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Abstract  

The thesis discusses the participatory governance establishment in Georgia and Ukraine with a 

focus on the elements of deliberative public participation. Through the analysis of the established 

practices of citizen engagement, the research attempts to find out whether Georgia and Ukraine 

managed to construct the system of the inclusion of the people in policy-making and set up the 

opportunities for deliberative public participation.  

The thesis contains the analysis of the legislative frameworks and the implemented Open 

Government Partnership initiatives in Georgia and Ukraine to find out which platforms of citizen 

engagement are set up in both countries and identify their character: do these platforms include the 

elements of deliberative public participation? If yes, to what extent? Each of the main mechanisms 

of citizen engagement is analysed according to the four categories defined in the evaluation 

framework.  

After identifying the level of deliberative public participation in both countries, the thesis discusses 

the environments both in Georgia and Ukraine to understand which factors underpinned the process 

of the development of deliberative public participation, and also, which factors held back the 

progress.   

 

Keywords 

Deliberative public participation, deliberation, citizen engagement, governance, participatory 

governance, Ukraine, Georgia, Open Government Partnership  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Acknowledgement  

I would like to express my gratitude to my thesis advisor, Dr. Tomáš Weiss for his incredible 

support and expert guidance. I appreciate his contribution of time, valuable insights, and ideas on 

the research subject. 

I am very thankful to my family for providing me essential support which is love and 

encouragement. I would like to pay special thanks to my sister; her friendship and constant support 

are invaluable to me.  

 

 

 



 

 

 

Table of Contents 

1. LITERATURE REVIEW .................................................................................................................... 10 

1.1. A shift from government to governance ............................................................................. 10 

1.2. Government’s role in enhancing public participation ........................................................ 12 

1.3. Public participation in the post-Soviet states ...................................................................... 16 

2. METHODOLOGY AND THE EVALUATION FRAMEWORK........................................................... 20 

2.1. Case selection and the identification of the research objectives, significance of the topic 20 

2.2. Methods, evaluation framework, sources ........................................................................... 21 

2.3. Research scope and limitations........................................................................................... 27 

3. DEFINING A DEGREE OF DELIBERATIVE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN GEORGIA AND 

UKRAINE .................................................................................................................................................... 28 

3.1. Georgia ............................................................................................................................... 29 

3.1.1. Platforms of the citizen engagement, OGP mechanisms ............................... 29 

3.1.2. Evaluation ...................................................................................................... 34 

     3.2. UKRAINE ........................................................................................................................................ 38 

3.2.1. Platforms of the citizen engagement, OGP mechanisms ............................... 38 

3.2.2. Evaluation ...................................................................................................... 41 

4. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE DELIBERATIVE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

ESTABLISHMENT IN GEORGIA AND UKRAINE; DRIVERS AND CONSTRAINTS ....................... 45 

4.1. Legitimacy .......................................................................................................................... 45 

4.2. Competence and inclusiveness/fairness.............................................................................. 47 

4.3. Communicative mode/influence ......................................................................................... 51 

5. FINDINGS ............................................................................................................................................... 53 

6. CONCLUSIONS ...................................................................................................................................... 55 

7. SUMMARY ............................................................................................................................................. 57 

8. LIST OF REFERENCES ......................................................................................................................... 59 

9. LIST OF APPENDICES .......................................................................................................................... 68 

 

 

 



 

8 

 

Introduction 

The concept of participatory governance is established as a necessary component of good 

governance practice and democracy through the international initiatives in this field, e.g., Open 

Government Partnership (OGP). The tendency to elaborate citizen rights in policy-making grew 

through time; at that moment, direct involvement of citizens in governance through their 

engagement in the policy-making process is the desired objective for many countries which is 

backed up by the clearly expressed will of the public to be able to communicate with the 

government and have an influence on the policies.  

Georgia and Ukraine are following this tendency of establishing wider governance, which will 

guarantee the reflection of the citizens’ voices in the final decisions made by the government. To 

achieve the desired results, the countries joined the Open Government Partnership and made 

commitments through their Action Plans (APs) in the field of good governance, covering the issues 

of strengthening the role of the public in the policy-making process.  

The thesis aims to uncover how the process, oriented to establishing participatory governance, 

advanced in both countries and whether it brought any significant results. The main focus of the 

research is the deliberative element of public participation since the direct communication and 

discussion between the state and its civil society is the cornerstone for the public’s proper inclusion 

in policy-making.  

In order to define whether Georgia and Ukraine managed to achieve the formation of deliberative 

public participation, the thesis intends to study and analyse the established practices of citizen 

engagement in both countries, conduct the analysis of the legislative frameworks to identify the 

legal basis for citizen engagement and the instruments that regulate the aspects of the public 

involvement in the policy-making process. More specifically, the research will concentrate on how 

the informativeness of the public, their fair inclusion in governance, and the effective citizen-state 

communicative mode are guaranteed by the institutionalized practices in Georgia and Ukraine. 

Furthermore, the respective environments in Georgia and Ukraine will be discussed to understand 

how the ground for creating deliberative participation was prepared and which factors hindered the 

process.  

Accordingly, to respond to the objectives of the research adequately and sufficiently, the respective 

laws of the countries and the initiatives taken in the framework of the Open Government 

Partnership, regulating citizen participation in Georgia and Ukraine, will be discussed. Together 

with the primary sources such as government publications and documents, the secondary data, 

namely, the reports, academic articles, and books regarding public participation, its drivers and 
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constraints, civilian activism in Georgia and Ukraine will be discussed. By discussing and 

evaluating the deliberative public participation in Georgia and Ukraine, this research aims to 

contribute to the larger academic debate regarding deliberative public participation, especially in 

the area of establishing participatory governance in the post-Soviet states, which are claimed to 

have a Soviet heritage contradictory to the implementation of the deliberative practice.  

The structure of the thesis develops in the following manner: first, the paper offers the description 

of the already established practices of the citizen engagement platforms and their evaluation 

according to the deliberative public participation components comprised of legitimacy, 

informativeness of the public, inclusiveness, and the mode of the communication (described in 

detail below in the ‘methodology and evaluation framework’ section), and then draws the attention 

to the process of the establishment of the deliberative practice and aims to find out which factors 

prepared the ground for the implementation of such mechanisms.  
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1. Literature review 

1.1. A shift from government to governance 

The idea of public participation has lived on and been discussed since even the little symptoms of 

public engagement has appeared e.g., in ‘Democracy in America’ Tocqueville praised the practice 

of civil juries in an American Court as they ‘served to communicate the spirit of the judges to the 

minds of all citizens’ (Tocqueville 1876: 364). Modern scholarship has advanced the phenomenon 

of wider governance. The concept of governance is now described as a ‘multi-level coordination’ 

(Wachhaus 2014:2) since the governance is not presumed to be limited to the government. A shift 

from government to governance is reflected with many scholars as they abandon the traditional 

concept of governance i.e., top-down approach - the official institutions being the major actors in 

policy-making (Bryant, 2018; Quick & Bryson, 2016; Wachhaus, 2014; Peters and Pierre, 1998; 

Rhodes, 1997; Hajer and Wagenaar, 2003; Koliba, 2006; Kettl, 2000; Börzel, 2010; Taylor, 2000; 

OSCE 1997). According to Wachhaus (2014) ‘Government is not just about government anymore’ 

(2014:5); Rhodes (1997) commenting that ‘boundaries between public, private and voluntary 

sector became opaque’ (1997: 4); Kettl (2000) pointing out that the government ‘shares 

responsibility with other levels of government, with private companies, and with non-profit 

organizations’ (2000: 488). This new order of political practice requires from modern, democratic 

society to adapt to a new mode of governing - network governance (Rhodes 1997).1  

The process of adapting to the new model of governance is believed to require drastic changes in 

the administrative practice (Kettl, 2000; Peters and Pierre, 1998; Vigoda 2003). Globalization, 

devolution, contracting out and the similar pattern of trends of a modern era demand a change from 

strictly bureaucratic and hierarchical model-vertical relations to a horizontal one (Kettl, 2000; 

Wachhaus, 2014). The presence of the need of creating a wider and inclusive model of governance 

has directed the scholars’ attention towards the understanding of the role of the government in this 

process. Even though the network governance is in opposition to bureaucratic structure and 

hierarchy (Jones et al., 1997; Provan and Kenis, 2008; Kettl, 2000; Wachhaus, 2014), the relevance 

of governments and state institutions is not still rejected (Wachhaus, 2014; Börzel, 2010), not even 

against the background of the shared common features of the network governance with anarchism 

 

1 The definition of ‘network governance’ according to Rhodes (1997) is as follows: ‘governing with 

and through networks’ (p.4), where networks are self-organising and enjoying autonomy from the 

state; however, the state can indirectly guide/control them.  
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(Wachhaus, 2014; Börzel, 20102). Instead, there are compelling cases demonstrated about the 

governments playing a positive role in establishing civil dialogue and complementing to the 

strengthening of horizontal governance- by casting a ‘shadow of hierarchy’- to coordinate the 

relations between the state and non-state actors (Cram, 2011; Scharpf, 1994). Even more, 

governments’ role can be imperative as they have the authority of the provision of the goods in 

certain arrangements (i.e., governance with the government) and are held accountable because of 

the public mandate (Börzel, 2010; Scharpf 1997). 

Accordingly, re-thinking and re-shaping of public administration seem to be the desired objective 

for many scholars (Peters and Pierre, 1998; Kettl, 2000 Taylor, 2000; Weller and Bakvis, 1997). 

The governments’ key role in this process is to orchestrate the new mode of governance by 

‘devising strategies for managing public programmes effectively in a globalized and devolved 

policy world’ while the governments ‘must also build the capacity for doing so’ (Kettl, 2000: 495); 

‘[political leaders] have a key responsibility in the development of networks and the pooling of 

public and private resources. The only traditional role remaining for elected officials is that of 

setting goals’ (Peters and Pierre, 1998: 227). Even with the wide range of participation from the 

public and private sector, governments have to be strong enough to avoid state capture by agencies 

(Hellman et al., 2020) and also be able to give incentive for non-state actors to work with the 

government and even spur self-coordination to guarantee their pursuit for common good (Börzel, 

2010).  

Some scholars (e.g., Buckwalter 2014; Taylor, 2000; Weller and Bakvis, 1997) even amplify the 

role of the government in the process of policy network proliferation, globalisation, contracting out 

i.e., the trends which are considered to ‘hollow out’ the state. Instead of weakening, the states need 

to be transformed accordingly (Taylor 2000). Producing coherent policy against the background of 

internal and external fragmentation depends on the capacity of the government and the negotiations 

between institutions and networks (Taylor, 2000; Weller and Bakvis, 1997) since the government 

is ‘far from being a neutral or impartial referee between competing interests, the state is partisan 

towards certain particular interests within society’ (Weller and Bakvis, 1997: 17). Buckwalter 

takes a similar approach to policy networks, and precisely, towards citizen-state relationship- 

governance network which is linked to establishing participatory democracy and deliberative 

practice (Hajer and Wagenaar 2003). For Buckwalter (2014) close-citizen-state relationship is a 

 

2 According to Börzel (2010) the ‘shadow of hierarchy’ can be substituted by the ‘shadow of 

anarchy’ to give incentive to the non-state actors in provision of the common good (2010:19). 
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prominent component in the process of forging truly democratic governance through which the 

citizens can exercise their economic and legal rights and meet their interests.  

Public participation, in particular, is an integral part of the idea of expanding governance beyond 

government at the expense of hierarchy and top-down command, since it fits in the definition of 

the network governance - a broader relationship between the state and civil society whether it is 

the general public or the ‘expert citizens’ only (Lewis, 2012). In the presence of proliferating 

networks, the governments, ‘who get larger and more distant from its constituencies’ (Innes and 

Booher, 2004: 422) need to acquire public input regarding public preferences and ‘incorporate 

citizens’ local knowledge into the calculus’ (Ibid.). Moreover, the prominence of public 

participation has its background – ‘citizen science’3 has been acknowledged (Miller-Rushing et al., 

2012) not only in the specific fields but also in a citizen-state relationship, since ‘citizens and 

stakeholders have information that can improve the quality of decisions’ (Innes and Booher, 2004: 

426). More generally, the appreciation of the notion of public participation has gone hand in hand 

with the process of acknowledgement of the universality of human rights and democracy. 

Therefore, the idea of people’s empowerment and inclusion e.g., 1960s’ movements for civil rights 

(Hisschemöller and Cuppen, 2015; Gaber, 2019; Creighton, 2005; Arnstein, 1969), recognition of 

the people’s rights to protected environment enshrined in international declarations- the Aarhus 

Convention 1998, the Rio Declaration 1992 (Creighton, 2005; Hajer and Wagenaar 2003) has 

grown the popularity and the practical necessity of the inclusion of the people in policymaking. 

New initiatives for strengthening democracy, empowering citizens, and building stronger decision-

making institutions such as Open Government Partnership even hold the governments responsible 

for including citizens’ voice in policy-making, since these initiatives put governments’ efforts in 

the centre of the process through their mechanisms (OGP Handbook, 2019).  

1.2. Government’s role in enhancing public participation 

To be clearer regarding the role of the government in the process of citizen engagement, it is 

important to re-examine the concept.  Public participation is ‘the process by which public concerns, 

needs, and values are incorporated into governmental and corporate decision making’ 

demonstrated by an organized process of interaction between the policymakers and the public with 

the latter having an impact/influence on decisions (Creighton, 2005: 7). According to Leighninger 

and Nabatchi (2015), public participation encompasses ‘activities by which people’s concerns, 

 

3‘Engagement of non-professionals in scientific investigations – asking questions, collecting data, 

or interpreting results’ (Miller-Rushinget al., 2012: 285) 
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needs, interests, and values are incorporated into decisions and actions on public matters and 

issues’ (2015:6). At the same time, participation has to be supported by the respective 

infrastructure, which is defined as: ‘the laws, processes, institutions, and associations that support 

regular opportunities for people to connect with each other, solve problems, make decisions, and 

celebrate community’ (Ibid). Moreover, Innes and Booher, (2004) and Creighton (2005) rightfully 

point out that public participation is a ‘two-way communication and interaction’ (2005:7), a ‘two-

way street’ (Public Agenda, 2017), ‘reciprocal obligations between citizens and governments’ 

(Abelson et al., 2003: 240) - a process which is determined to bring the positions of the government 

officials and the people closer.  

Therefore, according to scholars, the process is not considered as a zero-sum approach, but rather 

a ‘win-win’ strategy; the process that engages citizens in political decisions does not only bring 

legitimacy to the policies, but to the governments too, since the policy choices and the policymakers 

can only be democratic and legitimate as long as they have public consent on major decisions 

(Bobbio 2019; Fung 2006, 2015; Rowe and Frewer, 2000). As Bobbio (2019) puts it, ‘The reasons 

for the rise in interest in public participation… may generally be considered to derive from a 

practical recognition that implementing unpopular policies may result in widespread protest and 

reduced trust in governing bodies’ (2019: 5). Bobbio (2019) and Hisschemöller and Cuppen (2015) 

also emphasize learning i.e., gaining citizens’ input, as motivation for the governments to 

understand the complex problems through public participation. The scholars argue that 

collaborative practice brings better solutions and better public policy formations (Innes and 

Booher, 2007; Creighton, 2005). Not just experts’ opinion and stakeholders’ but lay citizens’ 

opinions are contributory to the effective governance – ‘the general public is an indispensable 

source of information, knowledge, experience, and pragmatic appreciation of the need for 

judgment and compromise’ (Gollagher and Hartz-Karp, 2013: 2349). Creighton (2005), Bobbio, 

(2019), Fung (2006, 2015), Rowe and Frewer (2000) agree that with acquiring public input from 

the public, the governments and their policies gain more credibility and legitimacy; thus, the public 

agencies have to actively engage in developing participatory mechanisms and strengthen their civil 

society (Creighton, 2005: 244).  

But how exactly the governance networks should be working to achieve wider participation and 

interactive governance according to scholars? to answer this question is no small feat. Rowe and 

Frewer (2000) establish a set of criteria for evaluation of public participation comprising 

representativeness, early involvement, influence, transparency, resource accessibility, task 

definition, structured decision-making, cost-effectiveness (2000: 12-17). At the same time, Rowe 

and Frewer (2000) conclude that no single participatory arrangement exists that scores high in 
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every criterion; instead, ‘the most appropriate techniques for public participation are likely to be 

hybrids of more traditional methods’ (2000: 24). For Crosby et al., (1986) the criteria of successful 

participation are as follows: representativeness, effectiveness, fairness, flexibility; and high 

chances that the government will follow the recommendations (1986: 171-173).  

Arnstein’s ‘Ladder of Citizen Participation’ (1969), is one of the first prominent study of public 

network as an actor in policy-making and state-citizen relations and one of the first analytical 

instruments to gauge and evaluate citizen participation levels. The main idea of the ladder is that 

public participation should be accompanied by the re-distribution of power (1969: 216). It explains 

successful public participation by delegating the power from government to the citizens - ‘have-

nots’- as she refers them. The six-rung theoretical frame ranges from manipulation to citizen 

control i.e., a delegation of power to the citizens; the first two rungs – manipulation and therapy 

(i.e., powerholders trying to ‘educate’ or ‘cure’ participants rather than enabling them to 

participate) accounts as non-participation; the following – informing, consultation and placation 

(i.e., citizens are heard, but there is no guarantee of follow-through) as the degrees of tokenism; 

and finally, partnership, delegated power, and citizen control accounts as citizen power. Thus, from 

Arnstein’s (1969) perspective, normative power is the essential component for citizen participation, 

and the citizen control or partnership (i.e., rungs of true participation, ‘citizen control’) can occur 

with the government transferring decision-making power to the communities so that the parties 

have equal strength and weight in the partnership (Arnstein, 1969; Gaber 2019).  

The Arnstein’s ‘ladder’ is criticized by Fung (2006) who calls it ‘obsolete’ as an analytical tool for 

public participation, mentioning that theoretical and practical understanding of the public 

participation has broadened - different types of participation have been distinguished e.g., 

aggregate (‘voting on alternative options’) and deliberative ones (‘voting preceded by 

discussions’)4 (Baccaro, 2001) and the respective decision-making practices has been set out 

(Fung, 2006: 67). Indeed, perspectives of citizen engagement have changed since Arnstein’s (1969) 

then-ground-breaking work. Bobbio (2019) argues that ‘not all participatory arrangements can be 

ordered in a single ranking’ (2019: 45) and elaborates on the differentiation of the simple 

participatory and deliberative designs of participation. Bobbio (2019), Fung, (2006), Fishkin and 

Luskin (2005) Abelson et. al, (2003) introduce the importance of public deliberation, arguing that 

sometimes what people need and want is to engage in consultations and not necessarily control 

(Fung, 2006). For an effective deliberative process, the public needs to be informed and edified 

 

4 The definitions of the aggregate and deliberative processes are provided by Baccaro (2001: 243) 
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accordingly, being empowered, engaged in an organized way (i.e., having their voice and attitudes 

captured and have venues for participation) (Fishkin and Luskin 2005; Fung and Williamson 2005; 

Bobbio 2019; Abelson et. al, 2003).  

Fung and Williamson (2005), Crosby et al. (1986) Rowe and Frewer (2000) emphasize the 

dimensions of who participates and how participates as defining criteria of more deliberative 

participatory venues and overall, the level of effective participation: how inclusive the process is? 

are the participants selected randomly, by target, or by profession and interest (i.e., are they elite 

or lay stakeholders?)? what system of work they choose (or are able to choose)? how well informed 

are they? In his writing (2006) Fung offered ‘Democracy Cube’ which more explicitly defines the 

participatory framework, consisting of the three dimensions: 1. who participates, 2. the extent of 

the authority and power i.e., their influence on policy, and 3. how do they communicate. 

Participation mechanisms can vary within this framework. Deliberative participation i.e., inviting 

and inclusion of all interested parties into the discussion, or Deliberative Collaborative Governance 

(DCG) including in itself deliberative practice as the key ingredient (Gollagher and Hartz-Karp, 

2013) is considered to be the effective option to responding ‘wicked problems’ (Ibid.), 

sustainability, and to the democratic challenges in terms of incorporating all of the citizen’s 

interests in policy decisions (Fishkin and Luskin, 2005). It is argued that the deliberative practice, 

requires official administration’s efforts other than citizenry’s, discussed in the following 

paragraphs.   

Of course, deliberative political participation can occur without the direct discussions between the 

government and the civil society (e.g., ‘multi-sectoral problem solving’ or ‘individualized 

engagement’ suggested by Fung, 2015) but participation with the coordination and support of 

policy-makers could enrich and encourage the process (Bessette, 1994; Abdullah and Rahman 

2015).  The ‘shadow of hierarchy’ highlighted with scholars above (Börzel, 2010; Scharpf 1997) 

can be an impetus in a citizen-state relationship in this regard. Following this logic, it’s opportune 

to remember that Fung (2006); Bobbio (2019) perceive empowerment and social justice to be the 

highest goals of public participation which could be achieved by fair and equal access to the 

information; the local/national governments hold a special role in the information provision since 

they have the access to it (Abdullah and Rahman 2015; Gollagher and Hartz-Karp, 2013). What is 

more, the right to access to information is granted to the citizens by the international declarations 

e.g., Aarhus Convention (1998), for which the governments have the accountability to fulfil 

(Creighton, 2005).  Gollagher and Hartz-Karp (2013), with the example of Western Australia’s 

Ministry of Planning and Infrastructure’s 2001-05 project, show the scope and range of the role 

that a government can fulfil within the deliberative initiatives – the Ministry 1) organized the 
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venues for participation and ensured the inclusiveness of the participants, 2) informed them 

regarding the project at the early stage and 3) delegated a power residing in the Minister’s hands 

by her free will, to the public, to make decisions regarding certain issues.  

In a similar vein, corresponding to Lasswel’s (1942) assertion regarding the state’s responsibility 

to enhancing citizen participation through informing the public, capturing citizen’s voices, and 

encourage dialogues for deliberation, Lukensmeyer (2010) suggests institutionalization of public 

participation as a further course of action. According to him, ‘institutionalization of citizen voice 

in governance’ (2010: 279) is considered to largely rely on administration’s effort, mainly 

expressed by the Open Government Partnership initiatives in recent years with creating data access 

portals and websites, and the government agencies creating strategic plans for citizen participation. 

Creating infrastructure for consistent citizen involvement is necessary, therefore they should be 

legislatively mandated. Similarly, the model of public participation Buckwalter (2014) offers is 

‘government mandated’- strongly influenced by the state; according to him, the government has a 

‘dual role’: it influences the process (i.e., the formal and instrumental empowerment) and the 

outcome (i.e., substantive empowerment) of public participation. Rowe and Frewer (2000), Crosby 

et al. (1986), Buckwalter (2014) envision the state’s active role in information provision and the 

administrative cooperation (e.g., setting up the participatory venues) of the public participation. In 

a similar vein, King et al. (1998) stress the state’s responsibility to address the barriers of authentic 

citizen participation which includes empowering and educating community members, re-educating 

administrators, and enabling techniques of participation (1998: 223). The scholars, as noted, press 

the need of the governments to edify the participants and themselves, creating necessary 

infrastructure including legislative framework, since the current practices do not support effective 

citizen participation and limit their influence in governmental policy-making. Now the 

governments are recognized to be using public hearings and consultations and generally, informing 

the public regarding the public policy programmes (i.e., tools that place at the rung of the tokenism 

on Arntsein’s (1969) scale) as the most common forms of public engagement (Arnstein, 1969; 

Fung, 2015; Leighninger and Nabatchi, 2015; Callahan, 2007; Creighton, 2005; Public Agenda, 

2017); such type of citizen engagement does not equip the public with enough capacity to 

contribute to the decision; what is more, the public is often asked the opinion post-factum (Thomas 

1999; Callahan 2007).  

1.3. Public participation in the post-Soviet states 

The scholarship clarifies that the respective changes and administrative reform cannot take the 

similar designs in every state as the reforms are believed to be path-dependent: ‘concrete design of 
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administrative reform mirror the historical, political, and societal roles of public administration 

as well as its internal culture’ (Peters and Pierre, 1998:224); a compelling example had been made 

by Gaber (2019:189) who pointed out that the issue of citizen engagement and Arnstein’s ‘Ladder 

of Participation’(1969) has been backed up by the 1960s civil rights movements such as feminism, 

the anti-Vietnam war campaign, ‘Black Power’, raising the issue of gay rights, etc. The Contrast 

of the roles that the civil societies play in different types of environments and the interdependence 

of the state and the non-state actors are voiced with Börzel (2010), Carothers and Barndt (1999-

2000), Sissenich (2009), Risse (2010), Rhodes (1997), Mann (1984), Tilly (2004). Risse (2010) 

points out that in the absence of the top-down command, NGOs start being the major providers of 

the common good (e.g., the INGOs providing governance services in the forms of humanitarian 

aid (2010:9)). Whilst the development of privatization, fragmentation, horizontal relationships, 

e.g., public-private partnerships (PPP) only complement the western democratic models, in the 

presence of limited statehood and the weakness of state institutions, such horizontal relationships 

become substitutes of the state (2010:12).  

On the other hand, Börzel (2010) argues that the state capacity is indispensable since the non-state 

actors would not commit themselves to investing in the common good in the case of instability. 

Mann (1984), Tilly (2004), Carothers and Barndt (1999-2000), and Sissenich (2009) press the idea 

of the interdependence of the strength of the civil society and the state; ‘State and society need not 

cancel each other out’ (Sissenich, 2009:3), what is more, ‘nothing cripples civil society 

development like a weak, lethargic state’ (Carothers and Barndt, 1999-2000:26), ‘civil society and 

the state need each other and, in the best of worlds, they develop in tandem, not at each other's 

expense’ (Ibid. p. 27). Similarly, Gollagher and Hartz-Karp (2013) argue that democratization eases 

the way for the deliberative practices to spread. Mann (1984) even demonstrates the theorized 

version of the state-civil society relationship, as the ‘infrastructural power’ i.e., the atmosphere 

where the state actively engages with the civil society and institutionalizes the negotiations.  

Such scholarly debate regarding the relations between the state and non-state actors and their 

interdependence in building wider governance is of particular interest when applying to post-Soviet 

(same as with post-communist) states. In general, the civil society in post-communist states is 

regarded as weak and so is the state-civil society relations practice (Howard, 2003; Lutsevych, 

2013; Puglisi, 2015; Agarin; 2016; Stefes, 2006; Stepanenko, 2006). Looking thoroughly at the 

situation, a conundrum becomes apparent: on one hand, the weakness of the state itself hinders the 

process of shifting from government to governance (Howard, 2003; Biermann et al., 2014; Stefes, 

2006). According to Stefes (2006: 12), ‘Many post-Soviet states are notoriously weak, as the 

political leadership lacks the capacity to coordinate the state apparatus and control its 
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representatives’. One of the examples of the lack of state capacity is demonstrated with Biermann 

et al., (2014) by the case of Ukraine, which has limited authority on the Eastern part of the country. 

The central government of Ukraine does not effectively control media and other resources because 

of the Crimean War, which leaves the inhabitants of Eastern Ukraine fragile to anti-state 

propaganda5 (Biermann et al., 2014). Also, the influence of oligarchs on shaping the legal and 

economic environment through informal institutions has always been an issue in the post-Soviet 

states (Howard, 2003; Lutsevych, 2013; Reisinger et al. 1995; Stefes, 2006; Puglisi, 2015; 

Minakov, 2020;) which poses a danger of the state capture (Hellman, et al., 2000). On the other 

hand, the civil society (as a community, and also as the private sector- which competes for 

economic domination)6 does not seem to be able to embrace the role of the government’s substitute, 

since it is weak due to the shortage of social capital and the sense of community (Michels and 

Graaf, 2010; Aasland and Lyska, 2016; Stepanenko, 2006).   

The process of state and the civil society complementing each other is practically non-existent since 

the key ingredients of participatory governance are missing: independent private initiatives and 

actors: ‘The West has underestimated challenges of the post-Soviet transformation such as 

suppression of private initiative, the symbiosis between political elites and an oligarchic economy, 

aversion to political pluralism, the fragility of national unity…’ (Lutsevych, 2013: 16).  

Continuing the discussion, the existence of this hostile environment for establishing a new mode 

of governance and widening state-civil society relations spectrum is explained by the persistence 

of the legacy of the communist practices such as clientelism, informal networks, monopolizing 

public opinions, etc. (Stefes, 2006; Howard, 2003; Stepanenko, 2006; Lutsevych, 2013); at the 

same time, the idea of non-participant soviet civil societies is challenged, since the public 

participation did exist in the post-Soviet states in forms of the individuals contacting politicians 

and the media, and protests and manifestations (Ljubownikow; 2013; Reisinger et al. 1995; 

Howard, 2003); these types of citizen engagement had even higher rates than some of the Western 

democratic states according to Reisinger et al. (1995). Nevertheless, what decides the ‘civility’ of 

the society is their institutionalized role as a watchdog of the political elite’s behaviour, and their 

 

5 Joel Migdal (1988: 4) defines state capacity as the ability ‘to penetrate society, regulate social 

relationships, extract resources, and appropriate or use resources in determined ways’ 

6 Reisinger et al. (1995: 946) defines two dimensions of a civil society: 1) the private sector- non-

state economic actors competing freely and independently on the market and 2) civil society as a 

source of community for individuals…’ comprising of ‘various activities which people choose to 

undertake together with their fellow members of society form a resilient ‘social fabric’’. 
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autonomy from the state, which was not the case in the post-Soviet states (Ljubownikow; 2013; 

Reisinger et al. 1995; Agarin; 2016; Howard, 2003). 

But, structured civil society initiatives in the forms of various CSOs and NGOs in the post-

communist states, according to scholars, face troubles as well, as they are perceived to be lacking 

social trust (Howard, 2003; Stepanenko, 2006; Beissinger, 2011; Georgian Institute of Politics, 

2020; Caucasus Research Resource Centre 2018) which stems either from the communist heritage 

(Stepanenko, 2006) or the practice of the receiving Western funding (or funding based on 

clientelism (Lutsevych 2013)) which contributes to the detachment of the NGOs interests from the 

general public (Lutsevych, 2013; Puglisi; 2015). With Lutsevych (2013) concern of establishing 

‘NGOcracy’ instead of democracy caused by this financing tendency is voiced: ‘the NGOs…de 

facto monopolized the civil society discourse, leaving wider society and other non-institutional 

forms of citizens’ engagement behind’ (2013:3); Stepanenko (2006) points out: ‘the prevailing 

meaning of “civil society’’ is narrowly reduced only to the notion of NGO structures’ (2006: 575). 

Moreover, the NGOs are mistrusted by the governments as well because they fear them becoming 

substitutes of government services (Rivto, 2014; Minakov, 2014). 

‘NGOcracization’ of the civil society complicates its reach to influence government decisions 

(Stepanenko, 2006; Lutsevych, 2013). The participatory mechanisms for state-civil society 

cooperation do not answer to the challenges of deliberative engagement set by the public 

administration theorists; e.g., public hearings and councils - venues of deliberative engagement are 

just used to legitimize government decisions (Lutsevych, 2013;) which means that on Arnstein’s 

scale it would be labelled as manipulation i.e., non-participation. Also, other barriers of deliberative 

participation are evident: lack of professionalism, unpreparedness, and limited access to the 

information for the civic leaders and general public (Lutsevych, 2013; Youth manifesto - Georgian 

Institute of Politics, 2020; Turashvili, 2016).  

Since the post-Soviet states are considered to be less prone to favour and support citizen 

engagement and particularly, the deliberative practices according to the scholars, the introduction 

of the set of reforms oriented to establishing deliberative participation in Georgia and Ukraine in 

the framework of the Open Government Partnership initiative represents an interesting case to 

study. Both of the countries, Georgia and Ukraine, have embarked upon the way of increasing the 

role of the citizen in governance and policymaking in the frameworks of the international initiatives 

recently, starting with the adoption of the Action Plans covering the issue of good governance in 

2013-2014, whilst coming from the common background of obstructive practices to public 

participation inherited from the Soviet Union. The examination of this kind of occurrence will be 

the primary task of the thesis.  
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2. Methodology and the Evaluation Framework  

2.1. Case selection and the identification of the research objectives; 

significance of the topic 

As shown in the previous chapter, the scholarly literature names quite a large number of factors 

preventing the enhancement of the citizen engagement in governance in the post-Soviet states such 

as the existence of petty corruption practices and clientelism, weakness of civil society, etc. 

(Howard, 2003; Stefes, 2006; Stepanenko, 2006; Lutsevych, 2013); however, Georgia and Ukraine, 

both post-Soviet countries, have unleashed a set of reforms that contradict those evil practices and 

have reached certain success in this area. More specifically, both of the countries have been 

committed to establishing participatory governance through international initiatives. The 

governments of the countries have launched a wave of reforms in accordance with the international 

initiatives formulated by the UN (e.g., Sustainability Development Goals) and Open Government 

Partnership (OGP) as good governance, and have taken measures for strengthening public 

participation. Such occurrence carries the element of contradiction since the scholarship has agreed 

to name the Soviet heritage and the post-Soviet environments unsuitable for the increased civic 

participation and deliberative public participation practice. This contradiction has become the basis 

of the academic interest in studying the deliberative public participation in these two countries. The 

fact itself of the initiation of the deliberative public participation, irrespective of the scale of the 

success of the process appears to be an interesting subject to discuss. Seeking the reason behind 

the Georgian and Ukrainian political environments introducing and allowing the reforms oriented 

to enhancing deliberation and the citizen participation in policy-making, seems worthy to draw 

attention to.  

Accordingly, to outline the major objectives of the research, the thesis aims to comprehend how 

and in what manner did the two post-Soviet states – Georgia and Ukraine (claimed to be sharing 

the Soviet traits in regards to citizen engagement), manage to establish deliberative public 

participation practices. Clearly, the process of the implementation of the respective reforms in the 

field of good governance and citizen participation could not be straightforward and trouble-free, 

thus, the discussion of the topic will include the examination of the drivers and constraints of the 

process of establishing deliberative public participation in each of the countries. The thesis aims to 

show the factors encouraging and hindering the process in a comparative manner. 

The timing of the involvement in the international initiatives regarding good governance and public 

role enhancement, and the similarity of the external political aspirations of Georgia and Ukraine 

add to the value of the comparison of the two countries chosen for the research. Both countries 
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joined the OGP initiative in 2011 and started initiating concrete approaches and action plans in the 

field of good governance almost at the same time. Besides, Georgia and Ukraine have chosen 

Western vector and signed Association Agreements with the European Union and committed 

themselves to the introduction of enhanced democracy through good governance practices. The 

commitment to democratisation in the pursuit to join the European Union has been declared and 

expressed by signing Association Agreements (AAs) in 2014 in both of the countries, which served 

as an impetus on establishing European values.  

The significance of the topic derives from the importance and urgency of the democratic 

development of Georgia and Ukraine, a mission to which both countries are committed. The topic 

could be considered even more important in the light of the recent events: on 17th of May, 2021, 

three countries of the Eastern Partnership – Georgia, Ukraine, and Moldova signed the 

memorandum of cooperation, aiming coordinated work towards fulfilling Association 

Agreements’ commitments, and enhancing European values in their determination to integrate with 

and join the European Union in the near future. Therefore, discussing the establishment of the 

participatory governance and democracy enhancement in Georgia and Ukraine in a comparative 

manner, finding out the main obstacles and the incentives of the processes in both countries, could 

be considered as a significant contribution and of practical use for the current relationship between 

Georgia and Ukraine and the for the perspectives of how they move forward in their cooperation.  

2.2. Methods, evaluation framework, sources 

In accordance with the main objective of the paper, the research aims to comparatively assess the 

case studies of Georgia and Ukraine in the area of citizen engagement in the policy-making 

procedures; therefore, for this purpose, a comparative case study method will be utilized. The 

research will be focused on how the deliberative participation process is supported and encouraged 

by the states’ actions and strategies. In particular, the thesis will be concentrated on the key factors, 

for instance, the legal basis of citizen participation, since it is central that public involvement is 

supported by the law. The research will examine how the legislatures in both states guarantee the 

right of the access to information and setting up the participatory venues (what venues of 

participation are people offered by the government and how effective they can be) where the 

community can share their thoughts and deliberate public policies. Moreover, other factors of a 

citizen-state relationship, the methods that are chosen by the administration to involve citizens in 

the deliberation of the policies - channels and the modes of communication, citizen 

representativeness, informativeness– all of them being the pre-conditions of the inclusion of the 

public in policy-making, will be addressed in the research.  
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The paper is based on desk research covering the areas of the public participation mechanisms, the 

opportunities that the citizens are offered to engage in the policy-making process, and the 

environments in which these mechanisms operate. Accordingly, the research uses primary sources 

of legislative texts regarding public participation, and OGP Action Plans and reports to outline the 

major institutionalized forms of engagement. Therefore, the respective laws of Georgia and 

Ukraine, which regulating citizen engagement on local and central governmental levels will be 

discussed. The OGP initiatives and the legislative framework of Georgia and Ukraine, comprising 

the laws regarding the right to the access to the information, as well as establishing the citizen 

participation platforms. 

More precisely, the General Administrative Code of Georgia, the Organic Law of Georgia Self-

Government Code, the resolutions 996 and 976 of the Cabinets of the Ministers of Ukraine, Law 

on Citizens’ Appeal of Ukraine, etc., and OGP initiatives will be discussed to outline the major 

mechanisms of citizen engagement;  These laws together with the other legislative acts e.g., the 

Law on Access to Information of Ukraine and the e-government tools will be used to identify how 

and in what manner they guarantee the information provision to the citizens, their inclusion in the 

policy-making, and how they define the communication between the public and the state.  

Moreover, as the research aims to find out how the establishment of the deliberative public 

participation process went in both countries, what factors encouraged the process, and which ones 

opposed, the following data will be employed: the secondary sources such as the reports, academic 

articles, expert opinions on established practices of citizen participation in Georgia and Ukraine, 

the data regarding the countries’ main political courses, Europeanisation and democratization 

aspirations, civilian activism, the civil societies’ attitude and their ambitions (e.g., the polls 

regarding the civil society’s support for the EU integration). In order to utilize the information in a 

proper manner and apply it to the research suitably, qualitative analysis of such sources will be 

used.  

The first step for responding to the task of the research is the evaluation of the level of deliberative 

public participation in each of the country and then to focus on the examination of the process of 

introduction of deliberative practices to understand how the process was managed and 

operationalized in Georgia and Ukraine through the analytical framework. The evaluation of 

deliberative public participation in Georgia and Ukraine is based on the theoretical frameworks 

suggested by the abovementioned scholars in the literature review together with the others 

mentioned in this chapter. As seen above, evaluation of the deliberative participation has been 

framed out with many scholars, who agree that for the deliberative public participation 

enhancement, the criteria of representativeness, inclusiveness, information provision, equal 
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opportunities, legitimacy, should be fulfilled (Gollagher and Hartz-Karp, 2013; Rowe and Frewer, 

2000; Lasswel, 1942; Lukensmeyer, 2010; Webler 1995 OECD 2020). The scholars frequently 

draw attention to the two key features of evaluation such as fairness and competence (i.e., equal 

distribution of opportunities in participation, understanding of the subject necessary information 

that the participants should possess, and the process itself).  

The theoretical framework of the thesis will partly include the main principles voiced with two of 

the most influential evaluation frameworks of citizen engagement, Arnstein’s Ladder of citizen 

participation (1969) and International Association of Public Participation (IAP2). They share the 

same principle of demonstrating public participation in light of the influence that the public is given 

to exert authority. More specifically, in the six-rung ladder of participation, Arnstein (1969) 

measures the degree of citizen participation by the power the citizens hold to make decisions; from 

the bottom to the top the ladder develops in the following way: manipulation –> therapy 

(accounting as non-participation) –> informing –> consultation–> placation (i.e., tokenism) –> 

partnership –> delegated power–> citizen control (i.e., citizen power), (Appendix no. 1). IAP2 

suggests a bit altered framework with the major principle of the increasing impact of citizens with 

the end goal of placing the authority in the public’s hands.  The IAP2 ‘spectrum of public 

participation’ is designed in the following way: informing (information provision to increase the 

understanding of the issue) –> consult (getting public feedback) –> involve (direct involvement 

with the public to endure the reflection of their opinions in the process) –> collaborate (public input 

is sought to reflect in the decision at the highest extent possible) –> empower (citizen’s decisions 

are implemented) (Appendix no. 2).  

Since the evaluation of deliberative public participation in a single ranking has been criticized 

(Fung 2006), other factors have surfaced in the analysis of state-public relations. Namely, a three-

lined approach (‘Democracy Cube’) has been offered for the explanation of the various modes of 

citizen participation, consisting of the features of the 1) participants, 2) the authority given to them 

and 3) the mode of communication between the parties (Ibid), (Appendix no. 3). The research will 

include the principles of the ‘Democracy Cube’ as well for developing its own theoretical 

framework (such as the interdependence of the influence of the citizen’s input on the 

communication mode during the deliberative process). It is worthy to note that Fung’s ‘Democracy 

Cube’ as an analytical tool could be limited in this case study since it is mainly concentrated on 

local governments, however, some key aspects of deliberative participation could be taken out from 

this analytical framework to establish a new structure for analysis that particularly suits 

government-citizen relationship in establishing deliberative public participation. Also, the 

‘Democracy Cube’ could not be employed as the main theoretical framework in the research since 
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the thesis is oriented to not simply describe the varieties of citizen participation, but to stress the 

government’s responsibility in achieving the maximum level of deliberative public participation.  

Specific to the cases we discuss in the research, we form the design based on the combination of 

the frameworks discussed above. In order to decide whether the form of civic engagement accounts 

as effective deliberative participation, key aspects are to be discussed such as 1. the degree of the 

information the public holds (or is given), 2. degree of the legitimacy of the civil society to act, 

assemble, etc., 3. the inclusivity of the process, and 4. the influence that the public’s input has, 

depending on the mode of the communication.  

First of all, for the assessment of the deliberative public participation in Ukraine and Georgia, the 

feature Legitimacy (giving legal basis to community action) will be discussed. Do the states allow 

civil society to participate legally? did they alter the legislative framework with these reforms so 

that civic participation can be legally supported? If one common legislation regarding citizen 

participation does not exist how do the subsidiary laws make up for it? Legitimacy is one of the 

most important features of public participation, giving the citizen participation needed environment 

to flourish. Therefore, one can assume that the extent and effectiveness of the public work is largely 

defined by the state’s decision to equip them with legal power. In this context, it is immensely 

important that the OGP initiatives put forward the necessity of introducing legal amendments in 

the sphere of public participation.  

Secondly, the feature of competence, i.e., information provision and access to it will be included 

in the framework. Equipping the participants (both non-state and state representatives) with the 

necessary information is a key to successful citizen engagement in the process (Fung, Williamson, 

2005; Leighninger and Nabatchi, 2015; King et al., 1998). At the same time, the information 

provision should fulfil the sub-criteria of accessibility, digestibility.  

Fairness, i.e., equal opportunities of participation, is another criterion that will be included in the 

evaluation framework and will cover the inclusiveness of the participants. How inclusive the 

deliberative process is? What mechanisms have been suggested to guarantee equal participation of 

the public? Does the practice guarantee diversity and fair representativeness? What methods are 

designed to achieve this goal? 

The final criterion, degree of the influence given to the participants, evaluates the citizens’ power 

in the deliberative process, which depends on the form of the communication that the parties have 

chosen: information provision, consult, or collaboration/deliberative discussion/negotiation. The 

influence of the public could be non-existent (if the form of the communication is just informing), 

limited (in case of the consultative form of communication, where the civil society can ‘express’ 
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or ‘deliver preferences’ (Fung (2006)), or high in case the communicative mode is deliberative 

discussions and negotiations.  

To sum up, the level of deliberative public participation depends on the features of legitimacy, 

competence, fairness/inclusivity, and influence/mode of communication. Based on these criteria, 

we can evaluate the degree of deliberative public participation in countries as 1. High-level 

deliberative public participation, 2. Limited deliberative public participation and 3. Non-

deliberative participation.  

1. High-level deliberative public participation 

First, in the case of a high-level deliberative public participation, the government ensures that the 

legal framework and the institutionalised forms of participation are in accordance with the 

opportunities of developing deliberative participation. Moreover, for a successful deliberative 

process, the information should be distributed to the public with the protection of the right of 

equality and ensuring the equality of the opportunities of receiving and understanding the 

information (i.e., the information should be readable, understandable, and digestible before starting 

the deliberation). The governments also are expected to ensure the inclusivity of the process by 

recruiting in a proper manner; the recruitment process may take forms of targeted selection (e.g., 

according to geographic location, if a planned government policy will potentially affect those 

particular area inhabitants), random selection (to increase the representativeness of the different 

opinions). Finally, engaging in deliberative discussions and negotiations aimed at adopting 

decisions with citizens’ input reflected in it is the preferred option of communication.  

2. Limited deliberative public participation  

The second type - limited deliberative public participation is characterized by the absence of the 

legal framework that directly regulates public participation in governance, however, subsidiary 

laws are regulating citizen participation to a somewhat limited extent. Besides, the information 

provision happens only partially, e.g., the administrators present only procedural information and 

do not give details regarding the issues to be discussed, or, the information delivered to the public 

is difficult to comprehend and not enough time is given to the people to digest it. Inclusiveness in 

this government-mandated type of participation is limited since the mechanisms of the fair 

inclusion of the public are not clearly defined; system of target-recruiting does not exist, and mainly 

self-selection or the government-mandated selection are the options. The influence the people can 

have on decisions is limited since the consultations do not hold the same extent of power as 

deliberative discussions and negotiations and it is highly unlikely that the citizens’ opinions will 

be included in the final decision. 

3. Non-deliberative participation 
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Non-deliberative participation mainly excludes citizens in the process of decision-making, with no 

legal basis to action, limited or no information provision at all; only providing tokenistic efforts 

such as public hearings.  

The graph below describes the types of deliberative participation well in theoretical terms; 

however, it is obvious that a case study will not match it perfectly. Rather, most likely, we will 

witness the mixture of the characteristics of each type. Still, the framework will be extremely useful 

in assessing the deliberative practices in Georgia and Ukraine. 
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According to the evaluation framework presented above, the paper will at first, explain how the 

states score on the scale of the level of deliberative public participation: did they establish a high 

level or limited participation, or did they failed to do so at all? Secondly, the text will judge how 

and why the countries ended up on a certain level of deliberative participation according to the four 

categories outlined in the evaluation framework – i.e., Legitimacy, Competence, 

Fairness/inclusiveness, and Influence/mode of communication. Using the four-category evaluation 

framework in the discussion will also allow the distinctive problems and obstacles (as well as the 

incentives) for the deliberative public participation characteristic for each of the countries to 

surface. The ending part of the thesis will sum up the main findings that emerged through the 

analysis.  

2.3. Research scope and limitations  

The research will cover the activities having taken place in the field of deliberative public 

participation, focused on the administrations’ efforts to succeed in this area, and to show what steps 

have been taken to legitimize and institutionalize the civil societies’ involvement in political 

decision-making. The main accent will be placed on analysing the governments’ activities carried 

out in the frameworks of the international initiatives, in particular, Open Government Partnership. 

The principles of good governance which have been applied to the administrative reforms carried 

out by the Georgian and Ukrainian governments in an area of the deliberative public deliberation 

will be covered in the research, marking the period from 2014 to 2019 (i.e., the period when 

Georgia and Ukraine started launching their Action Plans in the OGP framework). It should be 

noted, that Georgia has been left behind Ukraine in the process of working out and adopting the 

OGP Action Plan (AP) since the Georgian government’s last Action Plan covers the 2018-2019 

period whereas Ukraine’s last Action Plan is developed for the years of 2020-2022. Since the 

principles reflected in the last AP in Ukraine and the following Georgian AP might contain 

information that brings important new inputs into the discussion, it would be a task for future 

research to analyse it and continue the discussion in the field. 
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3. Defining a degree of deliberative public participation in Georgia 

and Ukraine 

This chapter will discuss the level of the deliberative public participation having been established 

in Georgia and Ukraine through the legislation and established practices. To paint a clear picture 

of what sort of public engagement is entrenched in each of the countries, it is important to first 

describe the current practices of engagement and the platforms that the citizens are offered in order 

to voice their opinions and have the opportunity to participate in the policy-making process. The 

evaluation of the degree of the deliberative public participation (i.e., whether the participation is 

high-level, limited, or non-deliberative) will be operationalized by employing the evaluation 

framework consisting of the four categories (i.e., Competence, Fairness/inclusiveness, and 

Influence/mode of communication). The chapter will develop by offering the case studies of 

Georgia and Ukraine respectively.  

As agreed with the scholars in the field of deliberative public participation and citizen engagement 

in the policy-making process (mentioned in the previous chapters), a state should possess the 

respective legislative framework in order to guarantee the gathering of citizen input and include 

citizens in the decision-making process. The extent of the legitimacy of the citizens to participate 

in governance derives from the legislative frameworks set out by the governments. Legitimacy, 

linked proportionately with the framework of the legislature, can be considered as one of the most 

important features of public participation, giving the citizen participation needed authority; ‘When 

public participation is not seen as legitimate, it can alienate the public from government and 

disrupt the implementation of policy decisions’ Quick & Bryson (2016: 4). Therefore, we can 

assume, that the extent and effectiveness of the citizen involvement in governance are largely 

defined by the state’s decision to equip them with the defined amount of legal power. So, this 

chapter will elaborate on what legislative framework regarding public participation each of the 

countries has got, to be more exact, what mechanisms does each of the countries’ legislations offer 

to its citizens. The instruments of citizen engagement offered through the international initiatives 

(Open Government Partnership) also contribute to the enhancement of public participation and the 

institutionalisation of the citizen engagement platforms, therefore, the achievements through OGP 

Action Plans will be included to describe the environments for public participation in policy-

making in each of the case study.  

Accordingly, this chapter will develop in the following manner: the description of the existing 

platforms of the citizen engagement (including OGP mechanisms) end their evaluations through 

the four categories will be offered in each case.  
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3.1. Georgia  

3.1.1. Platforms of the citizen engagement, OGP mechanisms  

Georgian legislature regarding public participation in governance provides a certain basis for 

citizen engagement. To start with, the Constitution of Georgia (1995) contains the articles 

regarding the right of all citizens to the access to public information (article 18, the Constitution of 

Georgia, 1995) and ensures citizen engagement in forms such as referendum and the elections on 

the level of central and local government structures (article 24, the Constitution of Georgia, 1995). 

Also, the 45th article of the Constitution of Georgia establishes that the citizen group consisting of 

no less than 25 000 electorates, can submit the legislative initiative to the parliament of Georgia 

(article 45, the Constitution of Georgia, 1995). Moreover, the established number of 200 000 

citizens (electorates) is authorized to submit a draft constitutional law in case of the revision of the 

Constitution (article 77, the Constitution of Georgia, 1995); the sub-article 77 (2) requires the draft 

constitutional law to be a subject of the nationwide public discussions (article 77, the Constitution 

of Georgia, 1995). 

The mechanisms of public participation stipulated in the constitution are perceived to be extremely 

limited in regards to ensuring effective public participation, and especially, the deliberative one 

(Institute for Development of Freedom of Information (IDFI), 2017). The requirements of the 

nationwide discussions in case of the revision of the Constitution, and the right of the citizens to 

make legislative initiatives could be considered as the only mechanisms prescribed in the 

Constitution containing the elements of deliberative citizen participation.  However, these 

mechanisms could be claimed as ineffective for the people to participate in the everyday policy-

making process for the following reasons: 1. The revision of the constitution is a rare occurrence; 

2. The high number of required voters for submitting legislative initiatives is a huge obstacle to its 

operationalisation. Also, it should be noted that the obligation of carrying out nationwide 

discussions only covers the occasion of the revision of the constitution and does not cover the cases 

of deliberation of any other type of legislative initiative.  

The thesis is far from the claim that it is central that the Constitution regulates all the mechanisms 

to guarantee citizen engagement in public policy-making; it undoubtedly would be an asset, but 

not a necessity. In case the constitution does not provide the respective rules and regulations 

regarding public participation, the respective laws should include such tools and mechanisms to 

form an environment suitable for effective citizen engagement. In this respect, it is critically 

important that a common legal framework exists that ensures the rights of people to possess the 

necessary instruments for participation. Notwithstanding the importance, the common regulation 
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for citizen participation in Georgia on central governmental level does not exist (IDFI, 2017); the 

General Administrative Law of Georgia 1999 contains the provisions that are pivotal for the citizen 

participation in governance- e.g., the right to access to public information (article 10), and the 

publicity of the collegial sessions, e.g., committees (article 28). A common legal framework for 

citizen engagement only exists on a local governmental level which undoubtedly represents a 

significant limitation for developing proper citizen involvement statewide (IDFI, 2017).  

To address this gap, in 2015, the Strategy for the Reform of Policy Planning System 2015-2017 

has been worked out in the Administration of the Government of Georgia which sets the framework 

for policy planning on the national level, pointing out the role of citizen involvements in the forms 

of mandatory public discussions and consultations in the policy-making, preferably at every stage 

of the process: 1. Situation analysis (selecting focus groups and interested parties), 2. Working on 

the policy (hearing the opinions of the public), 3) execution of the policy (cooperation in service 

delivery), and 4. Monitoring and evaluation (hearing the public opinions regarding how to improve 

the policy) (Strategy for the Reform of Policy Planning System 2015-2017).  

The Strategy for the Reform of Policy Planning System 2015-2017 has not been executed yet, 

however, in 2019 the Administration of the Government of Georgia adopted a document- ‘Policy 

Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation Handbook’, which offers the explanation of the current 

practice of policy-making and stresses the role of citizens in the process. According to the 

handbook, the ‘A policy cycle is an iterative, interactive and inclusive process’ (Policy Planning, 

Monitoring and Evaluation Handbook, 2019: 14). The inclusiveness of the public is a required 

component for policy-making for ‘raising the degree of legitimacy of policy and on the other, 

increase the effectiveness (Policy Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation Handbook, 2019: 15). 

According to the document, every policy cycle - e.g. situation analysis, strategic part elaboration, 

action planning, budgeting, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation should be preferably 

performed with citizen participation, however, conducting public consultations is officially 

recognized as mandatory only at a certain stage of policy cycle - when the final draft of a policy 

document is published, waiting for the evaluation from the public, and the result of the state-public 

consultations is presented in the policy document (Ibid).  

In the absence of the common legal framework of the citizen engagement on the central level of 

the government, the Organic Law of Georgia Local Self-Government Code (2014) defines the 

established forms (platforms) of the citizen engagement and the obligations of the municipality 

bodies and officials in this regard. The law imposes the obligation on the municipality bodies to 

provide the ‘respective organisational and material-technical conditions’ (article 85) for ensuring 

the citizen participation in policy-making; they are also obliged by the law to provide information 
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to the citizens regarding the possibilities of the engagement, their own activities (Ibid.). According 

to this law, the platforms of citizen engagement are the following:  

1. A general assembly of a settlement – this platform allows the voters living on a defined 

territorial unit (city, town, or a village) to gather, discuss the political/economic/social 

matters, legal issues, and adopt a decision with the majority of votes to present it to the 

official authorities. The assembly prepares the initiatives and the proposals to submit to the 

municipality bodies; presents petitions. The assembly is also vested with the authority to 

deliberate regarding ongoing or planned projects in the municipality, work out and adopt 

the remarks and recommendations and present them to the authorities (the Organic Law of 

Georgia Local Self-Government Code, 2014).   

2. A petition – this platform of public participation, in contrast with the general Assembly of 

a settlement, defines legislative obligation for the municipality officials to respond to the 

petitions submitted by the public. The local governmental bodies are obliged to review the 

petition and, in the end, prepare the respective decision about it (Ibid).  

3. The councils of civil advisors – an advisory body functioning with the mayor/executive 

officials of the municipality consisting of a wide range of participants- Civil Society 

Organisations (CSOs), business representatives, lay public. The policy area that is being 

discussed in the meetings between the civil society and the public officials, is various; it 

includes budget projects, draft laws, social and economic projects (Ibid).  

4. Participatory budgeting – despite the fact, that there is not a specific legislative mechanism 

regarding participatory budgeting, this type of involvement of citizens in state matters is a 

popular practice and is institutionalised by the OGP initiatives (Georgian government aims 

to further strengthen this practice by involving participatory budgeting as one of the 

prioritized instruments of public participation in the documents of the Strategy of 

Decentralisation 2020-2025, and the Action Plan of the Decentralisation Strategy 

Implementation 2020-2021 (resolution 678 of the Administration of the Government of 

Georgia, 31.12.2019). The legal basis for the participatory budgeting could be found in 

article 85 of the Organic Law of Georgia Local Self-Government Code (2014) which 

stipulates that the municipality is vested with the power to define additional mechanisms 

of public participation (apart from the already existing platforms) to execute municipality 

governance; as long as these mechanisms do not contradict the legislation of Georgia 

(article 85; also, Melashvili et al., GIZ, 2020).  

What is more, the government of Georgia established considerable practice of participatory 

budgeting through the Open Government Partnership commitments including the provision 
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of the budget-related information, e.g., expenditure, a project of the budget, etc., and set up 

certain mechanisms for executing participatory budgeting (see detailed description below 

in the text).  

5. Participation (hearing and discussion) in the sessions of the municipality bodies (e.g., 

Sakrebulo-legislative body). This platform guarantees the presence of the public at the 

meetings of the municipality legislative body sessions and has a right to ask questions, make 

a statement, propose recommendations by the consent of the municipality official. (the 

Organic Law of Georgia Local Self-Government Code; article 85)  

6. Public hearings of the reports regarding the work that has been done by the municipality 

officials throughout the year is another defined platform of citizen engagement. This form 

of public participation only serves the purpose of post-factum informing of the citizens; 

thus, it hardly could be considered as a tool for citizen participation in policy-making 

(Ibid.).  

7. E-governance tools – e-petitions, e-surveys and questionnaires, e-budgeting tools, such as 

open budget initiatives carried out within the framework of the OGP Action Plans.  

Reforms through the Open Government Partnership (OGP) reinforced the practice of citizen 

engagement in policy-making, including the improvement of the deliberative public participation 

instruments, especially through e-governance tools. More specifically, the ‘Raise Public 

Awareness of the Electoral Process’ campaign has been set up and executed by the Georgian 

government to increase civic education and electoral culture in the country, educate voters in order 

to develop electoral and civic culture, promote women participation in public-political (electoral) 

processes; promote the participation of ethnic minorities in public-political (electoral) processes 

(Ministry of Justice of Georgia, 2014-2015, IRM Georgia, 2014–15). In the second OGP Action 

Plan, Georgia elaborated the commitment to transparency by adopting a draft law on Freedom of 

Information (FOI). This initiative represented a truly significant commitment regarding the 

elaboration of the right of citizens to access the information since a separate law does not regulate 

the information provision to the public; as mentioned above, the General Administrative Law of 

Georgia 1999, amongst other administrative regulations, defines the right of the citizens to access 

the public information and means for enquiring it. It is noteworthy, that the FOI draft law has been 

consulted via the meetings with the focus groups (judges, journalists, persons responsible for 

information disclosure), the draft law underwent primary international expertise (Ministry of 

Justice of Georgia 2014-2015, Gogidze, 2014-2016), however, in the end, it has not been adopted.  

Besides the common legislative framework regarding information accessibility, the tools for 

acquiring more specific information, specifically, budget-related data have been one of the major 
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focus points for Georgia. The government established the Mechanism to Inform the Public on 

Budgetary Processes- including access to budget-related documents such as budget analytical data, 

state budget, government finance statistics, budget legislation, budgetary calendar; informative 

presentations on the state budget and citizen’s guide on the state budget and spending are now 

published on the web-page of the Ministry of Finance. Initiatives for providing the public with 

interactive questionnaires at different stages of the budgetary process through websites of the 

Ministry of Finance and spending agencies have been implemented (Ministry of Justice of Georgia, 

2014-2015, Gogidze, 2014-2016).  

One of the major achievements was the special attention driven to the enhancement of the role of 

the local communities in observing the officials of their respective regions and local budgets. By 

means of the information centre “Zugdidi-INFO”, citizens receive information about 

infrastructural, cultural, sports projects, healthcare, and social protection programs, sometimes in 

the form of SMS, which counts as an impressive use of technology in governance. Using the same 

method, the population receives information about the date and agenda of the Municipality 

Assembly meetings and Online broadcasting of the assembly meeting on the Ozurgeti webpage. 

Complete video recordings are uploaded on the official webpage (Ministry of Justice of Georgia, 

2016-2017; Gogidze, 2016-2018). 

Through OGP commitments, Georgia set up series of citizen participation mechanisms in budget 

planning. One of the significant steps in this field has been the inclusion of the local communities 

in the process.  For instance, interactive questionnaires “participate in planning the state budget 

and define your priority” has been published on the Ministry of Finance web page, giving the 

citizens a chance to vote for their chosen project. Moreover, the project ‘Your Idea to the Mayor’ 

has been established (Ministry of Justice of Georgia, 2018-2019; Gogidze, 2018-2019), which not 

only allows citizens to communicate with a mayor and offer their ideas, but also imposes an 

obligation to the official to respond to it. Furthermore, the creation of the Electronic Mechanism 

for Local Budget Planning (Ministry of Justice of Georgia, 2016-18) in Kutaisi, Batumi, 

Akhaltsikhe Municipalities allowed local communities to participate in the budget planning. 

However, these mechanisms do not guarantee the implementation of citizen, since a mayor still can 

refuse it e.g., on a basis of budget deficiency.  

One of the main achievements in the field of budget monitoring is setting up a web platform Budget 

Monitor, which serves the cause of ‘increasing Citizen Participation in Supervision of Public 

Finances’ (Ministry of Justice of Georgia, 2016-2017: 27). Namely, it allows the citizens to receive 

and monitor information regarding the budget, public resources management and address the 

respective organs in case of complaints regarding state spending; this e-governance tool aims to 
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increase the influence of citizen feedback since the public will be equipped with the authority to 

address the State Audit Office in case of finding shortcomings in the budget management (Ministry 

of Justice of Georgia, 2018-2019).  

The 2018-2019 Action Plan determined the enhancement of public participation in budget planning 

and other e-governance portals, paying particular attention to establishing a better public service 

for the people with disabilities (PWDs), e-voting, e-surveys, and common authentication system 

which allows a greater range for participation through anonymity. Citizens' involvement in the 

adoption of economic reforms by submitting their opinions or suggesting their initiatives, which, 

if getting enough public support, will be discussed by the Ministry of Economy. 

In the field of enhancing public participation methods through e-governmental tools, e-petition 

portal www.ichange.ge  (Ministry of Justice of Georgia, 2012-2013) in cooperation with the 

Institute for Development of Freedom of Information (IDFI) has been introduced. The OGP 

commitments also ensured the proliferation of the public engagement platform of a petition on 

local levels. Specifically, Electronic Petition Portal has been introduced on the webpage of the 

Zugdidi Municipality Council. Citizens were granted the opportunity to submit petitions in an 

electronic form to the representative bodies of the municipalities through the website  

www.zugdidi.gov.ge administered by Zugdidi Municipality Assembly (Ministry of Justice of 

Georgia, 2016-2017; Gogidze, et. al., 2016-2018).  

3.1.2. Evaluation 

To start with, the established practices of the citizen engagement in Georgia can be evaluated as 

the limited deliberative public participation through the component of legitimacy, since the law 

regarding deliberative public participation does not exist, however, there are certain legislative 

regulations (e.g., the Organic Law of Georgia local self-government-code) that facilitate state-

citizen communication at a certain extent. Through the component of competence, public 

participation forms could account for the limited deliberative public participation since the partial 

information is distributed to the citizens: access to the information is guaranteed by Georgia’s 

legislation, but the state is not obliged by law to provide the public with all the necessary subject-

relevant, detailed information regarding the issues-to-be-discussed at the citizen engagement 

platforms. The competence criterion in other public activities could score even higher in case the 

activity is connected with the budgetary projects (e.g., planning, suggesting an idea, etc.) since the 

OGP initiatives made the information regarding the budget and state expenditure more transparent, 

accessible, and digestible. To understand better the levels of competence and inclusiveness of the 

society in governance through the offered mechanisms and the degree of the state-public 

http://www.ichange.ge/
http://www.zugdidi.gov.ge/
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communication mode, a detailed evaluation of the citizen engagement platforms will be suggested 

below.  

General Assembly of a settlement seems an important and useful instrument for the inclusion of the 

civil society in the policy-making through deliberative practice; especially, the obligation to 

publish the information about the upcoming Assembly underpins its effectiveness. However, the 

value of this engagement platform is significantly limited by the restricted obligation of the public 

authorities towards the recommendations and the proposals suggested by the public. More 

specifically, the law on self-government only guarantees the future proceedings for the public 

input, and the reviews of the matter by the authorities with the assembly members in case the 

proposals of the assembly concern budget or administrative border issues; also, in case the 

assembly submits a petition, the public officials are obliged by the law to prepare a response to it. 

As a deliberative practice, it scores high in the criterion of representativeness and inclusion, since 

the process of participant selection is a random selection. In respect of the information provision, 

the assembly members are not ensured by the law to be provided with the relevant information 

(except the standard information prescribed in the law i.e., draft laws, information about the date 

and time of the committee meetings, opportunities of the participation), so, via competence 

criterion, this platform scores limited. As for communicative mode/influence, this platform in some 

cases (budget or administrative borders-related cases) scores limited, as it guarantees discussion of 

the issues, only in limited areas.  Sometimes the communication mode scores as non-existent, in 

case of submission of drafts and proposals with no future proceeding prospects and inform-only 

activities.  

Petition- despite having the positive trait of the government’s obligation to respond, the platform 

of the petition lacks the element of deliberation, since the venue of discussing the issue presented 

in the petition does not exist. However, the possibility of the petition’s initiators to participate in 

the reviewing process together with the government officials, prescribed in the legislation, provides 

some extent of the deliberation of this engagement platform, although a limited one. In case of the 

review of the petition (therefore, a case of deliberation), the competence will score very high (since 

the initiator of the petition knows the issue well), mode of communication also high (because of the 

mode of the negotiations and discussion) however, the inclusiveness and fairness will score lowest 

(non-deliberative public participation). Undoubtedly, the e-government tools introduced and 

operated via OGP initiatives (in this case e-petition portal) have grown this platform’s effectiveness 

in regard to information availability and improved the communication between the state and the 

public.  
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The platform of the councils of civil advisors possesses an undoubtedly positive and promising 

characteristic, namely, the representativeness and the wide range of the policies about which the 

council is authorised to put its input. However, despite the members of the CSOs, business, and lay 

public (i.e., scoring relatively high in the evaluation criteria of inclusiveness/fairness) enjoying the 

opportunity to discuss and review various policies and take part in highly important activities such 

as adopting legislative acts, budget planning, the council members’ free will could easily be limited 

by the fact that according to the Organic Law of Georgia Local Self-Government Code, 2014, the 

mayor/executive officials of the municipality is authorized to ratify the list of the members of the 

council.  

Still, judging from the conceptual perspective, as a deliberative tool, it scores highly in the 

evaluation of communicative mode/influence, since the council represents an advisory body and 

presumably negotiates with the officials; the competence criterion scores as limited, since the law 

does not define specifically the information provision to the council members.  

The platform of the consultations at the first sight represents a good possibility for the citizens to 

communicate with the officials; however, the protocol of such consultations might work against 

the citizens. Namely, their participation in the discussions could be limited by the discretion of the 

municipality official not to allow them to make a comment, ask a question, etc.  

To follow the evaluation framework worked out particularly for this research, the platform of 

consultations, via the component of the mode of communication/influence, accounts as limited 

deliberative public participation. at the same time, this form of public engagement is characterized 

by the limited provision of the information (i.e., a low score in the category of competence) and by 

the limited inclusiveness of the public because of the self-selection principle. So, in the end, this 

particular practice of citizen engagement, similar to the rest of the others discussed above in this 

chapter, belongs to the limited deliberative public participation practice.  

Participatory Budgeting is a tool that seems to be a more advanced engagement platform since in 

the component of competence it scores high owing to the high amount of disclosure of budgetary 

information in a readable, digestible manner- becoming available via the introduction of the e-

governance tools in the framework of OGP initiatives (Open budget, ‘Zugdidi Info’-information 

provision regarding the budget expenses of the municipality, ‘Your Idea to the Mayor); the 

inclusiveness/fairness component scores as limited, since the participants are self-selected. 

Through the component of the communication mode/influence, public budgeting practice scores as 

limited as well and not totally absent, since the practice is established where the people submit their 

ideas to the officials, to which they are obliged to respond. OGP initiatives regarding participatory 

budget (as seen above) also give people the opportunity to instead of having access to the public 
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budget, also participate in planning it. Still, this platform is limited in its capabilities since the 

officials do not hold any obligation to accept the project; they can simply refuse their idea (e.g., 

they can name the lack of financial resources as the reason for the project refusal). This is also an 

example of the limited deliberative public participation model.  

As for the innovative e-governance participatory tools, suggested and implemented via Open 

Government Partnership Action Plans, specifically, e-petitions portal, e-voting, e-surveys - these 

practices should be seen as positive combined with the already existing platforms of citizen 

engagement; they enriched the already existing platforms of citizen participation and laid the 

ground for establishing more intensive deliberative public participation by enhancing the 

information provision, giving the possibility to the citizens to engage more actively.  

However, taken separately, these kinds of citizen engagement lack in regards with the criterion of 

the representativeness, since the participants are self-selected (i.e., limited deliberative public 

participation); competence, although, scores higher because of e-government tools to access to the 

information, especially regarding the budget. Mode communication/influence scores low as the e-

governance tools mostly is for informing. However, in some cases, e.g., petitions, and budget 

planning, the government structures, and authorities are legally bound to respond to the citizens. It 

must be noted, that e-voting, e-surveys could hardly be considered as a deliberative practice, since 

this form of public engagement aims to just collect citizens’ opinions and there is no space and the 

possibility for deliberation. Such public opinion studies shall be considered as a pre-phase for 

deliberative public participation. 

To sum up, deliberative public participation is developed in Georgia but in a limited manner.  The 

main challenges in this regard are the following: 1. The absence of a common legal framework on 

a national level about the public involvement; the legislation of Georgia regulates citizen 

engagement on a local level, but not on the central state one, which is problematic. This practice 

leaves the central state bodies free to choose the forms and mechanisms of public engagement if 

the public input is needed. 2. The extremely limited legal obligation of the state authority to review 

the recommendations made by the public and prepare responses to them. The officials can simply 

refuse the recommendations, initiatives adopted by the public groups through deliberation.  

The competence criterion of the public participatory mechanisms could be considered limited. 

Unfortunately, the state does not guarantee the provision of the proper information in almost all 

forms of citizen involvement platform through the legislation (except the procedural information, 

draft laws, opportunities of the citizen engagement). However, Georgia manages to still score better 

with the help of the e-governance tools, especially regarding the budget. The inclusion/fairness 

component of the current practices of citizen involvement is limited, since the practice of citizen 
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involvement exists, although, flawed; there is no clear system of selecting the public participants 

institutionalised in the country. The communicative mode/influence of this platform is limited but 

cannot be regarded as a non-deliberative practice, since there are instances of discussions and 

consultations. Also, in many cases, the state is obliged, to review the proposals coming from the 

public and prepare a decision.  

3.2. Ukraine   

3.2.1. Platforms of the citizen engagement, OGP mechanisms  

The Constitution of Ukraine outlines some major elements in regards to public participation, e.g., 

citizen’s right to access information (the Constitution, Article 34, paragraphs 2 and 3); citizens’ 

rights to appeal the government decisions (the Constitution, article 40). Apart from the 

Constitution, Ukraine has separate laws that concern public engagement and lay foundations for 

the development of the deliberative public participation practice. For instance, Ukraine has a 

separate Law on Access to Information of Ukraine (2011), Law on Citizens’ Appeal (1996). 

Regarding public involvement in policy-making, Ukraine has adopted the following laws: 

resolution 996 “On Ensuring Public Participation in the Formulation and Implementation of Public 

Policy” (2010), and resolution 976 (2008) ‘On the Procedure of Civic Expertise of the Activities 

of the Executive Bodies’ issued by the Cabinet of Ministers. These laws define the main procedures 

of the functioning of the citizen engagement platforms such as public consultations, advisory 

bodies, and policy expertise, etc. The law regarding citizen participation in Ukraine does not exist, 

however, a draft law is already worked out in the framework of the Open Government Partnership 

Action Plan (Public Participation Law) which is still yet to adopt (Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine, 

2014-2015, Khutkyy, 2014-16).  

The platforms of citizen engagement in Ukraine are as follows: 

1. Citizen appeals – Law on Citizen Appeals (1996) permits citizens to appeal against the state 

bodies, the governmental officials, projects, policies, etc., to the state authorities who are 

legally bound to respond to such complaints; otherwise, they will face the legal 

consequences prescribed in the law (article 24 and 25). This platform also includes the 

submissions of petitions by the citizens.  

2. Consultations – according to resolution 996 the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine, the 

executive bodies of the Ukrainian government7 are obliged to organize public consultations 

 

7 The resolution has a recommendatory character for the local governmental bodies (resolution 996, 

preface article 5).   
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once a year. The organization of the public consultations shall include the preparation of 

the ‘tentative plan’ (i.e., plan for the activities, main objectives). State executive bodies 

(local and central) and public councils (also the public in the format of public hearings, 

conference forum, etc.) shall proceed with the discussion whereas the public council is 

provided with the documents on legal drafts and other necessary materials on which the 

discussions should carry out (Ibid., article 8); the information should also be available to 

the public via the website (legal drafts, alternative solutions, identified groups that will be 

affected by the changes, i.e., stakeholders). According to the law, the procedure of the 

consultations will guarantee the equal representation of interested social groups. The law 

requires that the recommendations received through this engagement platform are studied 

and the decision is published.  

3. Community councils (public councils) – an advisory body consisting of the civil society 

institutions, elected with 2 years, established under the ministries and other executive 

bodies on a central state level (resolution 996 Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine, article 6). 

This body is authorized to initiate public consultations with the respective executive body 

on the issues that have not been prescribed in the annual ‘tentative plan’ of the public 

consultations (Ibid., article 7); submits the recommendations and the proposals to the 

executive body it is assigned to, which is legally obliged to consider them. Also, receives 

the public proposals and submits them to the authority.  

4. Policy expertise – through community councils, the instrument of the policy expertise is 

utilized (resolution 976, article 5, resolution 996). As mentioned above, the community 

council is authorized to collect and submit opinions, recommendations, initiatives from the 

public to submit them to the political authorities in the framework of working out the 

tentative plan for the public consultations and also, for the individual engagement. By 

resolution 996 of the Cabinet of Ministers, article 14, public expertise is defined as a 

necessary component in public consultations. The instrument of public expertise is partly 

supported by the government’s obligation of the information provision (in case of carrying 

out the public participation) in forms of publishing draft laws and other necessary materials. 

Also, the government has the obligation to respond to expert opinions and 

recommendations. The law (resolution 976) also allows the possibility of the meetings of 

the expert proposals and the government officials to discuss the matter. The component of 

the meetings adds the value of deliberation to this practice.  

5. Participatory budgeting – similar to Georgia, Ukraine does not have a law that regulates 

participatory budgeting; however, the practice becomes more popular and growing 
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(Council of Europe 2017; Khutkyy and Avramchenko, 2019, Bernatskyi and Kovalenko, 

2020), having been introduced in 154 communities in four years period (2015-2019) 

(Khutkyy, and Avramchenko, 2019). For the legal basis for the participatory budgeting 

could be used the Law of Ukraine on Local Self-Governance, namely, article 9 (‘local 

initiatives’), providing the citizens of the defined territorial units the right to submit their 

initiatives to the authorities (‘the councils’) and article 26 which stipulates that the 

authorities shall provide the initiative groups with the necessary resources including 

finances (Law of Ukraine on Local Self-Governance, 1997; Council of Europe, 2017). 

Furthermore, the initiatives implemented through the Open Government partnership, such 

as open budgets, tools of budget data visualisation, etc., gave stronger impetus to 

establishing participatory budgeting practice.  

6. Public hearings, conferences, forums – declared in resolution 996 as the means of 

conducting proper consultations (part of the consultations) to inform or collect the opinions 

of the citizens (article 13).  

7. E-governance tools – e-petitions, e-surveys and questionnaires, e-budgeting tools 

established through other OGP initiatives.  

Within the OGP Action Plans, the government of Ukraine attempted to elaborate the already 

existing Law on the right to access the information (however, the amendments of the respective 

law were not adopted in the end (Khutkyy, 2014-2016). Instead, Ukraine reached progress in 

regards to the information provision by developing initiatives such as ProZorro- an online public 

procurement system (https://prozorro.gov.ua/en) which is required to be utilized by all 

governmental structures. Through the OGP APs, the system has been updated and equipped with 

the tools for ensuring more transparency, such as Open Contracting Data Standard (OCDS), which 

‘enables disclosure of data and documents at all stages of the contracting process by defining a 

common data model’ (https://standard.open contracting.org/latest/en/). 

The information provision to the citizens has been enhanced through introducing other initiatives 

in the framework of the OGP National Action Plans. Similar to Georgia, Ukraine has pushed 

forward open budget initiatives- by publishing relevant budget-related information which became 

available for the first time; even more, the data visualisation format has been set up to ease the 

process of comprehending the information. The government of Ukraine, according to the Open 

Government Partnership’s Independent Reporting Mechanism (IRM) reports, managed to exceed 

its plan in budget transparency area and all the budgetary transactions became available for the 

citizens. Establishing such practice became possible with the help of the e-governance tools - web 

platforms that allowed the visualisation of budgetary expenses through the initiatives such as ‘Open 

https://prozorro.gov.ua/en
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city’, ‘the Price of the State’ (cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine, 2014-15, Khutkyy, 2014-16). The 

process gradually included all levels of governance- the local and central state authorities both 

introduced the innovation of an open budget with the format of data visualisation (Ibid).  

Moreover, the new system of petitions has been established through OGP initiatives; therefore, the 

already existing platform for submitting petitions has been enhanced. It is noteworthy, that this 

initiative was backed up by the law; more precisely, with the respective legal amendments, a law 

has been adopted in July 2015, that permitted electronic submissions of the petitions whereas the 

already existing law demanded that only hard copies (in paper) were submitted (Khutkyy, 2014-

16). The innovative trait of a new system of e-petitions was also the fact that they could address 

the central government bodies and authorities (the parliament, the government, the president) and 

also, the local governmental structures (Ibid). The renovated mechanism included the obligation of 

the official authorities to review it and reply to it online. However, the limitation of this public 

engagement platform is the requirement of a certain number of voters for the petition to be validated 

and become a subject of discussion by the respective state agencies or ministries (Ibid). 

3.2.2. Evaluation 

Ukraine has developed a common legislative framework that gives mechanisms for citizen 

participation some of which even suit well the practice of deliberative public participation. It is 

noteworthy that Ukraine has a separate law that ensures the Freedom of Information (FOI), also, 

the Law on the Citizen’s Appeals creates the legal basis for limiting the officials’ discretion and 

guaranteeing citizens’ protection; at the same time, the resolutions of the Cabinet of the Ministers 

996 and 976 define citizens’ involvement in policy-making with. So, in the aspect of legitimacy, 

Ukraine is advanced, but still has shortcomings and could not be considered having a high degree 

in this component of the evaluation. The factors that limit the legitimacy of Ukraine’s deliberative 

public participation, are the following: 1. the laws do not define the universality of the obligation 

of the authorities to review the recommendations and proposals coming from the public through 

various citizen engagement platforms and prepare responses, which significantly limits the success 

of the established platforms of the citizen engagement. 2. The legitimacy is limited since the 

adopted laws regarding public participation in policy-making (specifically resolution 996 and 976 

of the Cabinet of the Ministers of Ukraine) are not mandatory for the local government.  

The citizen appeals platform is an important instrument in state-citizen relations since it makes the 

public authorities liable for their misconduct. Moreover, the legal obligation of the governmental 

officials to communicate with the public is a positive trait of this citizen engagement platform; 

however, the deliberative element in such form of public-state relations is minimal/non-existent. 
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Public consultations – this form of public engagement represents the most suitable platform of the 

deliberative public participation that has been discussed so far both in Georgia and Ukraine. The 

criterion of inclusiveness/fairness for the consultation’s platform ranks highest at the research’s 

evaluation framework since the preliminary work is done (by the surveys and questionnaires with 

the help of e-governance tools) to identify the focus groups and include them in the consultations. 

The competence criterion is also fulfilled fully, since the respective information (including the 

suggestions of the alternative positions and the options of the solutions of the issue in question, 

detailed information about the date, venue, and the procedure). Moreover, the timeframe for the 

information provision is reasonable (no less than one month, resolution 996, article 18) to give the 

public chance to get familiar with it; thus, the criterion of the information digestibility is fulfiled. 

It could be stated that in the categories of inclusiveness/fairness and competence, this form of public 

involvement ranks the highest (i.e., high degree of deliberative public participation). However, the 

communication mode/influence criterion scores as limited, since the mode of consultation does not 

guarantee the high influence of the public on policy decisions. Not to forget, after concluding the 

consultations, the Ukrainian government officials do not have a legal obligation to adopt the 

recommendations they received from the public. Also, this form of public participation in policy-

making represents mainly a once-a-year opportunity which limits its effectiveness.   

Public expertise – as mentioned above, this platform allows citizen participation in forms of 

delivering recommendations and proposals to the public authorities and enjoys the opportunity that 

the public officials are legally obliged to respond to their proposals. In regard to the component of 

inclusion/fairness, this kind of citizen involvement is limited (accounting as limited deliberative 

participation) since the participants are self-selected; in regards to competence, it scores highest in 

case of public consultation, since the state provides the public with the relevant information. In 

other cases, when the civic institutions and the interested social groups come up with concrete 

initiatives and proposals to submit to the authorities, then the competence scores lower since the 

initiators are left with the option to receive the information regarding the issue in question by 

themselves. Regarding the component of communication mode/influence, this form of citizen 

engagement scores low, since it is not a practice of the deliberation of the matter, only informing; 

this engagement practice allows the meeting of the initiators and the public authorities but does not 

request it. Even in the case of the discussion of the matter between the initiators and the state 

authorities, the inclusiveness/fairness component ranks low. To sum up, this platform can be 

considered as an example of limited deliberative participation.  

Community councils – this platform of public participation ranks higher than the platform of public 

expertise in the evaluation category of fairness/inclusiveness and the mode of 
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communication/influence. Since this is an elective body and is comprised of the representatives of 

diverse civic institutions, its representativeness quality is high. According to the 996 resolution of 

the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine, standard provisions, article 6, of the members of the 

community councils are elected from the following social groups: ‘public, religious, charitable 

organizations, trade unions and their associations, creative unions and associations, employer 

organizations, non-state Mass media and other non-entrepreneurship companies and institutions’. 

Moreover, the fact that community consultation is an advisory body to the executive bodies of the 

state structures entails the presumption that the communication will take forms of deliberative 

discussions and negotiations; therefore, the evaluation component of communicative 

mode/influence ranks highest in this case. The information provision to the community councils is 

not prescribed in law, except in the case of involving councils in the preparation process of the 

public participation, when the government bodies equip the community councils with the draft laws 

and all necessary materials. In the end, community councils do have a good legislative framework 

and mechanisms in order to become a significant instrument for deliberative public participation, 

if the political authorities will have legal obligations regarding the response to the initiatives 

presented by the council. The absence of the guarantee of the acceptance of the council’s 

recommendations and initiatives limits this platform’s effectiveness.  

Participatory budgeting – is a form of involvement that already includes a high number of 

communities throughout the country. The OGP initiatives in the area of information disclosure 

regarding budget expenses have caused a surge in developing participatory budgeting practices 

throughout the country. The availability of the information through the initiatives such as ‘open 

city’, ‘price of the state’ provides the ground for a high degree of competence. In another criterion, 

representativeness/inclusiveness, this form of public involvement scores limited, since the 

participants are self-selected. The communication mode/influence criterion scores also low in this 

case, since this platform mainly provides inform-only communication. To sum up, this is a very 

limited platform for deliberative participation.  

The practices established through the OGP Action Plans enhanced the already existing platforms 

of citizen participation in regards to the information provision, therefore it increased the quality of 

the citizen engagement platforms (consultations, community councils, citizen expertise, 

community councils, participatory budgeting) and let them score higher in the evaluation categories 

such as competence and inclusiveness/fairness (separately or jointly). For instance, the OGP 

mechanisms, especially e-government tools of acquiring information or submit a complaint, make 

a petition, e-surveys, has increased the capacity of the platform of public consultations to receive 

the public input and find out the attitudes and opinions of people to better analyse the situation and 
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define objectives, identify focus groups, etc.; the easier access to the information also increases the 

chances of the public attending the consultations.  

The electronic tools to submit opinions, proposals, petitions also increased the quality of the 

representativeness of the people and their opinions through the platforms of community councils 

and expert opinions. However, the e-governance tools do not increase the standard of 

communication mode/influence directly, as the online informing-only model of state-citizen 

relations does not bring preferable results.  

To sum up, deliberative public participation is developed in Ukraine in a limited manner. Some of 

the factors limiting the possibility of the establishment of as mentioned above are the following: 1. 

The flawed legislative framework does not regulate the public participation in policy-making on a 

local level of governance in a mandatory manner, and does not provide the mechanisms for obliging 

state authorities to accept the opinions of the public; i.e., the legitimacy is limited. 2. The criteria 

of competence and inclusiveness/fairness are limited because, except for the case of the public 

consultations, the legislation does not define mechanisms for the detailed information provision 

and proper citizen selection. 4. In the component of communication mode/influence, Ukraine’s 

citizen participation practice accounts for limited deliberative public participation because the 

legislative framework, as well as OGP initiatives often offer consultations or inform-only 

communication models.  

How Ukraine and Georgia reached this level of deliberative public participation, i.e., what reasons 

opened the possibility for creating a ground for the development of the deliberative public 

participation (even the limited one) will be offered in the next chapter.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

45 

 

4. Comparative analysis of the deliberative public participation 

establishment in Georgia and Ukraine; drivers and constraints 

This part of the thesis aims to concentrate more on the process of the establishment of deliberative 

public participation in Georgia and Ukraine. More precisely, in this segment of the text, we will 

try to find the answers to the following questions: what caused the establishment of deliberative 

public participation (even in the limited form)? what were the main drivers or constraints of the 

process?  the development of deliberative public participation will be discussed through the four 

categories of legitimacy, competence, inclusiveness/fairness, communicative mode/influence.  

4.1. Legitimacy 

Georgia and Ukraine mainly laid foundations for legitimacy with their laws regarding the public 

involvement mechanisms. Both of the countries’ involvement in the international initiatives 

regarding the establishment of good governance through citizen participatory mechanisms (e.g., 

the OGP initiatives) only enriched the already existing practice of citizen engagement prescribed 

in the legislations. Through joining and participating in Open Government Partnership, Georgia 

and Ukraine established and institutionalised new mechanisms of public involvement in policy 

planning, such as participatory budgeting, e-petition portals, etc. Establishing other e-tools, e.g., e-

surveys, e-questionnaires, electronic submissions of the proposals and recommendations also 

enhanced the capacity of the institutionalized platforms of citizen engagement in regards to 

involving the public in higher volumes by spreading and receiving the information faster and in a 

more organized manner. 

It should be noted, that generally, the main course of joining the international initiatives and 

committing themselves to become a part of international practice aiming the increase of 

democratization and modernisation is apparent in both of the states. In Georgia’s case, the adoption 

of the main legislative framework regarding public participation, the Organic Law of Georgia Self-

Government Code in 2014, aiming to support decentralization and equip people with deliberative 

tools of engagement, could be considered as a logical continuation of the state’s course to the 

democratization; the self-government reform through the adoption of the legislative initiative 

elaborating the role of the municipalities and the public participation mechanisms has been claimed 

to be a response to the need of the democratization and decentralization of Georgia (International 

Centre of Civic Culture 2015, Council of Europe 2017; Decentralization Strategy 2020-2025, 

2019). The course of democratization in Georgia and Ukraine has been expressed by joining the 
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Open Government Partnership in 2011, and by the signing of the Association Agreements with the 

European Union in 2014.  

Choosing the ‘Western vector’ and ‘Europeanisation’, entails the commitment towards 

strengthening democracy including citizen participation enhancement, in partnership with the 

European institutions, which is a common tendency in Ukrainian and Georgian politics. For 

instance, a programme of Partnership for Good Governance (PGG) 2015-2017, set up by the 

Council of Europe, unified the countries of the Eastern Partnership (EP), with the aim to help the 

EP countries bring their legislature and practices closer to the European Union’s. Through this 

platform, concrete initiatives regarding public participation in policy-making have been executed 

(Council of Europe, 2017). In cooperation with the local NGOs the European Union supports the 

activities that aim to strengthen CSO-state relations and set up platforms for dialogue; e.g., a project 

‘transparent cities’ has been set up in Ukraine, which aims to ‘Conduct awareness-raising activities 

to engage CSOs and city authorities’ (Transparency International Ukraine, 2020); the EU’s biggest 

project in Georgia in the sphere of public involvement ‘Georgian Civil Society Sustainability 

Initiative’, with the goals to increase the level of engagement between the state and the people is 

still an ongoing programme, with the timeframe of 2017-2021 (The European Union For Georgia, 

2021).  

Georgia and Ukraine’s strongly defined Western stance and the Western aspirations (i.e., joining 

the European Union) has opened up the countries for the democratic changes and provided a stable 

ground for the work of the European Union to assist the countries with the respective reforms in 

their pursuit to join the EU. In this regard, it is opportune to remember that Georgia has prescribed 

joining the European Union and the Euro-Atlantic structures as a goal in transitional provisions of 

the revised version of the Constitution (2013); According to the acting Constitution of Georgia, 

‘the constitutional bodies shall take all measures within the scope of their competences to ensure 

the full integration of Georgia into the European Union and the North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization’ (article 78; Constitution of Georgia; 1995). It is also noteworthy that people’s 

affirmative opinion regarding joining the Euro-Atlantic structures backs up the countries’ 

aspirations and concrete work in this direction.8  

 

8 52.6 percent of Ukrainians support EU integration, (European integration of Ukraine: the dynamics 

of public opinion’ the Ilko Kucheriv Democratic Initiatives Foundation, November 2019); 55 percent 

of Ukrainians support EU integration, (Ukraine Crisis Media Centre, 2020); 80 percent of Georgians 
support the EU integration (National Democratic Institute 2020 poll); 77 percent of Georgians 

support the EU integration (National Democratic Institute 2019 poll)  
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The choice of Western vector, Europeanisation, and the course of democratisation creates a 

fundamental basis for extending legitimacy for increased public participation. However, it must be 

noted that the anti-European and generally, anti-Western sentiments are challenged heavily, 

especially in Ukraine. It is noteworthy that the biggest opposition party in Ukraine- ‘For Life’, 

which has a pro-Russian stance in regards to the economic partnership and supports neutrality as 

an external political preference (i.e., opposes NATO integration), came in second in the 

parliamentary elections 2019. Moreover, in the Eastern part of Ukraine, which has been largely 

affected by the war (Shapovalova et al., 2018; Lasocki, 2019), and where Russia and Russia-

affiliated oligarchs control many media sources (Lasocki, 2019; Lennon, 2019), support for the EU 

integration is considerably low- 32 percent of the population (Opinion poll, Ilko Kucheriv 

Democratic Initiatives Foundation, 2019). 

4.2. Competence and inclusiveness/fairness 

As shown from the previous chapter, the legislative frameworks in Ukraine and Georgia define the 

amount and character of the information that should be handed to the public. Whereas Georgian 

legislature defines that the procedural information (date and time of the state structures’ collegial 

meetings, adopted legal acts and their draft versions, opportunities of the citizen engagement, 

reports of the structures’ work, and the authorities’ work done throughout the year), Ukraine’s 

legislature goes further in the area of information provision and allows that in some cases (e.g., 

public consultations) the state structures are responsible to also provide the public with the subject 

related information (alternative solutions of the issues-to-be-discussed), and give them time to 

study it so that the citizens have the relevant knowledge when they discuss the issue. This approach 

to informing citizens increases the level of competency in deliberative public participation.  

Judging from the theoretical framework, Ukraine seems to be more ahead of Georgia in fulfilling 

the component of competence of deliberative public participation. Moreover, while discussing the 

legislative means of information provision to the citizens, it should not be left unnoticed that 

Ukraine has a special law ensuring citizens’ right to public information – the Law on Access to 

Information of Ukraine. Georgia’s legislation, on the contrary, does not regulate the access to the 

information by a separate law; the access to the information is included in the General 

Administrative Code of Georgia amongst other provisions. Moreover, in Ukraine, in contrast to the 

rule established in Georgia’s legislation, the requests to obtain public information can be submitted 

by any means of communication. According to the Law on Access to Information of Ukraine, 

‘information requests may be individual or collective. They may be submitted orally, in writing, by 

mail, fax, phone, e-mail, or by other means at the requestor’s discretion’ (Chapter IV, article 19), 
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whereas according to the III Chapter of the General Administrative Code of Georgia, regulating 

the sphere of the access to information, the request to the information should be submitted in a 

written format (article 37); this practice is criticized by the NGOs (Urushadze, 2016). Now that 

Georgia worked out a draft law on the Freedom of Information (FOI) as an OGP commitment (yet 

to be adopted), Ukraine went ahead to work out a draft law that aims to address the shortcomings 

of the current law on information; specifically, the concept of the restriction of information without 

follow up provisions that would guarantee the ‘public interest override’ in case of a conflict 

(Transparency International Ukraine, 2014). 

At the same time, Ukraine and Georgia have launched many activities through the OGP Action 

Plans which were oriented on the disclosure of the information in order to equip citizens with the 

relevant information. The concrete steps carried out in both countries included open budgets, 

electronic assets disclosure of the public servants; however, in addition to such steps, Ukraine went 

ahead in the provision of the information by introduced the e-governance tools, more specifically, 

e-procurement tools, such as ProZorro and the Open Contracting Data Standard (OCDS), which is 

considered as one of the best practices in regards to the information transparency and a desirable 

tool to establish in Georgia (IDFI, 2016), since it allows the citizens to see every step of the state 

procurement process. Therefore, OCDS can be considered a powerful anti-corruption instrument.  

The fact that the competence criterion of deliberative public participation in Ukraine scores higher 

deserves a special interest and inquisition. In this regard, it is of particular interest that Ukraine 

pushed the reforms that would enhance transparency in pursuit of combatting corruption. The 

reforms oriented to increase the knowledge of the people of Ukraine regarding state matters, 

especially in the area of state funds and state’s procurement is firmly connected with the expressed 

will of the Ukrainian people to fight corruption and the corrupt public authorities during and 

aftermath of the Maidan Revolution.  

The end of 2013 and the beginning of 2014 has been a period of the public uprising against a 

corrupt government, and at the same time, the battle for a more democratic country; ‘in the eyes of 

many Ukrainians and foreign leaders, the country's battle against corruption has become a 

precondition for its democratization, economic survival, and future as a member of the European 

community’ (Zaloznaya; 2018). Ukraine’s civil society’s efforts to combat corruption took a strong 

start following the mass protests against Yanukovych and the corrupted government. Aftermath 

the fleeing of Yanukovich, and revealing the numerous documents kept in his palace regarding the 

public officials’ illicit activities, investigative journalism took a strong start with the help of the 

civilian volunteers; even the website https://yanukovychleaks.org/ has been set up to publish all the 

documents found. The White Collar Hundred, a non-governmental organisation has been 

https://yanukovychleaks.org/
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established with the goal to recover the documents found at Yanukovych’s palace (Gordiienko, 

2020).  

The investigative journalism as well as the rest of the citizens of Ukraine are still actively seeking 

ways to learn about the finances of the country, and how they are managed, i.e., the government 

spending, the earnings of the public officials, etc., through several platforms including software 

programmes, online games. For example, The Declarations Project (initiated by the White Collar 

Hundred) has collected all the electronic declarations, added the digitalized versions of the previous 

paper declarations of high ranked officials, and thus, made the information widely accessible; at 

the same time, the database was equipped with the additional tools of searching a specific 

authority’s assets, a comparison tool to find out which public official is richer, which declarations 

are suspicious (https://declarations.com.ua/en/). The White Collar Hundred even engaged the 

people in the Kittie's Project to incite more engagement from the civic sector to contribute to the 

Declarations Project by setting up innovative electronic tools (Liubarets, 2018). The civic 

initiatives such as the establishment of the Anti-Corruption Headquarters (2014) also marked a 

significant achievement in civic activism to spread information regarding the budget spending and 

elaborating the information provision on the local level; e.g., in the framework of the Anti-

Corruption Headquarters’ activities, Anti-Corruption Repairs Map has been implemented as a 

project which included the disclosure of the information regarding the budget spending of the 

councils of the several big cities of Ukraine such as Kyiv, Kharkiv, Odesa, and Kherson (Ibid.).  

The access to the information and high degree of competence in the area of the state finances also 

pushed the civil society organisations in Ukraine to take action in the sphere of combatting 

corruption and to cooperate with the government with the concrete projects after the Revolution of 

Dignity; this way, the groundwork has been done for the increase of the inclusion of the civil 

society in policy-making. For instance, establishing the Reform Reanimation Package (RRP) by 

the initiative of the civil society of Ukraine to fight corruption and advocate democratic reforms in 

the country and encourage a fair and just social and economic environment, has been a significant 

step in increasing the public’s role and in raising awareness of the importance of public inclusion 

the in policy-making process (Bierman 2014). This public initiated project- a strong civilian union- 

unifying hundreds of experts, NGOs, think-tanks, academics, actively cooperating with the 

governmental bodies to support implementing democratic draft laws and also, block the 

undemocratic ones, is considered to be one of the strongest public initiated civilian actors (Bierman 

2014; USAID, 2017).  

On the other hand, in Georgia, there has not been such an upsurge of civic activism. Against its 

backdrop, the civic initiatives of Georgia are completely outshined. According to the report of 

https://declarations.com.ua/en/
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Asian Development Bank (2020) ‘They [Georgian CSOs] generally prefer to work on practical 

issues such as environmental protection, waste management, food safety, and sanitation than on 

more abstract issues like democracy, rule of law, or good governance’. There are clearly, several 

well-known NGOs that are actively working in Georgia regarding political matters such as 

corruption, human rights, civic participation in cooperation with the government (e.g., 

Transparency International Georgia (TI) IDFI, Social Justice Centre, Young Lawyer’s 

Association), and there have even been major projects initiated by Georgia’ leading NGOs, e.g., 

the campaign ‘It Affects you Too’, demanding the legislative changes in the constitution; However, 

Georgia has not experienced the level of an upsurge of the civilian movement that would contribute 

into the massive proliferation of the voluntarism, citizen-driven political activities, and the 

significant change of the role of the public as it happened after the Maidan Revolution in Ukraine 

(Smagily, 2017). Taking a look at how the public involvement in politics has developed through 

the years and in what character through the revolutions, could be used as one of the instruments to 

address this occurrence.  

Since the 1990s independence, these states faced the revolutions, Rose Revolution (2003) in 

Georgia, Orange Revolution (2004), and Maidan Revolution (the Revolution of Dignity) which 

intended change of the corrupted regimes of the sitting political leaders. Based on the general 

picture, i.e., civilians against the corrupt government, one might see these revolutions with the 

same angle; however, a huge differentiation can be tracked in terms of citizens’ role and their 

influence/power in these revolutions. Specifically, it is argued that while in the Orange Revolution 

(similarly to the Rose Revolution) the citizens’ voice has been used as a mere tool for the politicians 

in the opposition, and citizens’ genuine protest has been used as a “resource’ to be deployed in 

intra-elite power-struggles, rather than as a real participant in the contention’ (Puglisi, 2015:6), 

Maidan Revolution, on the contrary, has been driven by the people, acted as ‘the custodians of 

revolution’ who pressured the elite for increased public participation and transparency (Ibid: 7).  

‘The Revolution of Dignity’ has been of such a character, especially in terms of civilian 

involvement, that has not been seen before in Georgia and Ukraine: the civilians sometimes acted 

as a substitute of the government (Biermann et al., 2014). For instance, in February 2014 

‘Samooborna Maidana’ (Maidan’s Self-Defence) has been created, a non-partisan social 

movement, consisting of the civilians, which was moved by the purpose to protect the European 

choice of the country, the rights of the Ukrainian citizens, and also, established civil control ‘in line 

with the 2000 law, On Citizens’ Participation in the Defence of Public Order and State Border’ 

(Puglisi, 2015: 10). At the same time, it is important that this form of civilian groupings did not try 

to usurp the power, as upon creating the National Guard, they acted according to the law and 
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dissolved only to adopt a humanitarian role to aid the warriors in Donbas (Ibid.). According to 

Puglisi (2015), the ‘critical juncture’ that the Maidan Revolution created was necessary to break 

path dependency and introduce new, institutional changes towards democracy and the areas it 

entails e.g., public participation and other forms of democratic governance.  

Indeed, the Maidan Revolution brought new insights on viewing the public participation in 

governance and brought concrete changes in increasing citizen’s competence and 

representativeness in policy-making discussed above. However, Ukraine’s civil society activism is 

restrained, and according to the level of deliberative public participation, Ukraine is still equalized 

with Georgia, a country that has not gone through the same kind of civilian awakening. The 

scholars point out the Ukrainian government’s mistrusts and fears towards the CSOs and the civic 

activism (Biermann et al., 2014; Minakov, 2014; Rivto, 2014), as their potential substitute and 

create the legislative obstacles for the proliferation of the CSOs. More specifically, the scholars 

point out the complex process of the public associations’ registration based on the Law on Public 

Associations of Ukraine (1992); e.g., Bilan (2011) rightly points out that the length of the period 

of registering CSOs (two months for reviewing the application (article 15)), the necessity to register 

the CSOs twice (therefore, dual fee) in order to receive ‘all Ukrainian’ status (derived from the 

territorial status of the public associations (article 9)) creates a barrier for the civil society’s 

involvement in governance. On the other hand, Puig (2016) observes, that in Georgia, the 

legislative procedures for establishing the NGOs are quite easy which allows civil society activities 

to flourish. In fact, According to Nodia (2005), CSOs flourished in Georgia because of the 

convenient environment. 

4.3. Communicative mode/influence 

As evidenced in the previous chapter, the level of the communicative mode/influence is not 

constant for the mechanisms that are established in Georgia and Ukraine. In cases of consultations, 

community councils, assemblies of the settlements, the civil society representatives get in touch 

with the public authorities privately, and this way, their influence on the final decision increases. 

The online e-governance tools, (e-surveys, e-questionnaires, open budgets) however, only give the 

public the possibility to receive the information or express their input, which does not directly 

affect the final decision and leaves the public out of the decision-making process. Nevertheless, 

the e-tools are complementary to the information provision (i.e., the criterion of competence) and 

representativeness of the civil society for the citizen engagement platforms (i.e., the criterion of 

inclusiveness/fairness), which contributes to strengthened state-public communication and 

influence of the civil society on the policy-making process. In sum, the evaluation criterion of 
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communicative mode/influence might be scored as the limited deliberative public participation 

since apart from just informing, the public is given an opportunity to directly participate and 

discuss, deliberate the given issue (with no guarantee of accepting their recommendations and 

opinions, however).  

The factors which allowed this particular level of communicative mode/influence to be reached in 

Georgia and Ukraine cannot be separated from the factors that established the given level of 

legitimacy, competence, and inclusiveness/fairness of deliberative public participation practice, 

since the communicative mode is largely defined by the legislative acts and established 

institutionalized mechanisms, that were pushed by the respective factors to enhance legitimacy, 

competence, information provision and the increase of the representativeness of the civil society in 

governance. Therefore, the favourable environment for enhancement of communicative mode and 

influence of the civil society on policy-making was created by the combination of the factors that 

pushed the process of legitimising civil society participatory mechanisms, informing citizens more 

widely, and including the public in the policy-making process.  
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5. Findings  

Through the description and analysis of the participatory mechanisms established in Georgia and 

Ukraine either by the legislation or by the institutionalized tools within the international initiatives 

such as Open Government Partnership, Georgia and Ukraine score as the countries with the practice 

of limited deliberative public participation. The main findings regarding the established 

deliberative public participation in Georgia and Ukraine are the following: 

Georgia and Ukraine laid foundations for the legitimacy for the public involvement by adopting 

the laws regulating public involvement in the defined platforms of citizen engagement. According 

to the laws, deliberative bodies such as public councils and assemblies have been established who 

are responsible for the deliberation of the policies, projects, and problems, and in many cases, the 

state’s response to their proposals and recommendations is guaranteed by the law; the legislature 

also defines the forms of the public participation in policy-making such as consultations, public 

hearings, petitions, etc (counting as non-deliberation). Moreover, additional citizen participation 

mechanisms have been institutionalized by the OGP initiatives which enriched the already existing 

deliberative platforms.  

Both of the states’ deliberative practice is limited through all the four categories of the evaluation 

framework, i.e., legitimacy, competence, inclusiveness/fairness, communication mode/influence. 

Firstly, legitimacy is limited by the following factors: 1. Neither of the countries’ legislative 

frameworks provides the universality of the guarantee that the citizens’ opinions, proposals, or 

recommendations will be accepted and considered for the final decision by the state structures. 2. 

Georgia’s legislative framework regulates citizen participation and defines the platforms for citizen 

engagement mainly on a local governmental level, and the common nationwide legislative 

framework regulating citizen involvement on a central level does not exist. In Ukraine, on the other 

hand, the respective laws establishing citizen engagement platforms are mandatory for the central 

state structures and only recommendatory for the local governmental bodies and authorities. 

Secondly, the competence of the citizens participating in the policy-making process is limited by 

the fact that the legislative frameworks do not guarantee the proper information provision to the 

public which is subject-relevant and digestible (except the case of public consultations in Ukraine 

when the government structures are obliged to equip the public and community council with all the 

necessary data for the following discussions). Thirdly, the inclusiveness/fairness in deliberative 

public participation is limited because of the lack of the mechanisms to select the proper audience 

for the discussions/consultations (again, except the case of public consultations in Ukraine when 

the government identifies focus groups through preliminary preparation with the help of surveys, 
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questionnaires, etc. When people engage through the e-government tools, the inclusiveness is 

defined by the self-selection method. Lastly, while there are limited forms of established 

communication models such as consultations and discussions, the influence of such engagement is 

mainly constrained by the fact that the government is not obliged by the law or any institutionalized 

mechanism to accept the public proposals or reflect them in the final decision. 

The process of establishing the current deliberative practice (even with the limited scale) was 

supported by the following factors: 1. Firstly, the practice was encouraged by both of the countries’ 

Western choices in external affairs, Europeanisation, and democratization expressed by joining the 

international initiatives aiming to strengthen public participation and create good governance. 

However, this tendency is sometimes endangered by the shadow of the increased pro-Russian 

sentiments, especially in Ukraine. 2. The civilian awakening regarding the importance of public 

participation, especially in Ukraine, in the aftermath of the Maidan Revolution contributed greatly 

to the reforms that enhanced the information provision and the inclusiveness of the people in 

policy-making. While lacking a similar upsurge of civilian activism, in Georgia, the favourable 

environment, specifically, easy administrative conditions in establishing civil society organisations 

became the main driver for the proliferation of the many CSOs and NGOs.  In contrast, Ukraine 

does not have favourable conditions for establishing civil society organisations because of the 

administrative difficulties in registering public associations that are prescribed in the respective 

law.   
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6. Conclusions 

The thesis has defined that the limited level of deliberative public participation has been developed 

in Georgia and Ukraine through the analysis of the countries’ legislative frameworks and 

institutionalized practices through international initiatives such as Open Government Partnership. 

At the same time, the research identified the main drivers and limitations of the established system 

of the limited level of deliberative public participation in both countries.  

The outcome of the research showed that the establishment of effective public participation entails 

the development of a strong legal basis for the citizen engagement mechanisms. The respective 

laws should support public participation by defining a clear system of the information provision to 

the citizens in a proper, readable, and digestible manner; at the same time, the citizen engagement 

platforms defined by the laws or any other institutionalized mechanisms should guarantee the 

inclusiveness and the representativeness of various opinions by setting up the systems of citizen 

selection, e.g., the identification of focus groups (might be the attitudinal, territorial groups or the 

group of people potentially most affected by the policy drafts and projects) preceded by the state’s 

effort to identify such categories in the public via the instruments such as e-surveys, e-

questionnaires, etc. The mode of communication and influence of the public on policies largely 

depends on the political will of the state to vest the power to the people through equipping them 

with the necessary information and the guarantee of inclusion.  

The thesis points out the states’ responsibility to encourage and enhance citizen-state 

communication and develop deliberative public participation not only by adopting and amending 

the respective laws and institutionalized practices of citizen involvement but also through the 

commitments to the democratisation and modernisation process since the democratic changes spur 

the reforms oriented to the strengthening of a role of the public in governance. At the same time, 

for the successful implementation of participatory governance, the state’s efforts should be met 

with the readiness and interest of the public to participate in the policy-making and have an 

influence on government’s decisions. The upsurge of civilian activism after the ‘Revolution of 

Dignity’ serves as an accurate example for this perception, since the civil society's activism during 

and after the protests of Euromaidan encouraged the increase of competence of the people by 

massively spreading the budget-related information, and supported the growth of the inclusiveness 

of the public in governance.    

It was an important achievement of the thesis to show that there is a real possibility of establishing 

deliberative public participation in the post-Soviet states, in contrast with the commonly shared 

opinion in the scholars that the states belonging to the post-Soviet space possess the traits which 
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oppose the prospects of achieving participatory governance, e.g., weakness of the civil society and 

the state institutions, corruption (Howard, 2003; Bierrman et al., 2014; Stefes, 2006). Whereas the 

claims of the existence of such practices are still valid in many instances (the thesis did not aim to 

denounce the validity of them), it is of immense importance that these post-Soviet countries- 

Georgia and Ukraine managed to reach a limited, but still significant level of deliberative public 

participation.  

The implementation of deliberative public participation in Georgia and Ukraine has shown the 

ways for the post-Soviet states how such practice could be established. Both the examples of 

Georgia and Ukraine show that the path to the legitimisation of participatory governance goes 

through the choice of the Wester vector, i.e., democratisation and Europeanisation, and the reforms 

that these processes entail. The separate example of Ukraine illustrates that civilian activism to a 

high degree can break the illicit traits inherited from the Soviet past, e.g., Soviet trait of societal 

apathy (Puglisi, 2015), and turn the public’s attention to politics, therefore, increase the deliberative 

public participation components of competence and inclusiveness. The separate example of 

Georgia’s experience demonstrates that the decentralization and creating a convenient environment 

for the registration of the civil society initiatives could increase the inclusiveness and the 

representativeness of the public in governance.  
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7. Summary  

The primary task of the research was to uncover how the process of establishing participatory 

governance advanced in Georgia and Ukraine and whether it brought any significant results. At the 

same time, the main focus of the research was the deliberative elements of public participation, 

such as the representativeness of the people in the policymaking process, inclusiveness, 

informativeness, and the method of communication of the people with the state. Moreover, the 

thesis concentrated on the determinants of the establishment of deliberative public participation 

and identified the factors that hindered the process.  

In order to define whether Georgia and Ukraine managed to achieve the formation of deliberative 

public participation, the thesis studied and analysed the established practices of citizen engagement 

in both countries, conducted the analysis of the legislative frameworks to identify the legal basis 

for citizen engagement and the instruments that regulate the aspects of the public involvement in 

the policy-making process. The research concentrated on how the informativeness of the public, 

their fair inclusion in governance, and the effective citizen-state communicative mode were 

guaranteed by the institutionalized practices in Georgia and Ukraine.  

The thesis consulted the respective legislative frameworks of Georgia and Ukraine, and the 

initiatives, mainly in the framework of the Open Government Partnership as primary sources of 

data to identify the main citizen engagement platforms. More specifically, The General 

Administrative Code of Georgia, the Organic Law of Georgia Self-Government Code, the 

resolutions 996 and 976 of the Cabinets of the Ministers of Ukraine, Law on Citizens’ Appeal of 

Ukraine, etc., and OGP initiatives were discussed to outline the major mechanisms of citizen 

engagement.  These laws together with the other legislative acts e.g., the Law on Access to 

Information of Ukraine and the e-government tools have been utilized to identify how and in what 

manner they guarantee the information provision to the citizens, their inclusion in the policy-

making, and how they define the communication between the public and the state. 

To define the level of deliberative public participation, the research offered and utilized the 

evaluation framework consisting of the four components - legitimacy, competence, 

inclusiveness/fairness, and the mode of communication/influence. These components evaluated 1. 

the legislative bases in the country and the official authorization and empowerment of the people 

to participate in policymaking; 2. the informativeness of the society regarding the issues that are 

discussed, the projects to be implemented, etc.; i.e., to what extent the people are informed and 

edified regarding the political matters? 3. the systems of the selection of the people that define the 

inclusiveness of the people, representativeness of the ideas and opinions; the more define the 
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selection process is (i.e., identifying the focus groups, targeted, territorial, attitudinal, or even 

random selection) the more fairness is guaranteed; 4. The methods that are established es the 

primary mode of the communication between the public and the state. Each of the citizen 

engagement platforms has been evaluated by these components and the general picture for each of 

the countries has been outlined. The incentives and limitations of the deliberative components of 

such citizen engagement platforms have been identified. 

Furthermore, the respective environments in Georgia and Ukraine have been discussed to 

understand how the ground for creating deliberative participation was prepared and which factors 

hindered the process. To find the answers to these objectives, the following data has been utilized: 

the secondary sources such as the reports and academic articles, expert opinions regarding the 

established practices of citizen participation in Georgia and Ukraine, the data regarding the 

countries’ main political courses, Europeanisation and democratization aspirations, civilian 

activism, the civil societies’ attitude and their ambitions (e.g., the polls regarding the civil society’s 

support for the EU integration).  

Through employing the respective analytical tools and the sources, the thesis concluded that 

Georgia and Ukraine both achieved to establish limited deliberative public participation. The 

findings illustrated that the governments hold the responsibility to enhance the tools to include 

more people in policymaking more actively; define clearer systems for the participant selection at 

the citizen engagement platforms and the information provision. The research showed that one of 

the main drivers for enhancing deliberative public participation is both Georgia’s and Ukraine’s 

choice of the ‘Western vector’ in external politics, which pushes the countries towards 

democratization.  

At the same time, for the successful implementation of participatory governance, the state’s efforts 

should be met with the readiness and interest of the public to participate in the policy-making and 

have an influence on the government’s decisions. The upsurge of civilian activism after the 

‘Revolution of Dignity’ serves as an accurate example for this perception, since the civil society's 

activism during and after the protests of Euromaidan encouraged the increase of competence of the 

people by massively spreading the budget-related information, and supported the growth of the 

inclusiveness of the public in governance.  
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Project of the thesis: 

Title of the thesis 

Towards More Participatory Governance? - A Comparative Analysis of Georgia and Ukraine  

Research questions: 

What level of deliberative public participation did Georgia and Ukraine achieve? Which factors 

encouraged the establishment of deliberative public participation? What have been the main drivers 

and constraints of the process? 

Relevance of the research  

In the past decade, Georgia and Ukraine actively started the implementation of the reforms oriented 

to the enhancement of public participation in governance. The most notable occurrence in this area 

was the decision of both countries to join the Open Government Partnership- an international 

initiative that aims to encourage good governance practice including strengthening citizen 

participation across the world.  The commitment of Georgia and Ukraine to increasing participatory 

mechanisms and the significant success in this field represents an interesting phenomenon since 

both of the countries have been a part of the former Soviet Union, where, according to the 

scholarship, the tools of public participation in politics were extremely limited. It is still a 

commonly shared opinion amongst the scholars that the post-Soviet countries still possess the 

negative traits, illicit practices, as a heritage from the Soviet Union (Stefes, 2006; Howard, 2003; 

Stepanenko, 2006; Lutsevych, 2013) that contradict the establishment of the deliberative public 

participation. These negative traits are weak state institutions, nepotism, and informal connections, 

societal apathy towards politics. Against the background of such facts and perceptions, the attempt 

of Georgia and Ukraine to establish deliberative public participation seems a very interesting 

phenomenon to examine.  

Methodology: 

Since the thesis intends to examine the process of deliberative public participation establishment 

in two countries, make conclusions by observing two cases, the comparative analysis method will 

be utilized. The research will discuss the governments’ efforts in increasing public participation 

and establishing citizen engagement mechanisms to find out to what extent the government 

supports the public to be included in the decision-making process: does the legislature of the 

country allow the public to participate properly? At the same time, the thesis will analyze the 

components that are central for deliberative public participation, e.g., what kind of venues are the 

people offered? Accordingly, do these venues allow people to express their opinions and 

themselves properly? Are people educated (or edified by the government) to have adequate 

opinions and suggestions regarding the policies and the issues that are being discussed? So, the 
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informativeness of the society- a critical component for the deliberation will be necessarily 

addressed in the research. Moreover, the representativeness of the various people and therefore, 

various opinions at citizen engagement platforms will be one of the central issues in discussing the 

level of deliberative public participation in the countries. Also, the state-citizen communication 

types will be in the focus since the power of the public decisions and their influence is significantly 

defined on what method the public and the state choose for communication. For instance, online 

platforms and the platforms through which people are only able to reach their voice to the officials 

do not count as effective methods for communication.  

To address the questions of the main constraints and drivers, it is important to know the 

environments in each of the countries and the reasons that shape them; so, studying the attitude of 

the people and the officials regarding public participation will be an important tool in this direction.  

Data, sources 

The thesis will consult the respective legislative frameworks in each of the countries to find out 

what legal bases do the citizen participation platforms have to understand whether the legal basis 

is properly structured to allow deliberative public participation. the thesis will go in-depth in the 

legislations and the official policy planning strategies to find out what instruments do the people 

possess to be able to participate. Also, the research will address the Action Plans of Georgia and 

Ukraine implemented and worked out through the Open Government Partnership initiative to 

understand what additional public participation mechanisms were institutionalised.  

Moreover, to study the environments in Georgia and Ukraine that would potentially hinder or 

encourage deliberative public participation, the public opinion polls will be addressed and used, 

the civilian activism reports academic articles, the reports, official documents, academic articles 

regarding the state’s external and internal priorities, the reports regarding the success or limitations 

of the states’ efforts in establishing more democratic systems through public participation. All of 

this data will be handled appropriately; the qualitative analysis will be applied.  

Outline of the thesis 

The thesis will first study the deliberative public participation in the scholarship, to find out major 

characteristics, evaluation indicators, etc., then study the same practice in the post-Soviet states 

and present the findings in the literature review. Then the thesis will outline the major sources and 

methods of the research in the methodology section, including the evaluation framework for 

deliberative public participation. The cases of Georgia and Ukraine with their experience of 

deliberative public participation will follow the methodology section, and then another chapter will 

discuss the incentives (as well as the constraints) for establishing deliberative public participation. 

the main findings and conclusion will be presents in the final section.  


