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Abstract 

This study was conducted to examine the practice and challenges of public participation in the policy-making process of 
Addis Ababa city administration council. The study employed a mixed research approach with a descriptive research design. As to the 
types of data used, primary and secondary data were applied in the study. The finding shows that the main policy actors in Addis 
Ababa city council are executives, members of the council, and professionals of attorney general of the city administration. Moreover, 
the study found out that there are challenges of public participation in the policy-making process such as lack of selection of relevant 
stakeholders; the policy environment is dominated by a few government officials; limited knowledge and skills concerning the policy-
making process; and a highly top-down policymaking approach. 

Thus, the city council needs to involve the relevant stakeholders such as research institutions, civil societies, individual 
citizens, NGOs, and media to ensure public participation in the policy-making process. The centralized and highly top-down 
policymaking practice of the city council needs to be replaced by decentralized approaches. Furthermore, it is important to facilitate 
training and education opportunities to the policy communities including all stakeholders to overcome limited knowledge and skills 
concerning the policy-making process. 

 
Keywords: Public, Participation, Public Policy, Policy-Making. 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 

It is impossible to differentiate the definitions of public policy from the public as we understand that public policies are designed 
on behalf of the general public. According to Birkland (2015), there are many possible ways of defining public policy.A policy is a 
government declaration at whatever level of what it plans to do about a public issue. Besides, Anderson (2003) defined a policy as “in 
general usage, the word policy describes the actions of any individual or group of actors, such as an official, a government entity, or a 
legislature.” Public policy can also be seen as whatever governments want to do or not to do. Moreover, for Dye, public policy is what 
governments do, why they do so, and what difference it makes (Dye, 2013). 

 
Moreover, Birkland (2015) argues that public policy is related to the public interest and, in some way, it affects all of us. But, as 

these examples illustrate, not all of us are influenced in precisely the same way by the same policies, nor is one's strength of feeling 
regarding a problem inherently equal to that of others. And many of us have no clear problem that would cause us to unite with others 
to demand a policy change. Most of us do not think too much about the day-to-day functioning of government because we are 
concerned with the day-to-day functioning of our lives and because government actions appear far from our everyday interests and 
needs.  
 

Anderson (2003) argues that people are affected, directly and indirectly, explicitly and implicitly, by a wide variety of public 
policies in the course of their everyday lives. Anderson continues that, in a modern, diverse society, public policies are still 
commonplace. They impart benefits and drawbacks, build satisfaction, discomfort, and pain, and have major consequences for our 
well-being and happiness collectively.  
 

Furthermore, Birkland (2015) argues that the public interest definition differs from person to person, and the individual interests 
of one person are likely to vary in certain respects from the interests of their neighbors, most people are concerned about the effect of 
policies on their lives, such as how many services they receive or how much tax they have to pay. 
 

In the political sense, participation encompasses more or less all ways of affecting citizens' political choices (Van Deth 2009 & 
Schumpeter, 1942).  Public participation is also said to legitimize governance either because it provides a process for a pluralistic 
interest group or because it results in deliberative democracy (Shapiro & Richard, 2013). Government policy ensures that policies be 
debated with local stakeholders (Rydin& Pennington, 2000) and that the planning system operates to protect and represent the public 
interest (Campbell & Marshall, 2002). 
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According to Masango (2001), in democratic states, the most common way to engage individual people in public policy-making is to 
vote for legislative candidates in general elections. In addition to Masango Anderson (1997), argues that citizen engagement in 
general elections emphasize the importance of taking the interests of voters into account in the policy-making process. For example, 
Cloete, (1998), has cleared that the voter opposes the policies supported by other candidates by voting for a specific candidate while 
endorsing those advocated by the candidate of his or her choosing. 
 

Individual citizens may also engage in policy-making by making written representations indicating their desires, preferences, 
and/or concerns to individual political office bearers and/or elected representatives concerning certain issues. Individuals may also 
affect decision-making by expressing their views in the news and other media on policy matters. The effect of individual citizens on 
policymaking, however, is limited, as most individuals choose to join interest groups to accommodate and reflect their interests in 
public policy (Cloete, 1998). 

 
Different researchers have contributed their studies on theEthiopian policy-making process. Dereje (2012) conducted his 

study on the policy practice and challenges in Ethiopia. Policy Research Institutions and Democratization: Recent Experience and 
Future Challenges (Dessalegn, 2008). A critical assessment of institutions, roles and leverage in public policymaking in Ethiopia 
(Mulugeta, 2005). Moreover, Meheret(1997)conducted a research on Public Administration and Policy Responsesin Ethiopia. 
Furthermore, Halderman (2004) conducted his study entitled “the political economy of pro-poor livestock policy-making in Ethiopia: 
pro-poor livestock policy initiative.” 

 
Policy-making in Ethiopia is centralized and top down in its approach controlled by a few government officials. According to 

Mulugeta (2005), during the Hailesilassie’s era in Ethiopia, it was not supposed to constitute the basic repository of people's authority 
or the state's supreme policy-making body. Meheret (1997) argues that the emperor had unlimited legislative powers, far exceeding 
the power of the legislators, including the right to declare war, appoint judges, dissolve parliament, negotiate and sign treaties. 

  
During the military regime the 1977 proclamation gave both the legislative and executive mandates to the Dergue 

(Provisional Military Administration Council, 1977). The hierarchy within the Dergue was not only institutionalized by law, but the 
virtual powers of legislation and regulation existed in the Standing Committee as well. Therefore, almost all of the policy-making 
forces were within the Provisional Military Administration Council. 

 
Under the EPRDF party, the policy-making structures have been restructured into National Regional States (NRSs) and 

Federal Governments, each normally composed of the legislature, the executive, and the judiciary, as provided for in the 1995 
constitution, although the executive has assumed a predominant role in the choice of policies at all levels. The majority of the 
Ethiopian public is excluded from playing their legitimate role in the policy-making process over the last 30 years (Mulugeta, 2005).   

 
Dereje (2012) argues that Ethiopia has been implementing policies that have mostly been initiated at the top level of 

governance and all national policies have been highly centralized for years. Similarly, Mulugeta (2005) concludes that the Ethiopian 
policy-making process has faced the most formidable challenges over the last three decades. Policy-making in Ethiopia is centralized 
and is not subject to security by the majority of the Ethiopian population. The public is geographically and educationally remote from 
the point of view of the relevance of information from the policy-making point of view. 

 
According to Halderman (2004), national and regional government policies are primarily pursued by the ruling party. There 

is no institution or interest group in Ethiopia other than the party that currently plays a key role in central government policy-making. 
 

Moreover, Dessalegn (2008) argues that civil society organizations in Ethiopia, including think tanks, are operating in 
difficult circumstances. Most of them are severely handicapped by a host of factors, the most serious of which are the existing policy 
environment, lack of access to secure resources, and limitations on human and intellectual capital. The policy is commonly drawn up 
by a small group of trusted individuals who are often close to the holders of power.  
 

There is no attempt to consult stakeholders or professionals outside the government or to seek public opinion. Policy planners 
are often inaccessible to the public, and their efforts are kept secret. Civil society is weak and marginalized. The voice of society is 
muted here largely because political parties, trade unions, business associations, and social movements in general either do not exist as 
independent actors or, if they do, are very limited in their activities. 
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However, there are no adequate studies have already been conducted on public participation in the policy-making process of 
Addis Ababa city administration. Thus, this study attempts to examine the practice and challenges of public participation in the policy-
making process of Addis Ababa city administration council. 
 
2. The policymaking process  

Anderson (2003) defined the policy-making process as a policy cycle – a sequence of functional activities, starting with problem 
identification and agenda formation and concluding with the evaluation and termination, modification, or continuation of policy. 
Birkland (2015) argues that the term "policy process" has some kind of system that translates policy ideas into actual policies that are 
implemented and have positive effects. According to Ackerman and Perroud (2015), policy-making in government ministries and 
agencies is the inevitable result of the complex and technical nature of modem policy issues. Different scholars present stages of 
policy-making processes in different ways but, policymaking is rarely as neat as a process model. However, it is often useful for 
analytical purposes to break policymaking into component units to better understand how policies are being implemented. 

 
3. Stages of the policy-making process 
Stages of the policy-making process deal with the series of steps in the policy processes. Dye (2013) argues that policy-making as a 
series of processes rarely occurs in a neat, step-by-step sequence in the real world. Rather, these processes often occur simultaneously, 
each collapsing into the other. Nonetheless, it is often useful for analytical purposes to break policy-making into component units to 
understand better how policies are made. The common stages of the policy-making process are problem identification and agenda 
setting, formulating the policy, policy adoption, policy implementation, and policy evaluation.   
 
Problem Identification and Agenda-setting 

According to Anderson (2003:81), “a policy problem can be defined as a condition or situation that produces needs or 
dissatisfaction among people and for which relief or redress by governmental action is sought.” Not all problems are public issues. 
Public problems are those that affect a large number of people and have wide-ranging effects. 

 
Dye (2013) states that the power to decide what will be a policy issue is crucial to the policy-making process in setting the 

agenda. It is even more important to decide what the problems will be than to decide what the solutions will be. It is sometimes argued 
that any problem can be discussed and placed on the agenda of national decision-making in an open plural society. 

 
According to Dye (2013:35), there are two types of agenda-setting approaches. First, the bottom-up agenda, which is known 

as the "democratic-pluralist" model, assumes that any problem can be identified by individuals or groups, by candidates seeking 
election, by political leaders seeking to enhance their reputation, and by political parties seeking to define their preferences. Second, 
the agenda set from the top down, which is to determine the impact of popular preferences on public policy, was that thin stratum of 
persons referred to variously as the political elite, the political activists, the leadership echelons, or the influential. 

 
Formulating the policy 

Dye (2013) argues that policy formulation is the development of policy alternatives for addressing issues on the public 
agenda. Policy formulation occurs in government bureaucracies; interest group offices; legislative committee rooms; special 
committee meetings; and policy planning organizations otherwise known as think tanks. Details of policy proposals are usually 
formulated by staff rather than by their bosses, but the staff is guided by what they know their leaders want. Moreover, Anderson 
(2003) argues that policy formulation involves the development of appropriate and acceptable proposed courses of action (often 
referred to as alternatives, proposals, or options) to address public issues. 

 
Policy Legitimation (Adoption) 

Anderson (2003) argues that a policy decision involves action by an official person or body to adopt, modify or reject a 
preferred policy alternative. It takes, in a positive way, forms such as the promulgation of legislation or the issuance of an executive 
order. According to Dye (2013), this stage is the open, public stage of the policy-making process and attracts the attention of the mass 
media and the majority of political scientists. The activities of the next policy-makers are much easier to study than the private actions 
of corporations, foundations, mass media, and policy-making organizations. 

 
Policy Implementation 

According to Anderson (2003), implementation or administration has been referred to as "what happens after the bill has 
become law. Dye (2013) argues thatall activities designed to implement the policies adopted by the legislative branch. These activities 
include the creation of new departments, agendas, offices, etc., or the assignment of new responsibilities to existing organizations. 
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These organizations must translate the legislation into operational rules and regulations. They have to hire staff, make contracts, spend 
money and perform tasks. All of these activities involve decisions by bureaucrats who determine the policy. 

 
Policy Evaluation-Impact and Change 

Evaluation is the final step in policy-making. It implies that policymakers seek to know whether or not policies are achieving 
their stated objectives; at what cost; and with what impact, intended and unintended, on society (Dye, 2013). 

 
According to Anderson (2003), policy evaluation includes the estimation, assessment, or assessment of the policy, including 

its content, implementation, achievement of the objectives, and other effects. The impact of a policy may have several dimensions, all 
of which should be taken into account either in the conduct of a formal assessment or in the course of an informal assessment of the 
policy. In assessing and evaluating a policy, dissatisfaction with its costs and consequences, and the development and expansion of 
political opposition, may give rise to a variety of responses, including termination. Policies are only one set of termination targets.  

 
However, it is important to understand that such a neat and linear approach is not fully feasible in the true world and that the 

policy-making process is sometimes circumstantial. This implies that the stages could be overlapped or skipped due to various factors 
that influence the smooth processes that are expected to be practiced. 

 
4. Policymakers /actors and their roles in the policymaking process 

According to Birkland (2015), there are two broad categories of policy-making respondents: official actors and non-official 
actors. Official actors are involved in public policy because their responsibilities are governed by the laws or the Constitution and 
therefore have the power to make and enforce policies. The legislative, executive, and judicial branches are official institutions, as 
they are explicitly mentioned in the Constitution. Non-official actors include those who play a role in the policy process without any 
explicit legal authority (or obligation) to participate. 
 
Official policy-makers and their roles in the policy-making process 

Anderson (2003) describes official policy-makers as those who have the legal authority to engage in the development of 
public policy. These include legislators, executives, administrators, and judges. Each of them performs policy-making tasks that are at 
least somewhat functionally different from the others. 
I. Legislatures    

Anderson (2003) argues that legislatures are engaged in the central political tasks of lawmaking and policy-making in the 
political system. However, it cannot be assumed that the legislature, simply because it bears that formal designation, actually has 
independent decision-making functions. This is a matter to be determined by empiric investigation rather than by definition. 
According to Birkland (2015), the legislatures are the main policy-making branch. This is the result of the idea that popular will would 
be exercised in the legislature. 
 
II. The Executive   

Anderson (2003) argues that the effectiveness of government depends substantially on executive leadership and action in the 
formation and implementation of policy. According to Birkland (2015) in policy terms, it is probably more important to remember that 
the executive powers are not unlimited. The lesson here is that even very powerful executives are accountable to both the legislature 
and the people. 

 
III. Administrative agencies and bureaucrats   

According to Anderson (2003), the policy of the "political" branches of government, it is now axiomatic that politics and 
administration are blended and that administrative agencies are often heavily involved in the formation of public policies. 
Administrative agencies are an important source of proposals and ideas for legislation. Birkland (2015) argues that government 
agencies provide services that are uneconomical for the private sector to deliver directly, or that they perform the tasks that we require 
from the government, but that we have chosen not to ask the private sector to do so. 

 
IV. The judiciary   

Anderson (2003) argues that courts have a greater role to play in the formation of policy. They have often had a significant 
impact on the nature and content of public policy by exercising the powers of judicial review and statutory interpretation. According 
to Birkland (2015), the judicial review gives the courts a potential veto over any act of government that is generated by the popularly 
elected legislature and the executive. The power of judicial review allows the courts to have the "final word" in the application of the 
law. 
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Unofficial policy actors and their roles in the policy-making process 
Anderson (2003) calls on non-governmental actors as "non-governmental participants" and is joined by many other 

policymakers, including stakeholders, political parties, research organizations, communications media, and individual citizens. They 
do not have the legal authority to make binding political decisions. They provide information, they exert pressure, they try to 
convince, but they don't decide. According to Birkland (2015), these actors are unofficial because their participation in policymaking 
is not fully specified in the Constitution. 
I. Interest Groups   

According to Anderson (2003), interest groups appear to have an important role to play in policymaking in almost all 
countries. Representatives of labor, agriculture, business, education, health, and other sectors of society are a major source of public 
policy demands. 

 
Birkland (2015) defines interest groups as an important, perhaps central, part of the policy process because the power of 

individuals is greatly increased when they form groups. Some groups call themselves "public interest groups" to indicate that they see 
their mission as a counterweight to these "special" interests.  

 
II. Political Parties   

Anderson (2003) defines political parties-organizations that are primarily interested in contesting elections to control 
government personnel. In short, they care more about power than they care about policies. Birkland (2015) argues that political parties 
have an important role to play in the policy process, and they are crucial for the organization of the legislative branch.  

 
III. Research Organizations  

According to Anderson (2003), private research organizations, often and inelegantly referred to as "think tanks," are another 
set of important policymakers. These organizations are staffed with full-time policy analysts and researchers, some of whom are ex-
government officials. Birkland (2015) defines think tanks as independent research organizations, sometimes ideologically neutral, but 
often identified with a particular political perspective. These organizations provide information that policymakers and other influential 
people can use to make "better" policies. Some think tanks and research organizations are linked to universities and provide valuable 
input into the policy process. Such centers tend to be more scholarly and less ideological than some think tanks, and government and 
local governments often rely on them for expert advice. 

 
IV. Communications media  

Anderson (2003) argues that communications media, newspapers, news magazines, radio, television, and the Internet are 
involved in policymaking as providers and transmitters of information; that they help to identify what people think; and, whether 
intentionally or otherwise, as shapers of attitudes. According to Birkland (2015), the news media can serve as the "fourth branch" of 
the government, providing a check on the other three branches. This is known as the "watchdog" function of the media, which 
assumes that news media provide citizens with government information that people can use to support or challenge policy decisions. 

 
V. Individual citizens  

In various instances, according to Anderson (2003), citizens can participate directly in decision-making. In most states of the 
United States, constitutional amendments are submitted to the voters for approval, and in many local jurisdictions, bond issues and tax 
increases require their approval. In some countries, particularly in the western half of the United States and in some countries (such as 
Switzerland), the initiative process allows citizens to vote directly on legislation. 

 
In contrast to the official actors, Birkland (2015) has seen an opportunity for individual participation appear to be 

intermittent. He also points out that in the United States, even though important issues are on the agenda, most Americans do not vote, 
although in some presidential elections. Low turnout in elections has led to widespread concern among citizens and democratic 
theorists that a majority of potential voters do not express their opinion on important issues of the day. This long-term trend may 
reflect the growing alienation of voters from the political system and the decisions taken therein. 

 
5. Public Participation in the Policymaking Process 

According to Beach (1985), the term participation used to define the process by which people contribute ideas to the solution of 
problems affecting the organization and their work. It is taking part, and one takes part when one contributes to something (Vroom 
&Jago 1988). Participation is "processes through which workers participate in decision-making that extends beyond and beyond 
decisions that are implicit in the specific content of the work they Participation can be defined as "an activity undertaken by one or 
more individuals who have previously been excluded from the decision-making process in conjunction with one or more other 
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individuals who have previously been the sole protagonists of that process" (Masango, 2001). Moreover, participation refers to also 
taking part, in full in the micro-decisions of the day-to-day management of the production process (Lammers& Szell, 1989).  

 
"Participation occurs when programs that are desired and used by the community are maintained after external support has been 

phased out" (Richardson 1983). Bailey (1994) argues that the differences between definitions and the fact that participation is seen to 
cover a wide range, from consultation to citizen power. Smith (2003) concludes that public participation is a framework of policies, 
principles, and techniques that ensure that citizens and communities, individuals, groups, and organizations have the opportunity to be 
meaningfully involved in making decisions that affect or interest them. 
 

People participate either individually or in groups. Interest groups or interest group representatives may, for example, participate 
in the decision-making process of their local authority through committees. Individual citizens may participate in the same process by 
presenting their opinions on specific policy issues through written submissions to public officials and policymakers (Cloete, 1998). 

 
Furthermore, participation is a means of an end andit is an activity undertaken to achieve a specific objective (Lammers & Szell 

1989). In this respect, participation could make possible an inclusive approach to the pursuit of institutional and social objectives 
(Msasngo, 2001). Participation is a deliberate and objective activity. This is because the activities in which people participate within 
different institutions are in themselves objective-oriented and, therefore, participation is a deliberate contribution towards the 
achievement of these objectives (Masango, 2001). Participation is therefore defined as a deliberate act in which people, either as 
individuals or as members of a group, participates in a goal-oriented activity. 

 
6. Why Public participation in the policymaking process 

According to Abels (2007), a more direct relationship between citizens and policy-makers will foster democracy and 
accountability. Participatory procedures have been developed to involve stakeholders, those directly affected, and/or the general 
public. Participatory procedures are believed to (1) increase the motivation of those involved; (2) enhance the knowledge and values 
of policy-making; (3) initiate the process of social learning; (4) to open up opportunities for conflict resolution and the achievement of 
the common good, and (5) to improve the level of acceptance and legitimacy of political decisions. Without a doubt, citizen 
participation is essential to a lively democracy; no democratic theory can do so without the ideal of "government of the people." 

 
Political theorists, therefore, distinguish between participation and democracy; the necessary forms and functions of participation, 

which are essential to democratic rule, are contested (Abels, 2007). Citizen participation builds on some form of political inclusion 
and representation, and that inclusion makes it possible to achieve better output quality, such as enhanced acceptance and compliance.    
According to Callahan (2007), there seems to be universal agreement that citizens' involvement in the decision-making process of 
government is a good idea, there is little agreement as to how best to achieve meaningful participation. There are many ways to 
consult the public and get a sense of what they see as problems and opportunities; it is quite another thing to actively engage citizens 
in the decision-making process.  
 

Paual and Henry (2010) argues that public participation can help to improve effectiveness, that is, get it right, decisions are 
complex (we need to understand and include all relevant information, views, needs, and interests). Policy implementation is improved 
with public consent and commitment, participation results in higher quality decisions. It meets growing demands for public 
participation in which the public wants to be involved in decision-making that will affect them; the need for greater openness in 
decision-making processes; and mistrust of expert advice. Resolve conflicts, set priorities and negotiate tradeoffs, enhance public 
knowledge, understanding, and awareness, and share information. Public participation creates opportunities for stakeholders to hear 
each other and to better understand the range of views on the issue and to allocate scarce resources.  
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The policy-making process and its actors 
Source: Researcher’s development based on the literature reviewed, 2021 
 

Scholars such as Anderson (2003) and Birkland (2015) showed widely the role of official and unofficial policy actors in the 
policy-making process. Whereas scholars like Dye are seldom deal with the potential policymakers and influential actors. However, 
they are agreeing that public policy is the outcome of official and unofficial policy actors in the policy-making process.  
 
7. Methodology 

For this study, the researcher employed both quantitative and qualitative (mixed) research approaches. According to Creswell 
(2009), a mixed-method study relies on neither the quantitative nor on the qualitative research alone, some combination of the two 
provides the best information for the research questions. Moreover, Terrell (2012) described that there is no major problem area that 
should be studied exclusively with one research method, because quantitative tell “if” while qualitative tell “how or why”. Besides, 
Creswell (2012) states that a mixed approach provides an improved understanding of the research problem than either the quantitative 
or qualitative data do. Furthermore, Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) expressed that the mixed approach provides rich information and 
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helps the study to be more valid, reliable, and dependable by combining the advantages of quantitative data with qualitative and 
validating quantitative findings with qualitative data. 

 
Hence, the researcher believed that identifying the main policy actors, exploring the main challenges of public participation in the 

policy-making process, and examining appropriate mechanisms to ensure public participation should not be studied exclusively with 
one research method. The mixed approach enables the researcher to support quantitative data with that of qualitative data to answer 
the research questions of the study and realize the internal validity of the study. 
 

This study employed a descriptive research design which helps to describe the current practice and phenomenon systematically to 
achieve the research objective that examining the practice and challenges of public participation in the policy-making process. 
Descriptive research design enables to analyze the data and describe the manner and circumstances of the situations regarding the 
current practice of public participation in the policy-making process of the Addis Ababa city council.  
  

Primary and secondary data sources were employed to gather reliable data about the practice of public participation in the policy-
making process and its challenges in the Addis Ababa City Council. Primary data were collected from the executives of Addis Ababa 
City Administration, house of speaker of the city council, chairpersons and deputy chairpersons of standing committees of the council, 
senior experts of the city administration council, media members, attorney general professionals, Addis Ababa city administration 
mayor’s advisors, youth association leaders, female association leaders, Addis Ababa residents forums leaders, religious institutions 
forum leaders, non-governmental organizations, and competing political parties leaders using questionnaire and interviews. The 
reason behind choosing these data sources was, they provide relevant and deep information for the researcher concerning the practice 
and challenges of public participation in the policymaking process of the Addis Ababa city council. In addition to primary data, the 
researcher reviewed secondary data from different published and unpublished documents from the library and internet, websites such 
as books, articles, journals, research reports. 

 
The researcher employed questionnaires and interviews to collect the primary data from the study sources. The questionnaire was 

including open-ended and closed-ended questions. The open-ended questions helped the respondents to provide their ideas by writing 
on the space provided freely and closed-ended type questions were help to catch up the important information within a short time 
respectively. The questionnaires were distributed to the executives of Addis Ababa city administration, chairpersons and deputy 
chairpersons of standing committees of the city council, and competing political parties’ leaders registered at the national level 
including Addis Ababa.   
 

The interview questions were raised for the house of speakers of Addis Ababa city council, senior experts of the council, mayors 
of the city administration, mayor advisors of the city administration, attorney general professionals of the city, media members, non-
governmental organization (NGOs) leaders, youth association leaders, women association leaders, residents’ forum leaders, and 
religious institutions forum leaders. This selection includes almost all the concerned government bodies, competing political party 
leaders, different stakeholders, and civil societies who represent the public.   

 
8. Findings 
The main policy actors in the policy-making process 

The purpose of the research question was to identify the main policy actors of the Addis Ababa city council policy-making 
process. In this regard, the main policy actors of the city council are executives (cabinet members) of the city administration, members 
of the council (legislatures), and attorney general (judicial) of the city administration. However, most executives are non-cabinet 
members and they have little involvement in the policymaking process. The only participants are executives who are members of the 
cabinets.  

 
Medias has some level of participation in the policymaking process, but it is restricted to attend in meetings and as a 

transmitter of information to the public. Competing political parties are neglected from the participation of the policy-making process 
of the city council. There is little participation of civil societies such as residents’ forums, religious institutions forum, female and 
youth associations in the council, but it is limited in the evaluation of the performance of the public sectors only. Research institutions 
(Think Tanks) and individual citizens are excluded from the policy-making process of the Addis Ababa city administration council.   
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Challenges of public participation in the policymaking process 
The study found out the following challenges. There is a lack of selection of relevant stakeholders’ participation in the 

policy-making process and the policy environment is dominated by a few government officials. Besides, there is limited knowledge 
and skills concerning the policy-making process in the city council. 
 
  Moreover, the government bodies do not understand and recognize the citizens’ interests and rights in the policy issues and 
there is a highly top-down policymaking approach in the council. Research institutions and different actors have not a chance to 
participate in policy initiation and no appropriate communication mechanisms in the council to engage in the policy-making process.  
Furthermore, the council and the city administration are taking the federal government institutions’ policies without considering 
several aspects of public interests and the relevance of the policies to the city administration.  
 
Appropriate mechanisms used to ensure public participation in the policymaking process 

The study found out different mechanisms which are appropriate to ensure public participation in the policy-making process 
of the Addis Ababa city council. These mechanisms are the availability of a free policy environment from the domination of 
government bodies (it should be open for all concerned bodies) and relevant stakeholders in the policymaking process. Provide 
training and education for the policy communities including all stakeholders to overcome limited knowledge and skills concerning the 
policy-making process. 

 
 Moreover, ensure the commitment of the executive body to involve the relevant stakeholders in the policy-making process; 

the centralized and highly top-down policy-making approach should be decentralized and replaced by both bottom-up and top-down 
approaches depending on the situation. Furthermore, the availability of appropriate communication mechanisms and media; the 
participation of research institutions and different policy actors in the policy initiation; and ensure the availability of powered and 
mandated city council which is free from the domination of executive body to formulate and legitimate its policy documents based on 
considering the city’s residents interests are mechanisms helps to ensure public participation in the policy-making process of the city 
council. 

 
9. Conclusions 

Based on the findings of the study an attempt has been made to identify the main policy actors in the Addis Ababa city council; 
explore the main challenges of public participation in the policy-making process, and examine the mechanisms that are appropriate to 
ensure public participation in the policymaking process of Addis Ababa city council.  

 
The relevant stakeholders are neglected from the policy-making process of the city council. There is a constrained policy 

environment in which the role of the public and different stakeholders is restricted as to information recipient and implementer of the 
policies which are designed without their participation and interests.  

 
The main policy actors are executives of the city administration, members of the council, and attorney general (judicial) of the 

city administration. These are the government bodies that dominated the policymaking process in the city council. The civil societies’ 
participation such as female association, youth association, residents’ forum, and religious institutions forum in the policymaking 
process is limited to evaluating the performance of public sectors of the city administration only. This revealed that they are not closer 
to the decision-making process, rather restricted to the implementation process. Moreover, they are not influencing the policy-making 
process independently from the government bodies; rather they are dependent on receiving directions from these bodies. Hence, there 
are no influential policy actors except the government bodies. 

 
The council and the city administration institutions do not identify and select the relevant civil societies and stakeholders who 

represent the general public in the policy-making process of the city council. Thus, the policy environment is dominated and 
controlled by a few government officials. Besides, there is a lack of a clear line of communication to proactively engage in the policy 
process. This shows that there are no controlling mechanisms that ensure public participation and follow-up the activities of the 
legislative and executive bodies.  

 
The policymaking practice of the city council is highly top-down and centralized which has no mechanisms to incorporate the 

policy initiations that come outside the government bodies.  
 
Moreover, the knowledge and skills of civil societies and stakeholders regarding public participation in the policymaking process 

are very low. There is no participation of research institutions and different professionals except the government body. Therefore, it 
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seems that there is restricted participation of irrelevant stakeholders without the necessary understanding of the policy concepts. The 
city administration agencies and institutions are taking the federal government institutions' policies without considering several 
aspects of public interests and the relevance of the policies to the city administration. Furthermore, there is a lack of understanding and 
recognition of the citizens’ rights and interests to participate in the policy-making process. 

 
The study has found out different mechanisms that are appropriate to ensure public participation in the policy-making process of 

the Addis Ababa city council. The availability of the relevant stakeholders' participation in the policymaking process and free policy 
environment from the domination of government bodies means it should be inclusive for all stakeholders. Facilitating training and 
education opportunity to policy actors to overcome the knowledge and skills gap about the policy-making process; the commitment of 
the executive body to involve the relevant stakeholders; the centralized and highly top-down policymaking practice of the city council 
needs to be replaced by decentralized approaches.  

 
Moreover, the availability of appropriate communication mechanisms and media to work collaboratively with all concerned 

stakeholders and the participation of research institutions and different policy actors in the policy initiation is important to attain an 
effective policy-making process. Furthermore, the commitment of the city council and the executive body to work cooperatively to 
ensure the availability of a powered and mandated city council which is free from the domination of the executive body to formulate 
and legitimate its policy documents based on the resident's interests. 
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