in a university town such as Bologna that was a pioneer

in promoting ICT for citizen, parts of the population are at risk of being cut off from

e-participation processes (due to age, gender, social-economic situation, etc.).

● Digital divide: A multi-channel approach to promote mobile and ubiquitous

communication would enhance e-Inclusion, allowing citizens access to services and

applications anytime/anywhere from the most suitable device. It is crucial to reach and

involve all citizens with more targeted actions of e-literacy and training.

The points above are all in accordance with the Mandate Programme of the

Administration and the Charter of European e-Rights of citizens in the Information and

Knowledge Society. This Mandate Programme involves the Municipality in partnership

with local stakeholders, taking part international networks. Drawing upon the lessons

learnt from significant experience in implementing, deploying and evaluating services,

applications and processes for inclusion/e-inclusion, we have decided to base our activities

on these main e-rights:

● Rights to access to technological equipment and networks (also broadband), equal

opportunities, privacy and personal data protection.

● Rights to education and training, providing each citizen with the content and knowledge

she/he really needs.

● Information rights, through user-friendly, high understandable, complete, high quality

and up-to-date public information.

● Rights to participation, reinforcing the fundamental rights of citizens and ensuring a

public administration that is actively engaged.

People will participate only if the commitment of governments is real and sincere.

There is a need to promote a culture of participation on the political side and an

acceptance of engagement by administrators at every level of government. But the cultural

obstacles to participation lie on citizens’ side too and they will be overcome only through

literacy actions and policies to support active citizenship. Even if at the local level it is – to

a certain extent – easier to reach citizens and find suitable environments and solutions to

facilitate inclusion processes, exclusion could remain a real condition for parts of

population but could also be a kind of “conscious choice”.
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If all else fails, there is a need to rethink the process globally, first of all hearing the

voices of all those who will be affected by the policy. Efforts to promote inclusion in

decision making can benefit from the involvement of all kinds of actors, even if they are

“outsiders” since they may bring innovative solutions and points of view.

Towards Web 2.0 for local government
As mentioned above, Web 2.0 platforms that allow bottom-up, social- and user-

generated content, could help to promote participation, inclusion and sense of belonging

to the community. As a Municipality, we are working – together with the Emilia-Romagna

Region and other cities of the regional territory – on a project of a new model for an

institutional portal (territorial). We will test the technological and organisational aspects

related to production, editorial and communications methods/processes. This will be

developed and shared amongst the partners, through the application of participatory and

social web tools that highlight and give importance in particular to:

● Bottom-up aspects in the production of shared content.

● Participation and inclusion of social creativity and capital.

● Change in the method of interaction with citizens, so as to gather knowledge and skills

on the web portal and put them back into circulation in an organised way.

The new participatory and social portal model we intend to pilot will have several

distinctive characteristics. It will be:

● Participatory: Active users who enrich the collective knowledge through interaction with

each other and with the administration.

● Personalised: Not only distribution of information and services as predefined by the

editorial framework but also flexible consultation methods based on the user’s

adaptability to the requirements of the various target groups. These include

professionals, citizens, businesses and simple readers or navigators. This too takes place

in a participatory context defined by interaction with the users.

● Inclusive: Not just one language is considered but also the languages (and specific/sector

based languages) of the users, who become co-producers. In fact, not only a few major

languages, but many languages that “live” in urban communities, will be taken into

account.

So, the innovation of Iperbole 2.0 implies a complex shift from a traditional,

distributive, more broadcasting structure to a social sharing of contents too (wiki, blogs,

user generated contents, etc.). This change requires a global rethinking about the role and

the use of the public administration websites and communication models in general

(editorial frame, professional profiles, back-office organisation, etc.).

The spirit of open and participative communities (such as creative commons and open

source ones) can be applied to civic networks, opening a challenging phase of their

evolution, since the rights to access are progressively changing into rights to participation

and co-production. New spaces of dialogue, exchange and interaction will be experimented

to create and promote new forms of horizontal, multi-lateral and polycentric interaction

among citizens, public administrations and groups of interests. A key success factor is also

inter-institutional, multi-level co-operation (at regional, national and international level),

in order to achieve resource effectiveness, generate synergies, and standardise approaches

and languages.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

FOCUS ON CITIZENS: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT FOR BETTER POLICY AND SERVICES – ISBN 978-92-64-04886-7 – © OECD 2009 5

Table of Contents

Acknowledgements  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

Executive Summary  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

Part I

Focus on Citizens: Public Engagement for Better Policy and Services

Chapter 1. Why Invest in Open and Inclusive Policy Making?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21

Chapter 2. Open Policy Making: Work in Progress. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31

Chapter 3. Inclusive Policy Making: The Next Step . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45

Chapter 4. Evaluation Improves Performance. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57

Chapter 5. Leveraging New Technologies and the Participative Web. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 65

Chapter 6. Principles to Support Practice. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 77

Part II

Case Studies in Citizen Engagement

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 83

Regional and Urban Development . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 89

Chapter 7. Building Future Scenarios for Regional Development
in Northeast England, United Kingdom . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 91

Chapter 8. Public Engagement to Achieve Self-Sufficiency
in New Brunswick, Canada . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97

Chapter 9. Public Involvement in Urban Renewal in Trondheim, Norway  . . . . . . 105

Chapter 10. Improving Quality of Life in Distressed Urban Areas
in Bremen, Germany  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 111

Chapter 11. Building on a Participatory Community Summit
in Port Phillip, Australia. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 119

Local Participatory Budgeting. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 127

Chapter 12. Participatory Budgeting in Çanakkale, Turkey  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 129

Chapter 13. Participatory Budgeting in Buk-gu, Korea  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 135

National Level Participatory Programmes. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 143

Chapter 14. The Citizen Participation Policy Programme, Finland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 145

Chapter 15. The Environment Roundtable, France. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 151

Chapter 16. The Forest Dialogue, Austria  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 157

Chapter 17. Standardised Surveys on Voter Behaviour, Switzerland. . . . . . . . . . . . 161



TABLE OF CONTENTS

FOCUS ON CITIZENS: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT FOR BETTER POLICY AND SERVICES – ISBN 978-92-64-04886-7 – © OECD 20096

Building Capacity and Tools for Engagement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 167

Chapter 18. The Online Participation Project, New Zealand  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 169

Chapter 19. Developing Professional Standards for Citizen Engagement,
The Netherlands . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 177

Chapter 20. Building Government’s Capacity to Engage Citizens,
United Kingdom  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 185

Part III

Practitioners’ Perspectives: Why Now, How and What Next?

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 195

Why Now? The Case for Citizen Engagement. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 197

Chapter 21. Why Should Governments Engage Citizens in Service Delivery
and Policy Making? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 199

Chapter 22. Public Engagement Is a Must in a Multi-Stakeholder World . . . . . . . . 207

Chapter 23. Calling All Politicians: Take Your Citizens Seriously,
or Be Marginalised  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 213

Chapter 24. And the Winner Is Trust and Credibility  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 219

How? Engaging the Public Effectively  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 225

Chapter 25. Participate, but Do so Pragmatically  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 227

Chapter 26. The Next Challenge for Citizen Engagement: Institutionalisation . . . 231

Chapter 27. Internal Communication: The Problem and the Solution . . . . . . . . . . . 235

Chapter 28. Leveraging Technology to Engage Young People  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 239

Chapter 29. The Privacy Implications of Public Engagement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 243

Where? How Context Shapes Practice . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 249

Chapter 30. Social Partnership in Ireland: A Problem-Solving Process . . . . . . . . . . 251

Chapter 31. The Right to Know in Mexico: The Challenge of Dissemination . . . . . 257

Chapter 32. Participation at the Municipal Level in Italy: The Case of Bologna . . . 261

Chapter 33. People’s Participation in Korea: Formality or Reality? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 267

Which? Exchanging Experience and Perspectives. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 271

Chapter 34. Building Citizen-Centred Policies and Services: A Global
Snapshot. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 273

Chapter 35. Democratic Innovations: Open Space Event  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 281

Chapter 36. Are You Listening? Youth Voices in Public Policy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 285

What Next? Shaping the Future Today . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 293

Chapter 37. The Future of Open and Inclusive Policy Making . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 295

Chapter 38. Globalised Democracy  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 299

Annex A. Legislation and Policy Measures for Open Government. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 303

Annex B. Oversight Institutions for Open Government  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 311



TABLE OF CONTENTS

FOCUS ON CITIZENS: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT FOR BETTER POLICY AND SERVICES – ISBN 978-92-64-04886-7 – © OECD 2009 7

Annex C. Members of the OECD Steering Group on Open

and Inclusive Policy Making (2007-2008)  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 315

Annex D. Civil Society Respondents to the 2007 OECD “Questionnaire

for Civil Society Organisations on Open and Inclusive Policy Making” . . . . . . 317

Annex E. Glossary. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 320

Boxes

0.1. Guiding Principles for open and inclusive policy making  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

1.1. Building citizen centred policies and services . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26

1.2. Australia: Citizen summits help shape long-term strategy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

2.1. Civil society organisations: Evaluation of progress in open

and inclusive policy making . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

2.2. Civil society organisations: Views on principles . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35

2.3. The Netherlands: Code of conduct for professional consultation  . . . . . . . . . . . . 36

2.4. Czech Republic: Setting new standards for public consultation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36

2.5. Finland: Building the capacity and culture for public participation

among civil servants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37

2.6. Austria: Building capacity for public participation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38

2.7. European Commission: Putting principles into practice  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39

2.8. European Commission: Accountability and participation

in supranational decision-making. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39

2.9. Relevant OECD principles . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40

2.10. Constitutional provisions for openness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40

2.11. Italy: Tuscany region guarantees rights to participation  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41

3.1. UK: Developing engagement profiles  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47

3.2. The Netherlands: Piecing together the profiles of non-participants  . . . . . . . . . . 47

3.3. Austria: “Children to the Centre” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48

3.4. Austria: Developing a social integration strategy through

an inclusive participation process . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52

3.5. European Commission: Fostering eInclusion. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52

3.6. France: The high school participatory budget of the Poitou-Charentes region. . . . . 53

3.7. UK: The Innovation Fund  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54

4.1. Austria: Evaluation helps government identify people’s expectations

and needs  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60

4.2. Canada: Building on multiple sources of evaluation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62

5.1. Ministerial meeting charts the course towards an open and inclusive

Internet economy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 67

5.2. UK: Leveraging the web for a “national conversation” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 69

5.3. France: Engaging users in designing online services  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 69

5.4. US: Intellipedia and Diplopedia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70

5.5. OECD: Designing and launching Wikigender . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 71

5.6. Portugal: Using a social network site to engage with citizens abroad . . . . . . . . . 72

5.7. New Zealand: The ParticipatioNZ Wiki . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 73

5.8. UK: FixMyStreet.com . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 74

6.1. Guiding principles for open and inclusive policy making  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 79

11.1. Vision statement  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 125



TABLE OF CONTENTS

FOCUS ON CITIZENS: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT FOR BETTER POLICY AND SERVICES – ISBN 978-92-64-04886-7 – © OECD 20098

18.1. Why use a wiki? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 171

18.2. Wikis in government: Potential risks and mitigations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 171

35.1. About “Open Space” . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 283

Tables

2.1. Actions taken to apply principles in practice: some examples

from OECD countries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38

4.1. Advantages and disadvantages of internal, independent

and participatory evaluation  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61

II.1. Overview of main characteristics of the country case studies  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 85

7.1. SHiNE: Key characteristics  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93

8.1. The Self-Sufficiency Agenda: Key characteristics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100

9.1. Trondheim urban renewal project: Key characteristics  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 109

10.1. WiN and Soziale Stadt projects in Tenever: Key characteristics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 114

11.1. Port Phillip Community Summit: Key characteristics. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 120

11.2. Guiding principles for the Port Philip Community Plan Steering Committee . . . . . . 122

12.1. “I Know My Budget” campaign: Key characteristics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133

13.1. Participatory Budgeting (PB): Key characteristics  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 137

14.1. Citizen Participation Policy Programme: Key characteristics. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 148

15.1. The Environment Roundtable: Key characteristics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 154

16.1. Austrian Forest Dialogue: Key characteristics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 160

17.1. Vox surveys: Key characteristics  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 164

18.1. The Online Participation Project: Key characteristics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 170

19.1. Mapping four dimensions of the impact of citizen engagement  . . . . . . . . . . . . . 181

19.2. Developing standards for citizen engagement: Key characteristics . . . . . . . . . . . 182

20.1. Building capacity for engagement: Key characteristics  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 187

Figures

1.1. Policy performance and democratic performance  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

1.2. What are OECD countries’ goals with respect to government?. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

1.3. What are OECD countries’ goals with respect to citizens?. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

2.1. Principles for which greatest progress has been achieved. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34

2.2. Principles which are the most difficult to meet. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35

2.3. Resources devoted to promoting open and inclusive policy making . . . . . . . . . . 37

2.4. Main targets of support for open and inclusive policy making . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41

2.5. Identifying the costs for government  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42

2.6. Identifying the risks for government. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43

3.1. What barriers are people facing? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49

3.2. Why don’t people participate? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49

3.3. Measures to lower barriers for government information . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51

3.4. Measures to lower barriers for consultation and participation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51

3.5. Measures to increase uptake of government information . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52

3.6. Measures to increase the appeal of consultation and participation initiatives  . . . . 53

4.1. What proportion of open and inclusive policy making initiatives

are evaluated? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58



TABLE OF CONTENTS

FOCUS ON CITIZENS: PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT FOR BETTER POLICY AND SERVICES – ISBN 978-92-64-04886-7 – © OECD 2009 9

4.2. Countries have different reasons for evaluating open

and inclusive policy making . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 59

4.3. Countries evaluate a range of factors in open and inclusive policy making . . . . 60

4.4. Self-evaluation is the norm. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62

5.1. OECD governments use ICT to inform more than to engage people  . . . . . . . . . . 70

5.2. OECD governments are exploring new online options to inform

and engage citizens . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 71

5.3. Shifting paradigms: from Participation 1.0 to Participation 2.0. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 73

12.1. Mapping participation in Çanakkale city management . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 130





From:
Focus on Citizens
Public Engagement for Better Policy and Services

Access the complete publication at:
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264048874-en

Please cite this chapter as:

Guidi, Leda (2009), “Participation at the Municipal Level in Italy: The Case of Bologna”, in OECD, Focus on
Citizens: Public Engagement for Better Policy and Services, OECD Publishing, Paris.

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264048874-35-en

This work is published under the responsibility of the Secretary-General of the OECD. The opinions expressed and arguments
employed herein do not necessarily reflect the official views of OECD member countries.

This document and any map included herein are without prejudice to the status of or sovereignty over any territory, to the
delimitation of international frontiers and boundaries and to the name of any territory, city or area.

You can copy, download or print OECD content for your own use, and you can include excerpts from OECD publications,
databases and multimedia products in your own documents, presentations, blogs, websites and teaching materials, provided
that suitable acknowledgment of OECD as source and copyright owner is given. All requests for public or commercial use and
translation rights should be submitted to rights@oecd.org. Requests for permission to photocopy portions of this material for
public or commercial use shall be addressed directly to the Copyright Clearance Center (CCC) at info@copyright.com or the
Centre français d’exploitation du droit de copie (CFC) at contact@cfcopies.com.

https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264048874-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264048874-35-en

	Part III. Practitioners’ Perspectives:Why Now,How and What Next?
	Where? How Context Shapes Practice
	Chapter 32. Participation at the Municipal Level in Italy: The Case of Bologna
	Why would local government invest in inclusive policy making?
	Which tools, when and for whom?
	Strengths and weaknesses of online tools
	Overcoming internal and external barriers
	Towards Web 2.0 for local government



	tm.pdf
	Table of Contents




