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ABSTRACT Following the success of participatory budgeting in Latin America, it has become a popular tool for
promoting fundamental principles of qualitative urban governance. In Brazil, participatory budgeting was
implemented at national, regional, and local level. The participatory budgeting mechanism is meant to deliver
products that can achieve the ultimate goal of building inclusive cities. But, in concept and practice, participatory
budgeting as it is, cannot fit into a single model because the practice represents a range of initiatives with their own
peculiar characteristics which is constantly evolving and changing. It is in view of this that the paper aims to
examine the concept of participatory budgeting, within the context of urban governance in Nigeria.

INTRODUCTION

According to Martin (2014) public participa-
tion, mobile media and political participation are
mutually inclusive. Termel et al. (2014) is of the
opinion that public participation that does not
take into consideration the issue of consulta-
tion with local inhabitants cannot be said to be
functional public participation. In essence the
main concern of public participation is the con-
stant deliberation, consultation and discussion
with local people. The ultimate goal of course is
citizen empowerment and citizen control of gov-
ernance systems.

Oyediran et al. (2002) view public participa-
tion as activities which involve citizens in the
day to day operation of government. These ac-
tivities have been referred to in the literature in
different ways as: public participation, citizen
advisory committees (CACs), community action
agencies (CAAs), neighborhood councils, neigh-
borhood advisory groups and voters’ participa-
tion (as a form of representative democracy) among
others (Arnstein 1969; Bierle and Cayford 2002;
Karp and Banducci 2008).

These various strategies include, but are not
limited to, normative theories of public partici-
pation that focuses on the issues of competence
and fairness. Among these are: citizen advisory
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councils, citizens panels, public surveys and
public forums (Hendricks 2002). Others include
contemporary systems, such as innovative citi-
zen participation strategies, participatory bud-
geting processes, community conversations,
community dinners and deliberative democracy
forums, e-government initiatives, participatory
democratic models, representative democracy,
empowered participatory governance, empow-
ered deliberative democracy, village development
committees, district development plans coun-
tervailing power, participatory publics and fourth
power (Carr and Halvorsen 2001; Leighninger
2002; Cuthill 2003; Fung and Wright 2003; Kro-
ning 2004; Shah 2007; Aragon and Sanchez 2008;
Sintomer et al. 2008). They all relate to those
activities through which political parties, civil
society, labour unions, traditional leaders, aca-
demics, religious groups, student associations,
community based organizations and others par-
ticipate in the selection of public office holders or
leaders directly or indirectly, and in the formation
of public policy for good governance.
According to Gaventa and Valderrama (1999:
2-3), “public participation may be classified into
political participation and community/social
project participation”. Political participation re-
fers the traditional form of political involvement
such as voting, political parties, lobbying and
related activities. The community/social project
participation perspective represents an attempt
to look at public participation from the point of
view of development. These include the partici-
pation of civil society groups in which citizens
have been beneficiaries of government programs.
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Gaventa and Valderrama (1999) looked at the
changing phases, shifts and dynamics in public
participation in the 21% century. They identified:
beneficiary to citizens; project to policy; con-
sultation to decision making; appraisal to imple-
mentation; and micro to macro as key issues. In
essence, public participation is an ever evolv-
ing and dynamic concept that remains active as
long as there is a need for governance and citi-
zens’ participation in governance. Participatory
budgeting is one of the models or strategies of
public participation in democratic governance
that was first developed in 1989 and implement-
ed in the municipality of Porto Alegre, the capi-
tal city of Grande do Sul, Brazil (Fung and Wright
2003: 3-44). Inthis paper the researchers inves-
tigate how participatory budgeting has unfold-
ed in Nigeria.

Objectives

The main objective of the paper is to exam-
ine participatory budgeting within the context
of urban governance vis-a-vis the real goals and
operationalization of the concept and its actual
practice and implementation in Nigeria as a na-
tion-state. Furthermore, it is aimed at revealing
those challenges that would have made partici-
patory budgeting more functional and concrete
beyond the actual rhetoric in Nigeria.

MATERIAL AND METHODOLOGY

Materials for this paper were mainly based
on secondary data. The secondary data was
collected from published literature that was rele-
vant to the topic such as books, journal articles,
newspapers, magazines and internet sources as
well as other library materials.

The paper analyzes materials collected us-
ing a qualitative methodological approach in line
with the explorative nature of the paper. The
adoption of this model of data analysis makes
the paper easy to appreciate and understand. In
essence, no primary data such as that derived
from questionnaires or oral interviews was used.

OBSERVATIONS

Deliberative Democracy, Public Participation
and Participatory Budgeting

Deliberative democracy is a form of democ-
racy in which deliberation is central to decision
making. “Deliberative democracy differs from
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traditional democratic theory in that authentic
deliberation, not mere voting, is the primary
source of legitimacy in the law-making process-
es. Some practitioners and theorists use the
term to encompass representative bodies whose
members authentically deliberate on legislation
without equal distribution of power, while oth-
ers use the term exclusively to refer to decision-
making directly by the ordinary citizens in direct
democracy” (Fung and Warren 2011: 341-362).

According to Bassette (1980: 102), “in elitist
deliberative democracy, the principle of deliber-
ative democracy applies to elite societal deci-
sion-making bodies, such as legislatures and the
courts.” In populist deliberative democracy, the
principle of deliberative democracy applies to
groups of ordinary citizens who are empowered
to make decisions (Bassette 1980: 103). Deliber-
ative democracy is premised on the need to jus-
tify the decisions made by the public and their
elected representatives. It is a form of democra-
cy in which effective and exhaustive thorough
discussion is central to decision making. It em-
braces the qualities of both decision making and
majority rule. “It is quite different from tradition-
al democracy, because it is based on authentic
deliberation not merely voting at a meeting”
(Fishkin 1991: 133).

“Deliberative democracy serves a comple-
mentary role with both direct and representative
demaocracy, in the sense that representatives in
parliament, congress or legislature actually and
genuinely make exhaustive deliberation on leg-
islation, although without unequal distribution
of power” (Gutmann and Thompson 2009: 25).

The theory is relevant because, it is about
the popular participation of the public in demo-
cratic governance. For popular participation of
the people in democratic governance to be
achieved, deliberation becomes a sine qua non
for this to happen at various levels of the demo-
cratic process.

Furthermore, the theory also plays a com-
plementary role with both direct and representa-
tive democracy. The theory also applies ade-
quately to the participatory budgeting model
because, some of the fundamental ingredients
of participatory budgeting also include: direct
democracy, representative democracy and de-
liberation. In essence, the deliberative theory of
democracy and participatory budgeting model
could be said to be two sides of the same coin as
they both enable participation, not just at the
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elitist level, but more importantly at the level of
the masses and vulnerable members of society.

Arnstein (1969) proposed the ladder of citi-
zen participation. She classified public partici-
pation as follows: manipulation, therapy, inform-
ing, consultation, placation, partnership, dele-
gated power and citizen control. She suggested
that at the level of manipulation and therapy,
citizens are non-participant; the power holder
only educate or cure participants or citizens from
ignorance and lack of adequate knowledge on
governance, citizenship education and
participation.

The work of Arnstein (1969) has been criti-
cized, however, for ignoring among other issues:
the sensitive issues of racism, paternalism and
resistance to power redistribution, the inadequa-
cies of the poor community’s social, political and
economic levels, the level of infrastructure and
knowledge-base and difficulties of organizing a
representative and accountable citizens’ group
in the face of futility, alienation and distrust (Sil-
verman 2005). For scholars such as Silverman
(2005), the ladder of citizen participation may
not actually exist in the real world.

Arnstein’s ladder of citizen participation was
improved with the introduction of what is known
as the “citizen participation continuum”. This
suggests that more recognition ought to and
must be accorded to people and groups who
drive participation, not only focusing on the
power brokers. It was an attempt to distinguish
between grassroots participation and instrumen-
tal participation (Silverman 2005: 35-51).

Fung (2006: 66) came up with another “lad-
der of citizen participation” based on three crit-
ical questions: Who is allowed to participate,
and are they representative of the population?
What is the method of communication or deci-
sion-making? How much influence or authority
is granted to the participation?

According to Cornwall and Coelho (2006),
there is a need for new mechanisms and meth-
ods of public participation. Cornwall and Coel-
ho (2006) are of the opinion that these new meth-
ods of public participation are creating new forms
of citizenship and contributing to tangible de-
velopmental outcomes. However, they warn that
one should not just assume that, the new meth-
ods of public participation are creating new forms
of citizenship and contributing to tangible de-
velopmental outcomes. Furthermore, they warn
that one should not just assume that the new
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institutionalized space will automatically be cre-
ated for change. They submitted that the new
space for change may be distorted by history,
culture and governmental power. This is in view
of the fact that, most detailed history is told by
very old members of society, who may not be in
total control of their memory. This has the po-
tential of producing a radically different outcome
across various settings, in the form of direct vi-
olent and non-violent action.

The United Nations (UN) and its agencies
have always been in the forefront of the shift
towards decentralization and democratization of
local governance. “This shift towards participa-
tion is significant in deepening democratic gov-
ernance and is not only advocated by the devel-
opment mainstream, but is also confirmed by
the left-wing political movement as well. The
examples of participatory budgeting in Porto
Alegre in Brazil and Panchayat Development
Planning in Kerala, India are the most well-known
of many of such cases” (Piper 2012: 1-17).

According to Akindele et al. (2012: 85) “the
rationality of the budgetary process and its po-
litical utility has been taken for granted in Nige-
ria by successive governments over the years,
particularly the military regimes”. This has been
largely due to unreasonable and sentimental ex-
tra-budgeting spending which has become
entrenched.

Akindele et al. (2012) are of the opinion that
it is a fact of history that most of the leaders in
Nigeria, are internationally acclaimed as “Father
Christmas” in terms of emotional or primordial
extra-budgetary spending. This becomes even
more pronounced as a result of non-participa-
tion of people in the budgetary process. In many
cases, public funds have been donated to ques-
tionable and non-existent organizations and per-
sons. This is one of the major reasons for the
ineffectiveness of participatory budgeting in
Nigeria.

Furthermore, Popoola (2013: 102-103) insist-
ed that “the functions of local government are
also concerned with strengthening of grassroots
democracy, empowering citizens, communities
and other organizations such as the Community
Based Organizations (CBOs) and Non-Govern-
mental Organizations (NGOSs) to participate as
equal partners in local governance and the local
development process”. He submitted that what
he has attempted to describe above is still a mi-
rage in Nigeria. The central government has
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continuously failed to involve the local people
in budget planning and implementation. For
Akindele et al. (2012) extra-budgeting by suc-
cessive governments in the country still contin-
ues unabated.

According to Smith (2006) (see also San-
tos 1998; Aragon and Sanchez 2008; Sintomer et
al. 2008) decision making concerning govern-
ment budgets is of significant public interest
since these decisions determine how state re-
sources are allocated and whether the needs and
interest of the poorest and the most marginal-
ized members of the public are prioritized and
addressed.

Government budgets, in this case the local
government, are thus a focal point where the
various competing demands on the state are
contested, negotiated and renegotiated. In es-
sence, the bottom line is the protection of the
most vulnerable members of the public, through
a conscious re-ordering of priorities and needs.

There has been no agreement as to what
participatory budgeting really means. Basically,
it is an umbrella term that is used to describe a
variety of mechanisms through which power or
influence over public service investment priori-
ties and economic spending can be delegated to
the “common man”. Adamolekun (2008: 11) sim-
ply defined participatory budgeting as the di-
rect involvement of citizens/communities in mak-
ing decisions on the spending and priorities in
the budget of a local-state or national govern-
ment. It is aimed at ensuring that budget alloca-
tions respond to citizens’ needs. Shah (2007: 1-
2) described participatory budgeting as repre-
senting a direct-democracy approach to bud-
geting that offers citizens at large an opportuni-
ty to learn about governance and government
operations and to deliberate, debate, and influ-
ence the allocation of public resources.

Participatory budgeting is a process by
which citizens, either as individuals or through
civic associations, can voluntarily and regularly
contribute to decision making over at least part
of a public budget through an annual series of
scheduled meetings with government authori-
ties (Chavez and Goldfrank 2004). Wampler
(2007) defined participatory budgeting as a de-
cision-making process through which citizens
deliberate and negotiate over the distribution of
public resources. Furthermore, Wampler (2007)
added that participatory budgeting programs are
implemented at the behest of governments, citi-
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zens, non-governmental organizations (NGOs),
and civil society organizations (CSOs) to allow
citizens to play a direct role in deciding how and
where resources should be spent.

“The proponents of participatory budgeting
view it as a means of infusing the values of citi-
zen involvement into the most basic and formal
procedure of governance, especially the distri-
bution of resources through budgeting, all in
the name of fostering probity, accountability,
transparency and effective distribution of re-
sources” (Moynihan 2007: 57). Wampler (2007:
21) maintained that “participatory budgeting
opens up obscure budgetary procedures to or-
dinary citizens and helps create a broader public
forum in which citizens and governments dis-
cuss spending, taxation, and implementation”.
Itis simultaneously a policy process that focus-
es on the distribution of resources and demo-
cratic institutions which enhance accountabili-
ty, transfers decision-making authority to citi-
zens, and empowers citizens.

“The participatory budgeting program con-
fronts social and political legacies of clientelism,
social exclusion, and corruption by making the
budgetary process transparent and public. So-
cial and political exclusion are challenged, as
low-income and traditionally excluded political
actors are given the opportunity to make policy
decisions, by moving the locus of decision mak-
ing from the private offices of politicians and
technocrats to public forums” (Wampler 2007:
24)

“Participatory budgeting is a form of com-
munity participation in democratic governance
that engenders the redistribution of resources
in favour of more vulnerable social groups by
means of participatory democracy. It is a means
of reducing the predominant nature of the state
over civil society, through the redistribution of
resources and the definition of investment pri-
orities” (Aragon and Sanchez 2008: 164). “Par-
ticipatory budgeting often results in more eg-
uitable public spending, accountability and,
greater government transparency. Furthermore,
it has also increased the level of public partici-
pation, particularly among the marginalized or
poor residents, and has also increased the lev-
el of democratic citizenship learning and edu-
cation” (Sintomer et al. 2008: 165-166). Govern-
ment policies and programs are well implemented
with little or no resistance from the citizens,
since it was mutually agreed both procedurally
and in implementation.
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Adesopo (2011: 117) is of the opinion that
“participatory budgeting is basically an umbrel-
laterm that is used to describe a variety of mech-
anisms through which power or influence over
public service investment priorities and econom-
ic spending can be delegated to citizens. In car-
rying out a very sound and sustainable partici-
patory budgeting model, some basic and funda-
mental steps are involved”. The four basic steps
that are involved in the participatory budgeting
process are: “community members identify
spending priorities and select budget delega-
tions to represent their interests. Secondly, bud-
get delegations develop specific spending pro-
posals, with help from experts. Thirdly, commu-
nity members vote on which proposal to fund.
Fourthly, the appropriate or relevant city or in-
stitution implements the top priority proposals”
(Santos 1998: 468).

The emergence of participatory budgeting
is to make government more transparent, ac-
countable and also to enhance the public partic-
ipation of the local people in democratic gover-
nance (Santos 1998; Sintomer et al. 2008; Ara-
gon and Sanchez 2008). According to Fung and
Wright (2003), Empowered Deliberative Democ-
racy, a form of participatory budgeting, differs
from each other in their ambition, scope and con-
crete aims. Nonetheless, they still share similar-
ities in their motivating principles and institu-
tional design features.

Fung and Wright (2003) identify three main
principles upon which Empowered Deliberative
Democracy is built on: focus on specific, tangi-
ble problems to be solved. Secondly, the in-
volvement of ordinary citizens who are affected
by these problems. Thirdly, deliberative devel-
opment of solutions to these problems. In es-
sence, “the aim of Empowered Deliberative De-
mocracy is to first identify a real problem and
attempt to find a lasting solution to it, such as
access to food, water, quality education, employ-
ment, accommaodation, good roads and so on”
Fung and Wright (2003: 14) also identified the
following as institutionalized structures aimed
at providing application to Empowerment Delib-
erative Democracy as follows: the devolution
of public decision making authority to empow-
ered local units. And, the use and generation of
new state institutions to support and guide
these decentered problems solving efforts rath-
er than leaving them as informal or voluntary
affairs.
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Participatory Budgeting and Urban Governance
in Nigeria

In Nigeria there has been a concerted effort
to promote participatory budgeting. Participa-
tory budgeting was formally launched by former
President Olusegun Obasanjo in 2001(UN-Glo-
bal Campaign on Urban Governance 2002). Its’
aims were to acquaint citizens with new thinking
on fiscal management and to also raise the gen-
eral awareness of citizens regarding their right
to a better life. These new initiatives have given
the citizens more opportunities to better under-
stand their obligations towards the government
particularly in the years between 2005 and 2008.
Furthermore, there is also a structured frame-
work of inter-dependence between the execu-
tive, legislature and the judicial system of gov-
ernment aimed at driving citizens in the form of
participatory budgeting through the Communi-
ty Development Associations (CDASs) and civil
society’s participation in budgetary engagement
and processes (UN-HABITAT 2009).

According to the United Nations Develop-
ment Programme (UNDP) (1997) Urban Gover-
nance Indicators, several things must be put in
place for governance to be considered effec-
tive. They have been generally referred to as the
elements of good governance which include in-
clude: legitimacy; social inclusion; respect for
human rights; the rule of law and the division of
powers; responsiveness; accountability and
transparency; conflict resolution; and state
building. These broadly relate to the key com-
ponents of urban governance namely, institu-
tions, participation and accountability.

Institutions

According to Landell-Mills (1992: 12), “ur-
ban governance depends on the extent to which
a government is perceived and accepted by the
general citizenry to be legitimate, committed to
improving general public welfare and respon-
sive to the needs of the citizenry, competent in
assuring law and order and in delivering public
services, able to create an enabling policy envi-
ronment for productive activities and equitable
in its conduct, favouring no special interests or
groups. Institutions are one of the indices of
good urban governance and emphasize inclu-



148

sivity. In other words, it emphasizes participa-
tory governance or simply put public participa-
tion whereby everyone regardless of wealth,
gender, age, race or religion, is given the op-
portunity to productively and positively par-
ticipate in public decision making and
administration.”

Institutions have been recognized globally
as preconditions for sustainable global devel-
opment particularly by the World Summit on
Sustainable Development. This premise has also
been upheld as one of the targets of the Millen-
nium Development Goals (MDGs). In Nigeria The
failure of institutions to respond to the need of
the people, particularly the vulnerable groups
have made the realization of participatory bud-
geting a mirage.

Accountability

Accountability is no doubt one of the cor-
nerstones and core elements of urban gover-
nance. It is a means for communities to hold
public authorities accountable for service deliv-
ery. Accountability is an offshoot of inclusion
in governance. The two reinforce each other.
Accountability is an amorphous concept that is
somehow difficult to define. However, Adamole-
kun (2008: 3) described it basically as “holding
public officials responsible for their actions”.
Olowu (1993: 221-237) specifically defined pub-
lic accountability as “the requirement from those
who hold public trust to account for the use of
that trust to citizens or their representatives. It
signifies the superiority of the public will over
private interests and tries to ensure that the
former is supreme in every activity and conduct
of public officials”.

Accountability is a cardinal principle in ur-
ban governance and in rural communities. This
is in view of the fact that budgeting has gone
beyond just being an annual ritual. It is the es-
sence of governance. It is through the instru-
ment of budgeting that priority projects are iden-
tified and implemented for development. Further-
more, civil society, the press, the labour unions
and other stakeholders who are supposed to
hold the government to account on behalf of
the people and their organization are perceived
by the government as enemies and are treated
as such. The effects are glaring as it has also
aided in condemning participatory budgeting to
more of a theoretical proposition than a reality
in Nigeria.
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According to Adamolekun (2008: 3) “a good
budget must put in place a process that effec-
tively involves all stakeholders, such as elected
officials, government administrators, employees
and their representatives, citizen groups, and
business leaders”. It must reflect their needs and
priorities. It will serve as a positive force in main-
taining good public relations and enhancing cit-
izens’ and other stakeholders’ overall impres-
sion about government.

Participation implies not just the periodical
ritual of voting at elections or taking part in com-
munal efforts. It is the degree of freedom that
citizens enjoy in holding the government ac-
countable. It includes the existing level of par-
ticipatory process, access to information, civil
freedom, the involvement of the civil society in
public participation and access to basic needs
of the citizens. When these are present in urban
governance, it is a sign of positive development,
but if it is absent, the government and the citi-
zens must work together to provide an enabling
environment for this to happen (Adamolekun
2008).

Participation also includes the capacity of
the government to provide safety and security
to its citizens. If the numbers of safe places are
on the increase we can conclude that the com-
munity is relatively peaceful, otherwise, plans
have to be put in place to achieve this. Accord-
ing to Adamolekun (2008) political, economic and
social development will thrive only where there
is peace, safety and security. This is the main
reason for the failure of participatory budgeting
in Nigeria. Other indices of urban governance
which could not be said to be in Nigeria are:
electoral reforms, decentralization efforts- finan-
cial and political, encouragement of local gov-
ernment initiatives, structural and administrative
reforms, regular feedback mechanisms and re-
sponsiveness. All these are visible and obvious
in the way and manner day-to-day government
activities are carried out in the country.

The above characteristics of institutions is
largely absent in most modern democratic states.
The sum total is usually universal suffrage where
adults have the right to vote. This has been
attested to by Koos and Pierskalla (2015) who
are of the opinion that weak institutions such as
in the judiciary has also weakened institutional
legitimacy and capacity building and develop-
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ment in different countries of the world, as jus-
tice is always sold to the highest bidder. Fur-
thermore, Shkaeva (2014) in a study of weak in-
stitutions involving the Federal States of Rus-
sia and Nigeria is also of the opinion that weak
institutions are particularly synonymous with
Federal states. Most governments today, par-
ticularly in Nigeria, vis-a-vis the federal, state
and local government is in most cases not there
for the people, but for the minority elite. This
clearly militates against the tenets of participa-
tory budgeting, which is meant to bridge the
gap between the rich and the poor in the com-
munity by giving special attention to the needs
of the less privileged and vulnerable members in
the community. According to Lutz and Linder
(2004), in reality, the direct link between the peo-
ple and government at the local level is often
absent, particularly where there are no local elec-
tions and the central or provincial government
appoints representatives. In such cases, local
representatives are directly responsible to the
higher level of government and only indirectly
to the local population. Representation and in-
clusiveness in decision-making at the local level
is therefore, not guaranteed at the local level
through state structures.

According to Simona and Augustina (2014),
most of the problems bedeviling the education-
al sector in Nigeria could be traced to lack of
accountability by government agencies and of-
ficials. Furthermore, 1bok (2014) is also of the
opinion that it is well known in political dis-
course that weak accountability is a key explan-
atory factor for poor developmental performance
of most public institutions. The performance here
may be service delivery which is the primary
purpose of governance. A government that is
accountable will always commit itself to devel-
oping and nurturing the capability required to
ensure efficient and effective performance of the
task of service delivery. Akindele et al. (2012)
submitted that there is little or no accountability
in Nigeria. This is evidenced by the extravagant
life style of the political elite in Nigeria and the
failure of the government to adhere to fiscal pol-
icy as passed by the different legislative hous-
es. Thus, the budget is merely paperwork, de-
void of actual implementation and execution.
This appalling state of affairs will not make par-
ticipatory budgeting achieve its full potential in
Nigeria.
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According to All Africa (2014), the incessant
and illegal takeover of power by the military in
Nigeria is one of the major reasons responsible
for the lack of public participation in the coun-
try. It is responsible for the shrinking space of
public participation in Nigeria. This is due to the
fact that the military by its establishment and
training, rules by fiat, devoid of necessary con-
sultation with citizens. This situation does not
give adequate room for the involvement of citi-
zens in governance. The situation actually af-
fects the functional and efficient implementa-
tion of participatory budgeting in the country.
This position has further been echoed by Craigh-
ton (2014) who is of the opinion that the lack of
participation by the citizens has not allowed for
the involvement of the citizens in community
decision making. This lack of participation by
citizens has also led to persistent lawlessness
and the breakdown of law and order in the form
of ethnic, religious crises, armed banditry and
kidnapping for ransom due to the disconnect
between the government and its’ citizens.

CONCLUSION

The paper gave a brief introduction to par-
ticipatory budgeting vis-a-vis public participa-
tion in Nigeria. It also provided a theoretical
framework which was based on the theory of
deliberative democracy. It considered the con-
cept of participatory budgeting. Thereafter, it
delved into the perceived promises of participa-
tory budgeting in relation to urban governance
in Nigeria. From the above, it is clear that partic-
ipatory budgeting is not just a mere conceptual
proposition in Nigeria, but that performance
would have been better if Nigeria considered
institutions, accountability and participation.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Proceeding from the above, it is obvious that
there is a contrast between the promises of par-
ticipatory budgeting and it actual implementa-
tion in Nigeria. This paper does not assume that
there are no gains at all, but the crux of the mat-
ter remains that more could have been achieved
if perhaps the theory had been matched with
more practical and pragmatic action. In essence
the paper recommends that the Nigerian gov-
ernment should put in place policies and an in-
stitutional structure for participatory budgeting
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in the country. This will not only entail a con-
scious road map toward effective participatory
budgeting in Nigeria by the various levels of
government, but also the willingness on the part
of citizens, civil society, community based orga-
nizations, non-governmental organizations, pri-
vate business enterprises and others to make
the program work.
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