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Abstract
Participatory Budgeting (PB) has expanded to oy@dd municipalities worldwide since

its inception in Porto Alege, Brazil in 1989 by tledtist Partido dos Trabalhadores
(Workers’ Party). While PB has been adopted througithe world, it has yet to take
hold in the United States. This dissertation exasithe introduction of PB to the United
States with the first project in Chicago in 2008d roceeds with an in-depth case study
of the largest implementation of PB in the Unitedt&s: Participatory Budgeting in New
York City. | assess the outputs of PB in the Whi&ates including deliberations,
governance, and participation.

| argue that PB produces better outcomes thastttias qudoudget process in New York
City, while also transforming how those who papate understand themselves as
citizens, constituents, Council members, civil spcleaders and community
stakeholders. However, there are serious chalgetgparticipation, including high costs
of engagement, process exhaustion, and perilsatdlsitity. | devise a framework for
assessment called “citizenly politics,” focusing @hdesigning participation 2)
deliberation 3) participation and 4) potential iimstitutionalization. | argue that while the
material results PB produces are relatively modeshiding more innovative projects,
PB delivers more substantial non-material or erisaéresults. Existential citizenly
rewards include: greater civic knowledge, strengglokerelationships with elected
officials, and greater community inclusion. OverBB provides a viable and
informative democratic innovation for strengthenaigic engagement within the United

States that can be streamlined and adopted to. scale
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Chapter 1: Introduction
[T]he empirical evidence, both from 40 years agd &day, shows that making
substantive steps towards creating a participateynocracy is quite possible.
The question | want to leave you with is whethethe rich countries, there is
any longer either the political culture or the galal will to pursue genuine
democratization. | do not have an easy responsieisauestion — and | am
happy to hand over the task of determining an anssveew generations of
scholars (Pateman 2012, 15).

(Pateman 2012, 15)

Overview:
This study looks at the perils and promise ofipguétory democracy in the “rich

countries” by investigating the largest implemeinotabf Participatory Budgeting
(henceforth PB) in the United States - a pilot @cojn New York City for Fiscal Year
(FY) 2012-2013.

PB serves as an edifying lens through which toyspadticipatory democracy because it
is one of the most pervasive democratic innovationmecent decades. PB involves
directly empowering ordinary citizens by invitingeim to make budget proposals upon
which they then vote into enactment. PB differsrfrother participatory democratic
models in that elected officials pledge to impleim@ojects voted upon by citizens. As
such, citizens are not merely advising or consgltin decision-making but instead
actively crafting budget policy through binding utp Citizens are involved in every
critical juncture of the process from designingttiparticipation to voting upon which
projects to enact.

Although PB has been successfully instituted inrdyB00 locations throughout the

globe, it has yet to take hold in the United StafEhis dissertation examines the

12011, American Political Science Association (AR $Aesidential address.
2 For more information on worldwide PB implementatiwae http://www.participatorybudgeting.org/about-
participatory-budgeting/where-has-it-worked/.



introduction of PB to the United States with resbdrom the first project in Chicago in
2009, and proceeds with an in-depth case studyeolargest implementation of PB in the
United States: Participatory Budgeting in New YQiky (henceforth PBNYC). Unlike
previous scholarship of PB that primarily focusaescwil society, | also research political
and institutional conditions that are critical fB’s adoption within the United States.
This dissertation examines the material and imrredtenr existential, outputs of PB in

the United States through a theoretical framewal&Jise called “citizenly politics.” |
argue that PB produced modest material resultsttiestatus quaity budget process,
such as a selection of more innovative investmarjepts, and substantial immaterial or
existential results for participants of the proceBgistential rewards for citizens include:
greater civic knowledge, strengthened relationshils elected officials and greater
community inclusion. PB participants often cite #ignificant number of opportunities
for knowledge transfer and direct contact with Goumembers (CM) as their favorite
aspect of the PB process.

The neighborhood investment projects selected girdtarticipatory Budgeting New
York City (PBNYC) suggest that, when offered tof@isempowerment, citizens use
these tools pragmatically so as to more effectii@ate hyper-local needs than does the
status qudoudget process. Through the PB process, projemts aftentimes more fair
and accurate in assessing district needs thantbsy as a result of traditional non-
transparent budget processes.

Overall, PB provides a viable and informative dematc innovation for strengthening
civic engagement within the United States thatstr#amlined — can be adapted to scale.

This dissertation concludes with concrete poligoramendations for the



implementation of future PB processes in the UnB&ates that could contribute to
reducing barriers to entry, process exhaustiontla@gotential for process co-optation by
politicians.

1.1 What is PB?

PB has expanded to over 1,500 municipalities waddvgince its inception in Porto
Alegre, Brazil in 1989 by the leftist Partido dosabalhadores or Worker’s Party
(henceforth, “PT”). PB expanded from Latin AmertoaEurope beginning in 2001 with
Italy, France and Spain becoming its core init@lmtries of adoption (Sintomer et al
2010). The World Bank and United Nations Developtitaind have dubbed PB a “best
practice” in democratic innovation and have speititans of dollars in aid to institute

PB in places as diverse as the Democratic Repabtiee Congo and the Dominican
Republic (Shah 2007; Weber 2012). Through thisgsscclientelism and corruption are
reduced (Wampler 2004), while service delivery aiiden engagement are improved
(Goldfrank 2007).

In its original campaign for Participatory Budgefithe PT outlined four basic principles
guiding PB: 1) direct citizen participation in gomenent decision-making processes and
oversight 2) administrative and fiscal transparea&ya deterrent for corruption 3)
improvements in urban infrastructure and serviggeeially in aiding the indigent, and
4) altering political culture so that citizens c@rve as democratic agents (Goldfrank
2002).

Emerging out of a 19-year military dictatorship, Bfifered a way to reimagine the state:
“Participatory Budgeting would help re-legitimateetstate by showing that it could be

effective, redistributive, and transparent” (Goddifk 2007). PB gives citizens the



opportunity to learn about government practices@nde together to deliberate, discuss
and make substantive impacts on budget alloca{®hah 2007). PB programs are
implemented at the behest of citizens, governmeawois;government organizations
(NGOs) and civil society organizations (CSOs) teegritizens a direct voice in budget
allocations (Wampler 2007). Scholars have sugddkeg when people partake in
participatory deliberative engagements, they ateebequipped to assess the
performance of elected officials on both the lcad national levels (Pateman 1970; De
Sousa Santos 2004).

PB can take on many different manifestations armlementations depending on the
unique geopolitical context in which it is implented. There exist forms of participatory
democracy in the United States, such as mechari@ngizen feedback with school
boards, neighborhood policing (Fung 2004) and ugdanning (Berry et al 2006) to
name a few. In order to mark a departure betwéegr dorms of citizen engagement and
PB, however, | offer a bounded definition of PBahwng three aspects that make PB a
unique process over other forms of democratic @pgtion:

Participatory Budgeting is a 1) replicable decisioraking process whereby citizens 2)
deliberate publically over the distribution of 3nited public resources that are
instituted®

This definition requires the process be more thanax hoc event, such as a citizen jury
(Fishkin 1991) or a deliberation day (Ackerman &mshkin 2005), such as those
sponsored by AmericaSpeaks. The deliberations beudbne in public and not in the

private space Rousseau outlined in order for timeige will to be decided. Finally, PB

3 The definitional addition of bounded resourceedéntiates PB in the US from Brazil where PB often
does not have a clear amount of resources.



requires that monies be clearly delineated soalsst amount of funds must and will be
allocated.

1.2 Why Participate?

Why do citizens decide to participate in PB del#bens in the first place? Some citizens
enter because they want to propose a specificqirpjaaterial); while others enter
because they want to feel a part of their commujeitystential) and there are varying
levels of intermediate ideology at play in betwékmglehardt 1999, 1991). Inglehart
(1999, 1991) notes that as human survival beconwsasingly secure, the “materialist”
emphasis on psychological and economic securityniimes with an enlarged emphasis
on “post-materialist” goals such as quality of lifikeedom, and self-expression. As
citizens’ basic material needs are met there isegpéer emphasis on existential self-
actualization (Maslovian 1943).

PB throughout Latin America typically brings legicy to weak or non-existent
political regimes. In contrast, PB in the U.S.gonps existing political institutions. This
is partly what differentiates PB in the U.S. frother implementations aimed for
democratization, such as in Brazil. Thus, PB altmited States is more closely tied to

existential self-actualization.

1.3 What is PBNYC?
PBNYC is a pilot project to bring PB to four New taCity Council districts during

2012 — 2013 for FY 2013: District A Council memi#dbert, District B Council member

* Tom Tyler (2006) argues that people’s feelinga pfocess what not just specific on the material
outcome but related to feelings such as civic d@imilarly, Henrik Bang (2009) observes that peopho
enjoy being involved are more excited by the expae itself than the material outputs.



Beatrice, District C Council member Charlie andtfis D Council member Devon.
These members each pledged at least $1.4 millitmeaf discretionary funds toward
neighborhood investment projects chosen by commuesidents in a vote. These
projects were proposed by local stakeholders et 16 years of age in four respective
districts®

PBNYC had a citywide level Steering Committee cosgubof civil society leaders
chosen through the existing networks of Council toers, the PB technical lead,
Participatory Budget Project (PBP), and the PB nimjag lead, Community Voices
Heard (CVH). Contrary to initial plans, ordinanyizens ended up participating in
Steering Committee decisions. Additionally, eatthe four districts assembled District
Committees (DC); comprised of citizens personaslyea by the Council member to
serve a leadership role in the process. The Disiommittees worked with Council
members and the technical and organizing leadgatoneighborhood assemblies. The
formation of these committees began in Spring 2011.

Through a process beginning with information sessia late summer 2011, community
members met in neighborhood assemblies (NA) (apmrabely four NAs in each

district) to discuss, deliberate, and identify pmijneeds in their areas; 2,138
stakeholders came to neighborhood assemblies thootighe city. At these
neighborhood assemblies, people volunteered tatlgdt delegates, dividing themselves

into thematic committees based upon various praogeets. 395 people signed up to be

® Unless otherwise indicated, the proper names ah€ibmembers, district names and all participamés
pseudonyms.

® Both residents and those who are “stakeholdetsf sis those who work or send children to schotién
district, were enabled to participate as budgetghks throughout the process.

" Data from Urban Justice Coalition, who led thesegsh and evaluation team for PBNYC.



budget delegates, 250 participated in processtatiens and many dropped off
throughout the process.

Budget delegates met roughly every other week atilbast daily correspondence via
email or phone, and worked with relevant city agemand Council member offices to
craft budget proposals. Once the relevant cityneigs and Council members’ staffs
approved these proposals, a second round of neigbdd assemblies reconvened to
showcase proposals and receive neighborhood felefibahis feedback was
incorporated whenever possible and the projects wabmitted for a popular vote in
March 2012. In total, 5,431 residents came ouite.v

1.4 Why PBNYC?

Why study a project with a budget of $6 millionarcity with an annual budget of $65.9
billion?® At its best, the project can be said to be impactioilets and Trees® —
perhaps the lowest hanging fruit in a municipaldetdAt its worst, the process is the
latest sign of political manipulation by Council mieers already perceived as corrupt.
Council members opened up only a small portiorheirtdiscretionary funds, determined
solely by the Speaker of the Majority Party thropgisonal preference in a range from
$3.3 to $11 million. Out of these discretionarpds that were divided between capital
funds for infrastructure and expense funds for @ogning, only a small portion of

capital funds was allocated through PBNYC. Only33,4esidents came out to vote of the

8 All three of the districts except one, Districteld formal second round of neighborhood assemblie
District A held an “Expo” that was a science-faiyle event that was less about deliberation andemor
about showcasing the projects. This was contr@alaas all four Council members had signed upon
specific rules for the pilot year, as will be dissad more in Chapter 4.

® New York City Council. Operating Budget 2010. URL:
http://council.nyc.gov/html/budget/PDFs/fy 2010_ggigng_budget.pdf.

Y Thank you to Dennis Thompson for phrase, April2®12, Cambridge, MA.




roughly 180,000 constituents in the four districtisyhich an estimated one-third to one-
fourth are registered votets.

Nevertheless, some people chose to devote neasy seonths of their lives to an
intensively active mode of civic participation. & process made the cover of New
York TimesMetro section where it was referred to as “reviolnary civics in action? A
group of international Participatory Budgeting dein® convened in New York City for
the first ever International Participatory Budggti@onferencé® Conference discussants
cited PBNYC as the hotspot of democratic innovatiothe West. Moreover, in the over
150 interviews conducted for this study, many tradal community activists, such as
those who sit on Community Boards (CB), block asgmmns and Parent Teacher
Associations (PTA) — to name just a few of theimooitments — repeatedly noted that
PBNYC was the most meaningful civic engagementttiey had ever experienc&d.
Why would residents who are already involved indhc life of their community view
PB as an innovative channel for engagement? New &dy already has formalized
mechanisms for citizen engagement and greatersemiaion. In 1989, Charter 38
expanded the City Council from 35 to 51 membersiaddided more mechanisms for
citizen engagement with City Council members thtotige Community Boards (CB). In

addition to these outlets for engagement, New Yoankefits from the stability of

" New York City Elections. URL:

http://www.elections.ny.gov/NY SBOE/enrollment/coylcbunty novi11.pdf.

You do not need to be a registered voter to vofeHpas outlined in Section 5.4, you do need podof
residency.

2 50nia Sangh&Putting in Their 2 Cents,"March 30, 2012. New York Timedvailable at:
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/04/01/nyregion/for-semew-yorkers-a-grand-experiment-in-participatory-
budgeting.html? r=4&pagewanted=1&ref=nyregi@oni Sanghé&The Voter Speak: Yes to Bathrooms,”
April 6, 2012.New York Timedvailable at:http://www.nytimes.com/2012/04/08/nyregion/votepeak-
in-budget-experiment-saying-yes-to-bathrooms.htitieNew York Timewas recalcitrant to run this
piece; Soni Sangha is a freelance writer who tbakon herself to write the piece.

3 March 26, 2012. New York, NY.

4 For more information on methods see Appendix 1.1.




institutional structures we in the “rich countrigfateman 2012) take for granted such as
fair, free and universally accepted electionsBiazil, PB was established to reduce
clientelism, corruption, and increase a new govemirs legitimacy after a 19-year
military dictatorship. In contrast, elected leadierthe U.S. have both legitimacy and
authority, even if sometimes lacking in popularitihy are the Council members,
Community Boards and numerous other outlets fotipabllaboration insufficient for
New York City citizens? And does PBNYC offer somethnew?

New York’s current budget process grants the Speatkidhe Majority Party — who is
voted into the position through closed electiona goalition building process — sole
power to determine the amount of discretionary fueach Council member receives
ranging anywhere from $3.3 to $11 million dolla’s report by Citizens Union, a citizen
watchdog group in New York City, released a repaortiscretionary funding that
analyzed whether or not the allocation procesectdtl the socioeconomic status of
communities. It found “that the process is largabjitical, with no correlation between
funding and the relative status of districts agdained by certain commonly-used
indicators” (Citizens Union 2012, 2). One of tleport’s recommendations called for
“greater innovation” in the discretionary fundingppess and supported the use of the
Participatory Budgeting pilot project for FY 2013-(Citizens Union 2012, 2).

This non-need based, non-transparent system igembwth corruption scandals in New
York City government. Even the current SpeakehefMajority Party Christine Quinn,
who ran on a campaign promise of transparencyfowaxd to be giving out $17.4

million in funds hidden away from the public ejfeSuch corruption and opacity have

15 Editorial, “Ms. Quinn and the Potemkin Accountgpril 5, 2008,New York TimegAvailable at:
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/04/05/opinion/05satehht



contributed to New Yorkers’ growing disillusionmenith political institutions, as has
been evidenced by the extremely low turnout ratesity elections. In Gov. Cuomo’s
State of the State Address he noted that New Yamtently ranks 48 in voter turnout
nationwide!® In November 2009 when Council members Albert ahdriie were elected
to City Council, New York City reported its lowestting numbers in a mayoral race
since 1969. Only 26% of New York City’s 4.1 millioegistered voters cast a ballot for
mayor in 2009, down from 33% in 2085.Instances in which City Council elections
coincide with mayoral elections typically resulthigher voter turnout. In contrast,
Council member Devon was elected in a specialieleat February 2009 in which
7,315 residents of District D voted. Devon recdi8e316 votes, just 814 votes more
than the runner-up.

When contrasting the number of people who votedoDen office (3,316) with the
residents of the same district who voted in PBNY(©85), the voting turnouts for
PBNYC take on new significance, especially as PB wantained to just a small portion
of Devon’s district. This pilot process, which lackconsiderable resources, was able to
bring out nearly half as many voters as would ditiaf city election. As one person
whose CSO was involved in PB noted, “there is sbimgtabout PB.” She described
that after attending one meeting she was “hooked”antinued her involvement,
despite her limited availability. In essence, PBNi¥@ departure frorstatus quo

politics in New York City and enables all thoseohxed in its ecosystem, from elected

officials to citizens to city agencies, to creagsvirelationships.

16 Governor Andrew Cuomo “New York State of State Aeis” 1/04/2012 Albany, New York.
" Ray Katz,“As Voter Turnout Dwindles, Some Looks to a Tingray for Help,”July 2010 Gotham
Magazine Available at http://old.gothamgazette.com/article/governingf2Wa09/17/3309
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1.5 Citizenly Politics

In this dissertation | theorize that citizens em8rfor two reasons: to gain material and
existential rewards. Some citizens enter becdwesewant to propose a specific project
(material), while others enter because they wafgeba part of their community
(existential) and there are varying levels of intediate ideology at play in between
(Inglehardt 1999, 1991). Citizenly politics is teoretical and analytical framework for
assessment, filling in gaps in current PB literatoiten imbued with an ideological
commitment to PB without an independent reportireghanism. Citizenly politics aims
to place PB in the U.S. within an analytic framekvtitat harkens back to Aristotle’s
theory of politics centered around four basic teng} citizens design their own
participation 2) deliberative discourse takes plgetmann and Thompson 1996) 3)
participation is substantive, not merely performatiMoynihan 2003; 2007) and 4) has
the ability to become institutionalized to scale.

Citizenly politics is a theory that differs fromatfitional literature surrounding
deliberation and participation with a focus bey@mgagement itself to how citizens can
designtheir very engagement. For example, it is not ghdhat PBNYC creates new
spaces for participation, but that citizens thewesehre architects of their engagement.
Similarly, some scholars posit that deliberatiod participation are at odds with one
another (Mutz 2005). Citizenly politics assertattparticipation must have a deliberative
element. Lastly, citizenly politics requires paigation to be more than consultative or
performative — it must be binding. Thus, it musiead participation beyond traditional
deliberative dialogues such as citizen juries (kis998) or deliberative forums

(Fishkin 1991; Ackerman 2002).
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1.6 The Approach

This dissertation analyzes to what degree PBNY@llfuthe four tenets of citizenly
politics. | outline three salient conditions of tfoair districts implementing the treatment
of PBNYC along the dimensions of 1) demographics@ial capital and civil society
capacity and 3) political economy. | assess tleeselitions of success within the criteria
for success outlined by citizenly politics.

The empirical results, both quantitative and qaslie, show that PB districts produced
results no worse than non-PB districts, and in sovags better. | employ a mixed
methods approach that includes surveys, data asalysiepth interviews and secondary
resources. | match districts not implementing BBhbse implementing the treatment of
PB with similar demographics.

PBNYC with Respective Matched Pairs Distritts

PBNYC District Non-PBNYC Matched District
District A, Council member Albert District W, Council member Wasa
District B, Council member Beatrice District X, Council member Xaviera
District C, Council member Charlie District Y, Council member Yash
District D, Council member Devon District Z, Council member Zeus

Figure 1.1: PBNYC and Non-PB Matched Districts

The matched-pair methods isolates the impact ofoRBhe type of projects Council
members put fortH? Additionally, | employ a difference-in-differencmethod to

compare projects implemented in PB districts beéoré after the introduction of the PB

18 See Section 5.7 for comprehensive matched pariadidemographic information. Throughout this
dissertation this color schema is used to clealindate PB and non-PB implementing districts.
¥ For more information on methods see Appendix 1.1.
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treatment. By process-tracing the Parks and Reonelaudget committee in particular, |
forge a framework for assessing deliberation armisgen-making in the PB process.

An analysis of deliberation and decision-makind?B shows that two norms— efficiency
and inclusiveness — produce dual models of promedsesults oriented deliberation.

| argue that PB produces better outcomes thastttas qudoudget process in New York
City, while simultaneously transforming how thoskeoparticipate understand
themselves as citizens, constituents, Council mesnkivil Society Organizations
(CSOs) and community stakeholders. Yet thereeneiss challenges to participation,
including the high costs to engagement, opportemifor frustration and disillusionment,
as well as the perils of scalability. This methlodacal framework challenges
participatory democracy toward institutionalizateamd implementation at a higher scale,
and is especially challenging for PBNYC with itgibarriers to entry and costs of
engagement. PB is resource and time intensiveddicpants. For Participatory
Budgeting to become institutionalized in the UiSaeeds to move beyond ideological,

personal or intra-political reasons for enactment.

1.7 The Implications

Even accounting for barriers to entry, how can gemparticipation be ordered by
decree? Saul Alinksy (1971) argues that the yestr of any participatory process will
always have forms of power co-option. It takeast one cycle, at best, for
participatory mechanisms to establish grassroatsdations and empower individuals
from the bottom up. Critics argue that not onlyatizens not want to engage in politics
(Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2002), but also theyilheguipped to make rational policy

decisions (Waltzer 1999). The impossibility theoreihsocial choice theory posits that
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there is no rationally acceptable way to constsocial preferences from individual
preferences (Arrow 1988). The “discursive dilemmatdtes that individuals in
deliberative settings are so alienated from padiaycerns that they can potentially
support policies that are inconsistent with th@ndeliefs (Pettit 2001; Richardson
2010)%°

The data from PB tells a different story. | dewaspology of “conventional” and
“‘innovative” projects. Conventional projects ammitar to Council member-
implemented projects and do not substantially deviilmm projects in non-PB years,
with the large exception that citizens are now ablspecify where or how to implement
the project. Innovative projects address commumagyds more creatively thatatus quo
budgeting in non-PB years. According to my owrotggy, in Chicago, 50% of the
projects were conventional and 50% were innovatie. New York City, 62% of the
projects were conventional and 38% innovative. Ehmejects that residents voted upon
show that, when given the tools to make informedsiens, citizens are able to be
rational and effectively assess their communitgeds. Furthermore, participation in
PBNYC, even if costly and at times frustratingodiglfills a rational desire for greater
civic knowledge, strengthened relationships widttdd officials and greater community
inclusion. In this way, PBNYC provides a new comdor U.S. citizens to fulfill

Aristotle’s classification of man asZ#ion politikdn or “a political animaf?

2pPB is a unique deliberate setting as citizengaren an up front role in policy making.
2L For sake of comparison, these numbers are frorfirthigear of the pilot project in Chicago.
22 pristotle Politics (1.1253a2).
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1.8 Lay of the Land

This dissertation begins by taking a step back fRBrto posit a more fundamental
condition of the human experience: why do peoptmsk to act political and enter into a
political sphere, opolis? Chapter 2 engages with normative and empirieartbs to
position citizenly politics within a conception ctizens and politics beginning with
Aristotle and Arendt through Gutmann and Thompswh\Wright and Fung. In this
conception, citizens return to political actiontbe local level (Dahl 1957) to
reinvigorate a 21 centurypolis. Chapter 2 argues that political activity fulit
fundamental and uniqgue human condition.

After outlining normative reasons for political eggment, Chapter 3 places PB in a
global context by reviewing current literature esgons from prior PB experiences.
Chapter 3 highlights the gaps in the current RBdiiure surroundingolitical and
structural conditions as enabling forces in the PB processtths dissertation fills. This
dissertation emphasizes the political enabling ¢mrs for PB often overlooked in
existing literature. Chapter 3 outlines the fundaral differences between PB in Brazil
and its implementation in the United States, nartledyiack of a specific political party
and the size of the implementation. By focusingtaninitial ideological reasons for PB
implementation, this chapter provides the necedsiatgrical and scholarly context in
which to assess the adoption of Participatory Btidgen the United States. Out of this
context, | argue PB in the U.S. emerges as adesdagical and less partisan process.
Chapter 4 focuses in on the transformation of Bifits application in the Global South
to the United States with the first implementatadriPB in the U.S. in Chicago. Chapter 4

illustrates that the process of Chicago PB wasemginted by one politician and was
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connected to his own personalities and networksatonage. After the initial pilot year,
the politician lost energy and momentum and thasigely involved were dissuaded
from participation, thus severely curtailing thegess. Chapter 4 illustrates why one-
man PB does not work and challenges sustainead¢in@romised substantive
participation, including process exhaustion andthations. In order for Chicago PB to
serve as an effective model, it must become matéutionalized and less tied to any
one specific politician.

Chapter 5 moves from Chicago PB to the largesants of PB in the U.S.: Participatory
Budgeting in New York City (PBNYC). Chapter 5 onts a relevant history of the New
York City Council and Community Boards and explaims current budget process in
New York City, especially how Council members rgesailiscretionary funds in a non-
transparent process at the discretion of the Speditbe Majority Party. Empirical
evidence contrasting district needs with fund atamn details that Council member
discretionary funds allotment does not correlatid wistrict needs. In this climate,
PBNYC involves citizens in the New York City budgebcess in an unprecedented way.
Chapter 5 articulates the political ecosystem ifctvi®B emerged and the ways in which
PBNYC marks a departure frostatus qudoudget decisions in the New York City
Council.

From there, the dissertation details empiricalifigd of PBNYC with a focus on
deliberation, participation and governance. Cha@téiscusses the outcomes of
deliberation and decision-making in PBNYC, whiledissing the impact of moderator
effects. The micro-deliberations within budget delie committees illustrated two

models of deliberative norms: 1) result and 2) psscoriented deliberation. Result

16



oriented deliberation is technocratic in form aaddrs efficiency. Process oriented
deliberation prizes inclusiveness of all voicesagtier 6 shows that two norms of
deliberation, efficiency and inclusiveness, proddaal models of process and results
oriented deliberation. Deliberative discourseasanstatic model, but rather elucidates
that conflicting norms, such as inclusiveness dhdency, can be in tension with one
another while still producing deliberative endsha@ter 6 illustrates that fulfilling the
second tenet of citizenly politics -- deliberatiiscourse -- results in multifaceted
deliberation, at times prioritizing results whileadher times emphasizing process.
Chapter 7 describes the challenges and frustratibtiee role of participation in fulfilling
the third tenet of citizenly politics: substantparticipation. Participation serves as the
most potentially fulfilling and transformative agp®f PBNYC. Many citizens were
frustrated by obstacles to participation but stagregiaged in the process due to the
existential rewards. Empirical results from PBNYi®®w that the less demanding forms
of participation, such as the vote, were the madusive in terms of demographic
diversity. Some districts, such as D-B and D-C,enadnle to mobilize a higher percentage
of minorities and low-income residents to vote BitRan in the 2009 elections.
Chapter 8 outlines the politics behind PBNYC witteation to decision making on the
governance level. Chapter 8 illustrates that, degpe intention of the initiators of PB,
citizens ended up participating in the design efglrticipatory institutions. They
participated so as to make participation posseaten through perhaps undemocratic
means. The unexpected opportunities for citizerzetarchitects of their own
participation fulfill the first tenet of citizenlgolitics --citizens design their engagement--

while compromising democratic norms.
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Chapter 9 analyzes the winning projects from the awmd argues that PB produces better
material outputs over thetatus qudoudget process. Chapter 9 contains a typology of
votes for both innovative and conventional neighiood projects, and shows that 62% of
all projects voted upon were conventional while 3@4alified as innovative. In contrast,
matched pairs not implementing PB had innovatiwegats 15% of the time. PB

districts produced results no worse than non-PBidis, and in some ways projects that
more creatively and effectively address communégds. Even themostinnovative PB
projects, disprove critics who contend that ordyn@tizens are not able to effectively
understand the intricacies of city budgets or putfrational proposals. Thus, when
citizens are empowered with the tools to make agrquolicy recommendations, they
use their hyper-localized knowledge to effectivielgntify needs through a creative and
pragmatic approach.

The final chapter concludes by assessing broademnative implications of PB for
citizenship and democracy in the U.S. and otheaaded democracies. The conclusion
addresses the fourth criteria of citizenly politiegarding questions of institutionalization
to scale by arguing for greater institutionalizataf PBNYC while also engaging with
critics who may argue PB is potentially perilousaanodel of “excessive democracy”
(Huntington 1976). These ending remarks discustetffs between more transparent,
participatory governance and efficient technocrat¢yespond to critics with detailed
policy recommendations to make U.S. PB a more &¥fedess resource intensive
process. My policy recommendations acknowledgeseBallenges to scalability,
potential political pitfalls, and normative impligans. Questions of PB’s scalability and

institutionalization are fundamental for scholansl @ractitioners wishing to re-
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conceptualize the relationship of the citizen ® shate and push for greater
democratization.

It is only through a rigorous normative and emjgirignalytical assessment of PBNYC
that participatory democracy can move from themeafl the imagination to the realm of
the possible within the United States. This disdem uses PBNYC and the framework
of citizenly politics as a set of tools with whitthbegin this inquiry. As a civil society
leader from the PBNYC Steering Committee, notechugmmpletion of the process:

I've been working on the budget for 15 years in Nk City where the budget
dance in so entrenched. I've seen a radical charthe last few months, people
are talking about this and imagining a budget medbkat is modified and doesn't
involve highest paid lobbyists. Opening up the imagon of what is possible is
the biggest achievement of PBNYC and shame on maofathinking it was
possible.
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Appendix 1.1

Methods:

Throughout this dissertation a multi-method apphoaaised in the form of quantitative
surveys of participants at neighborhood assemiligdget delegate meetings and the
vote. In addition, | conducted over 150 qualitatinterviews with individuals
participating at varying levels of the processidl @ process tracing approach with a
group of roughly 30 participants, employing pagamt observation throughout the
various stages of the process. | also did a psatasing in-depth analysis of the budget
delegate Parks and Recreation Committee (PRC).

To capture activity at the level of process govaoga mainly CM and the leading CSOs,
| attended all meetings of the Steering Committeeonducted in-depth interviews with
CM, their staff, CSOs, and other key leaders, @ti8yand scholars of civic engagement
and democracy in New York City. | also conductedhetous interviews over a period of
a year-and-a-half with the Alderman from Chicagq RiB staff, active members in the
process and researchers.

Additionally, | conducted a difference-in-differemanalysis whereby | compared capital
gains projects in the four districts implementii§\N¥ C before and after the treatment of
PB. | employed matched pair analysis whereby Iganed the capital gains projects in
those districts that are similar to districts timaplemented PB, but did not implement PB,
with the projects emanating from those districtd tid implement PB.

In order to implement these research methodsidden a variety of technologies. | was
a part of emalil list serves and exchanged phong, @ald text messages relating to

PBNYC with informants. In addition to my field e=rch and academic training in
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participatory governance, | have been working hign World Bank Institute to assess
PB in other parts of the world, mainly in the DRIGDRC, and specifically looking at the
impact of mobile technology on PB.

Throughout this dissertation | directly transcritaldquotes from firsthand encounters
and conversations with relevant participants. Sameconsolidated. All names have
been changed for anonymity. Disparate charadiesist participants are highlighted in

various chapters as pertinent to in-group dynamics.
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Chapter 2: Norms
The commanding beliefs of the American people +¢harything is possible,
that vast problems can be solved if broken up pi¢ces and answered one by
one, and that ordinary men and women contain witinémselves, individually
and collectively, the constructive genius with whto craft such solutions — now
find themselves without adequate political expr@sgnger 2009, 6).
Through the theoretical framework of citizenly piaB, this chapter outlines a normative
appeal for Participatory Budgeting (PB) as a demozinnovation enabling political
participation and expression. The current litemttages a debate between a populist
wing, urging greater participation by citizens In@ orocesses of government, and an
elite-oriented wing that is skeptical about thelmdgcapacity for and commitment to
direct democracy. My sympathies are with thoseiagyfor an expanded role for
ordinary citizens in the everyday practice of ggfrernment. But my project departs
from the current literature in centering itselflmndgeting and fiscal policy, an arena that
has been neglected by theorists like J.S. MillpBgrand Pateman. In this chapter |
present Participatory Budgeting (PB) as the loeatl whereby citizens can be experts
within local budgetary contexts. Through deepejagrement at the local level (Dahl
1957), citizens in 2012 can realize some of theigs of theolis as outlined by Aristotle
and Arendt, and fulfill at least some of the terddtsitizenly politics.
The four tenets of citizenly politics involve batiaterial and non-material forms of
engagement: 1) citizens design their own particypa?) deliberative discourse takes
place (Gutmann and Thompson 1996) 3) participas@ubstantive and not merely
performative (Moynihan 2003; 2007) and 4) the pssdeas potential to become
institutionalized and scaled. The very real restiiat citizenly politics achieve move it

out of the realm of the intellectual exercise dmel$ocial science experiment, and into

the space of “real” politics. While many theorfesus on norms of participation and
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deliberation, citizenly politics incorporates céizinformed mechanisms for engagement
coupled with prospects for institutionalization.

Citizenly politics offers a stand-alone theory thaeks to surmount the challenge of
“normative endogeneity” (Thompson 2008) crippliregre scholarship on deliberative
democracy while also extending the current liteatun participation and deliberation.
Citizenly politics posits that neither participatioor deliberation is enough for
deepening democracy within North America. Rathigzens must also be architects of
their involvement. Furthermore, the innovatiorPafrticipatory Budgeting must move
beyond the incubator of innovation to become ingthalized and scalable.

This chapter engages with normative and empirleadties to position citizenly politics
within a tradition of participatory theories of deanacy that begins with Aristotle and
continues into the present day. By addressing mslmadow conceptions of citizen
engagement and critiques of participatory delibenst | offer citizenly politics as a way
to re-imagine the citizen.

2.1 Status quo citizens and politics
Mainstream political science contends that rati@itédens will seek to minimize the

time and effort they expend on democratic partibgmeand deliberation. Schumpeter

(1942) challenges what he calls the “classical et >

in arguing that citizens are
largely ignorant of politics and easily manipulatsdpolitical elites. Therefore, average
citizens ought not to be involved in policy deciso Following a tradition initiated by
Weber, Schumpeter presents democracy as an afaalites, with channels for popular

participation kept to a minimum. Downs (1957) exipadsi what he calls “the rationality

of electoral ignorance” whereby the costs of citzeducating themselves about politics

% See Schumpeter. 197@apitalism, Socialism, and Democragyndon: Allen and Unwin.
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outweigh potential benefits. Citizens rationalyyron heuristics and party cues for
determining their preferences (Fiorini 1975). Aparticipation above the minimum
threshold of voting is viewed as an inefficiency.

Hibbing and Theiss-Morse (2002) modify the Downsaagument in updating it for the
twenty-first century; in their narrative it is n@ much that people are uninterested in
politics, but rather that they are quite conterglect what they see as competent,
technocratic management. When citizens do engagelitics it is almost always
through elections; however, even acquiring inforarafor these elections is rendered
irrational.

Party identification is a primary heuristic citizense for making political decisions
(Green, Palmquist and Schickler 2002). Oftentimesens follow partisanship before
policy (Goren 2009) with party cues determiningf@rences (Fiorini 1975). Rosenstone
and Hansen (1993) argue that elites in turn tahgpete that are most likely to be
influential, such as those with high SES.

In part as a reaction against the cynicism of mogelitical science, an alternative
perspective advocating strong participation hasrgetkin political theory. Pateman
(1976) contrasts Schumpeter’s elite-centered cdimepf democracy with a more
participatory alternative. Pateman (1976) buteedser claims for a multi-dimensional
participatory democracy with citations of Mill aRbusseau, theorists who appreciated
what Schumpeter misses. She advocates the workgdatte site of future democratic
innovation.

Barber (1984) calls for a strong democracy thabksandividuals to achieve an

existential “human freedom” (Barber 1984, 311) diolynd in the political sphere.
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“Strong democracy” underpins more participatorynderatic, and collective channels
for citizens to communicate with their governme8bme call for deliberative opinion
polls (Fishkin 1991) or more substantive citizengs (Fishkin 2005). Most creatively,
Ackerman and Fishkin (2005) call for an annual Dedation Day, in which citizens
would be encouraged to participate in small, deemoup discussions about the nation's
political future. Deliberation Day is inspired bgcial science experiments, titled
Deliberative Polls, aimed to more robustly engateemns to participate in electoral
decisions

While these theorists articulate norms for paritign, few articulate the budget as the
locus of reform. Erik Olin Wright and Archon Furi@001) suggest participatory
budgeting as an exampleBmpowered Deliberative Democracy (EDi)re-invigorate
robust citizen engagement.

Fung and Wright outline four examples of EDD: lighdorhood governance councils in
Chicago that have served to check urban bureaagatver over public schools and
policing 2) the Wisconsin Regional Training Parsigp (WRTP), which enables
organized labor, firms, and government to assiskens in employment transitions 3)
Habitat Conservation Planning that organizes stalkieins under the Endangered Species
Act with outlets for engagement 4) ParticipatorydBating in Porto Alegre, the first
instance of Participatory Budgeting enabling ordymatizens to determine the placement
of public monies and 5) Panchayat reforms in Westdal and Kerala, India that have
created both representative and direct chann@mfmwer local villages (Fung and

Wright 2001, 7).
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2.2 Existential Participation Norms
Fung and Wright (2001) articulate PB as one poaémtay to empower citizens.

Participatory Budgeting is an attempt to rescudipslfrom elitism and the need to be
highly organized. | argue that PB enables new cblarfor understanding citizen roles. In
citizenly politics, the public spherpdlis) is able to produce better material and
immaterial, or existential, outputs for citizenseothestatus quanodes of engagement.
Some better democratic conditions relate to mdteugouts, such as the PB process
producing better projects to address community sideah traditional budget process.
Other better democratic conditions may be a renesed spirit in a community or
renewed faith in elected officials.

| categorize positive externalities not addressimgaterial need as existential. Inglehart
(1999, 1991) notes that as human survival beconaesasingly secure, the “materialist”
emphasis on psychological and economic securitynisimes with an enlarged emphasis
on “post-materialist” goals such as quality of |ifieeedom, and self-expression. As
citizens’ basic material needs are met there isegper emphasis on existential self-
actualization (Maslovian 1943

| argue that PB is able to produce modest mateufduts and substantial existential
outputs. PB is an example of E[Mar excellencdecause government takes the input of
citizens seriously, inducing the “full participatib(Pateman 1989) of citizens. The
existential outputs include new opportunities fitizens--as architects of their collective

life--to use speech and reason to combat traditipoxaer dynamics. On the local level

% Tom Tyler 2006 argues that people’s feelings pfacess what not just specific on the material omie
but related to feelings such as civic duty. SinhjlaHenrik Bang (2009) that people who enjoy being
involved are more excited by the experience itelh the material outputs.
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PB creates micro-spaces where citizens use spedateason to create new forms of
engagement and participation.
PB can reshape politics in order to maximize free@md achieve existential norms.
When successful, politics has a transformative,ranpative, and horizon-fusing
(Gadamer 1960) potenti&l Political theory beginning with Aristotle artictés how
through engaging injolis man can fulfill a uniquely human calling to be isbn the
political sphere. PB is a highly promising newlleufor achieving these "existential”
outcomes.
Aristotle famously defined man as uniquely capablspeechZoon Logon Ekhons
understood as a “living being capable of spé¥phrendt 1954, 27). It is this capacity
for speech that sets man apart from other aninmalseaables mankind to operate within
thepolis. Hannah Arendt, who saw herself as advancing estdile's major themes,
describes suchpolis: “To be political, to live in golis, meant that everything was
decided through words and persuasion and not thréarge and violence” (Arendt 1954,
27).
Integral to Aristotle’s conception of theolis is freedom (Arendt 1954, 30) Arendt
further explains:
[T]he organized polis is the highest form of humasmmunal life and thus
something specifically human, at equal remove ftbm gods, who can exist in
and of themselves in full freedom and independerace animals, whose
i(irg)munal life, if they have such a thing, is a eratf necessity (Arendt 2005,

Thepolisis the “highest form of human communal life” besauman has the option to

attend gpolis and not be subjected to another human being.optien to engage in

% The transcendent effects of politics participatioe also cited by Arendt (1954) and Unger (1998).
% See Aristotle’sNichomachean Ethick142a25

27| am building upon Arendt'stylizedAristotle - many classicists think Arendt getssAoitle wrong in
some important ways.
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political life is an expression of freedom. Tib@lis enables individuals to escape the
confines of daily life. Within th@olis an individual's actions can become timeless and
transcend temporality and mortality. Ttzeson d’etreof thepolis was to enable humans
to achieve “immortal fame” (Arendt 2005, 197).
Arendt outlines a form of politics whereby humaunsique ability for speech enables the
condition for humans to be free. Freedom is pbetng human as is our humanness
that thepolisis able to provide. For Arendt, tpelisis a space for freedom of speech,
thought, and action. If man is the social and malitanimal Aristotle outlines, and our
capacity for speech is what makes us uniquely hythan politics is a uniquely human
expression®® Yet, why would man enter into tip®lis in the first place?
Arendt offers an interpretation of political actithrat seeks to surmount this challenge.
For Arendt, politics is how we create and actuatiaeselves as human beings. “Politics
is based on the fact of human plurality. God @éatan butmenare a human, earthly
product (Arendt 2005, 93).” Humans are unique antbegreatures that roam the Earth
in possessing the ability to create or do somethawg. Political action is how this
novelty is expressed:
“Speech and action reveal this unique distinctn@ssough them, men
distinguish themselves instead of being merelyrdistthey are the modes in
which human beings appear to each other, not indegihysical objects, bgtia
men (Arendt 2005, 176).”
Arendt is not referring to speech and action inggal, but rather the specific interaction
of action and speech in a political space. Ardodtses on the creation of the space

between two concepts, be it action and speech nram®ngst men, as the space of

possibility: “politics arises in what lidzetween me(Arendt 2005, 96)

% See Arendt (Arendt 1954, 27) for a discussion abweiconfusion between translations of man as a
social animal vs. man as a political animal.
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Contemporary theorist Roberto Unger expands orvikisn in terms more appropriate
for the twenty-first century: “In a deepened denaggrpeople must be able to see
themselves and one another as individuals capéleigcaping their confined roles”
(Unger 1998, 256). The escape from our “confireds” is an expression of freedom.
Unger outlines the “bigness” of the political sphesrpolis, as the place where humans
can be free. For Unger, the political is deeplgspeal. Humans engage in politics
because it enables an otherwise unrealized expregEour humanity.

Unger’s conceptualization buttresses Arendt’s idédéhe political sphere, grolis, as a
place that outlines “the language of transformagighktics” which “must hold up the
image of a reordered world in which people acqdifierent identities and interests and
they seek to satisfy more fully the interests, lBrelout more fully their identities, they
now recognize as theirs” (Unger 1998, 260). Pdliticnot simply about day-to-day
governance but rather about connecting humangé&ostaf their humanness or identity.
Through politics, people are able to diversify theterests and develop and establish
more rich and full identities.

For Unger it is only through a rich politics of penal empowerment that people are able
to transcend the ordinafy The ordinary encompasses the mundane tasks ait@lilite,

as well as the instrumental or material use oftjgslin order to divide the social product.
Extraordinary politics, on the other hand, concehgsseeming banality involved with
day-to-day governance and politics actually enalnlésiduals to achieve immortality

akin to Arendt’s conceptualization of tpelis. It is not that politics bogs down the

% |n contrast to Arendt whose politics mostly corseoas in founding/revolutionary moments -- she
debates througho@n Revolutiorwhether an authentic/legitimate political lifeeigen possible in the
absence of a revolutionary moment.
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individual with concerns of governance, but ratit politics frees the individual to
have a richer and more diverse identity.

Politics is able to do this by allowing individuaa ability to appear before one another
and meetuamen” (Arendt 2005, 176). Through meeting one eobn these
uniquely human terms, the political sphere becotinesealm in which individuals “most
radically accept one another as the original, cdrttanscending beings we really are,
rather than as placeholders in a social schemegamtit a script we never devised and
barely understand" (Unger 1998, 9). Both Unger Arehdt outline a political sphere, or
polis, that enables an individual to achieve a deepet &f freedom through political
expression. And PB is one of a small number ofrebd&ructures in which these kinds of
interactions become possible.

2.3 Deliberative Democracy
The Arendt-Unger ideal of civic engagement haspittential to be fully realized in

Participatory Budgeting. But it remains to be sedether or not PB can fulfill these
norms. In order to achieve the existential outfnas political activity within thepolis,
people must use speech as their tool. Arendtmudson of man’s ability to exert reason
and rhetoric inform modern-day scholarship on dehllive democracy. Deliberative
democracy as a school of political theory first &m@most believes in the ability of
reason and speech to be used by citizens to atidecisions.

Starting from Aristotle’s definition of what distyaishes man from other specigson
Logon Ekhomeur capacity for speech makes us uniquely huni@our mythical

Athenianpolis,*° it is equality of speaking in front of one’s pedrat enables political

30| use the term mythical because scholars havestetaglorify this space yet as discussed eatlieas
deeply limited in terms of who could actually peifiate. It is not at all clear this is what Ariggobelieved,
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freedom. Part of this freedom is the ability téeznnto the public realm regardless of
one's wealth or influence. Integral to this freederagency on behalf of the individual: |
choose to engage in political speech. This standkark contrast to other forms of life
that are a result of necessity.

Speech is a powerful tool because it is an equadimeng differently situated individuals.
Speech can be the realm in whapriori advantages, such as physical strength or
material wealth, can be mitigated. Speech cankmste medium whereby inherent
differences in reason and intellect are used topmweer other individuals. Thgolis can
quickly degenerate into a sphere where speechurped and existing class conflict and
disadvantages are only further highlightédOne reason speech in the classicdis was
less problematic, as mentioned earlier, was thlegpohis contained a small sub-section of
ancient Greek society. By limiting tipelis to the wealthy and educated, speech was less
likely to be used as an unfair manipulative tottheugh that is not to say that it was
never used to that effect.

Speech is a unique tool in so far as it can createfits for both the individual and the
collective. Understood in the Habermasian (19@8ks, speech can confer democratic
legitimacy on a process while enabling a more @eéitve, participatory culture. People,
who enter PB for material concerns, i.e. with acefgeproject in a specific location, can
use speech. For those who enter PB for more cortaniam (or existential) reasons,
speech is an end as well as a means; they pataaipaonly to advance their policy

goals, but because they hope that through the dradkorth of public debate they will

or what the Athenian assembly actually looked Ilewever, for the tenets of this broader point abou
speech, theolis still serves as useful, albeit flawed, heuristic.

31 See Russon Gilman 2008 for a discussion of hoviava Caucus, as a mipblis, creates opportunities
for rhetorical manipulation.
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feel connected to their communities in new waypeegh is malleable in this capacity
and can be used for all these goals through erpgtieater communication and
compromise. Itis a powerful medium for citizentgapation and communication that
accommodates a wide variety of goals.

One of the challenges of bringing about an authatyi Arendtian political community is
how to forge spaces for political discourse. Fdrodars looking to re-engage citizens
through the practice of speech and discourse, efalitve democracy offers one of the
most promising theoretical frameworks.

Deliberative democracy affirms the ability of spleé¢a serve as an enabler of citizen
engagement. One core tenet of deliberative deropdsahe need to justify decisions
made by citizens and their representatives witreitpectation of mutual reciprocity. A
tacit social contract is enacted, in which citizagsee to respect the reasons of others in
return for having their own taken seriously. Amyt@ann and Dennis Thompson note
that while deliberative democracy makes room fbeomodes of decision making, such
as group bargaining or secret operations if theytmjustified through a deliberative
process, “its first and most important characterthen, is itseason-givingrequirement”
(Gutmann and Thompson 2004, 3).

Gutmann and Thompson outline four dynamics thablenAristotle’s ideal of speech in
thepolis to be understood through the modern context abektive democracy: 1)
reason giving 2) reasons must be accessible titizkkns 3) those reasons are binding for
some duration and 4) the process of collectiveamag is dynamic and iterative
(Gutmann and Thompson 2004). These four pointaioalte in a definition:

Deliberative democracy as a form of government lnictv free and equal citizens
(and their representatives), justify decisions pr@cess in which they give one

32



another reasons that are mutually acceptable amergéy accessible, with the
aim of reaching conclusions that are binding inghesent on all citizens but open
to challenge in the future (Gutmann and Thompsd%20).

2.4 The locality
Even if Gutmann and Thompson’s (2004) deliberaitieals can be realized there are

obstacles for achieving Arendt and Unger’s conoépixistential political fulfillment.
Contemporary democracies face the interlinked ehgks of highly bureaucratized
government and expansive populations, resultirgtirens feeling disconnected from
governance (Zajac and Bruhn 1999). PB’s strenghh @emocratic innovation lies in
municipal budgets as the scale at which citizemsbeaexperts. Other democratic
innovations aiming for greater participation falbe thallenges of integrating the small-
scale of the anciemiolisin antiquity with contemporary U.S. democracy. Atbgthe
largest city-state in ancient Greece had quorunagsembly fixed for some purposes at
6,000 with 18,000 seats in the Pnyx where the Abgemet with an estimate of 40,000
adult male citizen& For Plato, 5,040 was the maximum number of pefapla unit of
government. Theolis, with its strengths and weaknesses, was inescajmataty*®

The locality is integral to empowered participatlmecause citizens are experts in their
locality. On the local level, people do not necessaeed to bring outside expertise or
experience to be able to accurate assess commmaatls. The local level is the best hope
in the U.S. to re-invent polis for modern citizens. The local level is the fopaint for
integrating participatory mechanisms back intotgdi(Peters 1996). As Robert Dahl
notes in his 1967 Presidential address to the AraerPolitical Science Association:

In this vision, the city-state must be small inaaaad in population. Its
dimensions are to be human, not colossal, the diraes not of an empire but of

32 Robert Dahl 1967. This article is his presiddraiddress to the American Political Science Asdimia
delivered on September 7. 1967, in Chicago. Citdeling 2011.
33 Some other issues of tpelis relate to representation and its limits to whitegerty holding males.
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a town, so that when the youth becomes the mambwdhis town, its

inhabitants, its countryside as well as he knowsohin college or universit.
PB is conceptually powerful because it suggeststhinaugh institutional design and
structure there can be a modern solution to theeathconcept of citizenship. For
example, the PB process is able to divide residargmall enough units that they can be
local area experts on issues in their own neightomth. By breaking up complex
budgetary needs into local neighborhood-level n@sdessments, PB recasts politics on
a more human scale. Through PB, as outlined irp&h& and 8, citizens are able to
know their neighborhoods, neighbors, and electpteeentatives. PB may not solve the
problem of citizen engagement in a large, highlselucratized world, but it may foster

better democratic conditions.

2.5 Citizenly Politics
Literature on participatory deliberations focusectioe local level offer an alternative to

the narrow forms of citizenship outlined by poliscientists, such as Downs (1967) and
Fiorini (1975), outlined in section 2.1. Howeveven accounting for information and
material costs to participation is another lineticism on participatory deliberation
surrounding both process and evaluation.

Some PB critics contend that the process is masibyt positioning different factions for
electoral gain, or for building internal coalitioasd support (Spada 2012). Some
scholars posit that participation undermines repregive government (Lynn 2002)

while other scholars note the deleterious impatteansparency when it comes to
government functions such as budgetih@ritiques range from the inability for citizens

to make informed decisions (Richardson 2010; Wdl#89) to concerns that

34 Robert Dahl 1967. This article is his presiddraiddress to the American Political Science Asdimia
delivered on September 7. 1967, in Chicago. Citdeling 2011.
% Francis Fukuyama, April 1) Kennedy School of Government, Cambridge MA.
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deliberative democracy is a way for elites to fartbonsolidate their control (Posner
2003; Sanders 1997). Theorists of a more radiaa $mmetimes posit that hegemonic
norms of race, class, and gender are magnifiedigirthe deliberative process (Young
1999; Mouffe 1999).

Other scholars point to methodological concernsc&ioseph Bessette first coined the
term “deliberative democracy” in 1980 (Bessette@, 9Bohen 1989), anxieties about
efforts to meld theory with empirical study havereed over the literature on
deliberative democracy. One reason for this diseohis the difficulty research projects
have in capturing the holistic deliberative systemglace on an experimental basis
(Thompson 2008). Research aiming at bridgingdhigle often faces the challenge of
“normative endogeneity” whereby the design of thgert and its evaluation both stem
from the same narrow set of assumptions (Thomp868)2 This dissertation aims to
bridge the divide within deliberative democracydatlining all the relationships formed
through deliberative democracy. In contrast teostholarship on PB, the assessment
framework of this project, citizenly politics, ounés criteria for success that are separate
from districts level conditions for succeSs.

In order to return to a society that takes morgpaasibility for its collective identity,
citizenly politics begins with Arendt’s assumptithrat flexing one’s civic muscles fulfills
an existential human proclivity. In contrast tdonaal choice theories of resource-
efficient citizenship (Downs 1967) centered arowgesentational democracy, citizenly

politics integrates citizens into processes that beahighly inefficient from the

% salient conditions of the four districts impleriagtthe treatment of PBNYC along the dimensionsldf:
demographics 2) social capital (Putnam 1993) avitlsziciety capacity and 3) political economy. $ae
conditions are fully presented in Chapter 5.
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standpoint of Constantian liberalisthwhich prizes freedorfrom politics. However, the
framework of citizenly politics suggests that ifgaigement can be substantive and lead to
material (Fung and Wright 2001) ends it will betthraich more able to fulfill an
existential desire for engagement (that is, thensoof the Aristotlian-Arendtiapolis).

One of the many positive externalities of citizepblitics may be the “courage to
repeatedly assert civic norms in daily life” (R&93, 425). As Douglas Rae notes, “we
have grown used to very low standards of civilitytbe streets, and we have substituted
avoidance for citizenship” (Rae 1993, 425).

Citizenly politics centers around three basic teng} citizens design their participation

2) deliberative discourse takes place (GutmannTdrmpson 1996) and 3) participation
is substantive and not merely performative (MoyniB@03; 2007). One aspect of these
new mechanisms is a re-imaging of traditional poshygramics in society. Finally, in
order for citizenly politics to be useful it mustdome institutionalized and implemented
on a national scale. At its best, citizenly po$itenable greater involvement,
representation, and equality in the process of g@aree. At its worst, citizenly politics
serves as a waste of taxpayer dollars, a burdeheotime of citizens and elected officials,
and a process too limited in scope to be impacif@ffective.

This dissertation posits that PB falls somewheréhaspectrum while enabling new
mechanisms that engage elected officials, ageragscitizens in transformative,
substantive, and meaningful ways. At the same,tthreecosts of the process, both in

term of material resources, political resources, @pital are burdensome and may

37 Constant, Benjamin. “Liberty of the Ancients Comamawith that of the Moderns” 1816. Constant
argues that one of the conditions of “modern lijgeig the freedom from politics.
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suggest that the specific version of PB seen in PBM not a sustainable democratic
innovation for widespread implementation.

Citizenly politics offers a theoretical contributido the literature on both participatory
deliberation and democratic innovation. Few pgrétory and deliberative theorists
recognize budgets as the space for citizen engagerhitle assessment on the self-
determination of democratic innovation exists pelyi because so few democratic
innovations have been successfully implementedartiNaAmerica®® Therefore questions
remain as to how to engage citizens as architét¢teo political involvement. The first
tenet of citizenly politics addresses this quesabwhether or not citizens really want to
engage in Participatory Budgeting by requiringzeitis to inform new modes of
engagement in addition to substantive binding piadtion and deliberative discourse.
Citizenly politics posits that individual delibersg and participatory elements are not
sufficient for deepening democracy within North Amoa. Citizens must also be
engaged in the very process of determining thegagament. Citizenly politics goes
even further to stress that democratic innovatidhnet truly enhance citizens’ political
efficacy unless it can move beyond its novel inimvaperiod and become
institutionalized.

2.6 Conclusion
In this chapter | articulated a counter-argumentntainstream political science’s

portrayal of citizens and politics. In contrastao/iew of politics whereby citizens are

disinterested and not demanding (Hibbing and THdigsse 2002), | posit a citizen body

% Two of the most promising recent democratic intimres in the United States have been “Imagine
Philadelphia” involving citizens in planning themeity plan. Sedttp://participedia.net/cases/imagine-
philadelphia-laying-foundation-philadelphia-pennayiia As well as “Strong Starts for Children” that
involved Dialogue Circles in New Mexico, USA on imping education including the successful
implemented of Early Childhood Care and Educatich Seehttp://participedia.net/cases/strong-starts-
children-albuguerque-new-mexico-usa
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that engages in political deliberation and disaussis an end in itself. Current literature
often overlooks the import of the uniquely humaeefiom found in the political sphere,
as articulated by Aristotle and buttressed by Atearitl Unger. One reason may be the
hyper-burecratization of daily life (Barber 1986Even most scholars of participation
and deliberation work within a framework wherebyngdex bureaucracy leaves citizens
feeling disconnected from governance (Zajac anchBri©999). However, few of these
scholars, with the notable exception of Wright &uwhg’s (2001) concept &impowered
Deliberative Democracy (EDD)isolate the local budget as the scene for deegenin
citizen engagement and democracy.

PB is designed with unique characteristics to fostee deepening of democratic
engagement. Through offering the local budgettedoicus, politics are returned to
human dimensions (Dahl 1957). Within these humaredsions citizens can be experts
in their locality®® PB’s new pathways for citizen engagement enaitilzens to fulfill a
deep-seated and quintessentially human yearningeiouine political action as outlined
by Aristotle, and to improve their local governameehe process. Yet, PB moves from
the realm of Aristotle and Arendt’'s theory to saogive participation as outlined by
Pateman and Unger. PB offers opportunities fozeits to directly engage with their
elected representative, through offering bindindicgorecommendations. Elected
official entering PB pledge to enact policies @tiz both create and vote upon, thereby
fostering substantive participation. Organizersl aolunteers promise that trained
facilitators will adhere to reason-based argumantsaking collective decisions.

The challenges to deliberative discourse and mgériparticipation are numerous. Yet

even if PB can offer meaningful participation, @a@esd discourse, and opportunities for
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political freedom, the costs of engagement arednsdme and the self-determination of
citizens unclear. Critics could argue that citeg@movided no mandate for PB and costs
to participation are so high as to render the m®aesustainable. To address these
concerns citizenly politics requires citizens imhong new mechanisms for engagement
and the process become institutionalization andempnted at a higher scale.

A standalone theory, citizenly politics, to ass€ssticipatory Budgeting is especially
informative because of the data available from Newk's recent experiment. Within the
context of Western industrial democracies is amowation such as PB viewed as a sign
of decay of representational democracy? Citizewoltips is a framework that can shed
light on how democracies implementing PB, suchhes Wnited States, surmount the
challenges of civic apathy and elite dominatiort fhlague advanced democracigse
next chapter outlines PB’s modern history startim&orte Alegre, Brazil in 1989 and its

spread throughout the developing world, in ordentorm the normative challenges for
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Chapter 3: Participatory Budgeting Worldwide

In the realm of political imagination, participagaiemocracy has plenty of

romance. Perhaps for that reason alone, we wizboeth Americans seldom

discuss it. But perhaps we should. As we consitugpblarization, deadlock,

cynicism, and outright corruption that infects thghteenth-century machinery

through which we try feebly to govern ourselveshia twenty-first, we would all

do well to look beyond Alexandfia

(Fung 2011, 867).

Archon Fung outlines a normative appeal for whytiBigatory Budgeting may be a
useful democratic innovation for North Americanerhi®aps our politics could learn a few
lessons from our neighbors in the Global South.fatt, Participatory Budgeting
(henceforth referred to as “PB”) is not just lingite® the Global South, but rather has
served as an effective governance model througheuworld from Latin America to
Europe and Asia to the Middle East and North Afritlais chapter outlines exactly what
is meant by the term “Participatory Budgeting,”remt literature surrounding PB, and
the gaps my dissertation fills. This chapter ot 1) what is PB 2) the first examples of
PB in Brazil 3) the current literature on PB in Bital) holes in the literature 5) PB
beyond Brazil and 6) differences between PB inhged States and other PB
implementations. This chapter contextualizes PB laader phenomenon outside the
United Sates, placing this dissertation within @eliectual tradition of scholarship
assessing the impact of PB throughout the world.
While U.S. PB differs from earlier adaptations,esssnent of earlier PB implementations
provides a critical foundation to determine chadies and rewards for bringing PB to the
United States. PB within Latin America, and esplécBrazil, offers lessons: pitfalls to

avoid, such as emphasizing ideology as well asteaable innovations in the form of

deepening democracy.

0 Alexandria here refers to the ideal of the Gredk siate founded by Alexander the Great in
332 B.C., which served as the epicenter of culame politics in Greek antiquity.
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PB in Brazil, the birthplace of modern PB, différsm PBNYC in three critical ways: 1)
came about as the result of a military dictatorg)imfluenced by Marxist ideology and
a specific political party and 3) pertained to aitg budget. PB in the United States has
been implemented on the municipal level with aiparbf discretionary funds distributed
by an Alderman in Chicago (Chapter 4) and four @dars in New York City (Chapter
5) in the context of the comparative stability afitéd States democracy when contrasted
to Brazil. PB in New York City resulted from fouioGncil members coming together
across partisan and ideological lines.

| argue that the first implementations of PB in Bravere part of a leftist ideological
agenda and, as PB became institutionalized, itrhesdess partisan. As PB spreads
beyond Brazil it becomes a model of developmermiinplemented with the help of an
external organization, such as the World Bank otddnNations Development Fund. As
such, PB can be understood as part of an ideolcggeanda to bring about development
within a country through democratization. PB tisatnposed by an external
organization raises questions about the grassnatise of the process.

The first generation of PB scholarship is a bypaai first wave implementation
focused on a specific ideological agefitidn this chapter | show that current gaps in the
literature include a lack of focus on factors beyateology, such as institutionalized
political structures and political networks. Bwiining PB outside of the United States, |
argue that PBNYC illustrates an alternative mode¢re PB does not have to be
ideological or partisan as earlier cases suggest.

While successful PB is often tied to strength ofilC3ociety Organizations (CSOs), |

argue that within the United States political cdiis are the enabling factor for CSOs

“1 See Archon Fung 2011 for a discussion of firstegetion and second-generation scholarship on PB.
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to produce successful PB. Outside the U.S., R¥isally implemented to bring
stability within weak or non-existent political titstional structures. In contrast, U.S.
PB buttresses existing political institutions. Qriehe reasons | focus on existential, or
immaterial, politics is that as citizens’ basic eral needs are met there is a deeper
emphasis on existential self-actualization (Masiov1943)* Therefore, gaps excluding
political conditions in PB localities do not proeidustainable models, including
existential outputs, for impact assessment as PBrees to be implemented in more
developed democraciés.

Through assessing these gaps in research and aé$@) | aim to offer a more
sustainable model of analyzing PB and its matamal immaterial outputs. Unlike
scholarship of PB that begins with the assumptia PB is a normative good, citizenly
politics** holds PB up to rigorous independent assessmetizefly politics requires a
multi-faceted research method addressing often loe&ed questions of
institutionalization and economies of politics agalernance.

3.1 What is Participatory Budgeting?
Participatory Budgeting (PB) is a direct democrapproach to budgeting. PB enables

citizens the opportunities to learn about governinpeactices and come together to
deliberate, discuss, and make substantive impacbaidget allocations (Shah 2007).
Through this process citizens become educated &loigiet processes and engaged in
politics. Ideally, PB leads to greater accountgbédnd transparency as citizens leave the

process with more knowledge and work toward holdifiigials more accountable. The

2 Tom Tyler 2006 argues that people’s feelings pfacess what not just specific on the material omie

but related to feelings such as civic duty. SinhjflaHenrik Bang (2009) that people who enjoy being
involved are more excited by the experience it$elh the material outputs.

“3Variations of PB are gaining popularity in Eurapel the United Kingdom.

*4 1) Citizen design their own participation 2) deliative discourse takes place (Gutmann and Thompson
1996) 3) participation is substantive and not mepelrformative (Moynihan 2003; 2007) and 4) the
process has potential to become institutionalinestale.
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World Bank has argued that PB, especially in thestiging world, has the potential to
limit government inefficiency and curb clientelispgtronage, and corruption (Shah
2007).

PB programs are implemented at the behest of ogizgovernments, non-government
organizations (NGOs) and civil society organizasi¢@SOs) to give citizens a direct
voice in budget allocations (Wampler 2007). In sparts of the developing world,
international NGOs implement PB within specific oties.

The impacts of PB on local government are due ihtpahe ability of PB to empower
typically marginalized members of society with #islity to take part in politics. At its
best, PB makes government more responsive to gasra these typically excluded
groups of society and accountable in terms of nesoallocation and delivery. In this
end, PB typically provides poor and historicallclkexied citizens with a critical venue
for decision-making and involvement.

For those who partake in PB, the participatory déeltberative aspects of the process
itself serve as citizenship training, or schoolegwdby citizens leave more knowledgeable,
with increased self efficacy and a diminished saofp@on-democratic attitudes (Almond
and Verba 1965). Scholars have suggested that pdwple partake in participatory
deliberative engagements they are better ablesesagperformance of elected official on
both the local and national level (Pateman 1970SDBesa Santos 2004).

While there are countless participatory and desibee engagements, even those
involving budgeting, discussions of “Participat@ydgeting” in its current

manifestations harken back to a specific PB thiat @iriginated in Porto Alegre, Brazil in

43



1990 in 12 Brazilian cities. By 2005 it had expatido more than 1200 municipalities
worldwide (Wampler 2004; Wampler and Avritzer 2005)

PB can take on many different manifestations arglementations given the unique
geopolitical context in which it is implementedorfexample, the scale at which PB is
implemented can differ from national to local tommaipal. The enabling organization of
PB can vary as well, such as a political party tike Partido dos Trabalhadores or
Worker’s Party (henceforth PT) who brought PB ta&lror an International NGO such
as the World Bank Institute. Therefore local, abgbolitical and economic
environments condition the effects of ParticipatBodgeting on empowerment,
decentralization of decision-making authority andauntability (Wampler 2007).

For the tenets of this project, | synthesize digpadefinitions of PBParticipatory
Budgeting is a 1) replicable, decision-making psxe/hereby citizens 2) deliberate
publically over the distribution of 3) limited pibresources that are institutéd

This definition requires the process be more thanax hoc event, such as a citizen jury
or a deliberation day (Ackerman 2005) such as tepsasored by AmericaSpeaks. The
deliberations must be done in public, not in thegie space Rousseau (1762) outlined
for the general will to be decided. Finally, maniaust be delineated so that a set
amount of funds must and will be allocated. PBunexs a specific amount of money is
available and be spent.

PB proves to be an insightful and theoreticallyameodel for democratic engagement

because it both improves service delivery betwherstate and the citizens, as well as

45 The definitional addition of bounded resourcegedéntiates PB in the U.S. from Brazil where PBepft
does not have a clear amount of resources.
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enhances the quality of democracy by creating naVets and mechanisms whereby
citizens can engage in their politics.

3.2 Why PB?

Assessing factors involved in PB requires unpackioigntial motivations for different
parties involved in the PB process. Local governmegy want to implement PB in
order to 1) promote government transparency 2) @age civic education 3) create new
channels for feedback with the potential for greetsource distribution equity and 4)
electoral success. Citizens may want to partieipaPB in order to 1) gain information
2) gain access to political leaders and policya@hgontrol over service delivery and 4)
form new social capital and networks in their néigthoods. Civil society organizations
may want to engage in PB in order to: 1) strengtheir impact 2) expand their networks
3) influence political leadership/policies and #pand their programmatic agenda and
priorities.

In some manifestations of PB, such as those iniBaad other parts of the developing
world, international NGOs often have an incentivé¢lp support PB ranging in some
instances to more consultative to more directly ednib the process. These NGOs view
PB as part of a larger programmatic strategy tacectorruption and clientelism and
promote better service delivery as part of a largearm of government transparency and
accountability. However, NGOs implementing PB rle tisk of imposing a top-down
structure on what needs to be a bottom-up protédsswise, in some communities
adopting PB, the business community engages ir todarther its interests such as

increased market efficiency that requires stabteraam-corrupt government structures.
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Sometimes local commerce associations come togetteve members work on a
specific topic in the PB process.

Any discussion of PB must acknowledge ideologicahponents to PB’s origins. This
ideology is identified with the post-authoritari®tarxist left in Latin America that grew
out of failures of socialism and 19 years of atauly dictatorship. The experience of life
under authoritarian rule left people with doubtswisocialism as an ideology. The new
thinking revolved around the concept of “radicaieracy,” also known as “deepening
democracy” and “democratizing democracy” (Goldfr@@07). In the original campaign
for Participatory Budgeting the PT, Radical Cauad)R and the Broad Front Party
outlined four basic principles for PB: 1) directizén participation in government
decision-making processes and oversight 2) admatiigt/fiscal transparency as a
deterrent for corruption 3) improvements in urbafnastructure and services, especially
in aiding the indigent and 4) altering politicaltcue so that citizens can be democratic
agents (Goldfrank 2002).

Participatory Budgeting was birthed in an ideolagjicadition struck between a Soviet-
style centralized powerful state on one hand amihémal state on the other (Dutra
2002). Emerging out of these extreme, PB offeradato re-imagine the state:
“Participatory Budgeting would help re-legitimateetstate by showing that it could be
effective, redistributive, and transparent” (Godfk 2007).

3.3 Participatory Budgeting in Brazil

While the typical literature credits the rise ofr&ilian style Participatory Budgeting” or,
for our purposes “PB,” with the PT in 1989, somleaars note the origins are more

contestable (Goldfrank and Schneider 2006; Gol#f007). According to these
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accounts, municipal governments in Lages (Lesba2@@®), Boa Esperance (Baiocchi
2001) and Pelotas (Goldfrank and Sneither 200@)est@xperiments to submit their
budgets for public discussion in the late 1970%eAwinning control of 36
municipalities in the 1988 election, the PT expenmed with citizen budget council in
places beyond Porto Alegre including Ipatinga, Jdoalevarde, Piraciaba, Santo Andre,
and Santos (Abers 1996).

The actual design of PB was formed by the civiletycand PT’s municipal
administration using earlier citizen budget engagiais by the Brazilian Democratic
Movement Party as a launch pad (Baierle 1998; Bio2002; Goldfrank 2007). Before
formal implementation of PB, Porto Alegre’s UniohNeighborhood Associations
drafted a report that demanded some form of citeegagement and participation in
budget creation. Two other leftist parties, the iBadCause in Ciudad Guayana,
Venezula and the Broad Front in Montevideo Veneaida implemented similar citizen
budget engagement programs at the same time (@old#8007). It was not until 1990
that the process of citizen engagement in Portgr&levas titled “Participatory
Budgeting” (Goldfrank 2005). Participatory Budgetigained International fame after
the 1996 United Nations Habitat 1| Conference andul cited Porto Alegre’s
Participatory Budgeting as one of the 42 best mrastin urban governance throughout
the world.

The leftist PT seized upon the confluence of tHiaeeors that made Brazil ripe for PB at
this moment in time: 1) history of participationdivil society 2) decentralization and 3)
democratization. Brazil is a unique country insaait was an authoritarian country that

allowed opposition parties to exist and devolvedgoto the municipal level with
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relatively transparent mayoral elections when @astéd with its neighboring
authoritarian regimes.

The 1988 Brazilian Constitution mandated many foofgarticipatory engagement, but
did not include a specific provision for PB. Pdrtltese new Constitutional elements
added resources and authority to municipal govemsnel he devolution of power to the
local level is a paramount structural conditionifoplementing PB. Arguably the
combination of 1) lack of public trust combinedhvé defunded government and 2)
devolution of power to the local level enabled ¢baditions that birthed PB. In the first
years of implementation in 1989 and 1990 less 1hH@00 citizens participated in PB.
Starting in 1992, participation increased to 8,p8&icipants — by the time of the PT’s
re-election in 1992 there were more than 20,008eris participating in PB. PB often

has an exponential growth rate as it gains momeitshlegitimacy by citizens.
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The basic structure and design of PB in Brazil sake following form:
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to
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to
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Meeting

y
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Meetings

A

Municipal Budget
Council

Government
Mayor's Office
A
B - ¥
~ il
City Agencies
’.1’
.J.
i Technical and

Administrative Support

Proposed Budget

The structure of PB in Porto Alegre serves as agigm to understand the structure of
PB not only throughout Latin America, but alsohe trest of the world. In Porto Alegre,
the first portion of the process involves a seoeseighborhood assemblies in 16 regions
of the city. There are two assemblies: public wakd thematic. In the public works
forum, citizens come together, discuss, debat&hatalte and vote on budget priorities
and elected representatives to move on the nealsl@f the process. In the thematic

assemblies, citizens discuss thematic policiesithgact broader politics beyond the

Figure 3.1: Brazilian PB Structussurce: Wampler 2007.
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municipality. Examples of themes include transaiooh, health and education to name
but a few.

Following this first level of engagement is a settevel called Regional Budget Forums.
The elected representatives participate in thesaerfe by consolidating the list of
priorities from the Neighborhood Assemblies and puag out priorities for their regions.
The elected representatives in Thematic Budgetriemirror this process. All citizens
are invited to attend as observers.

The third level of engagement is the Municipal BetGouncil (COP) in which each
regional forum elects two councilors. The COP lere decisions about the distributions
of funds throughout the city are made and it isnojoeall citizens to observe the process.
Within the COP is a process of deliberation andatkebo determine distributive rules to
govern the following year's PB. In addition to @iog on the distribution of funds, the
COP is also tasked with monitoring implementatibprojects. The COP serves the dual
role of a mechanism of both transparency and adability entirely in the citizens’
control. The next step after the COP involves \@tin public works projects and
submitting the budget over to the mayor office #reh the city legislature.

The relation of the mayor to city governance, idahg the power dynamics between the
mayor and the city legislature, are critical for.PBs discussed in further detail below,
Wampler (2004) outlines the impact of institutiofeadtors on PB including the
willingness of the mayor to devolve power to theptBcess. PB can work to both
strengthen and weaken the power of the mayor.

Assessing the two forums underpins PB’s dual goil$) high quality service delivery

of goods to citizens and 2) deepening democratiagement. The public works forum
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enables citizens to see a direct link between thealvement and concrete
improvements in their areas. Citizens can obsemie impact and feel efficacious in the
process. The city of Porto Alegre has establishedccessful track record of
implementing projects within two to three yearseTasult is increased accountability.
In addition to enabling greater accountability, plublic works forums engender self-
determination in citizens. Citizens are able @ftthe agenda and determine the
priorities for their region. Because the procadsroken down by locality, citizens are
able to effectively use their hyper-localized aspacific knowledge. Through this
process they learn the workings of authority arsphoasibility. By enabling the process
of public works to enter into the public domainrdhes greater transparency of the
process and cycles of patronage are weakened.

While the public works forum allows citizens to ke tangible results of their efforts in
actualized projects in the city, the broader thémm@aiuncils offer opportunities for
citizens to deepen their democratic engagemerst, fire government provides citizens
with detailed information about current spendinggities and policies. Second,
participants debate the current set of governmeintips. Citizens are not presenting
new proposals, but rather deliberating on meritsuofent policies. Citizens discuss
where spending priorities should be without indejgtly proposing new policies. Civic
education for participants is a component of théraduncils.

While scholars disagree on the causal mechanisnsu#fidient conditions that led to PB
in Brazil, there is consensus that PB in Porto Adegas the genesis of a specific form of
PB that serves as the pivot and dividing pointuiederstanding PB. The high level of

focus on Brazilian innovation of PB suggests thabwvation in the United States will
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serve as another quilting point for PB’s historR. iR Porto Alegre is an instructive
paradigm for structuring PB elsewhere, including thS.

Scholars looking at the origins of PB in Porte gkkewithin the PT discuss reasons for
implementation including the confluence of “ingegwand self-interest of leftist political
entrepreneurs” (Fung 2011, 859). Baiocchi (20@8&3b) extends the analysis of PT’s
role as self-interested instigator of PB while ngttheir relationship with civil society
was an important factor. Other scholars placddbes of analysis on the relationship
between existent civil society and its relationsioiglected officials (Abers 1998; 2000).
A thread of this scholarship contends that throughioe 1980’s civil society become
more robust with new formations and more diffuse stnategic tactics for citizen
engagement (Wampler and Avritzer 2004). Civil spcmushed for more participatory
engagement to foster citizen deliberation thatidetthe natural inclusion of CSOs with
elected officials (Bairle 1998; Wampler and Avrit2804).

Accepting PB in Porto Alegre as the quilting pdmt contemporary understandings of
PB raises the question of impact assessment. Sotastjal indicators of success include
1) greater citizen education 2) more redistributmitower income citizens 3) greater
transparency and accountability in the budget m®ead 4) deepening of citizen
engagement and furthering of democratic opportesitor citizens.

3.4 What is Success?

In order to effectively assess the institutionaljtical, and social conditions that give
rise to PB it is helpful to outline potential indiors of success in existing PB literature.
Success is often implied with varying meanings.d8se PB has now been implemented

in many institutional, political and social contexbne standard framework is not
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sufficient. Success is complicated because thesttaéa variation in PB down to the
micro level. For example, a city may implement ‘segsful” PB in one portion of its city,
but not in another. One pocket of a city may i community organization and
engagement as a prominent indicator of successe whother section of a city may
prioritize mobilization as a key indicator of susse Within the current literature, |
outline the characterization of success, with tbleest case studies in Brazil and Latin
American.

For many scholars of PB, the process fulfills apldgical commitment to citizen
participation and democratic innovation. For somteotars of PBgeteris paribusPB is

a normative good (Fung 2011). More PB is alwayteb¢than less PB. Embedded is the
concept that more often than not, PB will be susfteés Part of the reason for these “soft
indicators of success” is an endogeneity bias:élhdso decide to study PB already have
a proclivity for PB. Partially because PB requir@gnsive investigation — even using
tools of economics and quantitative analysis, alsechmust be committed to studying the
process$® One scholar of PB, Giovanni Allegretti, calls thigthod “intensive
engagement” for studying processes such a$' AB.we move further into generations of
scholarship on PB (Fung 2011), we need measuresléss ideological scholars to
critically assess PB’s impact.

Wampler (2007) understands success through 1oigmpowerment and 2) equitable
resource distribution and allocation, through RBampler’'s surveys assess the degree to

which citizens are efficacious through the PB pssce both through feelings of efficacy

%6 Unlike other democratic innovations, PB is notfamed to one specific day, but rather is a procdss
many different components over a year. Processgaequires a high level of commitment and
dedication.

*" International Participatory Budget Conference, Néwk City, March 30 2012.
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and by trying to isolate the concrete casual meshanf action. For example: a
citizen’s ability to have authority over a specipimject.

Wampler (2007, 2007a) contends that the degreéichwpolitical leadership is able to
overturn authority to PB explains success. Vaatn leadership accounts for both
political calculations, including electoral ambiticas well as ideology and party
affiliation. Within the context of Brazil, mayoc®mmit political capital, material and
non-material resources to PB in order to garnepsugainst their political challengers.
If mayors perceive their constituencies as beingraable to PB, their political survival
becomes intertwined with PB’s success. Wampled72@ives the examples of Ipatinga,
Porto Alegre, and to a lesser degree Recife and Befizonte, as cities where mayors
viewed the implementation of PB as beneficial fagit political survival.

Wampler’s definition of success requires strongvoeks of CSOs that move forward
and exert political pressure to implement PB. Wiamguggests social movements in
Brazil viewed participatory mechanisms as usefalsdor organization. Other scholars
buttress this idea by highlighting Brazil's 21 yeander military dictatorship as
producing conditions for civil society to work caaptively together and through
participatory mechanisms (Cabbenes 2012, Ceasar).

Scholarship on the impact of civil society on th& ptocess identifies the priori
embedded networks necessary for PB to flourishmplar (2007) notes, “Participatory
Budgeting programs have been most successful inaipafities with deep civil society
roots” (Wampler 2007, 24). Pre-existing commuioitganizations, social movement
networks and other voluntary/civic associationy atical roles in the successful

rollout of PB. Avritzer (2002) notes that not omya robust civil society presence
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critical for PB, but also these civil society orgaations and members must infuse the PB
process with practice and skills embedded in tleegpisting organizational structure. In
addition, there needs to be an incentivizationcstme for political leaders to delineate
authority towards civil society organizations. Ratthan looking at a one-size-fits-all
approach to implementing PB, Avritzer (2009) suggeaplementing PB that will
flourish under given social and political consttainVhile Avritzer contends that civil
society must be the first mover in PB implementatidbers (2000) notes that the state
must induce civil society to be an active partiaip@ PB. The state was the critical actor
in bringing in typically marginalized people —thgssople who are not typically engaged
in civil society.

In contrast to Avritzer, Baiocchi (2002) finds actiee in participation in organizations
that are not linked to PB during the process. Tloeganizations not directly linked to PB
are focused on a broader strategy and are notlgtirecolved in service delivery on the
local level. While Baiocchi finds a mutually reiméing relationship between civil society
and PB, he also illustrates potential distortionengagement.

Trying to control for economic, political and sdatantext, Baoicchi et al (2011) look at
the introduction of PB as the treatment. Theirahefent variable is the relationship
between civil society and the State. First, isl gociety dependent or autonomous from
the state defined as “self-organization?” Secandhat capacity does civil society in
the form of CSO make demands onto the state? dliiye disparate levels of demand
onto the state, those in which CSO achieve desiétbmes through a clientelist
arrangement such as with patrons. This prototymemntrasted with institutionalized

structures that are contained with transparencybandded rules. Their results show that

55



all of the cases that received the treatment o§&B shifts in the relationship of state and
civil society relationships that were lacking iretbontrol groups.

However, even as Baoicchi et al (2011) exhibititherovement of democratic
governance as a result of PB, their indicatorauotess are further complicated as civil
society becomes less autonomous, such as in Matlee shift from discretionary to
institutionalized. One result of the treatmenP& may be increased hierarchical control
and shifts in CSOs as they work to strengthen tiegationship with the State.

Within the strand of PB scholarship looking at tekationship of civil society to PB,
Avritzer (2009) looks at the extant relationshipvzeen civil society and the state as a
precursor for enabling participatory mechanismaluiding not only Participatory
Budgeting, but also other participatory forms Iiealth councils and urban planning.
Avritzer (2009) outlines three participatory desighottom-up, power sharing, and
ratification.

Rather than viewing PB as teleological innovaticmgiven area is always better off with
PB than without it, Avritzer (2009) posits a morganced understanding of PB, positing
that some participation will be more successfuhtbthers givera priori political and
social conditions.

Assessing the unique circumstances, such as teredhip and strength of civil society
vis-a-vis political actors enables participatoryamanisms to be specifically tailored. In
places where both political leadership and CSOp@tpublic participation all three
forms of participatory design are possible e.gtd8iegre and Belo Horizonte. However,
in places where political actors are less enthasedit public participation and CSO is

weaker, there can be more successful power-shdesigns with less resource-
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demanding bottom up schemes. For example, Sao’B&aalth councils, with a less
demanding participatory mechanism, were able tmbee successfully implemented
than Participatory Budgeting. In places such asdslalr with weak CSOs and hostile
political leadership, only minimal implementatiasfsparticipatory innovations would be
successful.

While Wampler and Avritzer (2009) study how stramngl society can enable the
engines of PB, Baiochhi et al (2011) examine swsfoe®B whereby civil society is
strengthened as a result of PB. A successful aolicof PB is a stronger civil society
after the implementation of PB than before. In®ren with these metrics of success are
normative assumptions about PB’s merit. Baiochlal €2011) examine the positive
outcomes on the relationship between civil socaety states in five cities that introduced
the treatment of PB when compared to control ctties did not receive the PB treatment.
3.5 Current Literature

The current literature on PB broadly outlines tviffedent instances of PB: those in
which the state is legally mandated, through Cantgthal arrangement, to implement a
direct form of citizenship engagement, and thosehich citizens in the form of
domestic or international organizations put extepnassure for participatory
mechanisms (Folscher 2007).

The relationship between different branches of guwent is important within this
schema. In many places the mayor implements RBorlexample, the legislative
branch is weak to a mayoral administration, le¢igkamay try to act as “spoilers” —
attempting to undermine a process they feel iglds avith their interests. The allocation

of discretionary funds is another critical institual design element for implementing PB.
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Having discretionary funds available increasedi@ihood that citizens can make
choices about specific policy outcomes. Howevea,government is financially strapped,
there may be legitimacy concerns that decisionsetiaugh PB will not be funded.
Additionally, in unstable political regimes thegea fear that citizens’ efforts in PB will
not be fruitful or legitimate. Therefore, govermmstability and legitimacy is essential
for citizens to feel like PB is an efficacious manlfsm for engagement.

Wampler (2004) outlines three different types afamtability PB can induce: 1) vertical
(citizens control public officials) 2) horizontaligtribution of power through different
branches of government) and 3) societal (pressutbeState from civil society). Within
this plan, PB can act as another form of “checkklziances” on State power by serving
as an external pressure on the State. PB candszatood as a semi-autonomous
policymaking institution that competes with othéat® agencies over the distribution of
resources, authority and power. One potentialanéis increased power of the mayor
and diminished horizontal accountability. For WaendR007a) the ability for citizens to
exert authority and have agency is the determifa&ters for determining whether or not
PB is successful.

Viewing PB as semi-autonomous decision making bodglved inreal-politickingwith
other institutional forms of governances illustrite normative implications of PB as an
arm of direct democracy. Santos (1998) identiliBsas distributive democracy insofar
as PB can create more equitable power conditiottsma society. For example, if a PB
process is able to bring in few wealthy and mongcated members of society, PB can

have an equalizing and redistributive impact on alenacy.
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Abers (2000) views PB as a modern interpretatiolocdl democracy, harkening to
Dahl’s conceppolis as outlined in Chapter 2. Abers outlines how PBorte Alegre led
to a strengthening of civil society and an increaste ability of citizens to hold
government accountable. In this way, politics lmees manageable on the local level
and citizens are able to hold government accouatablprojects in their locality.

Related to this concept of PB as enabling a nem fairdemocratic engagement for
citizens, Baiocchi (2001) argues for PB to defealibérative democracl - through the
process citizens learn to express their preferemcdsxpand their skill set. Baiocchi et
al (2011) use a matched-pair analysis to compareess in those cities that adopt PB
and others that do not. The results show thall inuéd one pair, the outcomes of PB were
superior to those of non-PB cities.

Marquetti (2002) claims PB has a redistributiveeeffto lower income neighborhoods as
the majority of Porto Alegre’s investment resouraese spent in middle-class
neighborhoods in the 1970s and 1980s. In conuasier PB, spending in Porto Alegre
has been concentrated within the poorer pocketemiihe municipality. Poorer regions
receive more spending per capita than wealthieonsg However, Marquetti's analysis
of redistribution only becomes visible after mamags of PB’s implementation.
Marquetti’s analysis looks at data from 10 yearBBfwith census data.

Within the paradigm of enabling new forms of denaticrengagement is a wide
literature discussing how PB can be operationaliZel serves as a distinct form of
deliberative democracy because it enables genwlileedation through a semi-structured

process.

“8 For a definition of deliberative democracy seeti®ac2.5.
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Wampler (2007) outlines basic guiding principlesddoption of PB: 1) municipality is
divided into regions 2) government-sponsored mgstare held throughout the year 3)
“Quality of Life Index” is created to serve as aékne for allocation of equitable
resources 4) public deliberation takes place botbrayst participants as well as between
participants and government agencies/officialsi®jted representatives visit all pre-
approved projects 6) elected representatives vofaects 7) municipality-wide
council is elected, including two representativesf each region 8) final approval of
annual budget by delegates, followed by the magndisg it to legislative counsel for
approval 9) year-end report is published detailinglementation of public works and
10) regional or neighborhood committees are estlaédi to monitor design and
implementation of projects.

Within Brazil, Avritzer and Wampler (2005) identifive determinate factors for PB’s
implementation: 1) mayor affiliated to the PT 2)esof the municipality 3) location 4)
level of development measured through the HumareD@ement Index (HDff and 5)
relationship between civil and political societjatenships.

For Wampler, PB’s tenets underpin the fundamerdalggof PB for desired outcomes
such as “engaged deliberation, social justice,amtide citizens” (Wampler 2007, 26).
Inherent in Wampler’s description is a normativeussption that these qualities of PB
are both worthy goals as well as realistically fiel@s Embedded in this understanding is
that PB will succeed more often than it fails. &thise, the project is theoretically
unsustainable.

Other scholars take a less sanguine view of PBdfamk and Schneider (2006)

articulate that a goal of PB is to create a coimggiartisan area that deteriorates

“9 A statistical comparison of countries based ofowsrquality of life indicators.
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traditional democratic institutions. Their claimhiard to verify and hard to understand in
disparate contexts of PB beyond the specific exarmapthe PT in Brazil. In Brazil, the
PT was able to use PB as a way to both legitintatearty as well as expand support
with Brazil's poorest demographics. However, gtsitegy was not sustainable with the
economic crisis of the late 1990s. The result eaasstricted ability for the PT to
redistribute funds down. In the analysis of PB,da@nk and Schneider (2006) posit
factors such as economic resources and party ¢@stieterminate. This strand of
analysis looks upon PB as a manipulative process.

3.6 PB Critiques

It is easy to romanticize PB. Many scholars ofd?& more ideologically committed to
the process than to objective scholarship. Fomeaay scholars of PB, the process
ceteris paribusis a good within itself (Fung 2011). The introtlan of PB becomes the
intervention to be praised while the success ddiglof the engagement becomes
secondary. Likewise, critics of PB also come framideology that does not support
participatory deliberation and begins with the agstion that participation and
deliberation stand at odds, such as Diana Mutz5R00

For a process as labor and resource intensive @si®B problematic, especially for
those of us who want to understand the value oinifBementation. The
recommendation of Avritzer (2009) is particulamgightful because it implies that PB is
a democratic innovation that requires specific @ooras and thoughtful implementation.
A realistic assessment of PB ought to stateris paribuswvith the assumption that not all
political, social, and institutional conditions tavwB. Given PB’s high costs of

implementation, an accurate assessment of vargggees of success is critical.
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There are two broad camps of PB critiques: critigwexisting scholarship and literature
on PB and critiquing the process itself. Critiqoé®B scholarship focuses on a few
broad themes: 1) ability to generalize researatbrerns over methods and 3)
scalability of decision-making. Critiques of thB process itself focus on 1) tension
between short and long term planning 2) proje@s@o small in scope 3) the process
can lead to disillusionment 4) focus on specifiod®eludes citizenship 5) not
authentically grassroots and 6) opportunities &gtare.

There is widespread concern amongst both researahdrpractitioners of deliberative
participatory innovation that current scholarshipRB is too focused on Brazil often in
the form of qualitative case method research. ddmbination of homogenous methods
and location limit generalizability.

The scholarship of PB in Brazil inhibits broadearfreworks for accurately assessing the
conditions that give rise to PB, its success asthsuability. The focus on civil society
creates a non-replicable set of indicators givenuhiqueness of civil society in Brazil as
a forum for participatory mechanisms during theitamy dictatorship of 1964-1988. The
emphasis in the literature on civil society oveke@conomic, political, and institutional
conditions that impact PB.

A focus on civil society often eludes the broadeesiions of top-down control of
established CSOs and the degree to which thesaipagj@ns are empowering and
enabling grassroots participation. What is therele@f autonomy of actors within a PB
process? For example, what is the ideal relatigniseiween political leadership and

CSOs? Can civil society actors maintain independespite close relations with political
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actors? These are questions that are not propszbuated for in the extant literature that
often views civil society as the prime mover of WBhout a space for a broader narrative.
It is the implementation of specific short-term jeats that enables PB to Benpowered
Deliberative DemocracyEDD).>° EDD outlines three basic tenets: 1) participafpn
deliberation and 3) empowerment. The tension foid?B ensure that all three tenets of
EDD are met and sustained. In order to ensuraragd participation, PB encourages
empowerment: e.g. ensuring that when citizens dogether to work on a project it
becomes enacted. In order to ensure that citizgogects are in fact implemented they
need to be small in scope.

Within PB lies a tension between service delivdrgaonds on a short basis and long term
strategic planning. PB connects citizens to imaeddelivery of goods. Citizens take
part in PB and are able to see the fruits of tladior through the implementation of
specific goods in their areas. The close relatignbhtween citizen participation and
implementation of projects is powerful- citizenalize their involvement is substantive
and meaningful. However, in order to be fully papatory, the process must extend
behind small scale.

The moments, in which PB extends beyond the smaléssuch as with the thematic
council in Brazil that focuses on long planning ffrocess opens up more avenues for
citizen dissatisfaction and disillusionment witle firocess of politics. Politics is long,
hard, arduous and slow moving (Weber 1917). Theermabannels in which citizens may
realize government inefficiencies and the perilbuwfeaucracy, the larger the risk for
longer term citizen disengagement. Thereforestiade of projects in PB and the risks of

opening up the process to citizen disillusionmeatiaterwoven.

*0 For an expanded of EDSee Section 2.3.
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How can PB best balance the needs of short-terjeqisowith a broader programmatic
strategy of working toward transformative instituts? PB wants to both enable citizens
to have agency over concrete projects and spembds while also fostering greater
citizen knowledge and citizenship engagement. P&utfhout the world is viewed as a
way to bring about redistributive justice espegi&tl lower income and typically
disenfranchised members of society. Unfortunasgrt-term projects such as service
delivery and small-scale infrastructural projectt mot bring about broader changes to
society.

Some organizing members from typically disenfrasetdigroups may require
organization and skill for mobilization. The resulay be initial top-down control of the
PB. The critique that top-down actors are imposhegprocess may be necessary in the
first few years*

Top-down control may in fact enable genuine pgs&itibn while running the risk of
cooption. In the case of Brazil, there is the @ndhat the mayor will use the process to
advance his own agenda such as weakening thencaizrsight committees, not
disclosing information, or implementing programs.

The concern for process cooption is equally pres&incivil society organizations
involved in PB, especially international NGOs ertdly imposing PB. The following
section will outline experiences of PB beyond Lamerica where NGOs are oftentimes
an integral part of the implementation process®f P

Another line of critique focuses on the degree kiclv theprocesstself enables genuine

1) representation 2) engagement and 3) deliberatime concern relates to the diversity

*1 Saul Alinksy (1971) notes that the first year nf @rocess cannot be genuinely grassroots because i
takes top down structure to impose the process.
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of participants involved. Even if PB brings in digse and new participants will they be
equipped with the prior knowledge to engage in gendeliberation and empowerment
participation? A challenge for PB is to find wagseihgage new citizens without allowing
them to be manipulated through others in the coofskeliberation and decision-making.
It is incumbent upon facilitators to equalize preéséng power dynamics and enable new
participants in civic engagement to feel comforeabl

Critiques of PB focus on thetructure implementatiorandsubstancef PB with a focus

on the normative implications of the process fadoer implications for citizenship. A
gap in the existing literature is that critiqueteafdo not take a holistic account of the PB
process when examining its potential flaws. Famegle, a series of critiques focuses on
whether or not the process is genuinely delibesadivempowering while assuming that
the institutional and structural conditions arpriori in place and transparent. Likewise,
other critiques focus on the process being tootbtrtontrolled by government or open

to capture without assessing whether or not these tightly controlled processes are in
fact enabling a richer deliberation. The structawadl procedural critiques are too often
divorced from one another. Scholars are eithanded too broadly on the macro level
guestions of institutional design or too embedatetthé micro questions of deliberation
and language. My research aims to fill in thegesga

Lastly, even the most astute critiques of PB tderoélude normative questions. For
example, even if we can ensure a transparent amaomoupt process that enables both
genuine participation and deliberation, fulfillitige three tenets of EDD; 1) participation
2) deliberation and 3) empowerment, to what enB?s a resource-draining process for

both organizers and participants. To what exteRBghe result of a failed system of
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representative government? Should PB even beiggdatr is it a sign of a broken
system that is such dire need of repair that asienll opportunities for citizen
engagement will hardly suffice? My research systtgcally addresses these questions
through an analytic framework for assessment.

| approach PB as a holistic process that mustd®sed through the multifaceted lens of
1) institutional design 2) implementation and 3)itpzs and 4) deliberative discourse and
identity politics captured within a theoreticalrfrawork of citizenly politics. | assess key
political components of the process often over éabky scholars who primarily focus on
civil society components. While successful PBftemtied to strength of Civil Society
Organizations (CSOs), | argue that political coodis are the enabling factor for CSOs
to produce successful PB. In contrast to assump@dout the government, Chapter 5
addresses the political economy in which electédials operate. The current literature
on PB does not typically examine political econaroépower. | focus on institutional
design and the innovation phase of PB in New Yatk &s key to addressing current
gaps in the literature.

3.7 Beyond Brazil

Scholars are continually trying to identify otheutcessful” implementations of PB
outside the classic Porto Alegre example to moyeme Brazil. This section outlines
other examples of Participatory Budgeting throudhbe world. There are literatures for
both researchers and practitioners of PB. Schpladademic work is just now starting
to think systematically through the enabling coiedis of PB. Is the successful
implementation of PB in Porto Alegre a unique phmanon whereby a specific

confluence of circumstances may never be possgama Recent scholars looking at PB
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posit that the attention of civil society in Bratl participatory mechanisms may be one
critical factor for understanding the success ofif?Brazil. In this section | showcase the
places where PB has been implemented beyond Bmaaitler to expand both the
horizon for implementing PB as well indicators ateess.

Wampler (2003; 2007) identifies four factors thatka a landscape more amenable to
adopting Participatory Budgeting: 1) strong maystgdport 2) civil society willing and
capable of contributing to public debates 3) suppepolitical environment and 4)
discretionary funds available for citizens to vof®n.

Any discussion of PB beyond Brazil raises the qaastiow does PB get started in a
given location? Does PB require an endogenous aatdr as the end of a military
dictatorship in Brazil in 1988 or the World Banlstitute for origins in a specific
locality? To assess this question, | examine PBabim America beyond Brazil and then
the diffusion of PB throughout the developing wonidh three case studies: Albania,
Bangladesh, and South Africa.

After the genesis moment of the PT implementing i all political groups
implementing PB were leftist. For example, Boligi#@resident Gonzala Sanchez de
Lozada sponsored the 1994 Popular Participation Mgaragua’s President Arnoldo
Aleman put forth municipal reforms in the late 139@nd Guatemala’s President Alvaro
Arzu outlined decentralizing reforms in the 199@&é&®Accords (Goldfrank 2007).
These three Presidents align with the center aieceight. Another change was national,
rather than local, politicians subsequently implatad PB.

PB throughout Latin America has seen a mixed rageiccess suggesting there are

specific socio-political factors that make Brazlrficularly amenable to PB. Goldfrank
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(2007) outlines factors that have led to bettempéida of PB in Brazil than its
neighboring counterparts in Latin America focusamgBolivia, Guatemala, Nicaragua
and Peru.

Brazil is wealthier and more fiscally decentralizedn other Latin American countries.
As discussed earlier, Brazil has stronger civilestyocorganizations that are more
amenable toward working with municipalities tharGnatemala, Nicaragua, and Peru.
However, other countries in Latin America have lamandating participation, with Peru
having the strongest laws for participation. Guatknmas paradoxical laws regarding
participation: Development Councils Law requires tommunity development councils
to put forth budget proposals while the Municipatle does not. Because there are no
laws requiring Participatory Budgeting in Brazilayors who implement PB tend to be
focused on citizen participation and have an idgickd bent. From 1997-2000, 73 of the
140 Brazilian cities using Participatory Budgethmd PT mayors and 33 had mayors
from other parties on the left (Goldfrank 2007i). other countries within Latin America,
where PB is legally mandated, there is the potetttide-politicize the process.

PB tends to be more deliberative in nature, smallscope, and less formally structured
in other parts of Latin American over Brazil. Ina&il, individuals, as opposed to
representatives of civil society organizationsragge likely to participate with the
process if it is more internally regulated ratheart mandated by decrees, laws or
constitutions (Cabannes 2004). As such, the fdrtheoprocess can be more discursive
and deliberative in nature. The laws in BoliviajaBmala, and Nicaragua delineate

more tightly bound roles for participation. In Bethe PB laws require that 60 percent of
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budget coordination take place between Council neeménd government officials
(Altman 2003).

PB in Brazil is uniquely focused on short term piisag and service delivery while PB in
other parts of Latin America tends to be more fedusn longer term planning.
Guatemala has been critiqued as the least sucteaptamentation of PB in the region,
where PB seems to be more perfunctory than funiagoaccording to the World Bank
Institute (2004). The process of PB seems to $ilespired by the genuine commitment
of national leadership and more a result of presgom international organizations that
led to the formation of participatory mechanismayidrs in Guatemala seem unwilling
to give up power to citizens (Goldfrank 2007).

PB in Nicaragua seems to suffer from many of tltedl@ms of limited desire for power
sharing, as does PB in Guatemala. Part of th@ndaaders may be recalcitrant to share
their power is that municipal government in Nicarags typically underfunded. While
Nicaragua has laws for robust participation, ifditgapen town hall meetings are often
not attended and the proceedings are unproducdisteda Hegg 2004).

Peru seems to have a more successful implement#ti®B than some of its Latin
American counterparts. One possible explanatidhassome members of the ruling
party, Peru Posible, came from the United Left vaitlarge history of participatory
programs (Goldfrank 2007). Additionally, while PBFPeru is also the result of
international NGO pressure, they consulted on tbargd civil society when thinking
through implementation. While PB in Peru may hdeeunderlying institutional
structures that make it a more successful modalfitraexample, Nicaragua and

Guatemala, the first two years of implementatianrast viewed as a success along lines
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of outreach, participation or project monitoringh{fthos Segura 2004; Diaza Palacdios
2005: Monge 2004, Goldfrank 2007).

Looking at these three instances of PB in Latin Ao@ebeyond Brazil, the most
successful instances within these three countmesved partnerships with existing
organizations on the ground when implementing PBr example, llo and Villa El
Salvador are cited as successful implementatiofBadnd had the criteria of locally
initiated, supported by the United Left and invalyiorganized civil society with
participatory elements already well establishedld@ank 2007). Some scholars suggest
that PB is most successful when initiatives areenmttom-up, more deliberative and
less formalized in structure — the model of PBhi@ United States. Goldfrank identifies
four factors that seem to be helpful for succesB&iimplementation: 1) strong NGO
presence 2) mayor from a leftist, indigenous oonrbackground 3) weak opposition and
4) high level of social capital.

Within the institutional structure of the Uniteda&ds, | argue that political calculations
are critical for success. PB throughout Latin Aiceers implemented to fill a political
leadership vacuum. In contrast, PB in the UnitedeS is supplementing existing stable
political structures. Therefore, PB’s success ethS. must be less closely tied to
ideology and more closely aligned with existingippcdl economies of power.

3.8 PB Beyond Latin America

PB has the ability to serve as an impactful modetitizen engagement throughout the
developing world where successful models have baptemented in political structures
as diverse as Bangladesh and South Africa. IpdiséCold War era, some newly

formed democracies added participatory mechanistoghese countries’ constitutional
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orders. For example, Bulgaria is a signatory toEbeopean Charter of Local Self-
Government and also created robust mechanismsrémt ditizen engagement in
decision-making including community meetings, regedl contact with mayors, and
referendums (Novkirishka-Stoyanova 2001).

Three broad trends in these newly formed democdered themselves to PB: 1)
increased forms of participation for legitimateMdynihan 2003; Olivo 1998) 2) trend
toward transparency (Moynihan 2007) and 3) treme¢htd fiscal decentralization
(Robinson 2004). PB serves as a way to legitimateimplement these ideals into
practice. International organizations often partmith local NGOs on the ground to
implement a variety of PB. The implementation, thohtion, and degree to which the
process is binding differs across geopolitical eatd. Thus, as discussed in 3.4, one
generalizable metric for success is untenable.

One such example is Bangladesh, a democracy s@¥k tWhere the constitution
includes both a bill of rights and “pledges owngussf the republic to the people;” with
few constitutional mechanisms for citizen engagemém2000 in Sraj Ganj, Bangladesh,
a form of PB was implemented by the United NatiDeselopment Program (UNDP)
with the United Nations Capital Development FundN@DF) in conjunction with the
local government (Rahman et al 2004). The budgetroject revolved around the local
government, thearishads.The first part of the project involved $6,000 indk grants
for each union to allocate for project on the wiarcel. The second part of the project
creates an institutionalized mechanism for citiz@nsngage with the local budget

(Folscher 2007).
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Another example is South Africa in the wake of #ipaid where there are
constitutionally mandated mechanisms for citizegagement. Chapter IV of the
Municipal Systems Act of 2000 specifically mandatasicipalities to interact with
communities around service delivery, performancaagament, integrated development
planning, and the budget process (Shall 2007). cbhnstitution contains a provision that
at least 10 months before the start of the findriygiar the mayor must put out a public
timetable for budget deadlines, including a pubdicord of all deadlines for consultative
and patrticipatory mechanisms in the process. Tingcipality is legally bound to make
annual budgets public with any supporting docunenta and invite public submissions
on the budget from community stakeholders (Shadl720

In newly formed democracies PB aims to institutehamisms of transparency and
bottom up democracy in countries that have a histbcorruption (Edstrom 2002). The
aim is more effective service delivery and greadsponsiveness to citizen needs on the
local level (McGee 2003). Citizen participation irapes vertical or social accountability
by altering the incentive structure for officehatsle Through deepening citizen
engagement, public officials have a new sense ajladability and eyes watching them.
Development organizations seeking to implementrPiBagile institutional political
systems that lack autonomy, such as in Bangladasiinaonesia, highlight the ability

for PB to lead to greater government transparendyaacountability (F6lscher 2007).

In addition to the material concerns of greateoaotability, transparency and service
delivery less rife with corruption, there is alb@ immaterial, or existential, argument for
greater democratic quality. In contrast to oth@onations aimed to ameliorate

corruption PB uniquely deepens democracy. Whiedlare many different democratic
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innovations, PB is unique because it combines bwterial concerns with existential
concerns of what makes someone a citizen. As skgclin the previous chapter, in its
Platonic ideal, PB has the ability to both proviaigrovements ovestatus qucservice
delivery, politics, and civic engagement. Implenmeg®B in emerging democracies can
provide material benefits as well as existentialdfit,s such as expanding the role of the
citizen. Through the process of being involved By Participants leave with tools to be
more engaged citizens in the future. PB idealseate new mechanisms for engagement
between citizens and public officials are paramanikeveloping country contexts where
there is no existing foundation for such a relatop (McGee 2003).

Within developing countries PB offers promise aedlpln many implementing
countries, there are new constitutional ordersraafor increased participatory
mechanisms. Within these spaces lies promise foe participatory mechanisms.
However, many of these countries are united byaaeshhistory of a centrally controlled
bureaucratic structure. Therefore, enabling offscan the local level with the money and
power to implement Participatory Budgeting mechasisnay be difficult. Case studies
looking at PB throughout the developing world cetesitly cite the lack of capacity of
officials on the local level as the single greategiediment to PB (Shall 2007).

Even if power and a form of discretionary funds bardevolved to the local level, some
developing societies lack a historical culture mg&gement. Therefore, citizens are not
inculcated in a culture of participating in govanna decisions or taking responsibility
for their respective localities. Low levels of edtion and literacy may only add to

feelings of disenfranchisement. Additionally, soceencilors, especially those from
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rural areas lack the adequate training to convieynmation between their constituents
and higher-level officials.

It is critical to note the bias when studying thiess researched implementations of PB
beyond Latin America. First, for too many cashse,dame group funding the
implementation, such as the World Bank, is alscetlt@or of the cas&.Second, only

the successes are recorded. Therefore, we hgadiho information of instances
behind Latin American where PB was tried and fa{ledlscher 2007).

When foreign NGOs and governmental organizationkwmimplement PB there is the
risk that when these external bodies leave, thegnat civil society will be unable to
successfully monitor the process. Additionally,emntexternal organizations are
responsible for the implementation of PB quest@amse about the legitimacy of the
process as a bottom up grassroots endeavors. BeiR§ implemented as a response to a
citizen need? If so through what channels wasrtat communicated?

3.9 PB in the United States

Having outlined PB in its birthplace of Brazil atrdvels throughout the globe one truth
is self-evident: PB takes on a different flavoesrch locality. Structural factors such as
whether or not an NGO or a political party is inging PB shape the process. From the
most common structure of PB in Brazil to manifastag of PB in the U.S. six
differences emerge: 1) relationship with city cau8g non-partisan frame 3) deliberative
VS. representative 4) district customization 5puese bounded and 6) mobilization vs.

need.>®

*2 Since these cases are small not only is the sanaérig body the case study author but there alss do
not exist any other written case studies as reéeren

%3 Spada and Russon Gilman Presentation, Internaffarticipatory Budget Conference March 31, 2011.
New York City.
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In Brazil, PB often bypasses the city Council. Im¢ago and New York City, Councilors,
or Aldermen institute PB, themselves. In Chicage alderman instituted the process
with neither a strong partisan nor ideological feafor the process. The New York City
process is bi-partisan as contrasted with thegzartirame of PB in Brazil. Both Chicago
and New York City focus on small group deliberatibroughout the process. In contrast,
Brazil often has a structured representative sy$@0P) and employs large groups
assemblies. No one is elected to representcbeimunity in the United States process
of PB whereas there is an elected assembly in Brazi

The process in New York City devolves power to labstricts and enables District
Committees agency to shape the process withindmiict. In contrast, the process in
Brazil is often hierarchical (COP plus District &ssblies) with more centralized control
of process implementation.

Decentralization in PBNYC is coupled with a set amtoof Councilors’ discretionary
funds whereas PB in Brazil often has no clear setumt of resources. Within the
unbounded nature of PB in Brazil is a mechanismemh popular decisions to consider
needs. Currently PB in Chicago and New York, Isiggh a mechanism.

The process so far in United States has been rmousdéd on participation, deliberation,
and mobilization than PB in Brazil. However, PBle U.S. has also dealt with a small
discretionary budget of a district whereas BraailRB involves a large portion of an
entire city Budget. In future years, the procdsB® in the United States may or may not
conform to the Brazilian process. The distinctitpzl, structural, and institutional

factors in the places PB is executed in the U.8 slape its implementation.

¥ Chicago began its pilot year with a theory of tddaepresentatives they quickly abandoned as the
realities of the process unfolded. See Sectioriot.thore information.
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3.10 Conclusion
The traditional elites know perfectly well thatdtpractice gives real content to
democracy, ending privileges, clientelism, andngiiely the power of capital
over society. Besides deepening and radicalizergatracy, Participatory
Budgeting also is constituted by a vigorous sosfiafhpulse, if we conceive
socialism as a process in which direct, participattemocracy is an essential
element, because it facilitates critical consci@ssmand ties of solidarity among
the exploited and oppressed, opening the way ®ptltblic appropriation of the
State and the construction of a new society (D2G@R).
According to Olivio Dutra (2002), the mayor whaostitmplemented PB in Porto Alegre
and then to Rio Grande de Sul as governor of tite.st
The role of ideology is hard to deny for the finsive of practitioners of PB: for both the
early implementers as well as the first generadioscholarship on PB. The study of
modern “Brazilian style PB” and its impact throughthe world requires understanding
the Marxist element of ideology and partisanshithenPT’s decision to first institute PB.
Through acknowledging the role of ideology andipart frame, PB can be de-
contextualized from Porto Alegre to be implementedther geopolitical contexts.
PB in the United States comes from a different &rework. The lack of political ideology
or partisan politics coupled with strong democraistitutions in the U.S. makes the
implementation of PB in the U.S. unique. The lagait of analysis, disparate civil
society traditions, and Council member implemeatafurther differentiate PB in the
United States. PB in the United States showsRBatloes not have to be ideological or
partisan as the earlier cases might suggest.
In the following chapters on PB in Chicago and Nk City, | illustrate why these
respective cities face conflicts of transparent l@g@timate governance. Nonetheless,

cities in the U.S. do not have the old patrimostatiientelist system that characterized

Brazil during the military regime. Brazilian PB wasplemented in the 1) wake of a
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military dictatorship 2) by a political party withMarxist bent and 3) in only one city.
However, despite the political, structural, indtdoal differences between implementing
PB in NYC and its predecessors, many of the quessarrounding participation,
engagement, and mobilization remain for assesdthim Bhe United States.

In order to answer these questions, | conceptealignd beyond literature on PB that too
narrowly focus on civil society conditions infuseth the author’s own ideology. Civil
society is an important but not sufficient criterié®B requires specific political
conditions for implementation. | outline existinggtature to illustrate the lack of focus
on institutionalization and economies of politipalwer in PB scholarship. In contrast, |
offer a more holistic model of PB taking into gexaaccount political, structural, and
institutional factors.

In contrast to scholarship that ideologically bagivith the belief that PB is a normative
good, | present an independent analytic framewmrigbrously assess PB: citizenly
politics > Citizenly politics places this inquiry into Unit&tates’ PB as part of a larger
tradition of citizens and politics harkening baokAtristotle. By outlining the history and
theory behind PB, | present citizenly politics asadternative for assessing PB within a

more abstract, and less ideological, framework.

%5 1) Citizen design their participation 2) delibératdiscourse takes place (Gutmann and Thompso6)199
3) participation is substantive and not merely gemiative (Moynihan 2003; 2007) and 4) the process h
potential to become institutionalized to scale.
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Chapter 4: Participatory Budgeting in Chicago
Participatory Budgeting (PB) in the United Stategdm in Chicago, when an Alderman

instituted this as a pilot project in 2009-2010t tie time of writing this dissertation the
process has gone through three cycles, all of winiebived the same Aldermah Part

of the reason no other Aldermen signed on to tbeqss was because it was viewed as
idiosyncratic and revolving around one politiciardanis networks. Citizens involved in
the process became disillusioned with what theggieed as patronage and non-
transparency in the process of civil society mahiiion. As a result the third tenet of
citizenly politics, substantive ongoing particifmeatj was compromised.

Citizens viewed the Alderman as being politicaliyrepreneurial with his support of PB.
As a result the second year faced process exhausteny volunteers leading the
process quit and the Alderman lost interest. Tloegss exhaustion resulted from factors
such as the perception of ideological and poliicedes. The material project outputs
from the first year in Chicago were modest, witl¥b0f projects, which | categorize as
“innovative” and 50% “conventionaf* Despite Chicago PB's challenges to substantive
participation and institutionalization, the processtinued beyond its pilot year. | argue
that citizens remain involved for PB’s significaxtistential benefits that compensate for
its lesser material benefits.

In this chapter | outline 1) origins of PB in Chiga2) structure and basic properties of

the process 3) lessons learned from Chicago asnlarities and differences between

*% Fiscal Year 2014 marks the first time that thréeep Alderman will be joining to implement PB ireth
respective wards.

5" As further expounded upon in Chapter 9, thistigalogy | devise relating to the degree to which
projects produced through PB compare to pre-PBeptsj
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PB in Chicago and New York. Assessment of theilmsigf U.S. PB in Chicago outlines
how existing political ecosystems and values affecdit to overcome through the
intervention of PB. Chicago PB exemplifies why onan PB does not work. Existing
ecosystems prohibited Chicago PB from fulfilling tfhird and fourth tenet of citizenly
politics: substantive participation and institutdimation to scale.
4.1 Background

“| wish | were mayor, | could institute thf§
Noted Alderman Sid? the first politician to bring PB to the United &ts after learning
about it at the World Social Forum in Brazil in 200Instead, Alderman Sid, as effective
mayor of Ward S, ceded his discretionary fundsrirastructure to the PB process.
Alderman Sid had first encountered PB at the W8ddial Forum in Brazil in 2007 and
was intrigued at the power of PB in Brazil. Sid®&94, Aldermen in Chicago annually
receive “Menu Money” of roughly $1.4 millicior infrastructure projects. Menu Money
is allocated equally to all 50 wards in Chicagodibénd.
Corruption has been a recurring problem in Chicdgmwn as the “windy city” for the
pervasive corruption of politician®.Chicago’s Democratic machine retained a
stronghold from 1931 until the late 198% svith the Daley family holding the mayoral
post for a combined twelve terrffs.
In addition to mayoral politics, ward-level polgitiave also been rife with political

scandals.

%8 Stated the first Alderman to implement PB in Chizat a Conference on Participatory Budgeting,
March 2012.

*9 Names have been changed for anonymity, the wardded as Ward S.

¢ Nathan Bierma"Windy City: Where did it come from?Ghicago TribuneDec. 7 2004

®1 Chicago. Windy City History: URLhttp://www.encyclopedia.chicagohistory.org/pages/ftml

2 Richard J. Daley (1955-1976) and Richard M. D4l389-2011).
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From 1972 to 2009, thirty Chicago Aldermen werddtetl and convicted of federal
crimes ranging from income tax evasion to extortembezzlement, and conspiracy
(Gradel et al 2009). Ergo, bringing a democratiwonation focused on transparency and
accountability to Chicago seemed an unlikely pgirifhe publicity of being the “first
person to implement PB in the United States, irc&do of all placés” was a large

reason for the Alderman’s adoption.

Alderman Sid has been serving Ward S since 188 was in a hotly contested re-
election in 2011 and after implementing PB won BY6/0f the vote. Based on the
demographics of his ward, Sid took a calculatekl thaet PB would be favorably received.

The demographics of the WardS:

Population| White | Black | Hispanig Asian | Other | Median

Incomé®

54,991 39.31% 26.3% | 24.43% | 6.41% 3.56% $40,577;$57,169

[=

Figure 4.1: U.S. Census Data Ward S

The area that comprises Ward S is recognized leaffand liberal with high Internet
penetration, ranked one of the “bloggiest neighbods” by the websit®utside.in.It is
alsonearby two research universitf&sThe area has a higher rate of residents with

advanced degrees than the state average and tesid®king in non-for-profit

% The ward is too small an area for accurate Ceimsasmation. There is a section in Chicago that
encompasses ward S and T with the majority ofdhés in ward S. Alderman’s Sid office does notehav
any more specific information as it pertains to dvdemographics than the rough approximation froen th
Census that include a small part of Ward T.

% There are two zip codes within this area each withrresponding income. The higher income is
primarily in Ward S.

% "Inside America's Top 10 Bloggiest Neighborhood3utside.in. URLhttp://outside.in/ Accessed
August 4, 20011.
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institutions exceed twice the state aver¥deglehart (1999, 1991) notes that as human
survival becomes increasingly secure, the “maistia@mphasis on psychological and
economic security diminishes with an enlarged emishan “post-materialist” goals such
as quality of life, freedom, and self-expressié@s citizens’ basic material needs are met
there is a deeper emphasis on existential selkbzaiion (Maslovian 1943) creating
enabling conditions ideal for PB interest and impeatation’”
Sid was hopeful that gambling on PB would resuklectoral success. He was right.
4.2 From Theory to Implementation
"We know Chicago is a very warm place [laughtegebple come out to Chicago
they should be able to come out and visit democaaeyork®® joked Alderman
Sid when outlining why PB should be implemente@€mcago.
In April 2009, forty leaders were invited from dige local servicerganizations, schools,
religious institutions, block clubs, and other cigroups to fornthe Participatory
Budgeting Steering Committee (SC) for the wardl iltited were connected in existing
networks of supporters and friends of the Aldern@inen the demographics of Ward S
it is not surprising that the SC was compriseddirgf white and affluent residents.
Alderman Sid appointed a chair of the SC from disle. Community critics would

later contend that the SC was unrepresentativieeodlitversity of the district and reflected

Sid’s network of campaign donors and supporters.

®7 Chicago City Data. URL: City-data.com.

% Tom Tyler 2006 argues that people’s feelings pfacess are not just specific on the material au&o
but related to feelings such as civic duty. SimjlaHenrik Bang (2009) argues that people who gnjo
being involved are more excited by the experietsmdfithan the material outputs.

% Chicago has notoriously cold winters, partiallyeda the chill from the North Shore, its mythicatlye
to the “windy” politicians.

©See Summers 2009.

" Interviews with SC members and other active aitizesho critiqued the process.
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The SC worked in conjunction with the non-profigganization, Participatory Budget
Project (PBPF?) that taught abougrevious implementations of PB throughout the world
in order to draft guidelines for Chicago.

The SC outlined its own rules and responsibilitegseach phase of the process:
October 14, 2009- Planning meeting for neighborhasgemblies

October 28, 2009- Planning meeting for neighborhasskemblies, focus on facilitation
November 3, 2009- Meeting for SC members facihgsmall group discussions

at neighborhood assemblies

November 4, 2009- Debrief meeting after first néigthood assembly

November 12, 2009- Designing representative phbgeegrocess

December 7, 2009- Planning meeting for first comityurepresentative meeting
February 4, 2010- Planning meeting for second rafnmkighborhood

assemblies, final voting assembly

March 10, 2010 — Planning meeting for outreach]ipitya and structure of

voting day

March 18, 2010 — Open discussion/reflection onybar’s PB process; finalizing

of some minor details for voting day

April 7, 2010 — Finalizing details for structure\afting day, organization and

sign-up for volunteer tasks

Each meeting lasted from one and a half to two ioline SC began with about forty
members with around ten to fifteen staying activeaghout the process. The original
“Rulebook” crafted by the SC, in conjunction witletAlderman’s Office and PBP,
outlined four stages of the procegsneighborhood assemblies (October-November) 2)
community representative meetings (November —Ma3ghpting assembly (March) and
4) implementation and monitoring (April — Decembé&iderman Sid, extremely
galvanized about the process, attended nearly eweefing in the first year ranging from
neighborhood assemblies to many of the individualget committee meetings.

The original Rulebook stated that community repnéstives would be voted upon at the

neighborhood assemblies:

"2 PBP is also technical lead for PBNYC.
3 See Nicole Summers 2009 for more information.
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Each neighborhood assembly will elect 5 commurapresentatives, plus 1
community representative per 20 residents presentexample, if 140 residents
attend an assembly, participants will elect 12e@epntatives (5 +7).
At each assembly, 2 community representative spititbe reserved for youth,
between 16 and 19 years old.
Each resident can vote for up to 3 community repregive candidates.
In order to participate in PB, the Rulebook stat®s must be a resident of the ward.
Additionally there could be no more than fifteeojpcts per committee. The original
themes of the committees were:
Budget Committees:
1) Parks & Environment
2) Safety & Health
3) Streets & Transportation
4) Youth
5) Seniors & People with Disabilities
6) Education, Art, and Other Projects.
The original Rulebook outlined a “bus tour” led twe Alderman’s office for a needs
assessment within the ward, similar to the carawaBsazil whereby citizens go into the
field to see greatest need for specific projects.
As the process progressed, the SC, in conjunctitintive Alderman’s Office and PBP,
amended some of the rules. The biggest changelva@d/abandoning the election of
community representatives. Instead, participant®wble to self-select to serve as
community representatives without setting a speaifaximum number of
representatives. Another amendment was the addifiarsecond round of neighborhood

assemblies in March that pushed the voting baak fstarch to April. The bus tour was

abandoned as part of the process, so too wasdftienfiproject proposal limit per

" Taken from the Chicago PB 2009-10 Rulebook.

5t is not clear how strictly this was enforcedor Foting people were asked to give IDs. Howefar,
general process participation it appears as thoesjdency was never enforced and not found to be a
salient issue or point of contention.
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committee. The original six themes of the commgteere changed to more aptly reflect
the projects put forth at the neighborhood asseralb: Streets, Transportation, Public
Safety, Traffic Safety, Parks & Environment, and &rOther Projects.

All of the changes amended to the Rulebook maderiheess more responsive to the
needs and realities of citizen participation. Mahyhe original structures of the process
imposed top down decisions, such as the themé®wediudget committees, without
anticipating participant needs and opinions on kmWest run the process.

The members of the SC played an integral role aryephase of the PB process. The SC
members facilitated the neighborhood assembliegsr@ntudget committees. At the first
and second round of neighborhood assemblies theuBIiized the event to their
respective organizations, helped set-up and cleangone SC served as a Meeting
Chair at each neighborhood assembly. One SC mesebezd as a mentor to the budget
committee (BC) assisted in researching projectslaging rules and procedures, and
served as a liaison between the individual comestend the SC. For the vote, SC
members worked at voting stations doing set-u@mlp, welcome, voter registration,
and leading the oral project presentations.

4.3 The Process

Understanding the mechanics of PB in Chicago epgiratl for assessing how PB was
distilled specially within the United States. WeéhPB in Brazil involved the mayoral
level, two thematic committees, and elected reptasi®es, PBP worked to re-format the
process for ward level. Without having a temptat®B in the U.S., the theoretical
design of the process was altered throughout theegs to reflect the realities of the

community. For example, in the original theoryrmaplementation community
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representatives were set at a specific number @nd glected. In reality, community
representatives were not voted upon and there atasetnumber. Similarly, a second
round of neighborhood assemblies was added tortdwegs that was not in the
theoretical design. As will be explored in ChaiePBNYC benefited from Chicago
already have adapted PB to the ward/council lemetdnsumption in the U.S. Both of
these adaptions created during the Chicago PB gsagere integrated into the original
framework of PBNYC.

Neighborhood Assemblies:

From November to December 2009, nine neighborhesdrablies convened throughout
the ward, eight in English and one in Spanishy@as accessible to residents such as
field houses, churches, and schools. Alderman $ifice sent email flyers as well as
paid canvassers to post fliers, stating: “you headate with democracy® At the
meetings participants were given an agenda, a e ovard, a brochure on the process
and roles for community representatives, a ligtrezious Menu Money expenditures,
and a survey to complete at the end of the meeting.

SC members facilitated the meeting as well as sgras the “MC.” Four or five SC
members led discussions at each neighborhood alserith break out groups of seven
to twelve participants. There were fifteen to yefive attendants at each meeting, with
the median number of about thirty. In these b@aksessions, people participated in
small group deliberation and decision-making. Desigition followed the Rulebook’s
“Small Group Discussion Guideline#tiat outlined how to engage people and have

everyone share their ideas (See Appendix 3.3)sdkmall groups outlined projects in

® See Appendix 4.1
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the area they would like to see implemented inrttlistricts. People could also sign up

to be community representatives.

Community Representative/Budget Committees:

Following the neighborhood assemblies (NA), thos® wigned up to be community
representatives (CR) were contacted to attend bhuwdgemittee meetings. Sixty out of
the eighty who signed up showed up to this meetPBP gave a presentation outlining
the roles and responsibilities of the CRs and exg&lbroke out into groups.

At this first meeting, the SC mentors who woulddsding each budget committee by
theme announced which time of the week they woalddnvening for bi-monthly
meetings.” The two hundred ideas from the NA were compigedted into committees,
and designated “Eligible,” “Maybe Eligible,” andr@ligible or Unnecessary.” The
criteria was largely based on which projects wdadckligible for Menu Money restricted
to infrastructure projects only. Each of the sixneoittees had five pre-planned meetings
already schedule@treets, Transportation, Public Safety, TrafficeédgfParks &
Environment, and Art & Other Projects. All groupscept for Streets had additional
meetings, and all meetings took place at the wHickoat 7pm on different nights.

The SC had decided before the first CR meetingdaealh budget committee should have
a SC “mentor,” a committee chair, and a vice-chairthe first meeting of each budget

committee, they were instructed to vote on a caiadl a vice-chair, though the specific

" Arguably, this structure encourages people tafmit scheduling needs above their thematic interes
However, the second year of PB Chicago did notsira it like this. Instead, each thematic groame
together and decide upon a schedule together.reBudt was a much less organized, less productive
schedule. For the third year PB Chicago returpdthiing the SC mentors outline their schedulirampl
before people choose which thematic group to baragh.
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roles and responsibilities of these chairs wereontlitined.”® The SC mentor for each
budget committee group also asked for a “commuinicatchair” to be voted upon who
would be in charge of emailing participants aboeetings reminders, facilitating
discussion online, and emailing directly with thara office.

After the initial meeting of all the CRs, commitsegere given near full discretion on to
how to make decisions, organize their processfaailitate discussions. The
committees were told to provide rationale for idsaggested at the neighborhood
assemblies. As a result, each committee had ex€liff relationship with the process and
the specific agencies they interacted with whilgftimg proposals.

For example, some committees, such as Transpartdmioke up into subcommittees
such as “Sidewalk Repairs,” “Bike Transportatioarid “Public Transportation.” Some
agencies proved more cumbersome to work with; Boucaad a high level of
bureaucracy within the agencies, and some committeeducted more surveys of the
areas than others. For example, the Streets Coeendivided up the ward into sections
and went to inspect streets in need of repair.

The committees were able to keep abreast of psoferombugh the blog maintained by the
ward where committees would post updates. Resddrihe ward could post ideas for
projects on the blog and the Arts and Other Prgyested a survey on the blog that 350
filed out. In the weeks before the vote a sampleobwas posted on the blog.

Second Round of Neighborhood Assemblies:

8 Four of the six committees decided to have corshaiher than a chair and vice chair. The rotes a
responsibilities of the chairs varied in the contedis as well did the roles and responsibilitiethefSCs in
the committees. In some committees the mentoripositas quite robust, while in others less strong.
Sometimes the SC would aim to represent the vidwlseoentire SC while at other moments they were
acting more autonomously.

¥ Each member of the committee had their own evialnaichema, some used a one to five scale while
others bad/medium/okay for example.
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Though not part of the original Rulebook, a secamahd of neighborhood assemblies
(NA) was added a month before the final vote. TideAnan felt that a second round of
neighborhood assemblies would enable more citigedldack in the process — this was a
frequent request from citizens who wanted to firad/svto be involved in the process
outside of being a community representative or §imapting. The second round of
assemblies was publicized through ward emails Bedsfwith a particular focus on the
Hispanic community, achieved primarily through eaizh in existing church networfs.
By the second round of neighborhood assemblies eadmittee was instructed to label
their projects either “recommended,” probably beingon the ballot, and “other
suggested” projects that would probably not makebidllot. Three second rounds of
neighborhood assemblies were held — including on&panish speaking residents.
There were roughly two hundred people who attetdedecond round of NA.

These two-hour meetings first involved committeespntations with a structured Q and
A with community representatives in a “science farmat.” Committees laid out tables
with presentations and people could walk aroundh éalole and ask questions about
projects. They were not given specific guidelinbsut presenting their work. As a result,
some committees such as Art and Other projects lReaerPoint for their presentations
while Streets Committee made a color-coded mapdw gheir recommendations. After
the presentations, people were able to walk areumaldvisit the different committee

“stations” and ask questions about the projects.

8 The Alderman made a conscious choice to not dabéigity push around the second NA fearing that it
would be too difficult to effectively advertise aedplain.
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After the second round of neighborhood assemididseduled a month before the vote,
committees were able to discuss and try to incatedhe suggestions from the
assemblies.

While residents provided feedback for projects, maftit could not be implemented
because with only a month before the vote many@ésuoould not be incorporated in
time. The second round of assemblies provided eassdvith information about the PB
process and the upcoming vote. The second roundighborhood assemblies
successfully educated residents, while less suitdlysisnplemented feedback into the
project proposals. Residents were unaware of thedoicratic requirements for project
formation, and therefore not much of the feedbamKdabe incorporated into projects.
Elections:

In order to vote, residents had to meet severtdrai All residents had to be sixteen
years old or older, members of Ward S, and hatieevproof of residency and photo
identification at the vote. Residents appointedi/onto the Steering Committee
decided upon this criterion. Sample ballots wemglpced and distributed before the vote
with the official ballot (see Appendix 4.1) as aotpage folded booklet with ballot
options and project title, cost estimate, and aartevo line description. Projects were in
alphabetical order grouped by committee. Peoplédcgote for up to six projects with
no weighting of votes allowed.

There was a “Get Out the Vote” (GOTV) campaigndbout three weeks before the
elections. The GOTYV strategy meeting involvedll and CR representatives to
brainstorm creative ideas, for example to spragtpaiting signs, reaching out to local

CSOs, standing in front of trains during rush hagivéng out flyers, and putting up
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window signs in local businesses. The ward ofieated flyers, posters, yard signs,
window signs, palm cards, and paid for a canvasSemmittee members also made
their own flyers and signs to promote their induadiprojects. The CR and the ward
office made a Facebook page. The Alderman posteg-ad piece about the process in
the Chicago Tribunepn the Huffington Post, and reached out to majarane
organizations such CBS, WTTW, Fox News, Unavisang several local university
newspapers.

There was the option for early voting at the walfcte, Monday through Friday, to
precede the Saturday election held at a local 4¢hwa 9am-3pm. Voters could vote
anywhere in a school cafeteria, including in a @ewoting booth, and would place their
ballots in a homemade “voting box” once completee BC and ward volunteers staffed
the voting location. Each committee was given dgydsoard they could fill out with
their projects to present at the vote site. Intamd a PowerPoint Presentation with all
the projects ran continuously throughout the voiegembly. Each committee was given
five minutes to give oral presentations on thenjgets at 10am, 12pm, and 2pm.
Roughly four hundred people voted early at the waiftce with roughly twelve hundred
voting on the official voting day.” A total of 1,@5/oted in the first PB Chicago election.
4.4 The Projects

In the PowerPoint presenting PB to community regisieAlderman Sid outlined how
Menu Money is typically spent in the ward: Roadse& lighting, Sidewalks, and Parks.
This section outlines where Menu Money was spetttenyear before and after the

treatment of PB was introduced in Chicdgo:

81 Specific geographic information has been remowetidintain anonymity.
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| have created this typology to distinguish theunaf project$?

1) “Conventional” C) projects maintain the form of typical Menu Monewyding. PB

has enabled a more equitable process to determojecpneed in the community.

2) “Innovative” () denote projects that are more creative that typsgkects funded

through menu money allocations.

Pre PB (2009)

Street Resurfacing $937,278

Street Lighting $325,000

Sidewalk Repairs $92,889

Avenue Design $65,000

Alley Resurfacing $48,596

Alley Speed Humps $8,225

Street Speed Humps $3,500

PB: (2010)

Sidewalk repairs, $188,292

Bike lanes, $100,000

Dog Friendly Area at Park, $110,000
Community Gardens in two parks $33,000
Underpass Murals, $84,000
Traffic/Pedestrian Signal $230,000

Artistic Multifunctional Bike Racks, $105,000
Additional Benches and Shelters on Chicago Trakgihority “El” Platforms, $84,000

Street Resurfacing Solar-Powered Garbage ContaimeRsl., $41,000

8 This typology is based on my qualitative data.
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Convenience Showers at Park Beach, $50,000
Completion of Path in Park, $25,000
Park Historical Signs, $42,000

Residential Street Lighting$130,000

Out of the fourteen projects, | categorize sevem@agvative and seven as conventional.
As will be discussed in Chapter 9, 38% of proj@ctBBNYC were innovative with 62%
as conventional. Therefore, PB in Chicago produnecke innovative projects in its pilot
year than PBNYC.

The even split of innovative and conventional pctgesuggests that PB in Chicago was
effective both at bringing about new ideas andtoregroject proposals as well as
showing that citizens can make rational proposals.

Conventional projects within the context of PB pagticularly informative because they
take projects that would already be implementedugin capital funds, such as sidewalk
repair, and focus them to a specific street thatligeen determined by citizens. Thus,
conventional projects suggest that citizens basedeair own local community are the
ones best able to assess need.

The innovative projects were effective at bringihg community together in new ways.
These projects were not only able to effectivelgrads community needs but reimagine
those needs. Without PB these projects would ae¢ lhappened. As one chair of the
transportation committee noted, “there was a tenfo people living a car based
lifestyle with focus on a bike lifestyle. Ultimdyethe bike people were able to convince

many people to join their cause.” The creatiobiké lanes, dog parks, and underpass
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murals are not only projects that would not havepeaed without PB but also exemplify
people forming new understandings through the RBg®ms itself. Projects such as solar
powered garbage cans, community gardens, andibateigns represent a commitment
to a specific set of ideals and values. All ofsta@rojects favor alternative policy
solutions, including community involvement in spatgpically not opened to the
community.

4.5 Lessons Learned

PB in Chicago offers a model for assessing chadlerand opportunities for PB
implementation in the United States and a paradagmform PBNYC. There are many
structural, institutional, and political differerecbetween Chicago and New York that
inform unique PB adoption and implementation. PEmcago differs from PBNYC
because only one Alderman instituted it, not faimaNew York. Having only one
Alderman institute PB opened the process up t@aes surrounding personality,
ideology, and personal patronage in a way thastheture of PBNYC, where four
council members came together, was more diversif&@d members were concerned that
Sid was co-opting the process for his own politgah. The SC interviewed did not like
the relationships they formed with Sid and as altesughly half of the SC quit for the
second year of PB (henceforth Y2). Disillusionmeiparticipants curtailed substantive
participation, the second tenet of citizenly posti PBNYC was able to avoid this
because, despite the intention of the initiatatgzens actually participated in the design
of the participatory institutions as explored inapter 8.

With the interest of only one Alderman, PB in Clgoaxperienced process exhaustion

with decreased energy, turnout, and less Aldermsupport in its second yeafhe
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process exhaustion experienced in Chicago prevea@gletion of the fourth tenet of
citizenly politics. In order to become institutidizad to scale, the process must become
less political and move beyond a single politicidat despite Chicago PB’s material
challenges to participation and institutionalizatithe continuation of the process
underscores the importance of existential benffitparticipants.

“The Alderman lost steam after the first year, esgdly when only 20 people from the
original Steering Committee wanted to return beeahsy felt like the process had been
co-opted and was more about re-election than contyneingagement,” described a
committee chair and member of the SC from Chicag§gé&ar one (henceforth Y1).

The Alderman often cites re-election campaigning asntral reason for implementing
PB. After implementing PBY1, he won a hotly congéeksby 77% in an election he was
not slated to win. Several of the SC who left thecpss felt that the Alderman’s office
had too strictly imposed top down control of thegass without allowing for genuine
grassroots engagement.

Another reason of the decline in popularity revdhaeound differences in personality:
those who felt that the Alderman’s style of leatiggsvas caustic and too driven by
personal patronage. There were also accusatidiasaftism. Community
representative’s who sat on committees could nderstand why onlgertainpeople

were picked to be on the SC. These people seamjadttbe the friends, supporters, and
donors to the Alderman’s campaign. “At many timasry the process | wondered: am |
here to support Sid or to engage our communitylezgs? If this process is really about
community engagement why was there no transparanayt who formed the Steering

Committee?” described one active community reprasiee from PBY1.
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The leadership of PBY1 appeared to be more alyeating a support network and
structure for the Alderman than about communityipgation. Questions arose about
whether or not the entire structure of PB wasu&OTV apparatus for re-election
aimed to spotlight Alderman Sid as the “first edztofficial to bring PB to the U.S.”

One SC who retained involvement after the firstryaantioned, “If Sid had not been in a
hotly contested election for the first time in y&®arould he have implemented PB? He
was totally absent from the second year of thege®t

The fourth tenet of citizenly politics addresses titnsion that occurs when the novelty
aspect of a democratic innovation wears off andotireality of governing sets in. In
PBY2, Alderman Sid was neither facing re-election implementing a democratic
innovation for the first time in the United Statd®BY2 was about taking something
unique and making it mainstream. There were onlp&tple who sat on the SC and
participation rates throughout every stage of ttoegss were lower than before. Was
participation lower because the Alderman chosest@te less staff resources to the
process or did the Alderman chose to devote legsresources because the process was
less exciting and engaging in its second year’ B probably true.

PB is a resource intensive process for both citzerd a politician. The full time intern
who ran PBY1 was not replaced for PBY2. Howeveg,glocess exhaustion in PBY2
was also due to the alienation felt by the SC wé dhevoted time and resources to
PBY1. In PBYZ2, the SC was smaller, more fractueed less amenable to devoting the
considerable resources required toward the projEleé combined reduction in efforts of

both the SC and the Alderman led to lower partibgmanumbers in the process.
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Lower participation rates throughout the processited in a smaller amount of potential
projects to be put on the ballot. In PBY1 36 pctgavere put on the ballot, in PBY?2
only 21 projects were put on the ballot.

In order to accommodate the lower participatioesdahroughout the process, the
Alderman’s office set aside $300,000 of Menu Motweke used at Sid’s discretion.
Additionally, there was a question of which peregat of the remaining funds should be
allocated to street resurfacing.

In PBY1 the Alderman may have set unrealistic etgiems for the process, both in
terms of his own involvement as well as the speaeadhich Menu Money funds would be
operationalized. In PBY1 Sid was excited aboutgtoeess in addition to running for re-
election. He would attend nearly every meetingnfreeighborhood assembly to budget
committee meetings. This was not a realistic tom@mitment for an Alderman and his
absence in PBY2 may have been viewed as a lackvolMement when in reality it was a
more realistic time commitment to the process. Biry, after devoting time and
resources to PBY1, SC and community representatvees unable to see immediate
physical manifestations of their work, as projexften took at least one year, and often
three years to implement. Without seeing physiesililts, many citizens were not
inclined to devote more energy to the process.

Another reason for the process exhaustion wasthather Alderman signed up for
PBY2. PB expansion is integral to its broader adoph the U.S. Part of the
responsibilities for expansion fell with Aldermaid &nd PBP who were actively trying
to expand PB in the United States. The re-eledbouns of PBY1 may be responsible for

lack of outreach to additional Alderman. Dealingivthe daunting task of bringing PB
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to the U.S. may have taken up all the resourc&Bét without enabling outreach to other
Alderman. Factors germane to the specific urbair@mment of Chicago may also be to
blame. Chicago is a sprawling city, much more smtNew York City, with a system
that does not encourage political cooperation. Ségtdunding structure of Menu Money
in Chicago, as opposed to the range of discretyofuands in New York City, may create
fewer political opportunities for Aldermen to in&et with one another than the New
York City Council.
“Seeing PB in the city of New York has re-inspirad to believe in the dream of PB for
the United States,” noted Alderman Sid at the Bragr International Participatory
Budget Conference in New York City. One membethefSC who remained involved
through the third year of PB (henceforth Y3) rededn
Sid does not want to be upstaged by New York Clilye focus on New York
City has once again given him a podium to bringrdton to his own efforts at
bringing PB to the United States. He also wanthtmw that Chicago is the
birthplace of PB in the U.S. and the place wherg liteing run the best.
While there may be instrumental reasons for Alderi®al’'s renewed interest in PBY3,
the third year of a process also marks the beggnainnstitutionalization. | argue that
Y1 is innovation, Y2 growth, and Y3 is institutidization. In Y3, Sid has reinvigorated
efforts with an expanded outreach and mobilizagilam to target youth. Further
galvanized by the media attention in New York Cdther Aldermen in Chicago had
taken notice and had been in serious dialoguepgpatiPB in year four.
Even with the combined efforts of greater outreaabbilization, and engagement from
the Alderman there remained tensions between tHerflan’s office and the SC.

According to a member of the SC for all three years

Sid wants to take credit for when things go welkreif the SC is responsible, and
distance himself from the process when things dgm’as well as planned. There
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have also been internal tensions on SC. In Spi@i@ 2towards the vote one of
the chairs of the SC resigned over emalil citingiaékarassment.
The SC faced external tensions with the Aldermaffise as well as internal tensions.
The result was false autonomy whereby the SC dide®b empowered compromising
substantive participation. Part of the frustrabame from lack of clear authority
combined with resource intensive participation.?&becomes institutionalized in
Chicago, patrticipants face the challenge of wansimgstantive participation (third tenet
of citizenly politics) through deliberative discser(second tenet of citizenly politics) but
feel as though Sid’s office limits the opporturstier citizens to design their own
participation (first tenet of citizenly politics)Jntil PB in Chicago expands beyond the
tutelage of one Alderman, it will not fulfill ther$t tenet of citizenly politics and enable
citizens the opportunities to be architects ofrtiraiolvement.
Another person involved in the process since PBoteat
“I am hopeful that when we expand to more wardswiiebe able to get away
from this power grab — it is worst and heightenedause it's one ward, wards are
like little villages and everyone knows one anotliewe had more wards it
would be less about the individual personalityhef Alderman and there would
be more oversight.”
4.6 PB: Chicago vs. New York City
PB in Chicago differs from PB in New York City ihree structural ways: 1) the number
of politicians participating 2) the size of repnetsive districts and 3) the budget process
in each respective city. Each of these three fadtelps explain the different material
and existential outputs of the process in each €hycago and New York City represent
instructive paradigms for implementing PB in othe§. cities.
“Maybe I'm just skeptical of politicians; our Aldaan’s ego is so big maybe
there just needs to be enough opportunities forftation for the Alderman to
feel good about the process.”

The above sentiment, by a long-standing membédreoChicago SC, reflects the reality

that PB in Chicago has been perceived by thosevagdo be interwoven with the
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personality, ego, and ambitions of the one eleotidial who had been the first pioneer
to bring PB to the United States. The first malifierence between PB in Chicago and
New York City is the number of politicians involvedhe Chicago process began with
one Alderman and at the time of writing this diss#on remains the project of one
elected official alon&® In contrast, the process in New York City begati fiour

Council members. As will be outlined in the follog chapter, the process of
deliberation and agreement of shared norms foN#we York City process represents a
political achievement unto itself. In contrasg @rocess in Chicago remains insular and
structured around individual loyalties to one Alaan.

The role of individual personality and electoralkations in Chicago PB may reflect the
participation of only one politician, but may alse the result of geography. The wards in
Chicago are much smaller than districts in New YOity. There are fifty Aldermen for
Chicago’s 2,851,268 residenf8In contrast, New York City has fifty-one Council
members for New York City’s 8,391,881 residefitsThe feeling that Aldermen are

mini “mayors over their own ward,” as Sid notesyrba the result of this structure of
city governance. The structure of wards in Chicangy on the one hand encourage a
closer relationship between citizens and their Alten while on the other hand enable
more opportunities for patronage — or at leasptreeption of patronage. In contrast,

New York City’'s districts are so large it is diftilt for personal relationships between

8 Fiscal Year 2014 marks the first time that threeep Alderman will be joining to implement PB ireth
respective wards. While other Alderman may haenhbeteresting in PB earlier, the PB cycle is not
concurrent with the Fiscal Year. Therefore, sonterested officials must wait for entire new Fis¢abr
to implement PB.

8 U.S. Census Bureau July 2009

% Ibid.
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constituents and elected officials to develop; th&sy also prevent the perception of
personal patronage that is conducive to smallexiknes.

In addition to having smaller wards in Chicago, streicture of Menu Money dispersal
makes implementing PB less politically costly fariadividual Chicago Alderman.
Aldermen in Chicago have been receiving a set atafulderman funds or Menu
Money for capital projects since 1994. In contrds range of a New York City Council
member’s discretionary funds is anywhere from $3villion at the discretion of the
Speaker of the Majority Party. As outlined in $&ct5.7, there is little correlation
between a New York City district needs and thescditionary funds. Political
relationships impact New York City Council discoetary fund$® whereas political
relationships between Aldermen do not impact Meran&y allocation. | argue that
PBNYC represents a departure from stegus quaf budgeting in New York City with
the potential to challenge traditional roles arspomsibilities surrounding budgets. City
Council members in New York may be taking a risktplement PB in a way that is
much less costly for Chicago Aldermen.

Given this non-transparent aspect of discretiofamging in New York City, community
residents in New York City may view PB as a gredegrarture from traditional budget
processes than Chicago residents. However, betd@&&hand 1999, twenty-six former
or current Aldermen were officially convicted ofroaption®’ From 1972 to 2009, thirty

Chicago Aldermen were indicted and convicted oéfaticrimes ranging from income

8 For more information on the political patronagedived in discretionary funding in New York City
Council see Creating a More Equitable and Objective Discretion&unding Process in New York City,”
Citizens Union of the City of New Yolkay 2012, Available at:
http://www.citizensunion.org/www/cu/site/hostingfitets/CU_Report NYC Discretionary FundingFY?2
009-2012 May2012.pdf

87 Reardon, Patrick TAldermen Rogues' Gallery Opens '99 Wing; Jon&sth City Council Member
Convicted Since 1972January 31, 199% hicago Tribune.
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tax evasion to extortion, embezzlement, and coaspito name but a few (Gradel et al
2009). These figures suggest that Aldermen amgedeas corrupt and non-transparent in
an analogous way to New York City Courfilmembers even if the budget process itself
in Chicago is structurally more transparent thangtocess in New York City.

Given that adoption of PB is less politically cgsti Chicago than in New York City,

due to discretionary funding structure, one woutddthesize that this would make
Aldermen amenable to signing on to PB. In pract® in Chicago has yet to expand
beyond one Alderman. The failure of adaptatiomther Aldermen suggest that
structural differences alone cannot explain outputhese two cities. Chicago had a
greater percentage of innovative projects in itst frear than New York City. Despite
seemingly successful projects after PBY 1, manylweawith the process in Chicago
were disillusioned and did not participate agaiRPB\Y2. In contrast, while some people
in PBNYC were frustrated by engagement they haneadly signed on to be active
participants in the second year of PBNYC. Theeddht experiences of participation in
Chicago and New York City illustrate the importefistential outputs from the PB
process.

4.7 Conclusion

Chicago PB highlights why one-man PB is less sigfaéthan a more diverse process, as
exemplified in New York City. Existing ecosystepr®hibited Chicago PB from

fulfilling the third and fourth tenet of citizenlyolitics: substantive participation and
institutionalization to scale. Despite Chicago P&hallenges to substantive participation

and institutionalization, the process continueddmelyits pilot year. PB Chicago’s

8 See Chapter 5 for information relating to perasmisurround New York City Council members.
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continuation illustrates that the existential bésedf PB are so significant that they can
compensate for lesser material benefits.

In this chapter | have shown that PB in Chicagoesas an instructive paragon with
many similarities and pivotal structural differeade PBNYC. The process of evolution
in Chicago, from the original Rulebook to changesrdy implementation, directly
influenced design and implementation of PBNYC. &ample, not having community
representatives elected, holding second roundsighborhood assemblies, and flexible
committee themes were directly incorporated intdN®B’s structure®®

The structural differences of PB in Chicago vs. Né&wk; 1) number of politicians
participating 2) the size of representative disdrend 3) the budget process, suggest
institutional design is critical for evaluation.el these structural differences do not fully
account for the different existential outputs arpeziences for those who participated in
PB in Chicago vs. New York. There are idiosyncrédictors relating to individual
personalities and politics that influence the pptioms of the process. For instance,
many of the SC in Chicago viewed PBY1 as self-sgyto Alderman Sid even though
the process produced innovative projects. Chicd&gypi®duced more innovative projects,
proportionally than PBNYC, yet faced greater pgvaat disillusionment. Perceptions of
influence and personality contributed towards pssa@xhaustion in Y2.

After the pilot year, SC members raised concerasdhizens were not genuinely

empowered to inform mechanisms for engagernffeMthen this first tenet of citizenly

8 pBP, implementing PB in both Chicago and New Y®ity, has yet to come to a definite decision about
the degree to which scheduling should serve asiaial ireason for how community representativesgimid
delegates choose a committee as this switched Yrbto Y2 and back to the original format in Y3. In
PBNYC set schedules were not presented as a factimining a budget committee. As the process
continues to evolve, more changes can be expeatddas the dual ballot voting in Y3.

% Reactions against the pilot year buttress the itgfostudying the pilot year of democratic inndeas,
such as PBNYC, for gleaning insight into the praspef the process.
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politics seemed compromised, the barriers to dotrachieving the third and fourth
tenets, participation and institutionalization, &®e even greater. The challenges for
expansion and implementation of PB beyond Y1 sasvan educative example for the
perils for scaling up PB and institutionalizatiodntil the challenges to wider political
support, participation maintenance, and ease agssoexhaustion are addressed,;
Chicago PB faces serious obstacles to fulfilling fiburth tenet of citizenly politics and

becoming institutionalized and apolitical.
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Appendix 4.1

Small Group Discussion Guidelines

(For first round neighborhood assemblies)

Discussion Guidelines

Thank you for being a small group discussion lelader

Announce to group: The purpose of this discusssdo identify infrastructure needs in
the ward and start brainstorming ideas for projextsddress these needs.
Representatives from all of the neighborhoods ug# these ideas to develop full project
proposals that the entire ward will vote on in Maoe April. The more specific the
ideas the group comes up with the better, butdbad needn’t be specific, either. Thus
you can say that the 1500 block of Greenleaf nemtie resurfaced, or you can just say
that streets need to be resurfaced in generakiEstiggestion is useful!

To start out the discussion, go around the grouphave everyone introduce him or
herself by saying their name, where they live, @hére they work.

Below is a list of guiding questions to facilitate discussion. You don’t have to stick
exactly to these questions, but these may be Hetpfiet the discussion going.
Everyone should have the handout of examples cdstructure projects eligible for
funding (the “Yes” and “No” sheet), and a packetiwa list of past projects should be
circulating around the group.

The note taker should write down the ideas mentidnethe group on the large post-it
for everyone to see. People can also write themsdn small post-its and attach them to
the large post-it.

1. What are some infrastructure needs (streetdsradewalks, parks, etc.) in

our neighborhood and ward?

2. Which of these needs are most pressing and targ@rWhy?

3. What types of projects can address these n€Adaih, the more specific the

better, but ideas do not have to be specific. Reféne list of eligible project

(Yes’s and No’s) to get ideas, though we encouyageto think beyond this list!

You can also get an idea of what menu money has &gent for in the past by

looking at the List of Past Projects, and you cahagsense of how much projects

cost by referring to the Menu Cost Comparison sheet

4. Do we have project ideas for all of the needsdeatified?

42

5. Which project ideas sound best? Which would gansider your priorities?

6. Announce to group: We need one person from tbepgto give a very short
presentation (about 1 minute) to the large groune presentation will be a summary of
what our group talked about-- the infrastructuredseand ideas our group discussed.
Do we have a volunteer to give this presentatiopYdunteering you are NOT
nominating yourself to become a representative—tiiesis only for the presentations.
Let’s review what this person will talk about. Wizeie the main infrastructure needs
and projects we discussed and felt were most iraptitt

7. Announce to group: The participatory budgetinocpss requires the active
engagement of community residents! As part of pnixess, we encourage all
motivated residents to seek participatory budgdeadership roles as

community representatives. This is a great oppdstua learn about city

budgeting, get involved in local government, andoaate for your community.
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As a community representative you will attend aeseof five meetings through
which you’ll develop concrete project proposald thél respond to the needs
and priorities discussed at today’s meeting. Sednémdout on roles and
responsibilities (on the back of the list of eligilprojects) for more details.

Appendix 4.2

First Community Representative Meeting

Handouts

Outline for Community Representative Meetings

Meeting 1- December 9, 2009

Goal 1: Orientation to community representativesghaf participatory budgeting,
representatives learn about city budget processurbadget, and infrastructure spending
issues

Goal 2: Break into budgeting committees

Goal 3: Select one community representative froah eeeighborhood area assembly to
be a “communications chair”

Meeting 2- Weeks of January 4th and 11th, 2010

Goal 1: Meet with technical experts to learn abdaw they prioritize and develop
related project proposals

Goal 2: Develop criteria for prioritization of peajts and/or plan for working out
technical aspects of projects

Goal 3: Review the list of projects suggested atrtbighborhood assemblies and divide
up projects for representatives to survey sitesreaheeting 3

Meeting 3- Weeks of January 18th and 25th, 2010

Goal 1: Representatives report back on projectaséas surveyed

Goal 2: Begin to prioritize projects using crited@veloped in meeting 2

Goal 3: Work with experts on technical details

Meeting 4- Weeks of February 8th and 15th, 2010

Goal 1: Finalize project prioritization processtatenine list of projects that will be
proposed

Goal 2: Discuss and determine need and impactopigsed projects

Goal 3: Finalize technical details of projects/uning cost estimate

Meeting 5- Weeks of February 23rd and March 1st020

Goal 1: Finalize all project details

Goal 2: Prepare project proposals and presentations

Appendix 4.3

Committee Frequently Asked Question

Handouts

FAQs- Transportation Committee

1. Do we have to prepare proposals for all of ttogggts on the list of eligible
projects?

No, but we do have to consider all of the projeletem this list we will develop a list of
“recommended projects” that we believe are needédnrthwhile projects for the
Ward. We will present this list, as well as the ¢iall projects suggested, to the
residents of the Ward at the second round of neidtdod assemblies in March. At
these meetings we will explain why we chose to maoend certain projects and not
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others, and then residents will have the opporuniamend the list of recommended
projects. After these meetings we will have a firslof recommended projects and
propose only these projects at the final votingeassdy.

2. Will we only be developing proposals for progetttat are on this list?

We will use this list as a solid jumping off poior developing proposals. The projects
on this list were all of the transportation progestiggested at the nine neighborhood
assemblies held throughout the Ward. However,atgs our job as a committee to be
creative and come up with new ideas for projecs tieet the Ward’s transportation
needs and reflect the Ward’s priorities. Resideatsalso write, call, or email in project
suggestions until Marchstl

3. How do we decide which projects to propose?

This is really up to us to figure out, but it shebble based on our assessment of the
Ward’s need and desire for each project sugge¥iedcan get a sense of the Ward’s
priorities from the project list—we can see thatai@ projects were suggested at
multiple assemblies and/or determined by a grouettheir priority—but we should
also talk to our friends, neighbors, and co-worlaysut what their priorities are and
what sort of transportation improvement projecesytfeel would most benefit the Ward
as a whole. It's also very important to do our agsessments of the need for suggested
projects by going out and surveying the propostss si

4. How do we divide up the projects amongst useaidke who does what?

This is up to us to decide. We can each work oarsg@ projects or we can work in
subcommittees on groups of projects.

5. Do we need to coordinate with other city deparite/agencies for these projects?
How do we do this?

For most of these projects we will coordinate with Department of Transportation, the
Office of Emergency Management, or the CTA. Theeitdan’s Office will facilitate all
necessary coordination.

6. How do we go about proposing a project for almkth?

We have to coordinate with the Park District to auike path in a park or on the
lakefront. If we decide to work on a proposal fdrike path, the Alderman’s Office will
set up a meeting for us with the Park District.

7. How do we go about proposing a project for héres?

For bike lanes we have to coordinate with the Dapamnt of Transportation (CDOT).
They will have to come out and survey the stredisres we want to add bike lanes to
make sure that they are wide enough. The Aldernfaffise will coordinate this for us
if we decide we want to propose bike lanes.

8. How will we know how much projects cost?

Several of the projects we will be working on aready on the menu cost comparison
sheet. Knowing from past experience, we can lodkéad2009 menu costs to get a close
estimate of the 2010 costs. We will work with thieldeman’s Office to get cost
estimates for projects that are not on the menu.

9. How can we be sure that another agency/levieirafing isn’t simultaneously
planning for one of the projects we’re working on?

The Alderman’s Office will advise us if any othagyescy or level of funding is planning
for any of the same projects.
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Chapter 5: Participatory Budgeting in New York City

In his 1949 workHere is New Yorke.B. White wrote:

By rights New York should have destroyed itselfdago, from panic or fire or

rioting or failure of some vital supply line in it&rculatory system or from some

deep labyrinthine short circuit.
Thankfully, E.B. White’s predictions have yet tonoe true. New York has not destroyed
itsel—far from it. New York is the birthplace afnew kind of democratic experiment,
the most large-scale Participatory Budgeting ptajedt).S. history, implemented as a
pilot from 2011 to 2012. What accounts for New K Qity adopting this democratic
innovation? This chapter outlines existing budgitics in the New York City council
and presents PBNYC as an alternative model risitgpbcurrent conditions, covering
topics such as: 1) history of relevant City Coumegiisting orstatus qududget politics in
New York 2) the trajectory of bringing PB to New rkaCity 3) a description of
conditions of the four PBNYC implementing distrietsd 4) conditions of four matched
pair districts with similar conditions but not ingahenting PBNYC. Through assessing
status qudoudget politics, PB emerges as an alternativeattittonal City Council
discretionary funds in both process and output§€Hapter 9, | extend the matched pair
analysis to compare capital projects in PB impleingrdistricts contrasted to projects in
matched pair districts not implementing PB.
A comparison of the four districts implementing treatment of PBNYC, and four
matched pair districts not implementing the PBttresnt, shows that the amount of

discretionary funds a given Council member recedass not correlate with relative

district need. Even though the four districts inmpésting PBNYC have the ordinary

L E.B. WhiteHere is New Yorkp 24 as quoted in “A Phoenix in the Ashes” p 12
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characteristics of many New York City districts, ibgtituting PBNYC they are choosing
to do something extraordinary.

The individual motivating factors for the four Cailrmembers are ideological and
idiosyncratic. Albert, Beatrice, and Charlie atl@n the City Council’'s Progressive
Caucus and brought their progressive vision of degyg citizen engagemewithin
government as motivations for implementing PB. @g\vn contrast, brought libertarian
motivations to PB: “people ought to determine whérsr money goes rot
government? While these two views offer competing paradigmespping the
relationship between citizens and government, RE\pansive enough to accommodate
variance of ideological motivations.

The role of ideology serves as a critical starpogt for understanding PBNYC as
further explored in Chapter 6. Here, | outlinesthsalient conditions of the four districts
implementing the treatment of PBNYC along the disiens of: 1) demographics 2)
social capital (Putnam 1993) and civil society cayaand 3) political economy. In
subsequent chapters, | assess these conditionsadss within the criteria for success
outlined by the theory of citizenly politics, asdissed in Chapter 2 : 1) citizens design
their own participation 2) deliberative discourakds place 3) participation is substantive
and 4) the ability for institutionalization to seallhrough detailing empirical findings of
PBNYC, with a focus on deliberation, governancel participation, | assess the full
outputs of this pilot project as an alternativéhiestatus quo ante.

By outlining salient district conditions, includgjrthe ideology of the four Council

members implementing the treatment of PBNYC inrtHestricts, | argue that micro-

92 Council member Devon cited as reasons for impleimg P B.
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level politicaf® factors such as a Council members’ perception gstqveers, are critical
components for understanding motivating factors @otential outputs of PBNYC.
Citizenly politics requires establishing relativenditions that led to adoption of PBNYC.
The immaterial, or existential, factors such aspbigical economies in which each
Council member exists are critical engines drivimg adoption of PBNYC.
5.1 “Ford to City: Drop Dead!” %
New York City politics is fascinating not only becse it binds many interests
together in intimate conflict but because the sdake so high. New York has
long had the nation’s largest, broadest, costlaesd, most intrusive local public
sector (Mollenkopf 1992, 13)
According to John Mollenkopf, - the enormity of theblic sector in New York City
elevates the stakes of New York City politics. Iadal Year (FY) 2011- 2012, New York
City’s population of 8,244,910 made it the mostudops city in the United Staté3. In
2012, New York City’s budget was $65.9 billion. R912 is best understood in the
context of fiscal constraints imposed upon the aftgr the 1975 fiscal crisis.
Between 1975 and 1983, the city budget shrank qye?@ent. Leading up to the 1975
crisis were a series of government spending pjactuding 130,000 units of public-
sector housing, three hundred schools, five putdapitals, new libraries and thousands
of new acres of park (Sanjek 1998, 84)Under Mayor Robert Wagner, followed by

Mayor John Lindsay, City University of New York (BLY) campuses doubled from

nine to nineteen and the city’s Medicaid and pubasisistance safety net expanded to

% These types of political economies are lackinthencurrent literature as described in Chapter 3.

% Headline on th®aily Newsfrom President Ford on October 29, 1975. Thoughesspeculate he never
said these words: Sam Roberténfamous ‘Drop Dead’ Was Never Said by For@&cember 28, 2006,

New York Timedivailable at:http://www.nytimes.com/2006/12/28/nyregion/28vetmh

% Census 2010. Population numbers in New York apeatsly higher because of undocumented residents,
“over all immigration is acknowledged tite contributing factor in the city’s population growtfAdrian et

al 1991, 5).

% There was a confluence of geo-political and Idaefors including the Organization of Petroleum
Exporting Countries (OPEC) quadrupling the priceigfthe resignation of Governor Nelson Rockefelle
and the collapse of Manhattan’s West Side highv&anjek 1998, 89).
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nearly $1 billion by 1975. By 1975, New York Cisydeficit was $2 billion, with $13
billion in accumulated debt; just the prior yeas tity had borrowed $8 billion to meet
short-term note obligations. The rise of governnexpenditures was one confounding
factor that led to the city’s financial crisis, cbmed with New York City’s
unemployment rate, which had grown from 3 percerit968 to 11 percent in 1974.
Government policies that diminished the city’s bese were amplified by declining tax
revenue due to the recession and job loss, risingaipal employee costs, and the near-
defeat of the commuter tax (Sanjek 1998, 85).

There are two reasons the financial crisis of 1i87Bportant for understanding New
York City budget politics—namely, mistrust of pubpending, and the power of the
financial sector in New York City’s budget. In tharly months of 1975, Mayor Beame
borrowed unprecedented amounts — with the City&raing budget at a whopping $450
million.*® The Financial Community Liaison Group (FCLG) Wasmed including

David Rockefeller of Chase and top officers frono&en Brothers, Citibank, Merrill
Lynch, Chemical Bank, and Manufacturers Hanovdre FCLG became an integral
player with city government forever altering thé&atmnship between the public and
private sector (Sanjek 1998, 92). The FCLG helpea the Municipal Assistance
Committee (MAC) that consisted of eight bankers ané academic — not a single
Council member, municipal worker, or resident ofANéork was represented on the
MAC. In September 1975, the Emergency Financiaittob Board (EFCB) was created

and influenced the city’s finances for the nexttthyears. As a result, everyone learned

" For a plethora of reasons New York City felt thegssion more deeply than other parts of the cpuntr
and city lost 440,000 residents (Sanjek 1998, 86).
9% «A good loan is better than a bad tax” was theaphrof the day in New York City politics.
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to accept the eminence of the banks, includingitiiens who saw severe job cfs.
Upon the FCLG’s request, the federal governmemdtebail out New York, with
Washington pledging $2.3 billion in annual loan gudees.
The resultant cuts in the city impacted the quatitiife for residents of New York,
disproportionately affecting the poorest and tiaddlly least represented members of
the city who are more dependent on city servicesspalic goods such as schools and
hospitals. For example, the year 1976 saw theo€d@9 years of free college education
in New York through the city’s esteemed CUNY pragra Not surprisingly, by 1980,
the number of CUNY students dropped by 30 percganjek 1998, 93). Public schools
saw a 25 percent increase in class size and lagbtfger 15,000 teachers. By 1984, the
New York Police Department (NYPD) had only threexdars of the staff that it
employed in 1974. As Community Board (CB4) comipgrdHarrison Goldin described
the impact of the city’s four-year capital budgeteize in 1979:
The collapse of the city is physically overwhelmangd is the result of failure to
invest limited amounts of money on highways, sewgaisks, subways, all of
which now require huge amounts of money to briragnthback to acceptable
standards (Sanjek 1998, 94).
According to Sanjek, the erosion of quality of ifeNew York after 1975 led to the
expansion of local “parapolitical” activity with éhcity’s 3,500 civic, block, tenant, ethnic,
and other associations in 1977, growing to 8,000985 (Sanjek 1998, 375). Sanjek’s
“parapolitical” activity refers to citizen activityeyond electoral voting aimed to
strengthen local democracy. He notes the trendridwovernment decentralization,

with voters affirming the power of the communityaod in citywide charters in both

1975 and 1989.

% Between September and November 1975 there weseffee union demonstrations over service and job
cuts.

111



A large part of this “parapolitical” activity takgdace inside New York’s 59 Community
Boards where 50 members, who must reside or belstéders in the community, are
appointed by Borough Presidents or City Council ioers for two year terms without
term limits. In 1989, the roles and responsil@stof the community board were
expanded under Charter 38 to include a provisiothi® Community Board to hold an
annual open meeting on the budget. However, trer@o mechanisms for
accountability within any provisions for the CommnityrBoard, including Charter 38, and
as a result the Community Board budget meetings bagcome “nothing but pro forma.”
According to multiple Community Board members Eeinviewed,**° several community
boards have stopped holding them without any caresszgs.

While the reforms aimed to increase the represestatss of the Community Boards, by
the mid-1990’s, community boards were less inckishan they both could or should
have been (Sanjek 1998Y.The lack of diverse representation on communigrée was
due in large part to the structure where commuritgrd members are appointed by
either Borough Presidents or City Council membex ot elected, “particularly in
racially and ethnically diverse community distrithey did not fully ‘look like New York

City™ (Sanjek 1998, 375§

19 |nterview with Community Board Member in a CB tloaerlaps with D-A.

%1 There is both a descriptive and normative argurtehe made. The former relates to the demographic
of New York City and whether or not the CommunityaBds were reflective, the latter relates to the
normative imperative for having greater inclusiowl aiverse representation on the Community Boards.
According to scholarship, the Community Boards werable to accomplish neither the descriptive nor
normative goals.

192 his in-depth study of CB4, Roger Sanjek (198®)ws that transition to making Community Boards
appointments led to greater inclusion but did ratlto full representation or a board that “lodks |
Elmhurst-Corona” (Sanjek 1998, 376). Elmhurst-Garcat least one-third Latin American, had only six
Latin Americans, out of thirty-nine CB4 members.
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5.2 The City Council and their Capital Funds
The City Council has not usually used its instdotl potential offensively and
extensively to represent the diversity of New Y@Qiky residents, and has not
served as an arena of consequential public dismysand controversy, even less
as an instrument of control of the executive (WitHiHeritier 1992, 54).
New York City displays a strong mayor-weak couteddership system as described by
James Svara (Svara 1990). Historically, the Cityr@d’s role was limited in nature with
the Mayor wielding nearly complete power over thiedeting process. However, under
the reforms of Charter 38 in 1989, the City Coum@k expanded from 35 to 51
members®® The Charter abolished the Board of Estimatewfatin charge of budget
and land use decisions. In 1989, the Supreme @eerhed the body unconstitutional in
the casdBoard of Estimate of City of New York v. Mortisxder Charter 38 most of the
Board of Estimate’s powers were given to the Cibpacil, specifically giving power to
the Council over land use decisions such as zathiagges, housing and urban renewal
plans, and community developméfitThe reforms expanded the number of Councilors,
enhanced their roles by adding to their powers,raaking Councilors seemingly more
representative of their constituencies.
For a long time, the City Council was “ignored dnydpassed by the non-government
groups, by bureaucrats, and by governmental leadene City and other jurisdictions”
(Sayre and Kaufman 1960, 622). The charter airm@dctease the power of the City
Council while retaining the Speaker of the majoparty in making budgetary decisions.
According to a May 1985 edition of tiNew York Times‘The City Council is not the

most politically powerful institution in city govement, but whatever power it has is

concentrated in the office of the majority leadg/25/1985). The Speaker of the

193 As mentioned in Chapter 4, by way of contrastc@o a city with roughly a third of the populatioh
New York has 50 Alderman (the rough equivalent ef\NYork City Council members).
194 New York City Council. URLhttp://council.nyc.gov/html/about/about.shtAdcessed 5/5/2012.
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majority party is voted upon in a closed electibattinvolves internal coalition building.
The Democratic Party has been the strong hold wm Xerk politics, especially in the
City Council, with the infamous Tammany Haflas its emblem of corruption.
Windhoff-Heritier argues that one of the principasons the City Council has not
reflected the diversity of New York City is its tasic dominance by the non-diverse
Democratic Party (Windhoff-Heritier 1992, 55).

The little power the City Council has is evidentlobugh its discretionary funds that are
determined by the Speaker of the majority partyis- process has created a meaningful
role for the City Council even though these fundsibined amount to less than one
percent of the city’s annual budget. The City Goulmas two types of funds, capital and
expense funds. Capital funds totaled $428 MillioRkY2012 and can be used for
infrastructure projects such as building parkspvating schools, etc. The money can be
spent over several years for projects of at 1e35i{@0. Expense Funds totaled $150
million in FY 2012 and must be used within one disgear. Further complicating the
budget process is the dual state and city levadiation over many projects, for
example, a project aimed to fix a sidewalk may daltler both state and city level laws
leaving a wide amount of discretion to individugeacies for project timeline
implementation. Straightforward capital projectdyanvolving one agency are typically
able to get projects implemented in one year vecapgal projects involving multiple
agencies that may take years to implement. Agdfiey director for one of the Council
members implementing PBNYC noted, “If Capital Fuhdsl to be used within a year,

there would be no projects.”

195 Democratic county organization of Manhattan, witk exception of a reform period, that dominated
City politics until the mid sixties.
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The Speaker of the Majority Party, who is alway3esmocrat, has sole discretion over
the amount of discretionary funding a Council membeeives. There has been
widespread criticism about the lack of transpareary corruption of the proce¥¥. To
address this criticism the Speaker enacted a sarre$orms starting in 2006 aimed to
render the process more transparent and crediblie. 2006, the City Council put the list
of all programs or organizations receiving fundialyo known as “Schedule C” online
for expense funding, but not capital. In 2007, @wincil began using “transparency
resolutions,” public documents available on the i@alis website to outline changes to
discretionary funds outside of the traditional beidigroces$®® However, these reforms
did not go far enough—in 2008, a citywide scandapted that showed City Councilors
had used fictional names of organizations to sasverroneous placeholders for $17.4
million of taxpayer dollars since 200%? The result was a series of reforms aimed to
increase transparency and accountability inclugiegclearance requirements for

organizations, creating an online database of eligerary funds, limiting City Council

1% «Creating a More Equitable and Objective Discretion&unding Process in New York City,” Citizens
Union of the City of New Yorkjay 2012, Available at:
http://www.citizensunion.org/www/cu/site/hostingfitets/CU_Report NYC Discretionary FundingFY?2
009-2012 May2012.pdf.

197 Mark Berkey Gerard, Reforming- and Not Reformingthe Budget Process July 10, 2006Gotham

Gazette Available at:http://www.gothamgazette.com/article/iotw/2006020W/1904.

198 «Creating a More Equitable and Objective Discretion&unding Process in New York City,” Citizens
Union of the City of New Yorkjay 2012, Available at:
http://www.citizensunion.org/www/cu/site/hostingfitets/CU_Report NYC Discretionary FundingFY?2
009-2012 May2012.pdf.

199 sara Kugler“NYC Pol Caught in Slush Fund Probe Associated PressApril 5, 2008, Available at:
http://www.foxnews.com/wires/2008Apr05/0,4670,CailBltishFunds,00.html.

City Council member Martinez Resigning in Deal witbds.”"Manhattan TimesJuly 13, 2009. Available
at:

http://www.manhattantimesnews.com/index.php?optomns myblog&show=CityCouncitMemberMart

inezis-resigningin-deatwith-feds.html&ltemid=57&lang=en.

“Speaker Quinn, Council Budget Team Present BesttRes for Budget Allocation Process,” Office of
Communications, New York City Council, May 7, 20@8ailable at:
http://council.nyc.gov/html/releases/039 050708 dmiBestPractices.shtml.
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members’ ability to sublet office space, and limitioutside consultants hiretf.

However, a 2012 report by Citizens Union contefidi® current discretionary funding
process, while improved from a decade ago, renfEned and needs additional reform”
(Citizens Union of the City of New York 2012; 4).

The Citizens Union report maintains that, firsg firocess of funding remains arbitrary,
and secondly, information is still not easily acible. The report suggests that if we
could further empower the City Council, and takemeaontrol away from the mayor,
perhaps the City Council would no longer need @sonary monies. Douglas Mae
(1993) aptly notes the distinction between powéigovernment and powers of
governance: only if city government is a strong poplayer do questions of who
controls the policy decisions in government matter.

Currently there is no online database for City @dpunds, just unwieldy PDFs that
prevent citizens from understanding and assessapgt&l funds allocations. A 2012
report by Citizens Union outlined why recent referare a step in the right direction but
have not done enough to make the system more @igTgp There is wide variance in
the amount of discretionary funds a Council membeeives: the smallest amount of
discretionary funds received by a City Council memvas $2,490,321 and the highest

was $14,532,564 for FY2012! If funds were distributed equally, each Counaéimber

10 City Council Fiscal Year 2010 Adopted Expense Baidédjustments Summary/Schedule C. Available
at: http://council.nyc.gov/downloads/pdf/fy 2010 schedinal.pdf.

“Further Protecting The Integrity Of The Use Of Rigl-unds, Speaker Quinn Announces Budget
Reforms,” Office of Communications, New York City@cil, April 30, 2010, Available at:
http://council.nyc.gov/html/releases/discretiond@4 30_10.shtml.

1«Creating a More Equitable and Objective Discretion&unding Process in New York City,” Citizens
Union of the City of New Yorkjay 2012, Available at:
http://www.citizensunion.org/www/cu/site/hostingfiets/CU_Report NYC Discretionary FundingFY2
009-2012_ May2012.pdf.
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would receive $8.3 million in FY20122 While that would not be equitable, it would be
equal, akin to the equality of fund allocation @inicago’s Aldermanic wards as outlined
in Chapter 4.
The Citizen Union report charges that discretiorfangds do not correlate with the needs
of a neighborhood such as median household inconamployment, needy populations
(youth and elderly), recipients of food stampspersons under poverty, but rather the
relationships between Council members and the ®pep&inting to the fact that three of
the ten districts with the highest median inconeeneed the most discretionary funds
while two of the three districts with lowest medianome received the least amount of
discretionary funds. The report ends with a mamfat greater innovation in the budget
process including “the use of pilot programs toriave the current system such as
Participatory Budgeting project taking place inrfgouncil districts during the current
FY 2012 budget cycle” (Citizens Union for New Ydzikty 2012, 10). The report adds
the caveat that Citizens Union “withholds judgmentthe expansion of this particular
pilot program citywide until greater data is aval&regarding its effectiveness”
(Citizens Union for New York City 2012, 10). Thest of this chapter presents the
origins of PBNYC in order to begin an assessmeirtsaffectiveness.
5.3 From Brazil to the Big Apple
“Once you start PB there is no turning back” — €bieStaff in a PBNYC
implementing district.
Upon hearing the first Alderman to institute PB3hicago speak at the Pratt Institute in
Brooklyn, New York, Council member Albert becamehealled with PB. Albert has a

history of community engagement, both as a teaah@mpractitioner. Elected to the city

2 pid.
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Council in November 2009, Albeft*a Jew representing District A, became a PB
enthusiast and held a briefing at the New York €auncil to inform his colleagues
about PBNYC. According to other Council membéibert had robust political
ambitions since he was elected and upon electiomednately tried to run for Speaker of
the Majority Party, which alienated him from marfyhés colleague$™® Some in the
City Council contend that Albert’s actions, and &ébr of academic superiority, have
left him unpopular with the Speaker of the Majopgrty and resulted in District A
receiving the low end of discretionary funds.

Fellow Council members, Beatrice> representing district B, and Charlté®
representing district C, co-chair the Progressigadiis and got excited about PB.
Beatrice, prior to joining the City Council in 20@6 the first Latina and Puerto Rican
Woman to represent District B, was a community nizer. Beatrice is allegedly close
to the Speaker of the Majority Party and had, & jpoint, ambitions to run for Speaker
of the Majority Party’!” Some in the City Council contend that Beatridaisrable
relationship with the Speaker of the Majority Pastyvhy District B has received the
high end of discretionary funds.

Charlie, elected in November 2009 and the firstegation of his West Indian family to

be raised in New York City, was a community organiand activist. During one of the

3 This Council member will be hereby called Albartaepresent District A.

141t is concerned bad practice to become electedtsmlimmediately run for Speak of the Majority tyar
Council members typically wait years and build @@ support before running for this position. All
information is through conversations with City Coilmembers, staff, and those involved in New York
City politics.

15 This Council member will be hereby called Beatdeel represent District B.

116 This Council member will be hereby called Chaaliel represent District C.

7 Some City Council members contend that the Speafidéie Majority Party has a “crush” on Beatrice.
Freedlander, Davitlptown Smacktown: Inez Dickens and Melissa Marleftiv Vie to Become Next City
Council SpeaketPolitickerJanuary 03, 2012, Available &itp://www.politicker.com/2012/01/uptown-
smackdown-inez-dickens-and-melissa-mark-viverit@ei-become-next-city-council-speaker/.
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neighborhood assemblies in the fall of 2011, Chaxias at Occupy Wall Street protests
in Zuccotti Park where he nearly got arrested.ntiesed the neighborhood assembly
because he had to bail out a colleague and fridvadwas arrested. Charlie has a
reputation with the City Council as a radical, thbisome have noted his record is
socially conservative especially on the issuesofton and gay marriage. Some in the
City Council contend that Charlie’s perception adlicalism may be the reason he does
not have a close relationship with the Speakeh@Majority Party and receives the low
end of discretionary funds.

These three Council members, all Democrats, sigped lead PBNYC and then a fourth,
more unlikely Council member, Republican Councihmber Devon of District D, signed
up for PBNYC!® Albert, Beatrice, and Charlie all sit on the Pesgive Caucus and
brought their progressive vision of deepening eitiengagement within government as
motivations for implementing PB. In contrast, Devwought libertarian motivations to
PB, believing that citizens, not government, ougHte in charge of money. While
approaching PB from different angles, these twowuss of the relationship between
citizens and government were accommodated witlarPB paradigm.

Devon, elected in a special election in Februa@2&as the youngest member of the
City Council in 2011 and had almost become a Catliviest prior to joining the City
Council. Devon is slated to have electoral ambgiokle did not attend the final meeting
to thank budget delegates and Steering Committeebees after the PB process because
he was too busy having declared his candidacytateSenate in the spring of 2012.

Some contend that Devon is a skilled politician s risen in the ranks of the Council,

M8 This Council member will be hereby called Devod agpresent District C.
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and receives the high end of discretionary fundspde being in the Council’s minority
party, due to political savvy.

These four Council members disagree on issuestbfdadstance and style. Albert and
Beatrice have a more polished and professionalbagprto governance than Charlie,
who comes across as the most earnest and genuime Gbuncil members. Devon
produces the impression of a bright, and sometraksilating, young man. Despite
these differences, Participatory Budgeting allomesm all to come into agreement at least
on the modes of citizen involvement, if not ideatammes.

The four Council members decided that they woulthgaut a portion of their
discretionary funds, only capital funds, into ttents of the people to decide how to
allocate them for FY 2012-2013. The Council memlmgted to each put at least $1
million of their capital discretionary funds intloet process, with the option to add
additional monies to fund other projects. Eachegmtocould not exceed $500,000. There
were three main reasons Council members decidedpmtal funds: 1) there are stricter
and clearer guidelines for capital funds 2) caguabls are less likely to be co-opted by
special interests or lobbying and 3) capital fupddain to local infrastructure projects
that people can be experts about on the local.level

New York City has strict guidelines for who cane®e capital funding. For example,
for projects that are not on city-owned propeity tecipients must be a legally
recognized nonprofits and the project must direloégefit the city. In order to receive
funding, the nonprofit must enter into a “City Paspe Contract,” which is a legal
agreement stating that the capital funds will dityused in a way that enhances the city.

Furthermore, the nonprofit must have a separatexsting contract with the city for
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expense (operating) funds. Some institutions, sisgbrivate schools, are excluded from
receiving capital funding:*®

Given the strict and somewhat onerous requirenfentsaapital funds, there is a
perception that the process is more about actwaand less easily co-opted by
individual groups lobbying. Related to this is #oale and scope of capital projects,
since they involve physical infrastructure (i.e@nts citizens can see versus the programs
of expense funding that are less physical, citizsndesign are more readily equipped to
access needs). Residents already possess theskigavib decide which parks in their
neighborhood need repair. In contrast, it is maifecdlt for residents to visibly ascertain
information about specific programs as they refatexpense funds.

Once the decision was made about which funds, andnuch, to put forth to the
process, the Council members worked in conjunctitth the Steering Committee on a
host of other issues surrounding the basic straaitithe nine month process.
Throughout the process, Albert was leading the teaconjunction with the

Participatory Budgeting Project (PBP) and CommuNityces Heard (CVH), outlining
how PB works and also offering his office as supfmrthe process. Already gearing up
for the process, Albert had hired a full time sta#mber who would be doing PB in his
office. Albert was realistic about the time conmmint PB required and noted at an early
meeting to the four Council members and their st&®B requires either a nearly full
time person or a few staff members each willinge¢wote a portion of their time to PB
and my office is here to help and be a resourédl’of these discussions and meetings

took place in early 2011, well before the fall 12 when the PB process would begin.

119 5ee the FY 2011 “Capital Funding Guidelines issmethe City Council.” URL:
http://council.nyc.gov/html/budget/PDFs/fyll_guidek.pdf.
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However, for other Council members, PB was stilbacent idea and they were not able
to plan staff for the process in the prior fiscahy. Thus, as the three others, Beatrice,
Charlie, and Devon joined Albert, they were scrangpto find ways to integrate PB into
their already overworked schedules.

5.4 The Steering Committee

Albert, Beatrice, Charlie, and Devon, in conjunotigith Community Voices Heard
(CVH), located in District B, and the Participatdydget Project (PBP) formed the
executive members of the Steering Committee (SCPBRNYC. The SC was officially
co-chaired by CVH, PBP, and the Chief of Staff eBADCVH had first heard about PB in
same way the Alderman from Chicago had: at the &V8dcial Forum. CVH, as an
organization involved with organizing low incomermirities, especially women, around
housing issues, viewed PB as a way to work towaycerparticipatory mechanism in
housing. CVH served as the community lead and &Bfe technical lead. PBP
specifically works to implement PB around the Udiftates and was an integral part of
the process formation in Chicago. PBP took thesggpce of Chicago to directly inform
the structure of the process in New York City. ¢ldigion to CVH and PBP, there were
roughly forty CSO organizations participating oe Bteering Committee.

The majority of the Steering Committee was comprisecivic organizations in New
York that work to locally empower citizens and blutioalitions. Seven community
boards were on the Steering Committee in the oppitt portions of districts A, B, C,

and D, as Community Board districts and City Colsndistricts differ?® There were

120 5ome Community Board leaders were hostile to PBN¥l@&ving the process was thwarting their own
power and “adding just another layer to the alredylfunctional budgeting system without changire th
systematic nature of the process” as one Comma@uiayd manager noted. Community Board critics are
further explored in Chapter 6.
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also local academic institutions such as City Ursitg of New York (CUNY), Pratt
Institute, and Marymount Manhattan College thaves@mon the Steering Committee. The
Urban Justice Coalition (UJC) led the researchemaduation of the process and worked
to organize graduate students, professors, antitpraers in the field of Participatory
Budgeting to draft surveys to be administered ti¢int phases of the process:
neighborhood assemblies, budget delegate commitiadghe vote. The Center for
Urban Pedagogy (CUP) received a small grant foddsegn of the logo, pamphlets,
interactive maps, and ballots for the process. Hitogect for Public Spaces (PPS) created
the online interface for project submission and tedmnmore online submission and
involvement. The Steering Committee vetoed onlioeng for the pilot year of the
project!*

While there were originally approximately forty argzations that signed up to be on the
Steering Committe&? it is hard to accurately determine how many orgatins stayed
involved and to what extent. Organizations giveecdjr tasks, such as CUP, made more
obvious contributions to the process than somer atganizations. There were Steering
Committee meetings roughly every other month thihoug the process, typically held at
the New York Immigration Coalition or at the Cityp@ncil. Present at these meetings
were usually 15-20 recurring individuals. Some rhem of the process became active
and stayed involved while other organizations syngpbpped their involvement early on
in the process. At these Steering Committee megaih¢past one representative from

each district attended (typically a staff perstwe, €Chief of Staff, and/or active members

121 The Steering Committee agreed upon three basiciptes to guide the project: 1) Transparency 2)
Equality and 3) Inclusion. Citizenly politics aceds for these principles but also extends behieditto
first principles of civic engagement.

12 pBNYC. About New York City Process. URhttp://pbnyc.org/content/about-new-york-city-
process#partnersAccessed last May 7, 2012.
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from the District level steering committees). Eag$trict had District Committees (DC)
of active citizens and CSOs that were invited twasédy the Council members. Citizens
were not part of the theoretical structure of these8ng Committee but some active
District Committee members, particularly from D€hded up at Steering Committee
meeting as Chapter 6 further explores.

Each district office pledged expense funds tow#ndsPBNYC process granted to CVH,
as PBP is not a New York-based organization anefibie cannot accept New York City
expense fundind?® Charlie’s district pledged less in expense funilk the idea that it
would hire a local community based organizationdotreach and mobilization; however,
this never happened. CVH and PBP applied for eategrants from foundations to
receive addition support. The budget for FY Julg2Qune 2012 shows a large gap
between the expected costs of $392,792 for theepsoand the actual received monies,
which while hard to determine, fell under $100,000e result was that the majority of
people leading this process, especially those fiMAl, PBP, and UJC were volunteering
their time to run the Steering Committee. For exinidJC did not receive any funding
to conduct research.

The process of these four Council members comigether to deliberate and decide
upon the rules to govern the PBNYC process goessigarecedent, given the history of
the City Council where members are striving fonwiaual power and trying to maintain
a strong relationship with the Speaker of the nigj@arty. The Council members agreed

upon rules to govern the process and formed guielelio uphold for the pilot year with

123 The exact amount of money pledged is difficulagmertain; the original PBNYC FY July2011-June
2012 has each district giving $15,000 with DistBcgiving $2,500. In reality, each district seetm$iave
given $5,000 for the process with District C givi$ig,500. However, each district contributed adamgd
unquantifiable amount in in kind donations suclpisting flyers, pamphlets, organizing food donatio
etc. Additionally, CVH receives its own expensads through District B where it is located there.
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the option to revisit the process in year two. fherpilot year of the project, each
Council member agreed to put forth at least on&anibollars with the option to add
more money to fund specific projects.

The most pertinent debates and guidelines centergarticipation eligibility
requirements. Albert, Beatrice, and Charlie all tedrthe voting age to be 16, in contrast
to Devon who wanted the voting age to be 18. LikewBeatrice and Charlie pushed for
non-citizens to be able to vote as their distinad large populations of immigrants,
many of who were potentially un-documented resisleffthe resultant compromise was
made that you had to be a stakeholder in the contyneng. work or live in the
community, but did not necessarily have to holdderscy or be 18 to be a budget
delegate. In order to vote you had to be a residedtbe at least 18 years of age.
Beatrice and Charlie both had separate “youth cdtees” where youth expressed their
preferences and concerns.

The Steering Committee decided upon the structitieeoprocess. The Steering
Committee was able to determine some basic prie€iplich as equality, transparency,
and inclusiveness to guide the process. Heavilyeglby PBP, the structure is widely
adapted from the process in Chicago and adoptsspfes from changes made in the
Chicago process. As discussed in the previous t€haphicago originally outlined for
community representatives to be voted upon andhpldion having one round of
neighborhood assemblies. However, in reality, mamity representatives, or the
PBNYC equivalent of budget delegates, were notdrafon and there was a second
round of neighborhood assemblies. Thus, in thgiral tenets of the PBNYC Steering

Committee, budget delegates were not selecteddhrawote and second rounds of
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neighborhood assemblies were plantfédin Chicago, you have to be a resident to
participate as a community representative, whareb&'C you need only be a
“stakeholder” in the community to be a budget dategand a resident to voté&>
Planning (May-September 2011)
A City-Wide Steering Committee designs the PB pssc@roject leads develop
materials, raise support funding, and build relataps with local partners.
Information Sessions (August-September 2011)
Stakeholders in each district learn about the m®oé Participatory Budgeting,
what it is, and how they can get involved.
Neighborhood Assemblies (October-November 2011)
Stakeholders in each district learn about the alkelbudget funds, brainstorm
initial spending ideas, and select volunteer budgétgates.
Budget Delegate Meetings (November 2011 — March 20)1
Delegates meet in issue committees to review prajeas, consult with technical
experts, develop full project proposals, and prepaoject posters and
presentations.
Voting (March 2012)
Residents vote for which projects to fund in ttukstricts.

Evaluation, Implementation, and Monitoring (April 2012 on)

124 The four Council members kept their word aboutrihing conformity throughout much of the
process with the exception of Albert’s district wéiioa few critical junctures opted to do their di@rmat.
For example, for the second round of neighborhssgmblies they did a “science fair Expo” instead.
125 Never defined in the process. Could be someormsevbhild goes to school in the district or worksti
given district.
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The Council members work with the City to implem#re projects that receive

the most votes. Budget delegates, staff, and tg@ommittee members

evaluate the process and monitor the implementafigmojects.

" 1. Neighborhood )
Assemblies |

identify community needs,

(Oct-Nov)

select delegates )

4

\.
S B
5. Implementation Research & zﬁnl::]ﬁe,? ;E
& Monitoring Evaluation (Nnv—Fe}
of projects develop proposals
(3. Neighborhood )
4. Community Assemblies Ii

Vote (Feb)

(March) get community

. feedback Y,

Figure 5.1: PBNYC process pilot year (FY) 2011-203@urce: PBNYC.org

While determining the basic framework for the ps;ehe actual implementation of

various stages of the process varied dramaticalgpecific districts. The Steering

Committee agreed upon the basic structure of tbegss whereby each district would

have their own District Committee (DC) that woulale ownership over the various

stages of the process such as determining whér@dmeighborhood assembilies,

outreach, and mobilization. The relationship betmvthe New York Steering Committee

and the District Committee can be analogized bgfadém. The New York Steering
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Committee is the federal government broadly settigs and mandates and the District
Committees are state level governments that ehasetrules on their own terms.

In Chicago, with only one ward participating in RBe Steering Committee set broad
guidelines, such as having members of the Ste€ammittee serve as “mentors” for
thematic committee. In contrast, in New York Qltg Steering Committee did not set
broad guidelines and instead devolved power tadited level District Committees.

5.6 PB Districts

Districts in New York are densely populated witsukant diversity across populations.
Districts in New York City are all roughly the sarsige with roughly 180,000 people in
each district. In this section, | further outlis@me important characteristics of the four
districts participating in PBNYC. | then compamnibgraphics of these four areas to
four matched paired districts that an@ implementing PB.

The three salient characteristics of districts thmggact PBNYC implementation are: 1)
geography 2) social capital (Putham 1993) and smiliety capacity and 3) the political
economy of the individual Council members.

Geography refers to how the district is laid outhv@ipecific population distributions
throughout the district. Social capital (Putnam39@fers to ties between citizens in
these communities as well as the existence of Gmdiety Organizations (CSOs) and
civil society networks in a given space. The jpaditeconomy refers to the political
relationships and capacity of the Council membéts.

District A (D-A):

126 pgpulation information per district was obtaineshii the 2010 Census. The other information was
obtained through interviews with Council membehgjit staffs, as well as directly with CSOs andIcivi
society networks and leaders in each district anolighout New York City.
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“PB is part of deepening civic engagement and ecihgrdemocracy in our
community” — Council member Albert on why he sugpdB.
District A is divided between three different are&@ne area consists of middle to upper
class, mainly white people of higher educationse&ond area consists of an insular area
of Orthodox Jews, with varying levels of educatsod income. A third area consists of
recent Bangladeshi immigrants and constitutes ¢ineom of the district with the lowest
income and education. Recent residents of the aomtynhave less strong social
networks and ties.
Council member Albert has an academic backgrouddtan is reflected in his staff.
The staff is comprised of Ivy League and otheealniversity graduates and has the
largest number of interns from elite city high solsoand universities of the four
members. D-A is the only district participatingRBNY C with a full time staff member
dedicated solely to PBNYC. District A exerted tigovn control over the process and
deviated from the agreed upon guidelines of the[3&.was the only district to call the
second round of neighborhood assemblies an “Exgithi’no opportunities to
incorporate citizen feedback into the projects, bad their own ordering system for the
vote.
Council member Albert receives the least amounlisdretionary funds of the four
districts implementing the treatment of PBNYC. Halleged to have alienated members
in the City Councif**” Council member Albert received nearly $2 milli@ss$ in
discretionary funds than Council member Devonahlg Republican implementing
PBNYC. In FY2012, Council member Albert receive®]5,00 in capital funds,

ranking 4% in the Council and $460,464 for expense fundkinan4d” in expense out

127 |nformation obtained through interviews with Coilmeembers.
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of 51 members. This trend has continued sincen€ibmember Albert took office, as
he continually has been in this ranking in the gukfrom 2009-20122% Of the four
Council members participating, D-A has the highmetlian income $57,914 with the
lowest amount of unemployed, 4,958, yet the setugltest number of people under the
poverty level of 29,184 — second only to District B
D-A, especially in its more affluent parts, has maducated, white activists. This part
of the district consists of strong social ties witiditionally active citizens with high
levels of social capital. The district committeasists of traditionally civic-minded
residents citizens who are already highly engagked.majority of the DC was comprised
of individuals engaged in civic life, such as sdhmmards or park associations, as
opposed to representatives from well-establish@dnconity-based organizations.
District B (D-B):

“Our diverse district needs resources, especialthé low income portion. PB is

a step toward a more equitable distribution of fiityds” — Council member

Beatrice on why she supports PB.
District B is one of New York City’s most diversacaseemingly arbitrarily cut
districts’®® D-B is the only district out of the four that sawo different boroughs of
New York City and houses the most extreme dispaetyveen affluence and poverty.
The majority of the district is low income, Africamerican and Hispanic populations

with low education levels. There is a large poakahe district with some of the most

affluent homes in New York of primarily white anelveducated people. There is also a

128 Eor more information regarding data analysis $€eeating a More Equitable and Objective
Discretionary Funding Process in New York City,ti@eéns Union of the City of New YoMay 2012,
Available at:

http://www.citizensunion.org/www/cu/site/hostingfitets/CU_Report NYC Discretionary FundingFY?2
009-2012 May2012.pdf

129 According to Beatrice herself and her staff. Ry divides make relative proportions for this st
easier to obtain and more accurate than for theetbther districts.
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small pocket of the district that consists primadf New York City public Housing
Authority (NYCHA).

Council member Beatrice’s district office is locdia an area rife with nonprofit and
community organizations — the heart of New Yorkslgnthropic center as well as near
major CUNY centers and the CVH headquarters. fesalt, D-B has graduate level
interns and staff that represent the diversitynefécommunity. While D-B has an
organized and capable staff, because of the stavng of CSOs in the community,
including but not limited to CVH, the District aimé¢o not overly regiment or structure
the process and instead tried to empower the DC.

Council member Beatrice receives the most amoudisofetionary funding of any the
four Council members involved in PBNYC. Council mman Beatrice is a self-described
progressive with an organizing background. Shexdswvn to be in favor with the
Speaker and set to be running herself for SpedkefyY 2012, Council member Beatrice
received $5,139,000 in capital funds ranking aid $613,714 in expense funding,
ranking 22%in the Council. D-B has the lowest median incaf#our districts;
$33,794; with 8,236 people unemployed, 13,699 pemateiving food stamps, and
50,975 people under the poverty level. Distrididd the greatest need of the four
districts participating and also receives the ndestretionary funds out of the four
participating districts.

Of the four districts, D-B has the greatest diggan demographics. There is a large
presence of CSOs in the area creating a rich tgpefstivil society. However, social
capital between individuals is less strong than@B®© presence. The DC reflected

representatives from various sections of the distiThe majority of members of the DC
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were representatives from CSOs based within theaisThere were a few members of
the DC from the more affluent section of the dgitas well as individuals living in New
York City housing authority projects (NYCHA). Thesult was a sometimes discordant
DC with variation in skill set, background, andaesces.
District C (D-C):

“I have worked as an organizer in the community,i$8 way to bring our

community together” — Council member Charlie on vileysupports PB.
District C consists of a large area of Caribbeash @reole speaking immigrants with a
small pocket of Orthodox Jews. The majority of digrict is a Caribbean community
focused around church networks where everyone seekmow one another. Council
member Charlie is of Haitian background and knowstnactive members of the
community by first name.
Council member Charlie’s staff reflects his perditypand personal approach to
governance. The D-C budget director is an old &riehCharlie’s with whom he used to
run a Vegan restaurant. The DC is comprised ohip&aribbean immigrants with a
noticeable lack of representation from the Crepkeaging and Orthodox Jewish
community. The church networks create a robugesy®f social capital with a physical
congregating space. The Chair of the DC is a wativkn pastor in the community with
strong ties and networks in the Caribbean community
Council member Charlie co-chairs the ProgressivecGawith Council member Beatrice.
In FY 2012, Council member Charlie received $3,000n capital funds ranking 32
and $471,464 in expense funding, rankin§.3Bistrict C has a median household
income of $49,624, with 6,317 unemployed and 5 Jédidseholds receiving food stamps

and 19,418 persons under the poverty level. Gikemelative need, District C does not
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receive proportionate discretionary funds. Fomeple, District D has a median
household income of $56,289 in contrast to Disgi€t's $49,624 yet in FY2012 District
D received $4,305,00 in capital funds, ranking',2ahd $$603,321 in expense funding,
ranking 2&. This trend is evidenced throughout FY2009-FY2012
The community outreach staffer assigned to PBNYiCdjuing the early fall of 2011.
As a result, staff members each tried to commietimPBNYC with the assistance of
two interns on a fellowship from England. The dwedened staff was ill-equipped to
face the time demands of PBNYC and put a lot gdoasibilities’ into the hands of the
DC. The DC viewed the interns as illegitimate aneck]ly became frustrated with the
lack of support from the Council member’s officénadie tried to mitigate these tensions
through meetings with the DC and by working to laireew community outreach staffer
who was not hired until a few weeks before the @n@BNYC. Due to the lack of
staffing in the CM, the DC had to exert a stronig io shaping and running the PB
process.
District D (D-D):
“Citizens should be in charge of their money: nigtdovernment” - Council
member Devon on why he supports PB.
District D only involved one portion of the distric PBNYC, a portion that has a natural
separation by a toll bridge and body of water.isEegment of the district involved in
PBNYC, hereby D-D, comprises a large white-middéss Irish Catholic community, a
group of “Snow Birds,” who live in a vacation coraplhalf the year when they are not
living somewhere warmér? and a section of more minority populations in bl

housing (NYCHA).

130 This section of the district has a complex that the highest consumptions of beer per capitagiU®
as well as the most densely populated area of phblising (NYCHA) in New York City.
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Council member Devon'’s office reflects the tenoCainstituents — Council member
Devon almost became a Catholic Priest before rgnfunoffice and before the end of
PBNYC announced his run for State Senate. Theeffas a charismatic and well-
seasoned NYC political veteran for Chief of Stélfhile the budget staff member was
originally hired for the process his “personalitg dot lend him to the PBNYC process,”
noted the Chief of Staff who is extroverted andspaable. As a result, the Chief of Staff
headed the process and often sat in as Council ereD#yon in meetings. He ran the
process, attended nearly every meeting, and aikethle executive of the process.
Perhaps due to the political skill and expertisthefChief of Staff, despite being a
Republican in a Democratic controlled Council, Dewontinues to rank high on
discretionary funds recipients. In FY2012 Counoé@mber Devon received $4,305,000
in capital funds ranking 27and $603,321 in expense funds rankin{.2Bistrict D has

a median income of $56,289; 5,741 unemployed. 4pbbple receive food stamps with
19,418 people under the poverty level. In FY2@igtrict D was just behind District B
in terms of expense allocations even though theanddcome in District B was $33,794
in comparison to $56,289 in District D.

The DC was primarily white and notably lacked reprdgation from the more racially
diverse portion of the district living in public ising (NYCHA). D-D contained high
levels of social capital where most of the hetenegeis population had known one
another for generations.

5.7 Non-PB Districts

In this section four districts not implementing theatment of PB, comparable in

demographics, are compared to four districts thatraplementing PB. Comparing
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demographic, need, and relative discretionary fugpdior the four districts implementing
the treatment of PBNYC to the four not implement?B8NYC shows: 1) implementing
districts are comparable to non-implementing ditsdéralong demographics and 2) non
implementing matched districts all receive moreisonary funds than the
implementing districts. Need is defined by 1) mediausehold income 2) unemployed
3) food stamp recipients and 4) income under pgJextel.

District W:

Council member Wasa represents a district simild@istrict A in terms of demographic
composition. Council member Wasa is a Latina wgnadrereas Council member Albert
is a Jewish man, and she has a less academic baokigwith experience in grassroots
engagement. As is the case with Council membleerl Council member Wasa
identifies as progressive.

District X:

Council member Xaviera represents a district simdaDistrict B in terms of
demographic composition. Council member Xaviera gominent female African-
American who, like Council member Beatrice, hasmig the ranks to be known as a
leader in the activist community. However, Coumeédmber Xavier has more experience,
being older, and comes from a well establishedipalifamily in contrast to Council
member Beatrice.

District Y:

Council member Yash represents a district simddDistrict C in terms of demographic
composition. Council member Yash has a more tmawit background within the

established Democratic Party in contrast to theggron of Council member Charlie’s
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more radical organizer background and progresgieada. Both Council members are
relatively young; Council member Yash is a Jewisiawith a family where as Council
member Dave is a single African-American.

District Z:

Council member Zeus represents a district thamdag to District D in terms of
demographic composition. Council member Zeus, fic#n-American male Democrat,
has been in the City Council for so long he is hgermed out, whereas Council member
Devon, a Catholic male Republican, is the youngesnber of the City Council. While
Council member Devon is concerned about a qualityeoagenda, Council member
Zeus has a strong progressive agenda including lzeiong-term advocate for public
initiatives.

5.9 Discretionary Funding Comparison

The differences between districts and individual@ol members implementing PB and
non-PB matched districts are informative. Demogm@apata of the four non-PB
matched districts in comparison to the four dissrimplementing PB illustrates the lack
of correlation between discretionary funds allcmasi and relative district need.

| have chosen to highlight specific demographi@datassessing need. In Belo
Horizonte, Brazil, resources to be allocated throB& for each specific district are
determined through a formula of resources in dipegportion to population and inverse
proportion to average income: PVR = popR/[e (ffg})(lAvritzer 2005, 390). Therefore

median income is one way to assess needs in a diseitt. Chapter 8 further examines

131 pVR being the virtual population, popR as theaggl population, Y regional average revenue, aisd e
a constant of 2,7182818.
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the relationship between population and particgrain specific PB implementing
districts.

FY 2012 Funding and need for four districts implatrey PB and four matched paired

districts.Each PB implementing district (gray) is followed iks/corresponding (neutral)

matched pair district not implementing PB.

Median Income
Household Food under
District = Capital Rank Expense Rank Income Unemployed Stamps poverty level

A $3,195,000 43 $460,464 40 $57,914 4,958 6,317 29,184
w $4,900,000 20 $628,464 31 $38,117 6,047 9,392 40,813
B $5,139,000 17 $613,714 22 $33,794 8,326 13,699 50,975
X $9,365,000 4 $942,114 6 $38,031 8,206 10,800 39,345
C $3,970,000 32 $471,464 38 $49,624 6,317 5,610 19,418
Y $5,956,000 14 $555,464 31 $38,234 4,394 9,959 37,868
D $4,305,000 27 $603,321 23 $56,289 5,741 4,144 16,398
z $4,555,000 25 $588,321 24 $54,012 6,411 8,153 23,657

Figure 5.2 FY2012 PBNYC and Matched Pair Distri¢f3ata Source:
Citizens Union 2012 Report)

Key: Unemployed refers to those between 18-64syelat. Household
receiving food stamps. Households with Income BetlosvPoverty
Level. Non-PB implementing matched pair distriats highlighted.

Every matched pair district receives more discretig funds then its corresponding PB
district. The matched District W has greater ndwohtDistrict A with a lower median
income, and more unemployed persons receiving $taxaps and with income under the
poverty level.

Matched District Y has 4,349 more residents reogifood stamps and 27,899 more
households under the poverty line than District¥et, District Y does not receive

proportionally more - $198,600 more in capital &8d,000 in expense funds.
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Matched District X has less need than District Bhvé higher median income of $4,237;
2,899 fewer recipients of food stamps, and 11,@8@f residents with income under the
poverty level. In contrast, District X receive224600 more in capital and $329,013 in
expense funds.

Matched District Z has nearly double the food staegypients of District D: 4,009 more,
with 7,259 more residents living under the povértg and a median income of 2,271.
District D, however, receives $15,000 in discregignfunds.

Can we extrapolate from the fact that all the medichon-PB districts receive more
funding than PB districts that the reason thatidistimplement PB is that they are
already receiving less discretionary funds? Tlearst too many confounding variables
to make verifiable statements regarding the refatip between initial fund allocation
and PB implementation. The data suggest that @tivel between district need and
discretionary funds allocation is not linear. W\ @ccurately say that there is no
formulaic model of relative need and discretionaigcation.

Given the lack of formula for determining discret@oy funds, political calculations may
have been the determinant variable for whetheobardistrict adopts PB. The data
shows that non-PB implementing matched distridtsegkive more discretionary funds
than the implementing districts. Were Council memlukssuaded to implement PB
because they feared jeopardizing their relativedi hevels of discretionary funding?
Lawrence Lessig (2012) outlines the insidious iefice of money in politics: direct
causality is difficult to prove but the very existe of these networks undermines trust
and legitimacy. Without a more transparent fundirael based more closely to need,

Council members individual motivations for not ckomg PB are obscured. Council
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members may not have been concerned about théicabtapital when choosing to not
implement PB. However, the non-needs based disnely funding structure implicates
political motivations perhaps unfairly. Even if Gaul members had idiosyncratic, non-
systemized, motivations for choosing to not implatfB, structural, institutional, and
political motivations will remain suspect.

5.9 Conclusion

This chapter presents te&atus qudoudget process in New York City and the
introduction of the treatment of PB as a departiown the traditional budget process. By
comparing district discretionary funding and nebdcation, this chapter buttresses
recent scholarship (Citizens Union 2012) describiregcurrent City Council allocation
process as not tied to need. Given the lack of based discretionary funding, political
calculation relating to relationships with the Sggvaand economies of power may have
been determinant variables for a Councilor choogihgther or not to implement the
treatment of PB?

The characteristics of each of the districts imm@ating PB when compared to matched
pair districts now implementing PB show that 1) B2 districts are similar in
demographics and 2) non-PB districts receive mm@etionary funds. The relatively
high funds allotment in the non-PB matched paitridis may have impacted these
Councilors decisions to not implement PB.

Motivations for Councilors who did and did not irapient PB are imprecise. The
motivations of the four Councilors who implement8l are idiosyncratic and not easily
theorized. Given the Speaker’s unchecked poweeterchine discretionary funding,

implementing PBNYC was a political risk for the @wilors involved. The non-needs

132 As Section 5.7 outlines, this data is non-casual.
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based system of discretionary funding lends iteeffartisan loyalties and power
wielding. Nonetheless, the four Council membessitating PB choose to devolve some
of their elected power back to their constituefitee Speaker does not support BBt
appears that the four Council members’ decisiamfmse the treatment of PB in their
given districts was based on immaterial, or extséneasons such as values and
ideology. For Albert, Beatrice, and Charlie theakies were progressive, and based on
norms of community engagement. Devon broughtextiltian stance that citizens, not
big government, should be in charge of their money.

Instituting a pilot project into the New York Cigpuncil, especially given the non-
transparent nature of discretionary funding allmeeg is a risk. The Council members
were relinquishing some of their control over thading process over to community
stakeholders. Yet the very conditions of non-tpamency, history of Democratic Party
patronage, and power wielding contributed to insgithe four Council members to
implement PB.

Unique district conditions may have also contriluie PB adoption. The conditions of
the four districts implementing PB— again, 1) denagdpics 2) social capital and CSO
capacity and 3) political economy in the four PBNg&rticipating districts— impacts
the criteria of citizenly politics>*

The following four chapters use the criteria ofzanhly politics to assess whether or not

PB implementing district have better process artdames over thstatus qud>°

133 The speaker did not support PB and left threatemiassages for Council member Devon to stop
publicizing, see Section 8.3 for more information.

1341) Citizens design their own participation 2) Hetiative discourse takes place 3) participation is
substantive and 4) ability to be institutionalizedscale.

135 status qugprocess and outputs within New York City Couneipital fund allocations.
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Chapter 9 directly compares capital projects inifABlementing districts contrasted with

those in non-PB implementing districts.
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Chapter 6: Deliberations and Decision Making

“My least favorite part about PB was disagreeinthwiy neighbors. The

conversations would easily turn ugly and unprodiectiecause people were so

busy disagreeing with one another.”

- Budget Delegate from the Parks and Recreation Suoimtee

This chapter develops two conceptual models, basezimpirical data, for assessing
deliberation and decision making within PBNYC tgess how successfully deliberative
norms were implemented to fulfill the second tesfatitizenly politics. The first model is
results oriented whereas the second model is pgareanted. The two models evince the
tension between inclusiveness and efficiency thedrge as U.S. PB tries
accommodating the dual goals of improved short-tegmice delivery and democratic
deepening. Results driven PB is aimed at improthegshort-term delivery of
government services, while process driven PB targetater long-term civic engagement
and a strengthening of democratic norms. Improverogservice delivery requires
concrete, practical proposals; the strengthenirggafocratic norms requires robust
participation by a wide and diverse range of ordirdtizens. It is not hard to see why
these goals sometimes come into conflict.
Variation suggests that decision-making in PBNY Ceds citizens’ ability to make
collective decisions with rational discourse. Railthe structural conditions of district
constitution, bureaucratic constraints, and faatitit skill impacted decision-making.
These conditions impacted the degree to which eifspeommittee had more results or
process oriented deliberation.
In order to assess these conditions | traced thgdiwdelegate process of the Parks and

Recreation Committee (PRC) within each of the fdistricts. | choose PRC because it

allows for natural variation and is uniquely suited¢he small capital projects that
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PBNYC seeks to create. | immersed myself in faffeent committees, attending every
meeting of these groups, observing site visits,r@ading each group’s email discussions.
In addition, | conducted separate interviews wighedates in both the PRC and other
thematic committees before, during, and after segreis budget delegat&s. Unlike
accounts of deliberation that are either empiracalormative, | offer empirical evidence
to inform normative claims.
6.1 Norms of Deliberation
“When properly conducted, then, democratic politsslvespublic deliberation
focused on the common gooeguires some form ahanifest equalitgmong
citizens, anaghapes the identity and interesfscitizens in ways that contribute to
the formation of the public conception of the conmgood” (Cohen 1989, 19).
These principles, outlined by Joshua Cohen, undexpnodern conception of
deliberative democracy. As outlined in Chapterdiferative democracy is one modern
implementation of the Aristotelian human capactyldégosor speech. Assessing the
nuances of deliberation and decision-making requaraormative understanding of
current deliberative democracy literature, whicliilfa the second tenet of citizenly
politics. | contribute to deliberative democrditgrature with empirical data illustrating
that two norms of deliberation, efficiency and imilveness, produce dual models of
process and results oriented deliberation.
Deliberative democracy begimsth political assumptions that we live in pluralis
democratic societies (Gutmann and Thompson 2004nd8®ck and Kahane 2010).
Such societies are characterized by conflicts tef@sts, driven by their politics and their
morals; deliberative democracy aims to find new svyunderstand and address such

conflicts without sacrificing pluralism. Theoredity, deliberation rests on the possibility

that rational discussion and exchange of ideaslesabwider array of considerations to

136 For more information about methodology see Appendi.
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be taken into account, resulting in the ascendehtlye better argument (Gutmann and
Thompson 2004, Cohen 1989). In the process of eldilon citizens must be civic-
minded, which allows for the potential to be swayat evince reciprocity in their
conversations (Gutmann and Thompson 1996; Weinkistod Kahane 2010).

Critics contend that if citizens are not empowerethake such decisions, deliberation
might amount to little more than uninformed chafiichardson 2010). Within this line
of critique it follows that most citizens, unlikeformed jurors on a jury or members of a
selection committee, lack the knowledge or undadstey to make binding and
authoritative decisions (Waltzer 1999). Some gtaao suggest that deliberate
democrats actually do not believe that mass cisiztould be empowered, but rather use
deliberative democracy to consolidate forms okatbntrol (Posner 2003). Modeling
democracy on a “faculty workshop” stifles the ranf@vailable options and implies that
political influence will go to the most learned asidlled rhetoricians (Sanders 1997).
Some critics fear that the process of deliberdans to problematic outcomes. Some
posit that within deliberation itself, the reifica of hegemonic norms such as white
male patriarchy is magnified through the deliberaprocess (Young 1999; Mouffe
1999). Beliefs can be manipulated and inducedutjinadhe process of deliberation,
rendering the project utterly undemocratic (Stok&g). In the end, citizens are further
balkanized and alienated from one another, ascgaatits become more entrenched to
their viewpoints and divisions widen (Sunstein 2007

Within the tenets of PBNYC I focus on two normddefiberation in tension with one
another: inclusiveness and efficiency. This dafbnitakes into consideration concepts of

dynamic and iterative process (Gutmann and Thomp8064), rational discourse
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(Habermas 1996), and emphasis on the publicitysaiodirse to promote public spirit
(Chambers 2005).

6.2 Facilitation and Legitimacy

According to Thompson, “legitimacy prescribes thegess by which, under these
circumstances, collective decisions can be moyafiffied to those who are bound by
them” (Thompson 2008, p502). Many deliberative deracy theorists posit that a
decision is legitimate if it responds to reasomnidied to justify a decision (Cohen 1989,
2007; Guttmann and Thompson 2004; Mendelberg 2002pntrast, PBNYC mandates
that deliberations result in viable project propssa

While it was pre-determined that viable projectsembe desired end of deliberations,
there was wide variance abdwdwto decide upon projects. Were the goals of
deliberations to craft the most innovative propssalthose that accurately assess tactical
district needs? How should district needs be adetyudetermined? Should committees
put forward the proposals that are most likely@o/bted upon? These are some of the
many questions that emerged in the course of dalibas.

The structure of PB devolved power down to indialdoudget committees to come up
with their own answers. Some micro-level facibta and deliberators privileged

putting forth “winning” projects that they thoughere likely to be selected by residents
at the final vote. Some other groups were lessamec about putting forth projects

likely to win. The result was that for some groypscess trumped results and vice versa.

Having the pre-determined end of coming up wittbl@grojects, while leaving the
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means open, resulted in variance across deliberapproaches throughout
subcommittees:’

While deliberations were intended to forge budgeppsals, the very reason citizens (as
opposed to traditional elites) drove the processksna sharp departure from traditional
budgeting. Citizens participated not only to fopgeposals in their area but also to
engage in the basic activity of politics. Erguajividual facilitators and in-group
deliberation dynamics influenced the realizatiothafse competing norms.

The behavior of facilitators in PBNYC suggests flaailitator impacts are subtler than
some literature would suggest and that there adetffs between efficiency and
enabling all voices to be heard. Moreover, th& Eoquality control across facilitation
methods raises question about the balance betvilegnng autonomy in individual
committees and the need for greater process qualitrol.

6.3 The Nature of Deliberation

Chapter 8 outlines deliberations and decision-ngkimongst Council Members (CM)
and other members of the Steering Committee (S@)eagovernance level of PBNYC.
While there were district residents from Districir@mittees (DC) that participated in
these decisions, the majority of governance dewsswaithin PBNYC took place between
CM, their staffs, and other members of the SCcantrast, the majority of deliberations
for ordinary residents occurred when people sigmetb be budget delegates. Within

these delegate meetings small group deliberatiok ptace with a facilitator appointed

137 Should more attention be paid to the specific enmntation of these ends? For instance, shoutd the
have been more top down imposed uniformity on @etitons? PBNYC resulted in wide variance of
implementations of deliberative norms. Yet, thevase would have been non-deliberate imposition of
values.
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by the DC. For some districts where there wasogtahe of participants, such as in
District C (D-C), facilitators for thematic budg#glegate groups were from the DC.
Residents who signed up to be budget delegatée &trs$t round of neighborhood
assemblies (NA) broke up into various thematic geolbiased around topics discussed at
the assemblies. Examples of thematic groups iedudhnsportation, education, and arts.
District B (D-B) had a youth and senior committeeused specifically on these issues
comprised of people from these respective demograplb-C had a youth committee,
which faced a challenge: the rules limited partagipn to those 16 years or older and
voting to those 18 or oldér® This resulted in youth spending months partidiaas
budget delegates, but not being allowed to votgfojects they had worked on.

As analyzed in the previous chapter, level of cariy the CM differed across budget
delegate committees. In all districts except stk (D-A), the CM office set specific
dates and a centralized location for budget dedegegtetings. D-A had 100 budget
delegates sign up, whereas every other districtrbaghly 50 budget delegates, and each
thematic group determined their own meeting timeslacations. With so many budget
delegates D-A subdivided thematic groups. For etanpa committee titled Streets and
Transportation had dedicated sub-committees fogusinsidewalks, subways, buses, etc.
There was significant reduction of budget delegaticipation across the district from
those who initially signed up. In D-C, partiallyelto lack of the coordination from the
CM and a DC unequipped to handle the burden ofnatgnand running these events,
much of the information pertaining to who signedtaipe budget delegates was lost.

Without this level of organization it was difficutty properly coordinate and maintain the

138 The age requirements to be a budget delegatenetenforced while the age requirement was enforced
for voting.
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interest of those who initially signed up to be peddelegates. D-C thus saw the biggest
reduction in budget delegates from those who ihjt&gned up to participate.

The goals of the committees were to 1) sift throtighideas presented at the
neighborhood assemblies 2) assess needs in thetdistough site visits 3) deliberate on
new projects 4) work directly with agencies anai®ate new projects for the vote on
March 26" 2012. The district composition, bureaucratic esstand facilitator leadership
and organization of each committee influenced #gree to which site visits were
conducted and the way in which community needs assessed. Council district offices
compiled the ideas generated at the neighborhasehdsies to determine necessary
budget committee themes based around topics ratdee assemblies. The compiled
ideas were examined for feasibility at the initre@eting of budget delegates.

6.4 District Composition and Deliberation Typology

Facilitation resulted in two models of deliberatioesult oriented and process oriented.
The result oriented model emphasized efficiencyred® process orientation prized free
and inclusive discussion. The following examplexdel implementation of these two
facilitation methods through the process of progetberation, decision-making, and
forming projects for the ballot. Similar projeetghin two different deliberation
paradigms were treated very differently. D-A awinfi the ballot a similar project that D-
C included on the ballot. The role of the factbtaemerges as a critical difference in
these two districts.

The structure and organization of individual CouMembers (CM) and District
Committees (DC) influenced facilitator trainingganization, and resources. CM and

DC determined the level of training the facilitateeceived. In D-C many facilitators
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dropped out of the process and were replaced bytaenof the DC itself and received
no training. Facilitation training in D-B and DARas less robust than D-A and more
robust than D-C.

Bureaucratic constraints impacted needs assessmeffitlfillment of deliberative norms
within all four Parks and Recreation Committeasdiidual bureaucrats working in
respective city agencies were direct informatioarses for budget delegates. The
differences amongst bureaucrats in the four distrmapacted how respective
subcommittees were able to acquire informatiorotmfprojects. Additionally,
homogeneous or heterogeneous district compositientad needs assessment and
project formation within the subcommitte®s Participation of individual bureaucrats

and district composition were non-controllable PBBDlYariables:

District Composition

D-D D-B D-A D-C
- >

Homogeneous Heterogeneous

Figure 6.1: District Composition

This chart illustrates the spectrum from most hoemagis district (D-D) to the least (D-
C) 140
Levels of homogeneity and organization impacted Fammsed committees were on

process versus result oriented deliberations.omdgeneous D-D, budget delegates

1391n more homogenous districts, where people wene rfamiliar with one another and area needs,
deliberative discourse was more accommodatingoitrast, more heterogeneous districts residents we
less familiar with one another and deliberation s@asetimes contentious. The district composition
impacted the nature of facilitation within delibgoas. Both of these factors were unavoidablecoutd

be ameliorated through skilled facilitation.

140 Homogeneity is defined by the variance of distciminposition as well as who participated in the PRC
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confidently felt they knew district needs. In more heterogeneous D-A and D-C, budget
delegates wanted to get more accurate informabontavaried district needs throughout
districts. D-A?with an organized CM and DC, was able to arraiitgevisits to assess
park needs. D-C, with a disorganized CM and ovelded DC, was not able to arrange
site visits.

While D-A and D-C are both heterogeneous disttinty differed in deliberative
implementation. The focus on result oriented aghlion, imposed top down by Albert’s
office, enabled D-A to be more effective in neeslsegssment and project formation. The
emphasis on result oriented deliberation in D-@uenced by the lack of capacity in
Charlie’s office, led to hardly any needs assessiaed few viable projects.

District factors such as composition and bureaiccaipacity relate to a facilitator’s
ability to influence decision-making. While inflneed by these factors, individual
facilitators still had agency in shaping the dalgi®n. Within this confluence of factors,
two deliberate models emerged. On a scale rarfgyng ‘all voices heard’ (process
oriented) on one end to ‘efficiency’ (result oried} on the other, is a typology of the

PRC across four districts implementing the PBN Yé&atment:

141 pB was implemented in a small portion of the iistrAs one budget delegate recounted: “very good
meeting, everyone was very very involved we haaot af detail and a lot of feedback from everyonewh
did their research. We have a unique district witlgue land needs.” D-D residents took on respditg
for acquiring necessary information and contacBagks and Recreation bureaucrats directly, regitin
an agency bureaucrat emailing CM Devon: “I do retehcapacity to deal with every individual comptain
my office is overwhelmed by PB.” The Chief of Stafr D-D replied, “you do not have to respond
directly to every resident, fwd them to me and Il vandle it.”

142 The Education Committee had representatives frareri? Teacher Associations (PTA) show up at one
of the initial meetings and were concerned thay there receiving a biased sample of informatiomly o
affluent and well-resourced schools would know dlilbe PB process and be able to send PTA
representatives. As a result, the Education Cotamitecided to do their own independent needs
assessment by going directly to different schaolsrder to determine where need was the greatest.
Similarly, the Parks and Recreation in D-A condddie visits; through deliberation during thesetloe-
ground visits, they built up their own criteria foarks, such as “round tables where people canregate,”
“recycling and dog runs,” and “recreational cowts.” Site visits enabled informed deliberation an
greater understanding of needs beyond the knowlgdgple had first entered in with.
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Typology of deliberatiol

D-A: Result oriented. Less about all voices being haadimore about effective projects.
D-B: Mix of results with deliberative process, moreutesriented.

D-C: Process oriented, less focus on results, moreeliedative process and all voices
heard.

D-D: Mix of results with process, more process oriented

Typology of Deliberation

D-C
D-D

D-B

D-A

Process Driven

v

Results Driven

Figure 6.2: Typology of Deliberation

At initial PRC meetings, at either the first or ged meeting of the group, delegates
sifted through project proposals from the firstmdwf neighborhood assemblies. An
agency official from the Parks and Recreations dapant came to outline which
existing projects were already in the pipelinefféent representatives met with the four
districts, as each district lies in a differenttpErNew York City. Some representatives
were generous with their time, such as the PardRatreations representative who

came out for a two-hour meeting in D-C. Othersenamly able to stay for a portion of

143 As witnessed through the Parks and Recreation Committee.
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the meeting — only thirty minutes in D-B. In alses, agency officials were volunteering
their time with little to no prior information aboBB. The agency representatives
provided realistic policy details for delegates @timureaucratic constraints, feasibility,
and costs of projects. One of the only uniformezignces throughout the four districts
was delegate surprise at project costs coupledfrigitration at how long projects take to
be implemented.

In D-A, the DC and CM were focused on results, it goal of forming the maximum
number of viable projects. In D-B, self-interes@80s threatened to co-opt the process
that strong facilitation was able mitigate. D-@ytally due to lack of CM organization,
prized having all voices heard - not efficient pjformation. In D-D, a strong Chief of
Staff managed participants who assumed they knetv Wé&thin each district, an
ecosystem of bureaucracy and CM organization ineplfzcilitation skills. For example,
the well-organized CM office in D-A more effectiyarained facilitators than the
disorganized CM office in D-C:#

D-A’s combination of a highly controlling CM withighly empowered DC resulted in
hosted weekly conference calls for facilitatorson€rence calls outlined specific
problems facilitators may face and problem sohaddffficult deliberative situations. In

these calls, information was conveyed top-downatliydrom CM staff so that every

144 Assessing deliberative ecosystems requires understanding the CM office’s impact on district level
deliberative norms. For example, D-D’s Chief of Staff was a technocratic presence on deliberations,
sitting in on all meetings. This is contrasted with D-B, where the CMs reserved a block of rooms for
delegates, and where a staff member glanced at different deliberations but did not sit in on one
specifically. In D-C, deliberations were influenced by lack of structure emanating from the CM office.
The following examples illustrate how micro-level deliberation and decision-making resulted from
process level decisions. Macro-level structural design, organization, and implementation of PB in the
four districts had direct outcomes on micro-level deliberation and decision-making.
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facilitator knew upcoming deadlines as well as intgat information regarding agency
requirements or news pertaining to the PBNYC preces

In contrast was D-C, with a low staffed CM and awverked DC, where many initial
facilitators dropped out during the process. Assllt the frustrated and overcommitted
DC, already heavily involved in the community arftentimes unable to attend meetings
they were set to facilitate, filled the vacanciésthe PRC for D-C, the facilitator missed
as many meetings as she led due to health ailmewnther commitments. Even
occasional facilitator absences resulted in a tdatear information conveyed to
committee members along with a dearth of directiod leadership®™ The PRC for D-C
had few recurring members who would participatdaitresultant lack of cohesion
throughout the process. The few people who cagudady had to do the majority of the
work.

6.5 Result Oriented Model of Facilitation

District A (D-A):

As outlined in the typology of deliberation, bothand D-B had more result oriented
deliberations, with D-B having slightly more incius process than D-A.

D-A has a rich network of activism with high soatalpital and affluent, educated budget
delegates. The facilitators faced a challenge epk® budget delegates on task. In D-A
the initial moderator of the PRC was given a moqgegienced co-chair who brought
strong bureaucratic organization to the committeewas a white, well-educated
professional overseeing a primarily white, profesal, well-educated committee with

one Asian woman, one black woman, and one Orthddasxsh male. He ensured that

145The PRC in D-A and D-B had co-facilitators so tii@ne person missed a meeting there was still
continuity and leadership.
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projects were timely and done in a constructive fairdnanner, and that people did not
fall behind schedule. In one meeting before thed2%® he had people email around
their projects prior to the meeting. He came trtteeting with extensive notes that
systemically covered each project. At this meetpepple were not given the option to
deliberate or discuss their proposals as the Exagsgheduled for the week after. All the
participants of this meeting were middle-aged deolwhite, relatively affluent,
educated residents. Rather than focused on dafibey this meeting was highly efficient
and people left with a concrete understanding dcdtvttiey needed to get done.

There were some people who were disappointed, iaen working on this project for
the last five months and now it is dead,” noted bnéget delegate. Yet the majority of
people were glad the meeting was brief and effici@veryone came prepared, did their
homework, and our facilitator made tough calls bas® agencies rules — we have to do
what we have to do.”

The facilitator was technocratic. While he wasrstee did not put forth his own
preferences but rather conveyed agency informatnahrules for projects per
instructions from the D-A Council member officehél'majority of budget delegates at
this final meeting before the Expo responded favigrto the facilitator’s result oriented
approach. Yet these were budget delegates whthdanost part, had projects that were
already approved to go on the ballot. Absent ftbenmeeting was a middle-aged, white,
middle-class woman whose project had recently loksapproved by city agencies. She
did not attend this final budget delegate meetimdjlzad written an email to the

committee prior to this meeting outlining her fmagton at the process.

146 As previously mentioned, D-A was the only disttizimplement an Expo instead of a second round of
neighborhood assemblies.
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At the Expd*’ the following week, this same woman made her ptajad frustration
known to all; “I've made a board of projects foxhgear | am hopeful that it will get
chosen next year, | was sad it didn't get choseaus® | am skeptical of politicians in
general — was this process really up to the pebphEkt to her board of projects for the
following year, she made a board for people toenetiticisms and complaints of the
process. These two boards were entirely filledh@yend of the meetin§®

At the Expo, CM Albert thanked all the participafds their hard work: “it sounds cliché
at this point but we really are reinvigorating ad@mocracy to make decisions together
about how to invest in the public realm how to mtke a stronger better community
both by bringing people together and making invesits that will last in the years to
come.” He also personally thanked the woman wiposect had been rejected.

Her project’s inability to make the ballot highlighthe challenges of the result oriented
model for decision making. Her project was higlgovative and creative containing
both artistic and cultural elements involving malifferent agencies. It therefore faced
additional bureaucratic obstacles, with each owngeagency having their own specific
and often obtuse guidelines.

Yet, part of this woman’s frustration extended b&ythe bureaucratic limitations of the
government, and focused on facilitation channele®4A’s moderators, DC, and CM
office. Through instructions that emanated froe @M and DC, facilitators were given
clear protocol for feasible projects. Therefoegilitators did not foster freeform

deliberation that was not going to result in fekesrojects to put on the ballot to be

147 As mentioned earlier, D-A was the only districhi@ve an “Expo” instead of a second round of
neighborhood assemblies.

148 Examples included “more outlets for citizen engagat” and “finding ways to push a progressive
agenda beyond PB.”
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voted upon. Part of her frustration was simply timat one gave my project a chance
because it wasn’t a cookie-cutter project.”

Other budget delegates were interested in hergirodany budget delegates expressed
outrage at only being able to work on “sidewalkaiep” “I am here to do big projects to
strengthen our troubled democracy,” noted one Dudget delegate. As outlined earlier,
opinions were so strong in the first meeting of MRC that the entire conversation was
derailed and a stronger co-facilitator was broughtho was more adept at structuring
debate toward viable projects. This suggests tithbwt having strong facilitation,
budget delegate meetings could have strayed frenagk at hand.

The results oriented model mitigated the strongiopis of D-A budget delegates. One
consequence of heavy-handed facilitation was fepportunities for heated
disagreement between participants; instilling tben@my of moral disagreement, in
which citizens seek the rationale that minimizesrtjection of the position they oppose
and try to find common ground in related politi@i¢mann and Thompson 1996, pp84-
94) 149

Another consequence of heavy-handed facilitatios tlwat innovative and unfeasible
ideas were not given an opportunity. The appradifled the range of creative projects
while also producing more feasible projects in DRANn any other district.

District B (D-B):

Similarly to D-A, D-B had residents with strong nfns who wanted to share their input.
Their opinions and potential for disagreement wéectvely channeled by a strong co-

facilitation team of two active members of the @@g a graduate student in social work,

149 For some, learning to navigate the economy of tdisagreement is a critical educational component
of deliberation.
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another running for City Council. These two whiatively affluent, well-educated
facilitators presided over a middle-class, educgtegdominantly Latino and African-
American group, with one outspoken, older, educatdite woman who was a
community activist and longstanding Community Boareilmber. The co-facilitators
were dedicated to ensuring participants put forwmedymatic proposals.
While D-B started with a PRC of roughly twelve, thavere only four active participants
toward the end: a young black male, a young blagian, a middle-aged Latina woman,
and an older white woman. These four participargsevalready heavily involved in
civic-focused civil society organizations (CSOsj}he district. Due to their CSO
experience, they brought pragmatism to their ptsjbattressed by their facilitators. One
of the representatives, a young black woman, wapm@sentative of a local CSO that
had a project for a community center and hospitahe ballot. This organization was on
D-B’s District Committee and Council member staftldPBNYC organizers were
internally concerned that they were co-opting trecess.
A staffer from D-B noted:
They are not using this process in the way it mésnided. They sent dozens of
people to the neighborhood assemblies to advooatedir projects. They have
assigned representatives to each of the budgejateleommittees in order to
promote their projects. This is not how PB is siggabto run — they are not
allowing fair and unbiased deliberation in thesddmt delegate committees.
The PRC in D-B faced a deliberation challenge:alder white woman with years of
Community Board experience would dominate everytmgeand not allow other people
to speak. After the first meeting she brought haptvoman to tears. The challenges this
raised for deliberation were indicative of the dgmaphic divide in the heterogeneous D-

B: a relatively affluent white portion, a predomiiely Latino and African-American

portion with lots of need and several CSOs, anahallsr portion of low-income public
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housing occupied predominately by minorities. isthimeetings of the PRC faced a
challenge with one woman who wanted to controlcreversation and another woman
who was sent as a representative of a specifimagion trying to set forth a specific
agenda.
Through the course of deliberations in the PRC dyaamics emerged: 1) the strong
facilitation team was able to effectively guide atéler the conversation; 2) by getting to
know one another, the members of the committeeddrbonds that enabled them to
transcend their own agendas.
At around the third meeting of the PRC there wassible shift — people were learning to
laugh and get along with the older white woman awidtake her so seriously. She and a
young black male had the follow exchange:

J**°: “We need Parks and Recs tattoos”

K% “Absolutely! | have a spit tattoo — a temporaagtdo”

J: “You're a badass, let's see”

Shows tattoo, everyone laughs, and they high five.
In addition to this formation of bonds, the yourlgdk woman who was the
representative of the CSO started to become inagigsnvested in the needs of the
community, beyond her organization’s project. Stagted to represent herself, not just
her employer. As projects were getting put onldakot before the vote she decided to
pull the project from the ballot.

L% “If we get $100,000 for this project from PB aftthe 3 million we need it

is not going to make as big an impact as that lM0¢can make for the other

projects people in this committee have been putoni.”

M*°3 “| think it's amazing how transparent you've baed that you're putting PB
before your organization.”

%0young Black Male.

151 Older White Female.

152 young Black Female, representing the CSO.
133 Older Latina Female.
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L: “It's becoming very evident that people needltowhat is best for the

community and what the community needs. Thosegairgy to be the projects,

which get funded. It's not just about me.”
The co-facilitators were happy with the decisiotake this project off the ballot and
applauded the efforts of the young woman who, thapointed through the CSO that
employs her, became personally invested in theggo¢'She has been to every
meeting. Her heart is really in it. So many magtiso much time, yet people keep on
coming. Not clear this is worth the amount of tirpet people are getting something out
it,” described one of the co-facilitators, a yownlgite male, for the PRC in D-B.
The CSO had decided to pull projects from all thieent committees except for the
Youth Committeé>* What appeared to be an earnest decision wastim ftrategic
choice made on behalf of her C$®.However, even if the decision to pull the progect
from the committees was top-down, through the gge®f deliberation the woman
herself had changed her own opinions about theipe® and needs of the community.
The presence of two facilitators who were ableftectively convey information and
keep deliberations on track contributed to thesgsamns.
The result oriented approach enabled participang$féctively assess community needs
and move beyond their parochial interests. Givenleével of heterogeneity present in
the district prior to PBNYC, the result oriented aebwas instructive. The organic

relationships formed during the process of delitieneeffectively supported the decision

making.

134 As noted in Chapter 5, D-B had a special youthserdor committee (D-C was the only other distiact
have a youth committee).

15 A strategy had been determined top down withinGB®© that their proposal would seem most credible
if put forth by the youth committee. Thereforeg fhroposal was taken away from other committedse T
proposal had multi-dimensions to it and fit for tiple committees.
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6.6 Process Oriented Model of Facilitation

While D-A and D-B were more results oriented modaxldeliberation, D-C and D-D
privileged process without a necessary clear difais, D-C and D-D had project
deliberations that never made the ballot. Opiniwase expressed but sometimes to
unproductive ends. In D-D, the potential for peofa deliberate without a focus on
pragmatic proposals was mitigated by the presehtteecChief of Staff who attended
every meeting and provided accurate informatioi psrtained to deadlines and
agencies restrictions. In D-C, the lack of cooation from the CM and the
overburdened DC only furthered the opportunitydeliberation without decision
making. Individual facilitators within committeasso had large impacts.

District C (D-C):

D-C Council staff lacked organizational capacitieathe staffer assigned to PB quit
early on the process. Lack of CM capacity led thsarganized process for transmitting
necessary ideas from the neighborhood assembltasdiget delegates® The leadership
vacuum put pressure on an overburdened DC, leaditemsions and disorganization.
The district was the most heterogeneous as refldntehe most diverse PRC across the
four districts. D-C was the only district with @mjzed donations of food to meeting5.
D-C was also the only Parks and Recreation Comenittenclude the word
“environment” in its title, heavily influenced bige facilitator who was a self-described
environmentalist. Participants included one Cardpbgoung professional woman, one

Caribbean professional man, one Caribbean commaaityist, one white professional

136 Council district offices compiled the ideas getierss at the neighborhood assembly to determine
necessary budget committees based upon the t@isesirat the assemblies.

5" The food donations were organized by tapping inéonetwork of churches. While the food contrilute
to the communal and familial atmosphere, it alsovjgled another delegate distraction.
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and activist, one Caribbean high school stud®nd a white British man living in a
homeless shelter. The facilitator was a middleda@aribbean activist on the DC
appointed without any training due to a drop ofinitially trained facilitators. D-C had
the widest diversity of people across age, race sacio-economic background of any
PRC across the four districts.

The facilitator was already burdened with commundynmitments and missed as many
meetings as she facilitated due to other obligatmmhealth ailments. As a result, the
facilitator’s roles and responsibilities becamerdisited between two other members of
the group. One older white woman was passionaiatdier creative proposal and tried
to solicit information from agencies and the CMiadf Another younger Caribbean
woman attempted to encourage the group to be ptagaral strategic about what would
be doable, as outlined earlier in the needs asssgsaction. When the facilitator was
present, either in person or via email, she washl& to offer constructive information
or suggestions. Instead, she would offer her @eolpgically infused opinion. A PRC
meeting intended to solidify concrete proposalgetb45 minutes late. The discussion
was peripatetic and circuitous:

N**% “When you reach out to the agencies you realieg have thought of these

things but they don’t have the resources, fundingtioerwise”
0% “When parks guy came everything is so expensind,overhead costs are
ridiculous.”

Facilitator: “want to disband politics and stareo¥’
Laughter
Discussion continued with people outlining opini@msl ideas for proposals covering an

expansive range of proposals and projects. Thktdéor ensured that everyone’s

138 p.C had a separate youth committee, in additioR-8, but this youth choose to come to the parkb an
recreation committee instead of the youth committee

159 Young Caribbean Female.

189 Older White Female.

161



opinion and voice was heard. She made peoplebteaiortable with one another and
created an environment of ease where everyone'soopielt valued, frequently adding
her own opinion.

At the end of the meeting, consensus was not relaae there were no clear next steps
to turn these ideas into action. A vague creginggect with community gardening had
been discussed. At this stage in the process ®tkey PRC already had several concrete
and detailed proposals. The number of active gppatnts on the PRC in D-C was
comparable to those in D-B, which suggests thatdleeof the facilitator was essential in
helping participants turn their discussions inta@ete proposals. Two women, one
younger and Caribbean and one older and white] toidill in the role of a facilitator in
the leadership vacuum. They each organized emaihs with next steps and proposal
information, contacted CM staff, and tried to keeople on task both during the actual
meetings as well virtually over emails.

In the final PRC before the second neighborhoodrably, the facilitator was not able to
attend the meeting. There was notable frustratiaongst the three other active
participants of the committee, as they still did nave a concrete proposal. The
atmosphere was extremely tense as they facedudifiecisions: propose a small project
that would be more feasible or continue tryingnipiement the same creative project on
community gardens they have been deliberating sheeérst meeting. They had not
received agency information or conducted site isithe proposal was still in a nascent
form lacking concrete details. To further compotimel confusion, some people showed
up to the last meeting who had not been attendigglarly, providing another obstacle

for decision-making.
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O: “l didn't get involved in this to just fix thirgg | want to do creative proposals

that will positively impact our community.”

P'®L “| didn't come here to fix pot holes, | came h&yelo something innovative.

| would have gone to transportation if | wanted$omething simple. | really like

our proposals that we made.”

Q'®% “Yes, but we need to ensure that our proposalsrtee necessary agency

criteria otherwise Charlie’s office will not let ysit it on the ballot.”

R'%% “We have a limited amount of time, if we talk abevhat we want to do

instead of what doesn't work. We all agree pothatescontroversial let's talk

about other proposals that may not be pothole’like.
Without the facilitator present, the two women wiaal been working on various
administrative components of the process triedit@gate the conflicting ideals of
supporting an innovative proposal and trying to earp with even one feasible proposal.
At this late stage in the budget delegate proce@isarlie’s office had finally hired a staff
person to work on PB, who was trying to understaBd She sat down with the PRC at
this meeting and explained that they were goinlgaiee to try to make a realistic proposal
within the next week before the second round ofmeorhood assemblies. She also tried
to assuage their frustrations with the processhyimding them that this was the first
year of the process. To which the older white womeated, “I lost sight of this being the
first year, you reminded me.” Part of her intepsitound making an innovative project
was interwoven in a fear that she would never lanather opportunity to make an
impact in this way. Once the new staff member reled her that this was simply a pilot
year, she was able to relax and feel less ideadigicommitted to her proposal.
At this same meeting after the conversation withrtbw staff hired from D-C, the PRC
had other conversations with those involved agtheernance level of the process, such

as those from the technical (Participatory BudgeBRnoject) and organizing (Community

Voices Heard) lead, and CM staff, who all encouddtdpe participants in the PRC to opt

161 Caribbean Female High School Student.
182 Young Caribbean Female.
183 Caribbean Male.
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for a more realistic and feasible project. Theaakeholders had their own vested interest
in the PRC putting forth a viable project, seekiogositively reflect on both D-C and
PBNYC generally. It was only at the final budgeledmtes meeting that the PRC
understood that they had to think not only cre&fivieut also strategically and
pragmatically, about how to make a budget proposhkir facilitator had encouraged
and enabled deliberation and the free flow of ide#isout structure or guidance. She
had not conveyed basic information such as howteract with the agencies (through
the CM office) or the pros and cons of strategappisals that can make the ballot and
ultimately be voted upon by residents.

The participants in the PRC were acutely awaréeicampaign being waged against
them to abandon their creative project for the desaake of the community and
PBNYC as a whole. They were also aware that if thiged to continue with a proposal
around their creative parks project, it would ptalganot receive any traction because it
was not likely to be vetted by the agencies or nthkeballot, and not be voted for even if
it made the ballot. Yet having finally realized thize creative proposal they had been
discussing and deliberating for months would prdpabt succeed, they decided to
continue with the proposal anyway. The idea ohaloaing this proposal, which lacked
concrete details, was less appealing then tryimmdoe together a smaller but realistic
proposal.

Even when told in the starkest terms that theiative project would probably not be
turned into a realistic project, the PRC in D-C dat make a results oriented decision.
Rather, the four participants who showed up tddaeemeeting self-facilitated a process-

oriented deliberation culminating in a decisiorcémtinue with their creative project.
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When given the option to make a results orientexlsd®, they decided to prize
deliberation above all. Ultimately, their projeghs put on the ballot and was
acknowledged as not having a chance by the CM tret members of the DC of being
selected. Their project received a low numberatés and was not chosen by the
residents.

6.7 Lessons and Online Options

A creative proposal in D-C, similarly innovativettee proposal in D-A that resulted in
great frustration for its advocate, was treatednrentirely different manner in D-C. The
facilitator of the PRC in D-C was a self-descriledvironmental activist” who would
often make her opinions known, ranging from hertrag of city government (such as
the prices cited by the agencies), to her desiraridnnovative “green” project. She was
heavily involved in the community, overburdenednay responsibilities, and missed
roughly half of the PRC meetings.

In contrast, a creative proposal in D-A that hachynaore specific details researched
and agencies contacted, was vetoed through stemigdtion. Results oriented, heavy-
handed facilitation in D-A, resulted in a lot ofble budget proposals while stifling
creativity. The result-oriented model too tightiyforced boundaries whereas the process
oriented model was too expansive without explaitiregnecessity of feasible proposals.
D-B used a result-oriented structure to enable yrtide deliberation. Especially in
more heterogeneous districts, result oriented dediiion opened up spaces to genuine
deliberation and discussion. The result orientedehouns the risk of dissuading

innovative proposals and leading to greater dsitlnment, as in D-A.
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The ideal approach seems to be structured arosaitsavhile allowing for diversity of
opinions and potentially less realistic proposhtstigh process. The result oriented
model leaves less room for the idiosyncratic natdirdeliberators or ideologies.
However, a strict commitment to end results is imiitself an ideology. Ideology can
also be present in the process oriented model. oDt weaknesses of the facilitator in
D-C is that she let her ideology infuse deliberagio Had the budget delegates been
discussing a proposal she did not personally sughermay have imposed more control
over the group.

How can facilitation be structured while not idegimal? Online tools and mediums
provide a plausible alternative to the idiosynaarsonalities of facilitation. These
were used for deliberation and decision-makindlitha districts — most heavily in D-A,

and least in D-D.

Online Tools used for Deliberations and Decision Mang

D-D D-C D-B D-A
< >
Single Online Tools Multifaceted
(Low) (High)

Figure 6.3: District Online Tool Usage

One committee facilitator in D-D was a younger wornaerking at a CSO who created a
listserv for the committee and sent out emails laatyy The median age of PRC budget
delegates in D-D was older than the participanteénPRC in the other three districts.
Thus, there was a larger “digital divide” to overmwith the majority of members of the

PRC who were not comfortable with Internet Commatan Technologies (ICT).
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The PRC in D-D minimally used email to only comnuate meeting times and locations.
The committee meetings always took place at theedane at the same location, in the
district office that the Chief of Staff would opbmmself, so there was less dependence on
the emails as the conduit of meeting times, locatiand dates. CM Devon is the only
one of the four CM’s who does not keep a blog e arsy form of social media. His
older, white, Irish Catholic, constituency has pot any pressure on the office for more
online tools because most of the PB participantslavoot be able to access these tools.
Therefore, when online tools were used in D-D isywarely for communication not
participation®*

At the opposite end of spectrum was D-A, whereotaionline tools were used
throughout the process including an online intexfloe idea submission.

Online tools create new opportunities for engagdnvenile also changing the

underlying legitimating principles of deliberatiand decisions®® Do people behave
differently over a listserv than when deliberatfage-to-face? The immediacy of email
correspondence coupled with the veil of the Inteoneates unique dynamics of
deliberation and decision-making.

As an example of this effect, the facilitator o tARC in D-A sent an email before the
Expo asking people to vote online about whetheradito put a proposal for a dog run on
the ballot*®® Each of the CMs agreed upon an individual prajeakimum of $500,000.
D-A Parks and Recreation had a vocal pro-dog rlega¢ion that put forth a proposal

for a dog run; although approved by the Parks asdt&ations Department, this was not

164 Communication is one-way whereas participatioa t&o-way engagement.

185 For example, is the reason-based argument regieisedned by not being physically face to face with
someone?

1% The facilitator set up a Google survey that st &ethe Google Group she had created for the PRC.

167



supported by the local dog owners associationsaasdslated at a costly $500,000. As a
result the facilitator sent an email out askinggledo electronically vote for whether or
not the project should go on the ballot:

“Ah, democracy! In that spirit, please cast youtevby midnight tonight - we
have to know by tomorrow so that ballots can begihesl and printed in time.
Please use this form to vote. Please feel freegly and discuss, but definitely
vote whether or not to keep the Dog Run proposdherballot.”

This email prompted fourteen heated emails betvbeelget delegates. Delegates were

trying to balance competing interests; they werapathetic to the work put into the
proposal and wanted to be supportive, but alsograzed that less expensive projects
would be more likely to be voted for. Below isreapshot of these fourteen emails:

Woman who led the dog proposal who self-descrilseal ‘@og evangelist” at the
first introductory meeting of the PROur group worked extremely hard on this,
especially Cynthidf’ To see no proposal for our cause is disappoinfie.
Albert give his people a chance to vote...wasistttie premise of creating this
program in the first place?”

Another male member of the PRC: “l was a dog owumeit my 15 year old black
lab passed recently, but | support Albert’s decisiot to put so much of our
limited funds on one single project. It's a bigtdct with many needs. His
decision to allow as much as half the funds omglsiproject seems very
reasonable to me. 2/3s is too much.”

(The “Dog Evangelist” asked to put forth the origirdog run proposal, which
differs from the dog run proposal now being votpdru)

Facilitator: “Parks approved that idea, but unfodigly it's too expensive - $650k.
Albert’s office has set the maximum at $500k pejexut.™°®

“At this point, it's not Albert’s decision - it'sours (all of yours). The decision to
limit the maximum amount per project was done dudamness to be sure that
multiple projects would be funded, and at this pdican't be changed. So given
what we've got, it's up to the committee to deeuthether or not to put Dog Run
on the ballot, and if it does go on the ballos, kien up to the community to
decide whether or not to fund it.”

(After people had filled out the survey and moraiehopposing the Dog Run
were sent)

Facilitator: “Thank you for your quick responsetbe dog run issue. The
committee voted 6-3 to take the proposal off théobd know this is a
disappointment to everyone - Cynthia and Stephani&ed really hard on the
proposal, and obviously lots of folks in the comityivant dog run

157 All names are changed for anonymity.
188 M name changed from original email in order totpct anonymity
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improvements. However, given the cost and compdinatwith the local Dog
Owners Association, | think this is probably thghti decision. But still, what a
bummer!”
The facilitator in D-A employed a result orientedael through online mediums, asking
targeted questions with deadlines and an onlinke ptdwever, the lack of face-to-face
interaction prevented the type of relationship fation that occurred in D-B to soften the
structure of the results model. Without the inéging variable of face-to-face
interaction, the results model online can easibgdive to nothing more than filling out
an online survey or voicing a quickly formed opimio
These fourteen emails were all sent within a fewutgs of one another, and enabled an
opportunity for less costly disagreement than fimctace discussion. Emails provide a
short timeframe for decision-making at odds withra@cess of deliberation aimed to
maximize discourse and dialogue. The technologpkenl a dynamic that transcends the
traditional economy of moral disagreement: rapid-&mails conveying brief
commentary not providing opportunities for delildera.
The introduction of these non-face-to-face comptsanthe PBNYC process points to
the implications of technology and its role in Beliation and decision-making. The
nature of these emails alters the substance aledddtgieliberation. Are people able to
hide behind the masks of technology? Are people talspeak in a way they would not
if they were looking in the eyes of the other pafsd?erhaps the anonymity is a virtue -
Rousseau for one prized decision-making done thrgegret ballot.
The creation of a digital poll anonymizes the pescef deliberation and reduces the costs
of public disagreement by creating a form of aseallot. People’s names are attached

to their emails but the in-person relationshipg thiigate the rigidity of the results

oriented model are less present in online delib@ratintroducing online deliberation as
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a more pervasive part of PBNYC in the second csadiires unique online norms and
facilitation guidelines for understanding how torqmensate for the social barriers that the
Internet reduces.
6.8 Conclusion

“There is wide variation along every single dimemsof the PBNYC process.

But that is ok. If the purpose is civic engagenard encouraging participation

we do not need perfect uniformity across every caiest - Facilitator for the

PRC in D-B.
Empirical examples of deliberation of the PRC pldegberations on a spectrum of
process to result oriented deliberation. Resulented deliberation prized project
feasibility. In contrast, process oriented delgtee models prized participant expression.
As a result, similar projects within two differesliberation paradigms were treated very
differently. D-A cut from their ballot a projedtsilar to one that D-C included on theirs.
Variation suggests that decision making in PBNY @uanced beyond citizens’ ability to
make collective decisions with rational discour&ather, the structural conditions of
district composition, bureaucratic constraints, &uiitator skill impacted decision-
making. These conditions impacted the degree iohwdnspecific committee had more
results or process oriented deliberation.
Each district contained variation pertaining to iempentation of deliberative norms on
specific committees. By structurally creating rotamon-the-ground variation and
creativity, budget delegates were able to utillrtunique backgrounds. Greater
process level control would have created more umity throughout budget delegate

committees. More process level structure woulcelewnced the tension between

quality control and creativity down to the subcortieg. The lacuna between structure
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and efficiency created facilitator dependency. lRators had wide variance in
background, organization, and time commitment tdl¥8.

The freedom for individual committees to deterntimeir own deliberative norms is
contrasted with the limited forms of participaréddom before entering in the PBNYC
process. Legitimacy is pre-determined for partiotpafeasible project outcomes. The
ability for district-level factors to impact micievel decision making, enabled an outlet
of creativity at the expense of quality controletyit is unclear whether or not
counterfactual deliberative models would have wdrikedistricts.

Within heterogeneous districts such as D-C, perkfagsesult oriented model would
have stifled discussion and been ineffective. pitoeess oriented model in D-B could
have led to more tears and disagreement. The m@sehted model, buttressed with
opportunities for engagement in D-B, suggestsstrattured deliberation and
participation can be mutually reinforcing. Withdate-to-face opportunities for
relationship formation, as evidenced through ontlakberation, the result oriented
model will prevent genuine discourse. Without pnesence of the Chief of Staff of D-D
driving results, participants may not have formebie proposals under the process
model. Likewise, less emphasis on results in D-A mave resulted in discursive
conversation without ent§?

Inclusiveness and efficiency emerge as deliberatorens in tension. This tension
manifested in two deliberative models: processrasdlt oriented. These are indicative
of the dual aims of PBNYC. The process on thetarel is aimed at better short-term
service delivery of goods, while also aiming foe@per long-term civic engagement and

deepening of democracy. Improvement of servicevelgl requires results in the form of

%9 The questions emerge as to whether or not dis@ucsinversation is a legitimate goal and to whasén
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concrete proposals, whereas deepening of demorzhey on all participants voicing
their opinions.

The evidence from this chapter shows that delibrdulfilling the second tenet of
citizenly politics can take different forms, somemnfocused on process while others
more on results. While the result and processit@temodels prized different ends, both
enabled a type of deliberation fulfilling the seddenet of citizenly politics. The
chapter’s data shows that the conflicting goalBBfshort-term service delivery and
long-term civic engagement—require 1) structurelibdeation 2) conveying specific

information while 3) providing opportunities formgne relationship formation.
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Chapter 7: Participation
Therefore one can argue that participation in Piesaaccording to two factors:
the existence of an associative tradition and dregived effectiveness of the
process (Avritzer 2005, 394).
Avritzer argues, in contrast with Arendt (1958) &8chumpeter (1942) who posit that
democratic theory can become a particularistic ggecparticipation in PB corresponds
to the establishment of rules for public goodswely. Therefore PB combines
“integrating forms of broadening popular sovereygnith forms of dealing with issues
of justice” (Avritzer 2005, 395). Avritzer's thepposits that participation in PB follows
a rational trajectory; people are more likely totjggpate after they see the material
success of the first year. In contrast, | argae itth PBNYC, many citizens sustained
participation not necessarily because of mateerakfits, such as improved service
delivery or putting forth a specific proposal, latcause of PB’s existential rewards.
Participants routinely cite number of opportunitiesknowledge transfer and direct
contact with government officials and agencieshasprimary reasons PBNYC is a
uniquely engaging civic activity.
Empirical results from PBNYC show that the less deding forms of participation, such
as the vote, were the most diverse. Some distaatd) as District B (D-B) and District C
(D-C), were able to mobilize a higher percentagmmiorities and low-income residents
to vote in PB than in the 2009 elections.
This chapter assesses modes of participation agabement in PBNYC by classifying
citizens into three groups: “usual suspects,” \&tiitizens,” and “new citizens.” | assess

how PBNYC offered more or less opportunities fogagement for different types of

citizens within districts. PB offered innovativerpapation opportunities for all these
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types of citizens. Citizens experienced frustrabat continued to participate
nonetheless in order to gain the meaningful exigterewards from participating.
Challenges to participation can be both substamtngefulfill the third tenet of citizenly
politics while also imposing large resource cosis ereating disillusionment and
frustration amongst participants. Some of thaiters and potential threats to
meaningful and substantive participation in PBNY&ravlinked to structural conditions,
such as district composition and New York City laweracy, which ended up
influencing the new process of PBNYC. Challengegadicipation were varied, though
consistently high.

In this chapter, | show that citizens were frugtdaby obstacles to participation but
stayed engaged in the process due to the exidtesiards. While existential rewards
may not conform to typical behavioral accounts aftigipation motivations, there are
rational examples for existential rewards includgngater civic knowledge, strengthened
relationships with elected officials, and grea®menunity inclusior."®

7.1 Norms around Participation

Participation is the necessary condition of PBNY&: process is only as strong as the
participants’ participation. Sustained and substargarticipation is required for PBNYC.
Assessing multifaceted participation requires usideding participatory forms, both in
theory and practice.

From a normative perspective, individual citizemtiggpation serves the dual purpose of
both educating citizens (Wampler 2000) and empowetitizens to serve as a check on

traditional representational bureaucracy (Barb@&6).9 The act of participation allows

10 Thank you to Marshall Ganz for pointing out tHatge reasons for engagement are in fact rational.
Cambridge, MA September 12, 2012.
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residents the opportunity to establish self wonttheeir identityqua citizens (Kweit and
Kweit 1981; King and Stiver 1998). Putnam (199B)strated how citizens who became
skilled in democracy build social capital. Thegass of participation via public
deliberation increased both democratic legitimawoy a deliberative political culture
(Habermas 1996).

Zajac and Bruhn (1999) argue that the Weberiaratgbical-bureaucratic model has
been unable to foster inclusive and robust relahgus for citizens with their elected
officials. Participation serves as a way for citigeo exert influence and control within
this highly structured framework. This is why sosofolars posit that participation can
undermine institutions of representative governngeyn 2002).

There are varying degrees of participation, soraédhe more and less robust and
therefore more or less disruptive. The third texetitizenly politics involves a
substantive definition of participation: 1) thoggeated by the decision must be included
(Habermas 1989) 2) participation is authentic aitlienuine impact on public decisions
(Fox and Miller 1996) and 3) officials take the udf citizens seriously (Pateman 1989).
This chapter outlines modes of participation inctic. The challenges to participation
include time commitment and representativenesseMotlusion and mobilization serve
as the mechanism by which public officials subsé&@tparticipation in the process.

7.2 Actual Modes of Participation

In practice, the modes for participation in PBNYi@eted from those originally drafted
in the rulebook. The previous chapter outlinedviags in which deliberation and
decision-making took root in the PBNYC process efBhwere opportunities for citizen

engagement that extended beyond those originatigaegeed of, such as having citizens
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involved with governance level decision making gslered in Chapter 8. These modes
of citizen engagement supplemented opportunitiepddicipation.

The District Committee (DC) expected to be orgargaiistrict level initiatives such as
neighborhood assemblies, budget delegate commitiadghe process of vote
mobilization and outreach. Chapter 8 outlined owome districts, such as District-C,
the DC also became integral participants in theansde Steering Committee (SC). Even
within less expansive DC roles, their roles andipigation levels were still higher than
originally outlined, including coordinating logies with both the agencies and the CM
office.

For non-DC members there were two other types diggaation. One was a less
substantive form of participation for residents vdame to neighborhood assemblies
(NA) or out to a vote. Another was a more substanble of participation serving as a
budget delegate. In summary, there were four waystticipate in PBNYC in
descending order of time commitment: 1) membehefC 2) serve as a budget
delegaté’ 3) attend a neighborhood assembly or 4) comecoutte. At least half of all
participants participated in all four levels of aivement:’

7.3 Citizen Typologies

Participation modes correspond to different segmehthe process; outlining the dual

nature of PBNYC aimed for both short term serviebvéry and long term civic

11 Arguably the time commitment for DC and budgeedekes were comparable over different time
periods. The DC had meetings roughly every monttstarting in the spring and summer before PBNYC.
Whereas budget delegates met every week startithggiwinter. The majority of DC were also budget
delegates.

2 ynlike the thematic councils in Brazilian PB ta@e focused on long term engagement, as opposed to
the short term service delivery of the budget dmiesy PBNYC lacks long term engagement components.
Rather, in the pilot project, PBNYC offers modesnfagement that are aimed both at shorter tenicser
delivery, such as budget committees, as well agdoterm engagement through community inclusion and
mobilization.
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engagement. Within four opportunities for partatipn were varieties of citizen
typologies. PBNYC differs from PB implementationsiocieties with less robust
democratic institutions and civil society organiaas. When PB is implemented in
emerging democracies it offers new institutionaghpays for engagement. However, in
New York City, PB is grafted® on top of existing infrastructures that citizeliswas
efficacious!’® Accounting for the citizen typology; “usual susfe” “active citizens,”

and “new citizens” | offer a snap shot¥average PBNYC participant§’

Typology of Citizen Engagemént:

5*“Usual suspects’i.e. people already engaged in society either tjinastablished
outlets such as community boards, block assocwti@ntenant associations.

3 “Active citizens” i.e. people who are some what engaged but lodkingnore outlets
for engagement.

2 “New citizens” i.e. people who are not previously engaged ancgse/lemgagement in
PBNYC is a marked new step for them.

Within theselO people emerge dynamics informing the PBNYC procéls.role of
deliberation and decision-making amongst tHEpeople was outlined in Chapter 6.
Council member’s (CM) and Civil Society Organizatd (CSO) existing capacity was
an intermediate variable bringing together thiE3people. District level CM and CSO
outreach was critical to all three types of citizemsual suspects, active citizens, as well

as new citizens. Once these citizens are effegtivebilized to participate CM, CSOs,

173 Questions surrounding the “mandate for PB” in Néwrk City will be explored in the Conclusion.

171 use Mark Warren’s definition: “Efficacy is thedling that oneould have on impact on collective
actions if one so chose to do so” (Warren 2001italits in original).

5 The snap shot is based on meetings | have interitleid is meant as a rough approximation acrass fo
districts of the distribution of typologies of initiiuals. More detailed district snap shots are @xqal in

this chapter.

176 All estimations are based on my qualitative restear
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and DC capacity sustains relationships amongst@people for the duration of the PB
process, and ideally after the vote, for projegtlamentation and monitoring Pre-
existing urban demographics and district constitushape interaction within new
PBNYC relationships.

New and dynamic relationships amongst tiEsedividuals to their physical urban
district, with its unique demographics along thmes of SES, race, and education, rupture
traditional modes of engagement in New York City.

Who were these citizens and how did they get irrlwith PBNYC? Many of the usual
suspects were already familiar with one anothercamde into the PB process with their
own conception of where problems lay in the comnyunsome of them were long
standing members of community boards and entetedhe process with established
viewpoints and relationships with the CM. The nigyowere personally called by their
CM and invited to participate on the DC. Othertedmot to be on the DC because they
were “skeptical of this pilot process and...alreadgracommitted,® and remained
skeptics on the sidelines attending neighborhosdrablies and the vote. Yet large
numbers of usual suspects contend, “PBNYC is thst fiodfilling mode of civic
engagement | have ever been part'6t. The usual suspects cite the number of
opportunities for knowledge transfer and directtaohwith CM and city agencies as the
primary reasons that PBNYC differs from other forohgivic engagement, namely
Community Boards (CB), Parent Teachers AssocidfdiA) associations, and block

associations.

17 See Section 5.6 for more information about disttEmographics.

178 As one long-standing community board member in Bed.

179 As described by one long-standing community baaedhber in D-C, though many usuaul suspects in
each of the four districts echoed this sentiment.
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The majority of active citizens who participatedABNYC were looking for new outlets
for civic engagement and seized upon those prowigeBNYC. These people were
already somewhat involved in their community, saslsitting on a PTA or a
neighborhood block association. However, the le¢@ngagement of an active citizen is
less than a usual suspect in a given week or mbistial suspects define their identity
through civic engagement - active citizens do hotontrast, active citizens view
engagement as a smaller component of their ideniibe involvement of active citizens
in PBNYC transforms their civic engagement hourd anlarges their civic identity.
Lastly, for new citizens who participated in PBNY@eir involvement is a marked
departure from typical life. These are citizens Wwave not previously been engaged in
civic life in any meaningful way. In social capitach districts, such as D-A, many new
citizens were inspired by the civic activism ofitheeighbors to get involved. All new
citizens who engage with PBNYC hear about the m®terough a citizen who is more
active than they are. Some are brought in thraumgbmail on a CM newsletter or
through a flyer. Some active citizens and usugbscis personally brought new citizens
to neighborhood assemblies or to vote through &skedal networks such as churches or
schools. For these new citizens, PBNYC has thenpiaté¢o be the most transformative
civic activity they take part in due to its unigoportunities for civic involvement and
knowledge transfer.

PBNYC faces the challenge reconciling these digpdyges of citizens within a
cohesive process. Each phase of the process medtdifferent proportions of the three

types of citizens. The level of engagement andiredquime commitment differs
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throughout the process. Below is an outline ofedléht forms of participation throughout
the process with an estimation of citizen typolpgyportions.

Budget Delegate: meetings roughly every other weekcluding at least weekly
correspondence over email (December-Marchj0% usual suspects, 20% active
citizens, 10% new citizens

District Committee: meetings roughly every month ircluding at least weekly
correspondence over email (Aug-Marchf° 80% usual suspects, 20% active citizens
Neighborhood Assemblies: one two hour meeting (Fadind Spring) 55% usual
suspects, 25% active citizens, 20% new citizens

Vote: one voting event (Spring®5% usual suspects, 30% active citizens, 25% new
citizens

Empirical data shows that inclusivity is inversplpportional to time commitment. The
vote had the most diverse representation alongaadesocio-economics. The District
Committee and budget delegates were the leastsapedive yet they were able to
mobilize more diverse community residents to vatéthin this capacity emerged
tensions for District Committee members: they as&ridt residents participating and
organizing participation. Many District Committeembers felt an obligation to serve
as public trustees and mobilize a diverse rangmdifcipants. Yet, some District
Committee members disagreed and were disdainfulodiilizing already well-resourced
pockets of their district.

District Committee members and budget delegatest $he most hours involved in
PBNYC, becoming personally invested in the proedsite exerting ownership and

power over the process:

180 50me DC met much more frequently, such as in DA@re meetings were held almost every week.
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7.4 Who Participated?

PBNYC contained four different outlets for partiafipn throughout the proce¥¥. |

have pulled data from surveys given out at neighbod assemblies, to budget delegates,
and voters illustrating the representation levéBBNYC 1®* The number of voters
reflected in the following charts reflects votersanfilled out surveys — not the amount of
voters within the district$®® For each district, participation rates from suaye
compared with 2010 Census data. The surveys wereetl using Census
categorizations to ensure continuity along raceethdicity categories.

The voting data for each district reflects targedatteach and mobilization that varied by
district. A portion of the monies that each CMieted to Community Voices Heard for
the PBNYC process were set aside for mobilizatimh @utreach within the different
communities around the vote. Within each disspcifically low-income and typically
disenfranchised populations were to be targetethiorvote’®> Some districts, such as
D-B were able to mobilize a higher percentage afanties and low-income residents to

vote in PB than in the 2009 elections.

181 As outlined in Chapter 8, much of the power wieldiy participants was dependent simply on who
“showed up” and not on theoretical mandates of geageent. As a result, active budget delegates
controlled networks of power within the processiiway that a community member showing up at only to
vote could not (Hayward 2011). By the time of tlade, all the projects had been pre-determined.

182 Not including DC who participated in the Steeribgmmittee deviating from the original structures of
participation.

183 5ee Appendix 7.1 for comprehensive participatiies by ethnicity and SES from survey data.

184 For sake of anonymity of vote, filling out the sety was optional. A large debate ensued withirS@e
with all the CM staff except for those in D-D wargito make surveys more closely tied to the baleb
staff worried about protecting voters right andegmfarding vote legitimacy.

185 The decisions about which sections of the distdiatonduct outreach for vote mobilization were
partially based on a needs assessment. CVH cadluesearch about which portions of the district to
target based on greatest need. Decision-makingiitiagately up to the CM and DC and often fraught.
CM eager to reach as many voting constituencigmasible encouraged wide mobilization of diverse
pockets yet individual DC brought their own biatmsard mobilization around the vote. As outlined in
Chapter 8, the DC wielded control over the proeegsdecided where to do outreach — especially shrece
DC carried out the responsibilities associated wiitreach.
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Voters Voters Voters Voters Voters Voters Voters  Voters
2009 PB 2009 PB 2009 PB 2009 PB
Black or 8% 3% 31% 34% 79% 87% 6% 3%
African
American
Hispanic 11% 6% 39% 50% 4% 6% 18% 4%
or Latino
White 55% 87% 22% 17% 11% 7% 61% 89%
Figure 7.1: 2009 local election voters vs. RBevs by race'®®
Voters  Voters Voters Voters Voters Voters Voters Voters
2009 PB 2009 PB 2009 PB 2009 PB
Less than 0% 1% 4% 22% 0% 8% 0% 2%
$10,000
$25,000- 18% 4% 25% 12% 19% 14% 11% 8%
$34,999
$50,000- 37% 14% 20% 10% 28% 20% 40% 18%
$74,999
$150,000 0% 3% 0% 3% 0% 7% 0 16%
or more

Figure 7.2: 2009 local election voters vs. RBevs by income brackét!
D-B and D-C were able to effectively mobilize aajes percentage of low-income
residents to vote for PB than in local electioBsA and D-D were able to mobilize a
larger percentage of higher income residents offaB local elections. The following
sections outline not only the empirical participathnumbers in each districts, but also
individual district-level decisions that resultedtargeting specific demographics.
Existing district structure, group relations, aradifics influenced decisions by the
District Committee (DC) and Council members (CM)mobilization and outreach.
District A (D-A):
Population 2010: 162,743.

40 Projects submitted online. 1,048 voters.

6 projects funded at $1.54 Million.

186 5ee Appendix 7.1 for full survey information inding a broader spectrum of demographic questions
and number of surveys completed.
187 |bid.
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District A (D-A) had diversity among citizen typa@es with less racial and socio-
economic diversity. D-A residents who self-idéat as white is 32% higher in
PBNYC than for the district population. 3% of vatén PBNYC self-identified as black
compared with 8% of voters for local electionsPBNYC, white people and wealthier
residents were overrepresented . 87% of PB vetdtsdentified as white compared
with 55% of 2009 voters. Lower percentage of b$a(3€6) and Latinos (6%) voted in
PB than in the 2009 local elections, 8%, 11% retsypey.

The largest percentage of neighborhood assemlitessdaes, budget delegates, and
voters were from the $100,000-$149,000 income tatacKet, only 15% of the district’s
voters are from that demographic. 13% of 2009 woteere from the $15,000-$24,999
income bracket, while this income bracket compria&dof voters.

D-A choose to mobilize the Bangladeshi communistead of the Orthodox Jewish
community that has similar low-income and low-edigcalevels yet is much more
integrated into the district. There was a lessdhauelationship for members of the DC
with the Bangladeshi community than with the Orttwodewish community. As one
active citizen and reform Jew noted, the Orthodaxish community was “already
encroaching upon our area — | don’t want them cgrmoutt to vote for only their own
projects.” Albert personally reached out to Ortwodewish community leaders and
organized a voting day on Sunday (to reflect thdlh@lox Jews would not attend a
Saturday voting day on the holy Sabbath). YetDRewas recalcitrant to do outreach in
this community and made shallow mobilization e8art comparison to the

comprehensive door knocking campaign in the Bamgladcommunity.
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D-A galvanized active and new citizens to partitagpa the process, many as budget
delegates. One new citizen described his reasorenfjagement, “I met my community
through walking my dog. | wanted to give backhs ttommunity that has meant so
much to me.” Yet, these active and new citizensewiegemselves primarily white,
affluent, well-educated members of the district.

District B (D-B):

Population 2010: 162,743.

40 Projects submitted online. 1,048 voters.

6 projects funded at $1.54 Million.

District B (D-B) had diversity along both citizeypblogies as well as racial and socio-
economic indicators. In D-B, participants who sdéntified as black or African
American and Hispanic or Latino made up the biggkate of participants, respectively:
neighborhood assembly participants (41%,46%), budiglegates (50%,33%), and PB
voters (34%,50%). The largest discrepancy is betvkispanic or Latino voters in PB
(50%) compared with in 2009 local elections (39%he data suggests D-A was
effective in mobilizing Hispanic residents.

The largest percentage of budget delegates (196t¢ é@m the $50,000-$74,999
bracket yet only make up 13% of the district. Tdrgest percentage of PB voters (22%)
was from the less than $10,000 income bracket tidiugy only made up 4% of all
voters in the 2009 election. The majority of ndigthood assemblies attendees (14%)
were from the $10,000-$14,999 income bracket atihdhey only make up 9% of the

district’'s population.
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D-B effectively mobilized those from lower incomespecially $10,000 - $14,999 to
participate as budget delegates, attend neighbdrassemblies, and vote. The DC chose
to mobilize the largest area of low-income resideast opposed to a smaller pocket of the
district (10%) in a New York City public housingtharity (NYCHA) complex. Beatrice
and the DC did not mobilize the portion of the dstcontaining wealthier and more-
educated participants for the vote

The majority of new and active citizens in D-B wéam typically marginalized groups
representing the lower-income, less white portibthe district. A new citizen woman
living in New York City public housing (NYCHA) whbad never before been involved
in a civic process noted, “I thought all the affii@vhite people would look down upon
me because | live in public housing — in realitgythwere all understanding and wanted to
help.” This woman ended up serving as a budgegdtte

District C (D-C):

Population 2010: 139,731.

17 Projects submitted online. 1,085 voters.

5 projects funded at $1.35 Million.

District C (D-C) had diversity among citizen typgles with less racial and socio-
economic diversity. D-C participants who self-idéetl as black or African American
were overrepresented in PBNYC. Those who self-iiedtas white were
underrepresented in the PB process, making up IMdters in the 2009 and 7% of
voters in PB.

The largest percentage of neighborhood assemlagdses (21%) budget delegates

(26%) and PB voters (20%) came from the $50,00Q99B4bracket and made up 19% of
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the district. The data suggests that people frarsime income demographic were
consistently mobilized throughout PB while not resaeily engaging others in the
process. Lower-income people making less thard®®4vere more likely to vote in PB
than in the 2009 elections.

D-C effectively mobilized those in the low-middiecome bracket, $25,000-$49,999.
Many new and active citizens participated throughlbe process as budget delegates.
The majority was brought into the process throdmghahurch networks within the
Caribbean immigrant communit§? 56% of PB voters reported they were born outside
the U.S.

Active citizens and usual suspects from the Caahlmmmunity made up the majority
of participants in D-C, especially on the DC. Cleadsked the DC to mobilize the other
portions of the district, particularly the Orthoddewish community. There was fear and
resentment that those from the Orthodox Jewish aamitpnwould mobilize for the vote
and try to capture the process. As one usual stispehe DC and a budget delegate
noted, “I want police officers on our streets.oltg their [Orthodox Jewish] area and
they have tons of police - why don't we have anthote?” Her concern about this
community coopting the vote was rooted in the @xgsstructural conditions she viewed
as benefiting one portion of the district at thpenxse of her section of the district.
District D (D-D):

Population 2010: 38,309°

8 Projects submitted online. 1,639 voters.

5 projects funded at $1.35 Million.

1% The census, and therefore survey data, captuleskB®r African American” not “Caribbean” etc.
189 |n the portion of the district where PB was impénted.
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District D had less diversity along citizen typaieg with greater socio-economic and
racial diversity pertaining to the vote. D-D paipints who self-identified as white were
overrepresented in PBNYC; 68% of residents, 89%etdhborhood assembly attendees,
and 89% of PB voters compared to 61% of voterbén2009 elections. Those who self-
identified as Hispanic or Latino comprised 14%aexdidents yet only 5% of
neighborhood assembly attendees, 3% of budgetatelegand 4% of PB voters
compared to 18% of voters in the 2009 electionse Majority of budget delegates
(29%) were in the middle income $35,000-$49,99¢ ket

Residents from lower incomes were less representde neighborhood assemblies and
budget delegate portion (less than $10,000 - $34,88d became more involved in the
PB vote. Voters in the $15,000-$24,999 income keamade up 0% of voters in local
election yet 4% of PB voters.

D-D mobilized the low-income portion of the distrtbat lived in a New York City

public housing authority complex (NYCHA). A whitégoman, self-identified as
conservative, usual suspect chaired the DC andeaaantensure that people from the
housing complex were targeted for the vote; “I kranw district is divided and | want to
reach out to people who haven't yet participateBito vote.”

Usual suspects made up the majority of participasitts minimal racial diversity. Yet,
these usual suspects were effective at mobilizmgihcome, new citizens, who voted at
higher rates for PB than for the 2009 general mlectD-D brought in these new citizens
in order to vote. D-D was less effective at bmgghew and active citizens into the PB

process as budget delegates or before the vote.
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7.5 Comparing District Participation

The data shows that some districts, such as D-B; mere effective at mobilizing
typically marginalized residents than other dissrsuch as D-A. The data also shows that
participation by demographics was not static. Asrthe four districts two conditions
held constant: 1) budget delegates were middle+ugpass and well educated with at
least a High School Diploma or GED 2) diversityiahand socio-economic, increased
with the PB vote. The data showed that new citizeeie more likely to participate in the
least resource-demanding portions of PBNYC: neighbod assemblies and voting.
Districts contained variance on indicators of desr better at certain aspects of diverse
participation and worst at others. D-A and D-C etfifeely brought in new and active
citizens to be active participants in PBNYC in tbam of neighborhood assembly
attendees and budget delegates. Yet, the magdribese new and active citizens came
from overrepresented demographics in the PB prategsas the white and
black/African American community respectively. DaBs the only district able to bring
in new and active citizens throughout the entirepiess, including serving as budget
delegates. The presence of Community Voices HedbdB is a possible explanatory
variable. D-D was the least successful at mobtjziew and active citizens from a
diverse background to participate in the process.

While D-D was the least successful at mobilizingvraad active citizens to participate

throughout the process, they were one of the mmstessful districts at mobilizing new

19 Quantitative and qualitative data show that pasiton in PBNYC is multifaceted not only alongds

of civic experience (usual suspects/new and acitizens) but also along indicators such as ramM§,S
and education. The criteria for diversity alongciengagement and demographic dimensions are not
mutually exclusive. The data cannot capture theutexof which types of citizens participated ativas
points of the process. Thusly, illustrating sorhéhe limits of quantitative research methods witbivic
engagements such as PBNYC.
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and active citizens to vote. D-B also effectiveigbilized new and active citizens to
vote®! D-A and D-C were less successful at mobilizing rmed active citizens to vote.
The data shows that decisions about which pocKeiglastrict to target for mobilization
were idiosyncratic and did not follow a needs-basedel. Rather, existing political
structures, individual ideology, and local politinluenced mobilization decisions.

7.6 Challenges to Participation

Even for participants able to navigate the exisbngeaucratic structures and politics
within districts in New York City, the demands arficipation were still high.
Organizers of PBNYC were cognizant of the high s@dtparticipation: "Really
appreciate you taking the time to sacrifice yonretias budget delegates,” Pastor in D-C
would note at the beginning of every meetiffg.n this section | outline the multifaceted
challenges to participation. The next section raaff existential rewards as sustaining
consistent participation throughout the demandinggss.

“PB will die on its own weight based on the shemapant of meetings,” described one
DC and budget delegate. While she had servedG@omanunity Board for decades, PB
was a uniquely cumbersome form of engagement. aifi@int of meetings required to
serve as a budget delegate or District Committemlmee were the greatest barriers to
entry. Serving on a District Committee is a ftédarlong commitment, requiring
attendance roughly once a month. Budget delegatescinicate weekly or daily and
meet every other week for roughly four months. kegogrtions of budget delegates were

also District Committee members. Attending a neaghbod assembly or budget

91 |s there a normative obligation to equally matailall portions of the districts for equitable
representation? For example, did D-B face an otitiggdo mobilize for the vote typically franchisedite,
wealthier residents who were not proportionatefyresented in PBNYC?

19250meone in every district, either the Council mentierself or a fellow staff or organizer, wouldnk
participants at every meeting.
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delegate meeting takes hours during the week whaatypeople may have to work late
afternoon/night shifts or take care of childrerhe$e meetings prized those who could
afford childcare. Likewise, almost all District @mittee meetings took place during the
day, requiring flexible work schedules.

Further dissuading participation, resource bartieigvolvement were coupled with
feelings of government disillusionment. “Black p&owant to know why white people
get government money in their communities; it'sdaese white people participate,” a
Caribbean woman in D-C told me as she drove mestbway at 11pm after a Budget
Delegate meeting. She elaborated: “I try to tethpe in my church to stop complaining
about government and get involved. This is whgrtipipate in PBNYC. We especially
need to be here to look out for those who cannouimcommunity such as the youth and
elderly.”

She viscerally understood reasons why membersrafthiech community feel politically
ineffectual. Yet she viewed their behavior, codplth feelings of discontent in their
resource allotment, as self-defeating. She straggl@ncourage new citizens to
participate in PBNYC, “I brought a few friends to mitial neighborhood assembly.
They signed up to be budget delegates but stoppadhg after the first meeting. They
wanted to participate but had to take care of ttigidren.” While able to encourage her
congregants to take a leap of faith to attend anfeBting, resource constraints proved too
burdensome to sustain their involvement. Evenaoraing the disbelief of civic

engagements cannot account for the resource contstod participation.
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In contrast to other forms of civic engagementtipgoation in PB leads to binding
results'®® Therefore, citizens have a heightened level ioasibility with both positive
and negative impacts for participation. For sonm® Wwecome galvanized by PB, the
process presents seemingly endless opportunitiggfticipation: attending Steering
Committee sessions, District Committee, and budgktgate meetings as well as
neighborhood assemblies and the vote. Some ugsiédsts or active citizens wanted to
participate as much as possible while also feavaywhelmed.

Feeling overwhelmed relates to the DC’s dual rudesving on a governance level of the
process as well as serving as active participanhfhe white woman in D-B, a
paradigmatic usual suspect with years of commubogrd experience, would often run
in late to the budget delegate meetings vocallyesging her exhaustion from just
having attended another civic meeting. “l can’iéea | have to come to yet another
meeting” she would sigh as she entered the budgegate meeting. Yet, during the
process of vote mobilization she wrote an extreraelyry email to the entire DC and
CM office expressing her outrage and dismay at hithe power the budget delegates
were given. On the one hand she wanted less ien@nt with the process and on the
other hand wanted greater autonomy.

Therefore, even for participants able to overconeebarriers to entry, including
disillusionment with politics and substantive resucosts, PBNYC participation has

inherent tensions. For those who entered the psowéh a specific proposal, more than

1931n contrast to other forms of civic engagement nettizens serve a consultative or advisory role.
9 n the original theory of the design members ef EfC would not also serve as budget delegates or
committees facilitators. Yet, in each of the fdistricts DC members subsumed active roles as ludge
delegates, many times as facilitators.

191



half of these proposals were not deemed viablenandr made the ballot. Given all these
obstacles the question emergehy participate at all?
7.6 Why Participate?

Mother®™ “We have an obligation to put forth projects &lghour portion of the

district — we are the people who have put in theetf

Daughtet®® “| disagree. We are public trustees and we fzwvebligation to put

forth projects that will benefit as much of theientlistrict as possible.”

Mother: “But we are the neediest portion of thergt”

Daughter: “That is not necessarily true, we hagkeaved vantage point.”
This conversation was overheard in a car ride betveéemother and daughter in D-C.
The mother was a typical usual suspect who wasgeag@m many aspects of civic and
church life and had personally brought many ofghsicipants to PBNYC. She brought
her daughter, a new citizen, familiar with civitelthrough her mother. The discussion
also underpins the dual nature of PBNYC particgurati serving as representatives or
putting forth your own opinions/projects?
If people are representatives of their district@typower are budget delegates endowed
with for the process? In contrast to Brazilian PBeve representatives were elected, the
community did not elect budget delegates for PBNYCIf people are representatives

then are they “representative of the district” ashmle?'*® The data shows budget

delegates were disproportionately from higher inesiian the district while the

19 Caribbean woman, usual suspect.

19 caribbean woman, new citizen.

7 The difference of opinion may be due to the getimmal gap: the daughter was less versed in the
community’s history of racial and socio-economiagiens.

198 As discussed in Section 4.2, in Chicago PB repitasiges in theory were to be elected but in peacti
were self-selected. Learning from this, PBNYCtsiéwith a paradigm of non-elected representatives.
199 Those who most actively participate in PBNYC askedo delineate boundaries for process engagement.
These individual actors have the agency to determimether or not they will think myopically about
projects that will benefit them directly or whetlwernot they have an obligation as a public trusteeheir
community. The value of projects addressing “gretateed” was discussed at initial information sEssi
before neighborhood assemblies by CVH and PBP dithier enforced nor brought up again during the
process.

192



demographics of voters in some districts were mepeesentative of low-income district
populations. The process of PBNYC was not aimingdpresentative participatioff’
Rather, self-appointed budget delegates raiseubstigpn: what are the incentives for
participation beyond achieving success in the fofrm material proposal? Without being
elected, those who patrticipate choose to sactifiee own resources of time and
oftentimes money, in the form of donations of fopdnting flyers, and transportation
costs to meetings. Are these people empowered ke thair own decisions about the
nature of the projects they should propose?

Assessing tensions between paradigms, individtetasts and a public trustee, builds
upon Chapter 2 norms of material and existentiatidmns for political participation.
Throughout PBNYC, some people enter with specifajgrts or are employees of
specific organizations proposing projects, whileeos enter for more existential and
immaterial reasons. Some felt an obligation to & pf their community and be more
engaged with their neighborhoods. Their engagersmbe more easily characterized
as existential, as opposed to material, becauskates to an existential longing for
community and to feel connected to others.

For some, participation was predicated on an idgoé commitment to a constraining
democratic ideal. As one budget delegate in D-A&dgtPB should not be the place of
basic things like bathrooms. PB should be the plezeo progressive democracy.” This

form of ideology falls on a spectrum in betweenemat and immaterial motivations.

20 Many PBNYC organizers believe any participatioprieferable to no participation prior to PBNYC.
For those governing the PBNYC process,t#iesof PBNYC is good within itself and therefore airin of
participation are relatedly good.
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Mapping engagement motivations onto citizens’ @B&¥PC identity is tenuous. Some
usual suspects came into the process with a specdject in mind and had the
background of understanding the system to sucdgssfiplement it. Other usual
suspects came in as ideologues or looking for muwfi#ing forms of civic engagement
that correlate to existential motivations. Manyalssuspects were interested in the
unprecedented opportunities for knowledge trarabeiut the New York City budget
process through PBNYC.

Some active citizens came to deepen their commumitghivement or purpose a specific
project. Rarely did new citizens come in with agpc material project; rather the
majority of new citizens came into the process ingkor some form of existential
engagement. As new citizens lacked preexistingmné&ion about how the system
worked, they were the least likely to have the infation necessary to come into the
process with a premeditated project.

It is difficult to categorize motivations for paippation through typologies of
engagement. Residents often have a confluencetwations for engagement, some
more conscious than others. Through the proceB8pfesidents may be transformed
and their motivations for engagement may alter.

For example, as described in Chapter 6, the nezenitvoman in D-B originally went
into PBNYC to put forth a proposal of her employ&y. the end of the process, she had
formed new bonds with her neighbors and felt coteteto deeper needs of her
community beyond her material project. The exisédesires for community
engagement and connecting with her community truhtyge original material reasons

for engagement.

194



An active citizen in D-A, outlined in Chapter 6, @ge creative proposal was ultimately
dismissed, entered the process simply looking foremwvays to be involved. Her initial
involvement in PBNYC was propelled through an eqasial longing to seize a new
opportunity to make a creative contribution to bemmunity. She did not enter with a
specific project proposal, but through the courfsithe process became impassioned
about her project. While she entered for existéigoncerns it was her material project
that led to her process disillusionment and disajpwnt when the hurdles to
implementation far exceeded her expectations.

Many of the usual suspects in D-D experienced dasinmajectory of involvement. They
became involved in PBNYC because they are the paspbalwaysget involved. They
entered out of an existential longing to “be a goitidert® in their tightknit community
and hold up their bargain of the social contradbt@ responsibility for their locality.
Many of the usual suspects did not come into tlbegss with a set project but rather
collected ideas through the neighborhood assemibi&ghey then became advocates of.
As the process progressed, the line was incregsiohgired between material and
existential motivations for engagement.

Given that usual suspects typically entered witmemeformation and experience, these
information asymmetries had the potential to leagrocess domination. Some usual
suspects, as in D-D, assumed a pragmatic role mngyht their civic expertise to
expedite realistic project formation. Other usuedpects, such as in D-C, were
impassioned about ideals and expressed their igedbw a specific democratic vision.

Usual suspects provided a challenge for facilitati®esults oriented models of

201 Many usual suspects | spoke with expressed anfeeli obligation to their communities and expressed
rhetoric about how being a “good citizen” meangipgtin the time in one’s own community.
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facilitation were better suited to prevent usuapgcts from dominating deliberation and
decision-making. Process oriented models of fatidih allowed room for usual suspects
to co-opt and manipulate discour8¥.

As frustrations mounted, especially surroundingelucratic limitations, budget
delegates continued to put time into the procesause of connections formed with
fellow citizens. The networks of engagement rardef power dynamics, moreover —
people enjoyed spending time with one another. tik@se who entered the process for a
specific proposal, more than half of these proogare not viable and never made the
ballot. For these people, if they choose to mairttaeir involvement, as some but not all
did, they did so for reasons beyond the material.

| classify these reasons for sustained continueolvement as existential and relating to
a deeper desire to 1) gain insight into how cityegament works 2) forge connections
with Council members and 3) forge connections Vetlow residents. The same
information leading to frustration, such as cumbers bureaucratic rules, was part of the
reasons citizens stayed involved. People involuddBNYC would rather know
information, albeit frustrating, than not know. rEbose who opt into PBNYC, being part
of something, however flawed, is paramount.

| classify these three reasons as existential edaving material components, because
thetelosor end is not concrete. For example, in thissifeEsition citizens who want to
forge connections with Council members are notgldifor a specific instrumentalist
reason, such as to acquire funding for their ogion. Rather, these three types of
engagements stems from an existential desire twipate in one’s community and make

connections with another human being. Specificalhpearing before other human

22 g5ee Section 6.4 for more information outliningstaéwo facilitation typologies.
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beingsquacitizen, not in another capacity such as emplogmployee, or caregiver
(Arendt 1954). A large reason people participatBBNYC is to act citizenly in this
unique arena enabling them to appear and intesagic#tizen.

7.7 Conclusion

Avritzer (2005) argued material motivations for ahement; in contrast | argue
participation was maintained because of transfaumaxistential rewards. Despite
considerable barriers to entry and obstacles ticcgzation, citizens remained active
participants in PBNYC. Existential citizenly rewlarinclude: greater civic knowledge,
strengthened relationships with elected officialsl greater community inclusion.
Empirical results from PBNYC show that the less deding forms of participation, such
as the vote, were the most diverse. Some distaats) as D-B and D-C, mobilized a
larger percentage of minorities than in the 20@@tens. D-A and D-D mobilized a
larger percentage of higher income residents antesvto vote in PB than in local
elections.

The motivations for why those with fewer resourcegh as education and income,
would be less likely to participate are interwoweth feelings of citizen efficacy
(Warren 2001). In addition to perceptions of eftigathe PBNYC process itself is
resource intensive and frustrating. The demandseglan participants due to existing
structural demographics within districts and bupeatic design in New York City added
to frustrations amongst participations.

The skillset required for intensive participatisnch as serving a budget delegate, require

both education and socialization typically ass@&datith higher socio-economic status.
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For example, every budget delegate committee useil as a communicative todf®
creating another barrier to entry. There is a theo@rocess of socialization that involves
being inquisitive about bureaucratic regulatiomlifeg comfortable speaking in groups,
and feeling efficacious enough to devote this mirole to a civic act. The ability to use
speech as a communicative tool through reasonenengts (Habermas 1989) is a
learned behavior. The vote is the only portiothef PB process that does not require
citizens to speak and appear before one anothen@n954) — the process is private
and not conducted in publf&! Therefore, even though ostensibly all forms of
participation were aimed to reflect the diversitydastricts, there were many obstacles to
diverse and broad participation throughout the phas the process®

For citizens able to bypass the considerable artteentry, participation itself resulted
in frustrations and disillusionment. However, peogdtained their involvement due to
the transformative citizenly effects of particigetti Through the act of participating,
people formed new relationship with their electéitcals, neighbors, and community
space. The high demands of participation alsdtexsin high levels of knowledge
transfer whereby citizens leave with a unique cedacation in politics. The summation
of existential rewards resulted in citizens forgjmgommunal identity, albeit frustrating,
but collective identity sustained their involvemente collective identity is the by-

product of authentic and binding substantive piguaiton fulfilling citizenly politics.

203 5ee 6.7 for more information about the utilizatiiechnology in PBNYC.

204 Furthermore, the vote is the only aspect of th&lP8 process that involves a single time commitment.
1) The private nature 2) lack of required publitiltbration and 3) limited time commitment make tote
uniquely suited to attract the most amounts ofigipeints. The vote requires the least prior sordl

skills, such as using reasoned arguments or asgassnplex bureaucratic codes. These aspects obtee
may make it more appealing for people who are glpidisenfranchised as an entry point for civic
engagement.

25 Four phases of participation include: 1) membehefDC 2) serve as a budget deletfa®) attend a
neighborhood assembly 4) come out to vote.
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Participation in PBNYC shows that despite the vagymnotivations of citizen types who
enter into the process, the immaterial, or exisggérgwards, sustain their involvement.
PBNYC participation suggests the existent literatoeeds to expansively re-define

rational intent for involvement beyond material mations.
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Appendix 7.1 Participation broken down by distating ethnicity and SES.

The following data was self-reported by particigaat disparate stages PBNYC. The
categories match 2010 Census data including nunidseyeters in 2009 elections. The
respective numbers of people who filled out surfeysach part is reported.

District A:

Population 2010: 154,341. 180 Projects submittdthen2,213 voters. 7 projects at $1.2

Million funded.
Neighborhood
Assembly Budget Voters  Difference
Attendees delegates PB Voters in 2009 PB and
Census Surveyed Surveyed  Surveyed local NYC
Data (277 (102) (1106)  elections  Voters
American 0% 7% 1% 1% 0% +1%
Indian or
Alaska Native
. 13% 7% 6% 5% 4% +1%
Asian
Black or 4% 4% 4% 3% 8% 5%
African
American
Hispanic or 14% 6% 10% 6% 11% -5%
Latino
Native o 0 o o
Hawaiian/Other 0% 1% 1% 0% N/A N/A
Pacific Islander
White 66% 81% 89% 87% 55% +32%
Other?®” 3% 6% 6% 5% 0% +5%

Figure 7.1A: Participation Demographics by Racenstis

data vs. PBNYC data in D-source: UJC

206 The “N” is in parentheses for each respective portion.
207 Other including Asian American Indian, or Alaska Native or Other.
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Neighborhood  Budget PB Difference

assemblies delegates Voters Voters PB and
Surveyed Surveyed Surveyed in 2009 NYC
Census (277) (102) (1106) Elections voters
Lessthan| 8% 2% 1% 1% 0% +1%
$10,000
$10,000-| 6% 2% 3% 1% 1% +1%
$14,999
$15,000- | 10% 4% 1% 2% 13% -11%
$24,999
$25,000-| 8% 5% 7% 4% 18% -14%
$34,999
$35,000- | 12% 10% 9% 6% 23% -17%
$49,999
$50,000- | 15% 21% 17% 14% 37% -23%
$74,999
$75,000- | 12% 14% 13% 16% 8% +8%
$99,999
$100,000-| 15% 26% 30% 28% 0% +28%
$149,000
$150,000f 9% 3% 0% 3% 0% +3%
or more

Figure 7.2A: Participation Demographics by Inco@ensus

data vs. PBNYC data in D-8ource: UJC
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District B:

Population 2010: 162,743. 40 Projects submittedhenll,048 voters. 6 projects at $1.54

Million funded
Neighborhood
Assembly Budget PB Voters Difference
Attendees  delegates Voters in 2009 PB and
Census Surveyed Surveyed Surveyed local NYC
Data (272) (61) (746) elections  Voters
American 0% 3% 5% 2% 0% +2%
Indian or
Alaska Native
. 6% 3% 2% 2% 2% 0%
Asian
Black or 23% 41% 50% 34% 31% +3%
African
American
Hispanic or 50% 46% 33% 50% 39% +11%
Latino
Native o o o o
Hawaiian/Other 0% 0% 0% 1% N/A N/A
Pacific Islander
. 19% 14% 20% 17% 22% -5%
White
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
Other 2% 5% 3% 2% 0% +2%

Figure 7.3A: Participation Demographics by Racenstis

data vs. PBNYC in D-Bource: UJC
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Neighborhood Budget PB Difference

assemblies delegates Voters Voters PB and
Surveyed Surveyed Surveyed in 2009 NYC
Census (272) (61) (746) Elections  voters
Lessthan| 18% 22% 19% 22% 4% +18%
$10,000
$10,000- | 9% 14% 19% 15% 24% -9%
$14,999
$15,000- | 13% 13% 8% 12% 14% -2%
$24,999
$25,000- | 9% 13% 6% 12% 25% -13%
$34,999
$35,000- | 12% 13% 14% 15% 11% +4%
$49,999
$50,000-| 13% 12% 19% 10% 20% -10%
$74,999
$75,000- | 8% 7% 8% 6% 1% +5%
$99,999
$100,000-| 8% 3% 8% 5% 1% +4%
$149,000
$150,000f 9% 3% 0% 3% 0% +3%
or more

Figure 7.4A: Participation Demographics by Inco@ensus

data vs. PBNYC data in D-8Bource: UJC
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District C:

Population 2010: 139,731. 17 Projects submittechenlL,085 voters. 5 projects at $1.35

Million funded.
Neighborhood Budget Voters Difference
Assembly delegates PB Voters in 2009 PB and
Census Attendees Surveyed  Surveyed local NYC
Data Surveyed (295) (52) (479) elections Voters
American 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% +2%
Indian or
Alaska Native
. 3% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0%
Asian
Black or 76% 83% 84% 87% 79% +8%
African
American
Hispanic or 8% 4% 6% 6% 4% +2%
Latino
Native o 0 o o
Hawaiian/Other 0% 0% 0% 0% N/A N/A
Pacific Islander
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, -40,
White 11% 7% 8% 7% 11% 4%
0, 0 0, 0, 0, 0,
Other 2% 6% 12% 6% 0% +6%

Figure 7.5A: Participation Demographics by Race.

Census data vs. PBNYC in Dgource: UJC
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Neighborhood  Budget PB Difference

assemblies delegates Voters Voters PB and
Surveyed Surveyed Surveyed in 2009 NYC
Census (295) (52) (479) Elections voters
Lessthan| 9% 11% 2% 8% 0% +8%
$10,000
$10,000- | 5% 4% 7% 5% 2% +3%
$14,999
$15,000- | 11% 5% 9% 8% 4% +4%
$24,999
$25,000- | 11% 12% 9% 14% 19% -5%
$34,999
$35,000- | 14% 16% 14% 15% 11% +4%
$49,999
$50,000-| 19% 21% 26% 20% 28% -8%
$74,999
$75,000- | 12% 12% 14% 14% 1% +13%
$99,999
$100,000-| 13% 14% 12% 6% 0% +6%
$149,000
$150,000
7% 6% 9% 7% 0% +7%
or more

Figure 7.6A: Participation Demographics by Incoensus

data vs. PBNYC data in D-§burce: UJC
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District D:

Population 2010: 38,36%. 8 Projects submitted online. 1,639 voters. Squts at $1.35

Million funded.
Neighborhood Budget Voters Difference
Assembly delegates PB Voters in 2009 PB and
Census Attendees Surveyed  Surveyed local NYC
Data Surveyed (117) (36) (1379) elections Voters
American 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% +1%
Indian or
Alaska Native
. 3% 0% 0% 0% 6% -6%
Asian
Black or 14% 5% 3% 3% 6% 3%
African
American
Hispanic or 14% 5% 3% 4% 18% -14%
Latino
Native o 0 o o
Hawaiian/Other 0% 0% 0% 0% N/A N/A
Pacific Islander
. 68% 89% 94% 89% 61% +28%
White
0, 0 0, 0, 0, 0,
Other 2% 1% 0% 4% 0% +4%

Figure 7.7A: Census data vs. PBNYC in Bs@&urce: UJC

2% |n the portion of the district where PB was impénted.
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Neighborhood  Budget PB Difference

assemblies delegates Voters Voters PB and
Surveyed Surveyed Surveyed in 2009 NYC
Census (177) (36) (1379) Elections  voters
Lessthan| 8% 0% 0% 2% 0% +2%
$10,000
$10,000- | 5% 0% 4% 3% 0% +3%
$14,999
$15,000- | 8% 13% 0% 4% 0% +4%
$24,999
$25,000- | 10% 2% 0% 8% 11% -3%
$34,999
$35,000- | 13% 11% 29% 10% 42% -32%
$49,999
$50,000-| 17% 20% 17% 18% 40% -22%
$74,999
$75,000- | 15% 14% 13% 19% 6% +13%
$99,999
$100,000-| 16% 23% 21% 20% 1% +19%
$149,000
$150,000| 10% 17% 17% 16% 0% +16%
or more

Figure 7.8A: Participation Demographics by Inco@ensus

data vs. PBNYC data in D-Bource: UJC
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Chapter 8: Participatory Budgeting Governance

How should the designers choose their approachhatueal answer is:

deliberatively, through a process that might béedameta-deliberation

(Thompson 2008, 515).
PBNYC created the opportunities for ordinary citigeo directly participate in process
governancé® Despite the intention of the initiators, citizgreticipated in the design
of participatory institutions. Some participatecettable opportunities for many. Yet, the
process through which citizens participated in ptdenake participation possible did
not conform to the ideals of deliberative democraégn-democratic approaches
produced unprecedented opportunities for citizerslfill the first tenet of citizenly
politics: design their own participation. This @ifé from traditional participatory
innovation, whereby citizens simply show up to ggrate without shaping the structure
of their participation.
In this chapter, | lay out 1) social actors 2) thiederests and 3) values conflicts that
created non deliberative power dynamics of govezeavhile also providing innovative
opportunities for citizens to shape the structdrineir involvement. Within Chapter 7’s
citizen typology, PBNYC enabled new citizens, agtiitizens, and usual suspects
groundbreaking ways to engage in politics. Multfist ecosyster® of participants
shaped opportunities for citizens. | outline ra@aships between actors involved in
governance because internal relationships amorgsicl members relate to

opportunities for ordinary citizens to be involMadorocess level decisions. I illustrate

how process enactment differed from process theo@wil society interest was largely

29 Ordinary denotes citizens who are not necesséeillyto an organizational structure.

#01n contrast to previous literature on PB (see @a), | argue that understanding civil societghivi
PBNYC requires understanding an entire ecosystepower. Therefore, opportunities for ordinary
citizens to participate in shaping the mechanisiibar engagement is related to power networks and
dynamics between citizens and elected officialelfas intra-political factors between Council nizars.
| call this an ecosystem, as they are all intereoted with related nodes. Movement within any noge
impacts the entire ecosystem.

208



absent in governance, and in its place, were ongiciizens. Throughout the
discussions of process, actors infused their owol@yy and tried to assert power in
order to impose values. The dominance of ideologerscores the eminence of
immaterial, or existential, factors in shaping BEBNYC process.

8.1 The Actors and Non-Actors

The Citywide Steering Committee (SC) was createdkign and oversee the PBNYC
process, chaired by Community Voices Heard (CVHJtiBipatory Budget Project
(PBP), and the Chief of Staff from Albert’s offic&here were three major stakeholders
in the Citywide Steering Committee: (1) Council memoffices (2) Community Voices
heard (CVH), Community Engagement Lead and (3) Héicipatory Budget Project
(PBP), Technical Assistance Lead.

Roughly forty civil society organizations (CSOgjrged up to be on the Citywide
Steering Committe&:' The SC met roughly every other month to delineatsic
governing questions surrounding PBNYC, such aswgatquirements, rules surrounding
participation, and structures for mobilization. addition to these infrequent meetings
was an email listserve rarely used for discussiag a result, the majority of CSOs were
only engaged in the process during bi-monthly nnesti

The theoretical framework for how the SC would eperdid not take into consideration
ordinary citizen participation. Citizens were ootlined to participate as members of the
SC. The only form of citizen representation waOG8 $hat theoretically represent civil
society. In reality, citizens from the District @mittee (DC), from D-C and D-B, were

involved in the governance of the process.

21 The exact number is difficult to determine becasmme groups tacitly agreed to be involved while
others who made public pledges to be involved disoaed their involvement.
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Figure 81: Theoretical structure of the .

“|| dﬂlm(/
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Figure 8.2: Actual structure of the SC

In the original theory of change, CSOs were an elibe part of governance serving
the SC. These CSOs represented organizationsgooki topics only tangential
related to civic engagement, such as immigratiforme, education, and workers righ

to name but a few. These organizations faced thlertge of finding ways to tie PB in

N
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their programmatic mission. As one CSO'’s leaderkimg on women'’s rights told me,

“I love PB. But | cannot find a way to justify toynboard our involvement, and the
involvement is significant.” The time commitmemt behalf of PBP and CVH was
significant, and most staff hours spent workingP&NYC counted only as
uncompensated volunteer work.

Several CSO leaders who sat on the SC wanted noobe active in the process but were
unable to connect PB to their own organization’sswn. Additionally, there were

CSOs and community residents who opted to notgyaatie in PBNYC because they
either felt ideologically opposed to it or couldtnmderstand how the process connected
to their organization’s strategy.

The CSO Urban Justice Coalition (UJC) agreed td tha Research and Evaluation team.
UJC unsuccessfully requested grants to fund relsetimes the UJC was volunteering its
staff time to conduct the research and evaluatie® UJC continued to invest more
volunteer hours in PBNYC, similar to CVH and PBRpectations increased that
PBNYC would produce positive outcomes. The desingroduce research that
supported PBNYC was in tension with the desirertmlpce objective research to
evaluate PBNYC impacts. Gianpaolo Baiocchi, amoogstr experts on Participatory
Budgeting, expressed dismay at the lack of objedtiyor in the research and
evaluatior?*? The lack of rigorous research was due in paitiédow retention rate of
scholars who signed up to assist in survey cotlaciind analysis at the onset of the

process.”*?

%2 |nternational Participatory Budget Conference, ditaB0, 2012.
23 Some researchers were personally excited aboanElBiad small projects such as term papers they
ostensibly wanted to do research for. The higliscokresearch involvement coupled with boundedneat
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There are seven Community Board (CB) districts tivatrlap with the four council
districts implementing PBNYC. These districts asibly were on the SC but, in reality,
within each of the seven Community Boards wereetlissg leaders. One reasons for
dissent amongst CB leaders is the tenuous natue® gfower in New York City. In
theory, CBs serve as advisory boards to review lesgddecisions and give opinions and
feedback for the city to use. However, in realihese non-binding recommendations are
not enforced. According to a long-standing menfien D-C, “the CB is all about
relationships with folks. We have no legitimatehauity but through relationship
formation are sometimes able to influence decismnan agency by agency basis.”
Because CB powers are not enforced with legal adebility mechanisms, mayoral
administrations have been able to delineate scogénfluence of the CB. A chairman

of a CB that intersects with Albert’s district eapled that, “Under [Mayors] Koch and
Dinkins we [the CB] could meet freely with city agges and they would be honest about
their shortcomings. Least transparent mayor | lewmes seen is Giuliani—Bloomberg
has been a bit better but not as transparenwassiunder Koch.” CB members were
concerned that PB would infringe upon their alrepdBcarious influence in city politics.
In every individual district, CB members were irdtto join the SC. One CB member in
D-C said, “l was personally called by Charlie ta@ geolved, | simply do not have any
more time to spend on community engagement. Thé&a&®s up a lot of time. | like
Charlie, | think he is a good guy and trying to make system better.”

Some members of the CB choose to not participdensibly due to limited time

resources, others because of ideological opposti®BNYC. The Chairman of a CB

of projects resulted in a winnowed research antlatian team where | was often the only researcher
present at budget delegate, steering committedistysict committee meetings.
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that overlaps with D-A notes:
| am skeptical of PB because it is only creatirBpad-Aid solution. It is
creating yet another apparatus which does not addie fundamental
problems of our non-transparent budget proces® p&lople involved in
PB are not representative of the community. Theyat know the needs

of the community. The CB reps are continuallyteyscally thinking and
breathing these problems.

CB members who choose not to support PB are deditatpositive existential and
material outputs that move beyond the curstatus qudoudget in New York City. They
agree with the material objectives of PBNYC, yatriasons concerning power values
and ideology they choose to not support the proc@ssthe one hand, CB members
worry that the process will not be effective enotglbring positive change over the
traditional budget process. On the other handn@®bers worry that if the process is

too effective it may diminish their already tenuqasver.

The misperceptions of PB by civil society, suchihase leading research and evaluation,
as well as Community Board members, highlight ina@eies in the original theory of
governance. Ordinary citizens filled in participatigaps left by civil society. One of the
most pressing challenging for civil society invaivent in PBNYC were conflicts of
ideals and values.

8.2 Power Networks

“This process is like sticking sharp needles ineygs and then you realize why you do it
- because people are coming up to the streetswagginy you,” noted a Chief of Staff for
one of the Council members (CM) in a meeting of$teering Committee (SC) in the
City Council.

Why is a metaphor of pain followed by joy appropgitor PBNYC? | argue that the

process of governance involved conflicting intesegteologues, and power values that
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were difficult and non-deliberative, yet this stiwe enabled affirmation and positive
transformative participation over tisetus qudor all actors involved™*

One reason for the pain of governance relatestéonal workings of the City Council as
well as power dynamics and politics within eachvidual CM office. Power can be
understood as a network with various actors comaegs$ nodes, such as CMs, CSOs, and
citizens 2™ The ability for disparate actors, such as citizémexert power is intricately
related to other actor’s power relations.

The existing networks of power for each Council heminfluenced the way they
interacted with the process, especially at the gamce level. Compounding impacts of
power, each interested party came into the proggksa priori value hierarchy and
ideology. The ecosystem of values, power and sdglalyed out in many different
relationships at the governance level. The nestiges assess dynamics internally
amongst Council members, which is connected to Gouncil members interacted with
their District Committees. Relationships betweeuil members and District
Committees enabled opportunities for ordinary eitiz to participate in SC decision-
making that deviated from the PBNYC theoreticalgass model.

8.3 Intra Council Members

“We've always felt like the red-haired child of PBN.” - Chief of Staff for District-D.

The above quotation is in reference to Devon’wustas the only Republican and District-
D’s geographic isolation from the rest of New Y&ky. Council members Albert,

Bernice and Charlie shared a comfort and closen#ksone another they did not share

2 status qudoudget process and modes of participation.

15 Informed by Hayward’s definition of power: “A meark of social boundaries that constrain and enable
action for all actors” (Hayward 2000, 11). Gawst'powercube” visually depicts the networks ofngo,
including its visible, hidden, and invisible forrf@aventa 20073 The powercube outlines the spatial and
multi-level dimensions of power that existed wittie ecosystem of PBNYC politics.
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with Council member Devon. This was patrtially dog¢he Progressive Caucus the three
sit on and similar causes they espouse. Anotlasiorerelates to pressure to appease the
majority Democratic Party and the Speaker. As Deats, Albert, Beatrice, and Charlie
were beholden to the Speaker and encouraged todupgy position, while Devon as a
Republican had freedom to deviate from the Speakeuncil member Albert told me
“the Speaker supports PB” though he receives al smmadunt of discretionary funds
given his district ne€d®. Council member Devon told me that the Speakehef t
Majority Party had sent him messages threatenitiggad ramifications if he continued

to publicize the process. Devon mentioned thaSipeaker unequivocally does not
support PBNYC and views it “as a direct threat ¢o power.”

The following chart outlines the number of newscéats mentioning a given CM and

their respective involvement in PBNYC:

Albert Beatrice Charlie Devon

80 19 23 17

Figure 8.3: Number of articles that mentioned CM an

PBsource: UJC

Albert had 300% more articles mentioning his ineshent in PBNYC than Devon.
Beatrice, Charlie, and Devon all receive a highepprtion of discretionary funds than
Albert. They may have been distancing themselwbdigally from PBNYC in order to
maintain a high level of discretionary funding.tie Speaker was not supporting
PBNYC, she may express her dismay through theatiscary funding process solely
controlled by her. Devon speculates, “The Spedkesn’t like PB and its potential to

undermine her political power through the discmadiy funding process.”

1% 5ee Section 5. 9 for more information regardirdjviidual district capital fund allocation.
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An internal meeting within the City Council, heldrthg the budget delegate portion of
the process, advertised PBNYC to other Council nemto join for the second year.
While CMs would often publicly cite reasons for pogting PB to their constituency—
such as community empowerment and engagement—loge slifferently about the
process in front of other CMs.
The meeting began with PBP outlining process “@amd cons,” notable because after
dozens of information sessions to the public, nmsdwad ever been discussed.

Pros

community engagement and involvement

support
new volunteers

Cons

staff time

potential disengagement of citizens who get frastt@r community boards
ideological reasons: CMs are elected and may not t@adevolve power to residents

They presented a time break down required for.stither one full time person from
October through March or obligations split 50% docommunity liaison, 25% for a
budget director, and 25% for a logistics chieftaffs

CM Beatrice: The community board has been supportive and nailé65 Given the
diversity of my district it has been a huge leagnexperience for residents of my
community who thought the need was greatest in qmukets only to learn other
portions of the district had bigger need.”

CM Charlie: “Without a doubt the time commitmentastaff resources are considerable.

We lost our community liaison that had been taskitd PBNYC and we have been

27 As aforementioned, reality was much more compligh marked hostility from community board
leaders who did not support PBNYC.

216



scrambling ever since. It is a huge undertakiogifiyour district and you have to
sacrifice other projects and priorities. The cestsworth it, but there are costs.”
When speaking to the Council, the three Democratsived in PBNYC were less
ideological and more realistic about staff time coitments required and framed the
process in more opportunistic ways. While the Gid&ed that PBNYC led to greater
community engagement, they also stressed how ¢insnzinity engagement could be
used to further a political campaign or stratetyyfront of their constituents, CMs would
neither cite these reasons for supporting PBNYCwarld they articulate the extent of
difficulties and strains of PBNYC on their stafthd intra-council discussion was the
only place where they vocalized that PBNYC couldea potential threat to traditional
understandings of representational leadership.lé/he CMs did not present an answer
to why a CM would devolve power to her constituettisy all pledged to support the
process in the second year.
CM Albert explained:
Let me be clear, doing PBNYC requires not doingeothings in your district, but
in my estimation it is worth it. Out of all thermonunity engagement projects |
have done in my district none have resulted witmash positive feedback from
citizens, who literally come up to me in the stseéd tell me how meaningful
they find this process.
8.4 CM and DC
One level of power networks took place internaltyoamgst Council members. Another
level of power exists between individual Councilmieers (CM) and the District
Committees (DC) in charge of governance in eacticlis The dynamics of CM offices
shaped the relationship with DC, which in turn ircigal opportunities for ordinary

citizens from the DC to inform Steering Committ&&E] decisions. Through these

relationships, another network of power was forméd its own tensions. The varying
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relations between the DC and CM differed in eactheffour districts. While the
variance created opportunities for engagement astet with deliberative democracy’s
equality norms, ordinary citizens had robust angrecedented opportunities to
participate.

The tensions can be understood through the leva ol CM offices aimed to exert

over the process (X axis) with the level of empawent of the DC (Y axis).

DC / CM Balance by District

High #
= D-C
@ D'A
=
2 )
3 D-B D-D
=9
=
5
Low >
Low CM Control High

Figure 8.4: CM Control vs. DC Empowerment
District A (D-A):
District A was unique amongst the four districtshaboth a highly controlling CM office
as well as a highly empowered DC. D-A also wasothlg district with a full-time staff
person assigned to PBNYC. D-A’s approach was teofatic and the CM office
scheduled budget delegate meetings to take plasgeiific locations. D-A made their
own adaptions to the process including callingrteecond round of neighborhood

assemblies an “Expo” as well as changing the andesystem for voting. The CM office
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told the SC that these reforms reflected the desifé¢he CM. However, the CM office
introduced these ideas for variation to the proedesDC did not organically envision
them?*®

Though the DC was empowered, they did not feelthless were empowered enough.
Relative to the other districts, the DC was empademnd able to exert their own
opinions and ideas into the process. Howeverctingbination of the high levels of
existing civil society networks coupled with a catiing CM left the DC frustrated by
their seeming lack of influence. The DC were eglgdrustrated by bureaucratic
regulations presented by agencies. Members dd@eho sat on budget delegate
committees, sharing in the technocratic tenderafigiseir CM, wanted to correspond
directly with the agencies. However, the CM waradommunication to go through
their office before it was funneled to the agenémedear of overwhelming the agencies
with individual requests. Members of the DC wartetiave more information and
faulted their CM office for not giving them moreegjific information. DC members felt
frustrated that they were not able to have gresgency over the nature of projects
eligible for funding. Even though these requiretsemere mandated by city agencies,
they still wanted more control and autonomy for liempenting visionary projects in the

city.

District B (D-B):

28| attended a meeting where the DC questioned ths€ll member on the Expo and expressed dismay
at not having an opportunity to incorporate citifeedback, such as in a neighborhood assembly.
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District B was unique amongst the four districtsStriking a balance between CM
control and DC empowerment. For example, the Chd®tcheduled a block of rooms
at the City University of New York (CUNY) GraduaBenter for budget delegate
committees to meet, but there was wide variatiothétypes of neighborhood assemblies.
Some took place in affluent community centers wbtleers where in New York City
housing authority projects (NYCHA). The DC waseatd exert influence on the process
trajectory as it pertained to different portionglué district. Thus, even though the DC
exerted power, they did not dominate in shapingtioeess™®

In District B, Community Voices Heard, the lead amging group running PB, was an
intermediate variable wielding power and influenc¢he relationship between the DC
and the CM. Community Voices Heard is based mwaihcome portion of D-B,
comprising the majority of the district, where ffeved resources in the form of several
interns who became de facto full time PBNYC workansehalf of D-B. However, this
put a lot of pressure on members of the DC frontweeother portions of the district, the
affluent predominantly white portion and the pantmf the district living in New York

City housing authority (NYCHA) public housirfg® The two other portions of the district,
without Community Voices Heard, were unable to rhatganizational resources.
District geographic stratification may have enabiggiesentatives from each
neighborhood of the district to feel empowered.e Gkrographic diversity prevented the

CM office from imposing top down norms pertainimgthe entire district.

District C (D-C):

9 There was an intern in charge of the process wiwp aucount for the CM office organization without
seeming controlling. Interns may be viewed as fesver grabbing than government officials.
220 aAccounting for roughly 10% of district.
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District C was unique amongst the four districtsitdnad the least controlling CM office,
largely due to lack of a staff member, and an engyed DC*** After the staff hired for
PB quit early in the process the CM had limitedteses available to devote to PB. Due
to the dearth of leadership from the CM office, D@ became the main organizing
presence, doing everything from securing venueesfiacall meetings to acquiring
donations and doing publicity. After the first mmliof neighborhood assemblies, the DC
called a meeting with Charlie and his staff to digexpress their anger and frustration
at the amount of work expected from them and ldakesources from Charlie’s office.

At the meeting, attended by lead organizing gro®sticipatory Budget Project and
Community Voices Heard, the DC expressed theiredissAt this point, two foreign
interns had been appointed to the PB process.Dtheiewed these interns as
illegitimate and disrespectful to the DC. As onember of the DC described, “I joined
this process because Charlie called me and asked gat involved. | thought | would
be working directly with Charlie, not a 20 year édm Europe who doesn’t know
anything about our district or PB.”

A prominent community leader, who personally ingtitelarge portion of those on the
DC, said, “We had no idea the amount of work thatilt be required of us. There were
not clearly defined roles or responsibilitiesislextremely frustrating.” The chair of the
DC is a pastor, reflecting the tenor of civic lifeD-C centered on the tightly knit
network of Caribbean churches. The DC was mosttydgenous members from the
Caribbean community. The majority of DC membersvkreach other before PB, some

were family, and reached out to their personal ndts/to form the DC. The majority of

221 7o what extent did the lack of a staff member beza way for Charlie’s office to avoid responstbili
for not having a more tightly organized approach?
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the DC felt personally spurned by what they peregias lack of respect and support
from CM.

Charlie’s office acknowledged the large commitmaitime and resources from the DC,
thanked them for their hard work, and promiseddaebre outreach to other community
leaders and offer more office support. Partiallg do dissent and partially because D-C
was trying to find another staff member to repldmeperson who quit, they expedited
the process of hiring a replacement and taskeg#rson with PBNYC. A new woman
was hired toward the end of the budget delegatieomoof the process and faced a steep
learning curve as the vote was approaching. Stevieaked with the community,
specifically youth, and brought youth into the mes, but was also unfamiliar with PB.
The relationship between the new staff hire fromm@M office and the DC was fraught.
On the one hand, DC members were glad to have smrieease their work burden,
while; on the other hand, this woman came in laghagitimacy and tried to exert
control and influence on the process. As one memiite DC noted, “We are glad she
is hired, but wish she would let us handle thiskwew this process better.”

District D (D-D):

District D was unique amongst the districts foringwthe combination of a controlling
CM with a moderately empowered DC. Part of thesoedor this combination is the
geographic isolation of the D-D, especially thetjpor participating in PBNYC. The
Chief of Staff exerted an aggressive protectiveness the process. He would have to
personally open the district office in an isolapedt of the district?> The DC was a

closely-knit homogenous group of mostly middle slasite Irish people who knew each

222 The distance from the City Council Legislative ioéfat 250 Broadway in Manhattan to this district
office is a two-hour commute.
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other for generations, including some family mersbeks one DC member told me, “I
grew up with a lot of the people involved here, afiedbur parents grew up together too,
we know the area’s needs well.” This closed emrrent produced dynamics where
everyone knew one another and was already famnwitarthe issues and needs of the area
before the process formally began.

After opening the office for meetings, the ChiefStaff would personally sit in on the
various meetings and move from room to room dutiege meetings offering direct
feedback. While originally skeptical about thegass, through being so deeply
enmeshed in the process he became a supportesaidjéThere is so much to take on, |
am the Council member’s chief of staff and thissxoned a lot of my time. | went from
being a complete non-believer to a disciple." Hayrnave become a supporter of the
process because of the large amount of time hempalig invested into the process. D-D
was the only district where all the work from th® ©ffice came from one person
without any other support staff or interns. Conaglawith the three other Council
members, Devon was the least present Council memltiee process. The threatening
messages he received from the Speaker may bellyagsponsible for his curbed
involvement.

The impact of CM-DC interaction resulted in eacétrifit having a unique flavor of PB.
The micro-district ecosystems of power show hoviedént CM ideologies and values
influence process execution. The DC process did¢omoform to the values of

deliberation in so far as every DC presented egpjabrtunities for engagement. Instead,
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there was wide variance of participatfdiThough not equally empowering all DC
members city wide, in some districts the DC lethtwvative opportunities for ordinary
citizens to inform mechanisms of involvement, iat¢rwith elected officials, and exert
influence over the process.
8.5 Steering Committee (SC)
The dynamics of power, values, and ideology infaegheach individual portion of
governance, ranging from intra-council relationshtose between Council members,
their staffs, and District Committees. Each ectysof influence forms the tapestry for
how ordinary citizens were able to exert extracadyrinfluence on the Steering
Committee (SC). The practice of involving ordinartzens in the SC differed form the
norms of the SC.
The leads of the project, Participatory Budget &band Community Voices Heard,
tried to set up a SC structure conforming to deéibee democracy ideals. The rules of
the SC aimed to impose a structure to enable emieds are heard in a democratic way.
An initial meeting of the SC devised governancesul

One vote per organization.

Each group can have up to two reps.

Less up and down voting, more deliberative modelsna breaking up into small

groups.
The CM has final veto power.

Rule formation was paradigmatic of the SC paraddwe only people in attendance at the
SC meeting to determine rules were the Chief off 8tam District-D, two
representatives from Participatory Budget Projgeesearcher from the Pratt Institute,

and myself. A group not decided upon by delibeeatiemocratic methods determined

3 The variance raises a question as to what degpEes of the process should be centralized thrthegh
SC without allowing for district-level variatiorShould quality control come at the expense of idistr
autonomy?
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rules aimed to enforce deliberative democraticlgld&hile theoretically democratic, in
reality, those who showed up wielded the majorftthe power**

The structure of the SC was based around mornhngolithly meetings. In reality, many
decisions regarding the process were made on thmdmwithin districts at evening
neighborhood assemblies and budget delegate meetinghese meetings ordinary
citizens exerted more influence over the process trganizations ostensibly “running”
the process.

The CSOs’ part of the original theory of SC engagenisee Figure 1) were replaced by
ordinary citizens (see Figure 2) who put in theetitinat the CSOs did not.

As ordinary citizens became more involved in thecpss than CSOs, they were able to
weigh in on high-level SC process decisions sudh@se surrounding voting
requirements. Citizens participating in these 8{ibdrations were given unfettered
access to elected officials and the inner workmiggovernment. Citizens also witnessed
how heated debates ostensibly about material gondjtsuch as voting requirements,
were actually tied into non-material, or existeltialues, ideals, and prerogatives.

One such ideological dispute took place at the $€timg held at the City Council to
determine voter eligibility. Tensions over ideatserged between maximum inclusion
and maximum verification advocates. Interwovep this discussion were actors
exerting their prerogatives and concerns abouttagion and legitimating PBNYCA

discussion emerged between how strict voter requargs should be at the voting

24 The issue of quorum and having a certain perceréithe SC present to change the structure of
PBNYC was discussed at this small meeting. Thegrgage was neither finalized nor would have been
enforceable given the drop-off rate of SC attendatameetings.
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sites®®® An earlier manifestation of this argument hadrbeeeviously decided when the

four Council members agreed to limit voting toralsidents of the community who were

over 18 years of age but were not necessarily focitizens.

Staff distribution was typical of SC meetings, WM Albert’s staff dominating in terms
of both numbers of staff, interns, and expertff§®C members from D-B and D-C were
in attendance. This meeting of the SC took pladbe middle of the period of

frustration and dissent within D-C, as previouslylioed.

The district offices had the following represeruati

D-A: Three staff members and one intern: Chief of Shaffiget director, one member of
the DC, one full time PB staffer.

D-B: One staff member and two interns: Budget diredeaply involved in the PB
process and one full time intern in charge of KBie member of the DC.

D-C: One staff member, two interns, three members oDieBudget director not
engaged in the PB process and two full time inteeoently assigned to the process.

D-D: One staff member: Chief of Staff and CM showedaywpard end?’

PBP: "Simple version someone with a current drevécense current D.O.B.,
more complicated in which people have two of thibéegs on any document,
proof of residency versus proof of 1.D?%*

UJC: "Do you think it would be cumbersome for tveorhs of I.D.?"

DC Member (D-C): "Two is cumbersome, we need to erthks process not
intimidating to people, especially to non-citizéns.

CVH: "Only two if you don't have driver’s license with gov issued 1.D."

225 An original debate about voting eligibility was dt#ed early on in the process, before the SC was
formed and without input from other actors. Pasaats in the process could be 16 years old and nee
only be stakeholders in the community. This debats an example of the legitimacy of the process in
tension with the goal of maximum inclusion. Dewamd his office, taking a libertarian stance, were
concerned with process legitimacy. Albert, Beatand Charlie exhibited their ideology as former
community activists and organizers and wanted greavic mobilization. The resultant rules werewed
as a compromise, as Beatrice publically said, ‘hted the voting age to be 16 and potentially open t
stakeholders, not just residents.”

226 At most meetings, CM Albert was present in additothree members of his staff.

227 The organizers were visibly shocked with Devon eamd in and expressed their shock to me after the
meeting.

228 Date of Birth (D.0.B.) and Identification (I.D.).
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CM Staff (D-C): "This is on the money, this will lo&ay if you are homeless, we
got bases covered—how did process go in Chicago?”

PBP: "Anyone who came was basically not turned aweyeryone was able to
demonstrate residency, checked voter list, if soraesn't on that they checked
out. Checked list first.”

Intern: “If there is someone in a shelter theyragistered, if they are sleeping in
the district

PBP: "In practice people have an ID."

CM Staff (D-A): "Last ID is two people swearing affidavit that we have people
swear they live in the district.”

Everyone agrees.
CM Staff (D-C): "Nice work brother."”
The operationalization of voter eligibility veeragdo a conversation about merits of such
requirements and how strictly they ought to be mr&d at each individual voting site. A
debate between two members of the SC took thewoipform:
DC member (D-B): “This process is about empowernagick deep participation,
we should aim to have voting requirements as lérasmpossible.”
CSO representative: “While | want to encourageipiagdtion we need to protect
the process and make sure it is legitimate, juspttential that there is double
voting will undermine our credibility. My biggestdr is that this is viewed as out
of control—we need to inoculate ourselves in adeaocny criticism."
The CSO representative works for an organizati@ti§ipally focused on greater civic
engagement and voter inclusion. Her commitmentatoes of legitimacy was to
safeguard the process so that it could potentilgcaled up for greater civic ends. She
was not against voter mobilization, but rather Wwadked in this space long enough to
understand the types of criticism the vote coutitiee. The DC member was a long-

time Community Board member whose background inéatnis ideals: empowerment

above all. Their debate illustrates power valus®ed for similar material ends, such as
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civic engagement taking multi-faceted immaterialifemtations?® lllustrating that
citizen input?*® even for similar ends, can be discursive.
Citizen input offered unique insights into a senéslifficult questions that emerged on
potential vote scenarios. What happens if thegerim-off between two projects? What
if the CM does not have enough discretionary fumdsch are only determined in late
June, to fund the projects voted upon?
CM Staffer (D-A): “We won't know what we are fundedtil June, we want to do
what will benefit the most members of the communitgon't want to make
commitments that we can't keep because we do hhee things in the pipeline.”
CSO representative: “We should finance whatevaei, not realistic that's how
real budget decisions are made, want to teach edyalut the budget proposal.
If there is a tie doing the one that is fully fudde
DC Member (D-C): “We have to be very clear to pcailzie how this process will
shake out in the end otherwise you will disillusereryone
and they won't want to participate in the future.”
The discussion underscores tensions and manifassatil power that run contrary to the
original design and conception of the $&. Direct citizen input was not in the original
design of the SC. Yet, citizens became activa@paints able to exert power over
conflicts of ideology and interests. Citizen feadbwas effective at ensuring the SC did
not make decisions out of CM prerogative. Citizals® provided an invaluable
understanding of how the process may be perceiyéhdir fellow neighbors.
Citizens articulated their interests at the levedtaucturing how the PB process ran. The

involvement of citizens in the SC shows both thergjths and weaknesses of the SC

structure. Citizens can mitigate the presenced@dlogy but cannot answer the question

229 |deological or normative.

230 the form of both DC members and CSOs represgiivic interests.

21 pccepting Hayward's definition of power as the timerk of social boundaries that delimits, for all,
fields of possible action,” the SC creates a nekvtidat delimits the sphere of power for those whove up
(Hayward 2000, 27).
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of whythe SC is empowered to make high-level governdecesions in the first

place®*?

The unexpected participation of ordinary citizenglre SC suggests that the most
authentic way to have a participatory democratiouation is to allow opportunities for
citizens themselves to construct the rules of eagemt. Due to the power networks
formed by prerogative, interests, and ideals, theeghance of PBNYC will neither be
fully deliberate nor transparent. However, thespreee of ordinary citizens in the SC are
a step toward making the governance level of tbegss more aligned with the
theoretical goals and values of the proc&ss.

Citizens who participated on the SC spanned theeaitypology outlined in Chapter 7:
usual suspects, active citizens, and new citiz@im® majority of those who ended up
participating in SC were usual suspects. Yetehare notable exceptions of active and
new citizens whose first experience with civic eygyaent was crafting the mechanisms
for their engagement through the SC. PB producgdacedented opportunities for civic
engagement for all citizens who participated onSe For active and new citizens, SC
engagement will forever be paradigmatic of howzeitis can inform andesigntheir

own modes of political participation.

8.6 Conclusion

Diana Mutz (2008) posits that deliberation is indien with participation because people

are risk avers&* Yet, the governance of PBNYC suggests that deltimn and

%32 How participatory and democratic can PBNYC be whenpeople did not ordain the process? Rather
the process was imposed top-down onto the citibgresgroup of organizers and Council members.

23 For the second year of PBNYC, two citizens petridis who had been on the DC, were asked to serve
as representatives to the SC. There was a 100%utrate of citizens appointed to the SC as
representatives for the second year.

24 Chapter 6 effectively changes the terms of Mutigbate by presenting process and results orientated
deliberation.
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participation face a different tension: participatimay come at the expense of the
process’ deliberative norms. PBNYC produced opputies for deliberation anchore
opportunities for substantive participation thaiiatly envisioned. These models
differed from the normative paradigm of PBNYC thahed for deliberative, democratic
design. However, in practice, richer deliberatowl participation stemmed from a less
deliberative governance model.

Through multifaceted ecosystems of power, new dppdres for engagement occurred
that deviated from the original theory of goverran&ome citizens from District
Committees were able to exert influence over haavpitocess was structured and
executed. The ability for citizens to be invohaddhe structural level of their
participation charted a new opportunity for citizsmgagement, fulfilling the first tenet of
citizenly politics. Through these new mechanisaitszens can be the architects of their
participation delineating new paradigms for papétory democrac§’>

Yet, the process through which citizens influentexiSteering Committee was
undemocratic. The reasons certain citizens atteSd&meetings over others was
idiosyncratic and based on micro-level factorsanledistrict. Many more citizens
would have participated in the SC had they beeeredf the opportunit§?® Therefore,
even through these substantive new opportunitiepddicipation, PBNYC illustrates:
“The internal conflicts problem, which necessitatasognizing that the conditions that

promote some values of deliberative democracy mnagumine other values, including

235 As outlined earlier, while there are many oppaittes for citizens to participate in politics, noatfer

as robust elements for citizens to participateessgthers of their involvement. Informing mecharssior
their engagements offers an unprecedented degsedfafetermination within participatory democratic
innovations.

3¢ As evidenced by the 100% turnout rate of citizapgointed to the SC as representatives for thenseco
year.
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some that deliberative democrats favor” (Thompz@®8, 500). However given the
robust opportunities for participation, PBNYC clealjjes even the most fervent

proponents of process values matching implememtaiboms.
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Chapter 9: The Vote

The whole reason deliberative democracy is norrabtigesirable is because it is

thought to produce tangible benefits for democreitizens and societies (Mutz

2008, 523).
What type of tangible benefits does PBNYC produrecitizens? | have argued that
there are existential and material reasons forgamant. Many of the existential
reasons for engagement are tied to relationshipseid throughout participation and
deliberation. Yet, for both critics and evangslist PB, the tangible material outcomes
from PBNYC will impact future scholarship and impientation of PB as well as other
empowered deliberative democratic innovatiotis.
This chapter describes projects voted upon by eessdn districts implementing the
treatment of PBNYC for FY 2012-2013. 1 apply thpology of “innovative” and
“conventional ” projects, used to evaluate ChicRfoprojects in Chapter 4. Innovative
projects are those that are more creative thacdypapital funded projects.
Conventional projects are in line with typical dapfunds projects but are more specific
in both implementation and spatial need. 62% ofptitogects voted upon fall under the
conventional category. Conventional projects diyechallenge critics who contend that
citizens cannot make rational, pragmatic, and mfmxd public policy decisions. Through
the PB process, projects were oftentimes moreafadraccurate in assessing district
needs than they were as a result of traditionaltrenmsparent budget processes.
In contrast, matched pairs not implementing PBihadvative projects 15% of the time.
| employ a difference-in-difference approach whgreépital projects selected in non-PB

implementing districts for FY 2012-2013 are dirgabmpared to projects selected by

PB implementing districts.

%7 See Section 2.1 for more information on Erik QNiight and Archon Fung’s (200Bmpowered
Deliberative Democracy (EDD).
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The projects selected through PBNYC suggest thahvditizens are offered tools for
empowerment they use them pragmatically, and dectalisolate hyper-local needs
more effectively than thstatus quogr traditional budget process. Even thest
innovative PB projects disprove critics who contémat ordinary citizens are not able to
effectively understand the intricacies of city batigor put forth rational proposals. PB
districts produced results no worse than non-PBidis, and in many ways chose
projects that assess community needs more creativel effectively. The PB process
enables people to legitimate new projects. In,tthva resultant viable projects confer
legitimacy onto the PB process itself.

9.1 The Voting Sites

For the process of voting each District Commitie€) picked various locations, many
of them where neighborhood assemblies were helthriduct voting over the course of a
week. Each of the local Council member distri¢tcef also had voting throughout the
week. Districts instituted special voting days éintes to accommodate distinct
populations; D-A and D-D added Sunday voting fothddox Jews while D-B added
early morning voting for the elderly. Each of thating sites differed in layout with all
containing posters throughout the wall of differprdjects. Some voting spaces were
larger than others, enabling larger colored posttiser smaller sites had smaller 8” x 11”
black and white posters.

Each voting site consistently had volunteers, nyddC members and budget delegates,
checking people in and handing them both a bafidtaasurvey compiled by the research
and evaluation team. The volunteers asked for pybodsidency or a sworn affidavit, as

decided at a contentious meeting of the SC recdunt€hapter 8. Some sites had a
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computer with a “Google Documént’ where people would enter in voter information
SO as to prevent people from voting twice at midtlpcations throughout the district.
However, these rules were not strictly enforced peaple were not turned away from
voting. On the contrary, people were encourageate — even residents who were at
the voting site for another meeting unaware of PENY

The ballots were designed by the Center for UrbeateBogy (CUP) and featured
interactive images depicting various projects. bakots each folded open and residents
were given a number of projects to choose fromdpgnhow many projects were on the
ballot in each district. There was no weighingyofes. Residents were then given an
opportunity to walk around the voting site, lookpatsters, and sit at tables to fill out their
ballots and surveys® The SC had made rules prohibiting speaking orlbeli a

specific project at the voting sites. The only tiorganizers spoke was when there was a
question about translatich’

Some voting sites also had a number of spectatong of the main voting days took
place during the first ever International Partiégg Budget Conference organized to
coincide with the vote. Researchers and pracgt®of democratic innovation

worldwide came to view the vote and asked voteestjons about the process.

9.2 The Winning Projects

This section outlines where capital funds were spethe four districts that implemented

the treatment of PB. Within each district is adircomparison between those projects

238 Documents run on a Google site that can be updatesil time. Therefore, data entered throughout
various voting locations can be simultaneously tgdia

29 voters theoretically had the option of completihgir ballots in private, although this option was
neither publicized nor utilized.

24%\While in theory they were supposed to be transdadwoailable at each location, in reality many ngti
sites lacked translators.
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implemented before and after PB. In order to iedlae effects of PB on a district, |
organize capital projects in both PB and non-P®idts in the year before and after the
treatment of PB is introduced. In the first ins@ahcategorize projects with the five most
salient categories: education, arts/culture/liegrparks and recreation/housing and other.
However, simply analyzing the number of projectesinot account for textured
variation about the nature of projects PB can iedutherefore, in the second instance |
implement the typology of projects used in Chagtes assess PB Chicago. My typology
includes a coded index to distinguish between “@oitional’ (C) and “Innovative’(l)
projects. Conventional projects do not substagti@ddlviate fromstatus qu@rojects in
non-PB years, with the exception that citizens specify where or how to implement
the project. “Innovative” (I) projects address eomnity needs more creatively than
status qudoudgeting in non-PB years.

The functionality of these two categories diffdms; example, conventional projects are
typically more pragmatic and foundational for a coomity. Examples include
technology for a school. In contrast, innovativejgcts are more creative and add to the
guality of life to an area but without which anasgould still be able to function, such as
a community arts center.

Conventional projects within the context of PB effermative because they take projects
that would already be implemented through capitads, such as sidewalk repair, and
contextualize them to a specific street that has lwetermined by citizens. Thus,
conventional projects suggest that citizens, bas#éukir own local community, are the

ones best able to assess district need.
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The selected projects are a lens to understanentire PB process, including budget
delegates project formation, as well as the prooébging a voter. Throughout the
budget delegate process, as recounted in previmsears, there was institutional
pressure from both city agencies as well as fromnCib members offices to create viable
proposals. Throughout the process was internakpre from PBNYC organizers,
Council members, and fellow residents to proposgepts that would be practical for the
community and had a likelihood of getting selecteitlh D-C as the notable exception.
Many budget delegate groups made strategy a ¢rtticaponent of project selection. For
example, in D-D, the Council member’s Chief of S&afcouraged three schools to
bundle together for a technology package. Thewesathat by putting together schools
strategically, some with high need and other wes| education would have a better
chance of winning.

PB and Non PB Districts:

PB Districts Non PB Districts

Before (FY 2012) After (FY 2013) | Before (FY 2012) After (FY 2013)

A B C D/ A B C DJjJW X Y Z W X Y Z
Education 24 12 24 7 24 6 27 2310 3 5 27 113 4 21 25
Arts/Culture/Libraries 2 5 1 3 2 5 1 3 |0 24 0 2 0 17 4 1
Parks and Rec 6 0 2 2 6 0O 2 24 0o 3 1 1 3 3 4
Housing 1 2 1 0 1 13 1 0 0 3 0 5 0 1 0 0
Other 3 0 0 0 6 2 0 8 2 0 1 0 4 1 0 0

Figure 9.1: PB and Non-PB Districts in FY 2012 &012.

The data from PB and Non-PB districts in years teeRB (FY 2012) and after PB (FY
2013) illustrates that PB does not significantkgathe categorical distribution of capital
projects in aggregate. For PB implementing digriptojects before and after PB have a
similar distribution on average, yet individual BBtricts experience category variation.
D-B implemented 50% fewer education projects argl g@ix times as many housing

projects. D-D implemented more than three timesiasy education projects. Notably,
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the distribution of arts/culture/libraries and padnd recreation projects remain identical
within PB implementing districts in years before @ 2012) and after PB (FY 2013).
Likewise, non-PB districts show consistent disttida over two fiscal years with little
variation on aggregate. Yet, a few districts eigrered notable changes in allocation. D-
W implemented no education projects in FY 2012,impilemented 13 in FY 2013. D-Y
had more than four times the number of educatiofepts in FY 2013 than FY 2012. D-
Z had 5 housing projects in FY 2012 while none Yn2013.

Capital projects broken down in the aforementiocat@gories show little impact from
the treatment of PB, in either PB implementingrtitt or non-PB matched pairs.
However, when looking at the specific nature ofi@cts chosen through PB, the
innovative aspects of PB projects shine. The Yalhg section outlines a difference-in-
difference approach within districts implementirig ¥ analyze the nature of PB
produced projects.

PB Districts:

The following present an in-depth textured compmarisf projects in D-A, D-B, D-C, and
D-D before and after the treatment of PB. The sigatatures of projects are outlined to

articulate how introducing PB alters specific capgrojects in a district.
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District A (pre PBY*' FY 2012

District A (PB) FY 2013

PS* Bathrooms Repairs ($225,000)
Green infrastructure installation on street
($50,000)

Playground renovation ($250,000)

MS library technology upgrade ($100,00
Construction of historically-compatible
Pedestrian Islands ($200,000)

Grant for technology purchases for 22
public school ($35,000 total cost $770,0(
Affordable Housing Energy Retrofits &
Rehabilitation ($200,000)

Initial Outfitting of Arts Media House
($35,000)

Digtrict B (pre PB) FY 2012

Innovative community composting

system near Canal to turn 1 ton/day of food
waste into soil ($165,000) (1)

Planting 100 new trees on blocks
throughout the district with few or no trees
($100,000) (1)

New technology for two PS ($140,000) (C)
Repairing Park pedestrian paths to prevent
flooding, and adding trash cans in the park
($205,000) (C)

Repairs and safety improvements at the
dangerous intersection - Expressway
pedestrian crossing ($200,000) (C)

New books and equipment for public
library to enhance the branch’s use for
meetings, storytelling, rehearsals, and
small performances promoting area’s
cultural diversity ($80,000) (1)

Renovation of two dysfunctional
bathrooms at PS ($150,000, 958 votes) (C)

District B (PB) FY 2013

School technology (laptops, smart board
($660,000)

Rooftop garden at PS ($500,000)
Security systems at NYCHA projects
($975,000)

Branch Library ($700,000)

Two senior centers ($150,000)
Skate Park ($350,000)

Latino Cultural Center ($450,000)
Museum of African Art ($200,000)
Housing/school project ($500,000)
ArtSpace project/PS ($250,000)
Community Health Center ($81,890)

Transportation for Seniors and Meals-on-
Wheels Delivery Van ($100,000). The
transportation and Meals-on-Wheels vans
will be operated by Union Settlement
Association. (1)

Security Cameras in Several New York
City Housing Authority (NYCHA)
Developments ($525,000) (C)

Playground Improvements ($500,000) (C)
A Home for Community Center/ Charter
School ($250,000) (1)

Ultrasound System for Hospital ($105,000)
0)

New Technology for New York Public
Libraries ($60,000) (C)

241 Council member Albert posted on his blog thatddition to the projects voted upon; “ | am comntte
to push forward on several other projects on thietihat did not receive enough votes to qualdy &
share of the $1 million, but around which communmégidents have coalesced.” Five projects weredist
including “bus countdown clocks,” specific streepairs, and community access to wireless inte Mv&Eij.
242 pyplic School.

238



Digtrict C (pre PB) FY 2012

District C (PB) FY 2013

Security lights in Park ($250,000)
Converting multipurpose field in Park
($500,000)

Phase 2 reconstruction asphalt
multipurpose play area at Park ($800,000)
Furniture and equipment at Library
($400,000)

Library collection and technology at Grad
Center for Worker Education ($100,000)
Affordable housing project in conjunction
with Borough President ($250,000)
Technology upgrades at 21 schools
($735,000)

Technology and Field locker renovation at
High School ($235,000)

District D (pre PB) FY 2012

The installation of two security cameras at
several locations district-wide (400,000)
(©

Funding towards the purchase or
renovation of a space for a proposed
community resource center (35,000) (1)
The installation of flood lights in each park
in the district (350,000) (C)

The purchase of desktops, laptops, a
security cart and a smartboard for students
at P.S. (245,00) (S

District D (PB) FY 2013

$200,000 Technology Upgrades in 2
schools.

$300,000 HS for Environ. Sustainability
Tech Upgrades & Carpentry Room
$200,000 Scholars' Academy Tech
Upgrades

$400,000 Outdoor Showers and Drinkin
Fountains on Beach Boardwalk (Parks to
provide matching funds)

$300,000 Street Roller Rink Repairs
$600,000 Removal of Beach Pylons
$605,000 Construction of YMCA
Community Center (partial funding)

L]

9.3 Innovative vs. Conventional Projects

Technology Upgrades at 4 schools
(400,000) (C)

Cascade (Oxygen Refill) System for
Volunteer Fire Departments f{

Water Pump for Volunteer Fire
Departments to Alleviate Flooding &)
Pagers for Four Volunteer Fire
Departments (Cf°

Handicapped Bathroom Upgrade (C)
Gazebo-Bandstand/Outdoor Performance
Space on Shorefront Parkway (150,000) (1)
Library Vending Machine (200,000) (1)
Six Security Cameras (3 locations)
(100,000) (C)

Library Renovation/Upgrade at Library
Branch (500,000) (C)

243 Desktops and laptops are conventional, but théiadaf the security cart and smartboard are
innovative.
244 Allocation amounts not yet available.

245 |pid.
2% |bid.
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The combination of needs and strategy resultedidgét delegates forming projects
where practicality often triumphed. Of 31 totabjects, 62% were those that | categorize
as conventional and 38% innovative. The highecgr@age of conventional projects
suggests that PB encourages people to think pragattaiabout where to place projects
for maximum impact in their area.

There were several reasons for putting forth pragnpaoposals, including pressure from
city agencies and CM offices about making stratebimices to maximize voted’

The high number of conventional projects--62%-tie lwith typical capital funding in
non-PB years shows that PB districts produced nseviesults than non-PB districts.
The innovative projects, uniquely reflecting comntyineeds, suggest that PB districts

in fact produced better projects. PB enablesidisieed to be assessed more fairly, and
oftentimes more accurately, than the traditional-transparent funding process as
reflected in both conventional and innovative pctge

What does the nature of projects inform about @itimvolvement in PB? For some
participants, the PB process was too heavily siredtand prevented them from putting
forward the innovative and inventive proposals tegired. The proposals | categorize
as innovative were those that deviated from thennafrcapital funds. While these
projects differed from those typically assignedingthe capital funds process, they were
still projects centered on pragmatic community seda@ke, for example, the following
innovative projects from each district:

D-A: Planting 100 new trees on blocks throughout tegidt with few or no trees

)
D-B: Ultrasound System for Hospitd) (

247 see 6.6 for more information.
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D-C: Funding towards the purchase or renovation okaeor a proposed
community resource centé)

D-D: Gazebo-Bandstand/Outdoor Performance Space oef8hatrParkway ]

Each one of these projects is vital to communitgnests, though would not have been
implemented without PBNYC. None of them radicalgpdrt from capital projects in
previous years. They do however offer a uniqumnisf self-identified community
needs. They represent projects that differ onghflly from standard projects that would
be implemented. Because they are the by-produc<iizen led initiative they are
granted legitimacy.

In contrast, in a non-PB year, if Council membeeseno institute these projects in their
respective districts there may be questions sudiogrtheir legitimacy. For example, if
Council member Beatrice were to put forth a profecta Hospital’s Ultrasound System,
some may contend that she was being co-opted loyasp@erests or lobbyists from that
specific hospital. However, since this project wakected through the PB process it was
imbued with legitimacy: this is a project the peophoose at every critical juncture of
the process.

PB opened up space for projects that are more atin@vthan projects in prior, non-PB
years. The process enables people to legitimatepngects. In turn, the resultant viable
projects confer legitimacy onto the PB procesdfitse

The innovative projects were creative, but notrs@ntive and particularized as to be out
of sync with the needs of the community. Thatrasréased number of innovative
projects were chosen with PB suggests that thelp&gre able to critically and

accurately assess community needs.
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The relatively standard nature of even these intie@rojects concretizes the idea that
citizens are able to make sound choices about¢beamunity needs. Even the most
innovative PB projects disprove critics who contémat ordinary citizens are not able to
effectively understand the intricacies of city batigor put forth rational proposals.

Both innovative and conventional projects highligigparate aspects of the PBNYC
process. The conventional projects show that ciizzre able to effectively assess needs,
perhaps more effectively than Council members:

D-A: New technology for two public school£)

D-B: Playground Improvements at both two public housiogplexegC)

D-C: The installation of floodlights in each park in ttistrict C)

D-D: Pagers for Four Volunteer Fire Departmgias
| categorize these projects as conventional bedhesyedesignate a specific
implementation of traditional capital projects. @entional projects take a traditional
capital project and give it a specific dimensigmitally a geographic specificity
sometimes combined with a tool or usage such age%#or volunteer fire departments.”
Conventional projects confer legitimacy on the ren@B process, illustrating that when
citizens are given the tools and influence to makdgetary decisions they, more often
than not, stay in line and buttress #tatus quo antevhile adding a critical local
perspective. Conventional projects, like innovaiprojects, directly challenge critics
who contend that citizens cannot make rationalymiaic, and informed public policy
decisions.
9.4 Non-PB Matched Pair Districts

While the four districts implementing PB createdcimenisms for citizenly politics in the

budget process, the four matched pairs not impléngeB decided their capital
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projects through the traditional budget procestdétisions regarding capital funds,
including specific site locations, were determiyesiblely by the CM. The traditional
budget process lacks a transparency mechanisnitians to assess why specific
projects are funded. Furthermore, the data pentato which projects are funded is not
readily accessible. In order to put together tliermation about capital funds in non-PB
districts, | navigated a complex database. The idatat organized by district, rather by
topic area. Therefore, a citizen needs to comiwtyit hundreds of pages to synthesize
disparate budget categories in order to assess\wineir Council member allocate
discretionary funds. Individual council offices dot release information by district.
When called to disclose this information, they emat they have already made the
information public through this cumbersome databbapply the same typology of
conventional and innovative to the capital projetsided upon by matched-pair districts
not implementing PB in FY 2013. The projects aseelil below in order to illustrate the
textured nature of capital projects applied in ®RBhimplementing districts. Out of 95
capital projects in these four districts, | clagdif as innovative or 15%. Non-PB
matched pairs had a smaller percentage of innavati@jects than decided through
PBNYC, where | classify 38% of projects as innovati Capital fund allocation in non-
PB districts enables a deepened understandingwfek City status qudoudget
process and PB’s marked disruption from traditidnalget processes.

District W:

Council member Wasa represents a district simildistrict A in terms of demographic
composition. Council member Wasa is a Latina wanadrereby Council member

Albert is a Jewish man, and she has a less acad@ackground with experience in
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grassroots engagement. Similar to Council merAbmrt, Council member Wasa
identifies as progressive.

District W had 18 total capital projects for FY1&) Out of 18 projects, | classify one as
innovative:

e Compost Project ($68,000)

18 projects: 17 conventional projectd, innovative
District X:
Council member Xaviera represents a district simideDistrict B in terms of
demographic composition. Council member Xaviera gominent female African-
American who, like Council member Beatrice, hasmig the ranks to be known as a
leader in the activist community. However, Coumedmber Xavier has more experience,
being older, and comes from a well-establishedipalifamily in contrast to Council
member Beatrice.
District X had a total of 27 capital projects foY R013. Out of 26 projects, | classify 6 as
innovativeé*®

e Museum for African Art

e Studio Museum ($280,000)

e Manhattan School of Music ($250,000)

e United Community Aids Center

e Dance Theatre

Museum for African Art
26 projects:21 conventional6 innovative

248 Not all projects publically listed with respective allocation amounts.
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District Y:

Council member Yash represents a district simddDistrict C in terms of demographic
composition. Council member Yash has a more imawit background with the
established Democratic Party in contrast to theguron of Council member Charlie’s
more radical organizer background and progresgieada. Both Council members are
relatively young; Council member Yash is a Jewisiawith a family where as Council
member Dave is a single African-American.

District Y has 28 total capital projects in FY 20Tt of 28 projects, | classify 1 as
innovative:

e Federation of Italian American Organization

28 projects:27 conventional projectd, innovative.
District Z:
Council member Zeus represents a district thamdag to District D in terms of
demographic composition. Council member Zeus, fic#n-American male Democrat,
has been in the City Council for so long he is hgermed out, whereas Council member
Devon, a Catholic male Republican, is the youngesnber of the City Council. While
Council member Devon is concerned about a quafdifedagenda, Council member
Zeus has a strong progressive agenda including lzeiong-term advocate for public
initiatives.
District Z has a total of 30 capital projects inZoi.3. Out of 30 projects, | classify 6 as
innovative:

e HS Pathway to Writers ($50,000)

e Anti-Mosquito Network ($50,000)
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e Playground Bandshell ($1,683,000)
e Crew Cab Pick-Up Truck ($45,000)
e Beach Wagon ($115,000)

e Center for Arts and learning ($200,000)

The capital funds spent by matched pair distritistrate the nature of projects decided
upon without the treatment of PB. Non-PB implenrentnatched pair districts both
instituted fewer innovative projects than PB, Habdack information for why these
specific conventional projects are decided upoher@& is no information available
pertaining to why a specific school, street, okpaceives capital funding. There is no
citizen feedback or vote. Would District X resitiehave chosen a different P.S. to fund
if it were up to them? There is no way to know.eTtaditional budget process offers no
mechanisms for assessment.

The traditional budget process does not empoweeas in district needs assessment.
Furthermore, the traditional budget process alsk aechanisms for citizens to critically
assess capital project funds and hold their eleafferials accountable through funding
decisions. For example, citizens do not know thstimg relationship between Council
member Zeus and a given Arts and Learning Centeivieg funding in FY2013.
Furthermore, citizens are not able to effectivedk and monitor the implementation of
capital funds. Residents of District Y have no waynonitor the money a park receives.
In contrast, PB enables citizens to have a voiakstrict needs assessment, such as
which specific recipients ought to receive fundgj aonitor the implementation of
projects. Through citizens’ input, questions almusting relationships between Council

members and fund recipients are ameliorated. litiaddo rendering the budget process
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more transparent and reflective of citizens neB@salso provides clearer information as
to the details of projects.

Within the PB process, citizens learned more detdithe project than they would
through thestatus quacapital funding process. For example, through [P\, residents
know their composting project converts one tondagr of food waste into soil. In
contrast, non-PB, D-W, does not provide residestait$ of the composting project.
Similarly, D-A goes into detail about where PB mypher the public library is going:

new books and equipment for public library to erdeatine branch’s use for meetings,
storytelling, rehearsals, and small performancespting the area’s cultural diversity.

In contrast, when non-PB capital funds go to alippithere is limited information
available to constituents. All citizens know ig timount of money a specific library
receives. They do not know what the money is $igadly doing in that given library.
Therefore, in addition to not knowing why a spexciibrary was chosen, citizens also
lack information as to what capital funding aimsathieve in the library.

Both forms of information are unique to local a#tizs living in a particular district: how
can elected officials know which are the playgraindeding the most improvements? In
the traditional budget process, prior to PB, thaisggrounds that were organized or had
some special relationship to Council members wbelthe ones to receive capital funds.
However, through the PB process, parks are chdsgrcitizens identify as having the
greatest amount of need. The specific implememaifdhese projects is the result of a
process that enabled citizens the ability to peirthyper-localized knowledge to use.
9.5 Why Vote?

“We are beating D-B, we are currently in the leadChief of Staff for D-D.
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This sentiment was echoed in each and every sk@ldistrict where Council members

eagerly awaited the each day’s voting turnout nusibe

A 2,213

B 1,048 |
T 1,085 |
D 1,639

Figure 9.2: PB Voters by District
Voter turnout numbers became a competition for Coumembers, staff, and each

District Committee (DC). D-A was proud to have thest voters — a fact that Albert
emphasized at their district’'s post-vote celebrati®-C, viewed as the dark horse of the
process, was ecstatic that they had more votensDHB. For D-C, the relatively large
amount of voters helped legitimate the Council mendifice’s relative disorder and

lack of resources.

On the one hand, competition encouraged distrcitsue mobilization and outreach
surrounding the vote. On the other hand, the m®oeght to be about engagement and
not simply voting statistics. Unlike an electi@r fin office, votes in one district do not
take away from votes in another district. Therefeanaximization of voter turnout across
the four districts is strategically in everyone&sbinterest.

While friendly competition can be viewed as a pgesitatalyst to encourage
participation, Chapter 8 outlines how deeply peoditidecisions can be in the New York
City Council. It is difficult to separate friendbpmpetition between elected officials
from less-friendly competition that can seek toemaine the PBNYC process. If

PBNYC centers around competition amongst Councihbers, the process will not be
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able to build the broad based coalition supporedds to grow and become
institutionalized and sustainable. Only by comiogether and compromising on issues,
such as the basic governance of PBNYC, will the@ss succeed past its first year. The
traditional budget process in New York City is nfgh disincentives for cooperation
along with a history of non-transparency and cdiaup Given the general reality of
status quaompetition between New York City Council membéing, competitive
element of PBNYC in FY2013 has a potential to perat harmful norms, something
that should be considered when arguments for flyevter turnout competition are
made.

9.6 Voting and Mobilization District Strategies

Emphasis on horse racing (Norrander 1996) aspéetstiag, such as a focus on turnout
numbers, illustrates one of the tensions inherethinvPBNYC: short-term vote
mobilization vs. long-term community engagemenéclidistrict’'s voter turnout shows
how districts balanced these competing goals igingrways.

D-A put an emphasis on high voting numbers—not s&mely community feedback and
engagement. As outlined earlier, D-A was the alidyrict to host an “Expo” instead of a
second round of neighborhood assemblies. Theajdhé neighborhood assemblies was
to showcase the work of the budget delegates tbribeeder community and receive
neighborhood feedback to incorporate into the ptejbefore they were voted upon. By
having an Expo, where citizens could not give festttio the proposals, D-A
emphasized attendance over input. The relatiegyoting numbers in D-B, especially

when contrasted to D-A, evidenced placing a prenoangitizen engagement.
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In contrast, D-C genuinely empowered residents siomes at the expense of greater
process efficiency or voters. Similarly, D-B, aonld as having a more balanced power
relationship between DC and CM in Chapter 8, héatively low voter turnout numbers.
Community Voices Heard (CVH), tasked with runningreach and vote mobilization, is
not only based in D-B but also had special intesms staff members who specifically
served D-B. Given the extra capacity coupled wi#trict expertise one would
hypothesize that D-B would have seen the largesotu. In reality, Community Voices
Heard (CVH) is more skilled at building lasting tbans than at turning out voters.

The vote occurred at the end of a nearly yearlongpgement; challenges to mobilizing
citizens for voting were coupled with process exdti@mm experienced by citizens. In
addition to process exhaustion were a wide arrafgatiques surrounding vote
mobilization.

Critiques of the vote range from those wanting nmapportunities to publicize projects to
those condemning “strategic voting.” Many partanps disapproved the use of
instrumentalist strategizing to determine whichj@cts to put forth on the ballot. Some
participants experienced a tension between a dspet forth creative proposals that
may have only reached a small portion of the distand putting forth more general, and
less creative, projects. If the process is opemvtote, should projects be geared to
simply maximize votes? This illustrates one of theny tensions in trying to put forth a
process that has a voting element to it. The sira®f voting processes encourage a
winner and a looser which is at odds with a dentacnanovation aimed to maximize
citizen involvement in budgetary decisions. Yeth&t same time, without a vote the

process would be rendered undemocratic. Many ogizxpressed a desire to vote for
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pragmatic projects. Having attended a vote imeudestrict, when asking people which
projects they voted for and why, preferences wkvays the same: 1) children 2) elderly
and 3) safety*® Not a single voter | interviewed identified ciigdy as a voting
preference . These preferences suggest a norncatlenge: a self-selecting group of
citizens should not be able to impose creativegatsjonto a larger sampling of citizens
who simply want programs that support needy comtrassuch as youth and elderly.
Some critics contend that such a small amount oplgecame out to vote that the process
was coopted by those who petitioned their colleagneighbors, and friends to support
their projects. At the voting site itself, orgamz@f PBNYC placed restrictions on how
closely people could stand near their project®jdet supporters were not allowed to
stand physically near voting sites for fear thagpsarters may try to cajole people into
voting for a specific project>®

Even if PB voters represent a limited samplingitzens, this amounts to more citizen
involvement in budgetary decisions than without RBiile this dissertation has

identified ways in which disparate parts of thegess are more or less representative of
given districts, even accounting for varying levelsepresentation outlined in Chapter 7,
all PB projects contain more direct citizen inghar the traditional budget process.
Throughout the process, citizens have been cognitdhe limits of representation and

worked as much as possible to obtain thoroughiciistformation. Budget delegates

249 Thjs is contrasted with many budget delegates wénating to form “projects aimed to foster democtacy
as discussed in Chapter 6.

#0PBNYC process did set limits for how much groupsld spend lobbying under the premise that groups
would not lobby at all. Yet, in the post-event defs many residents expressed a desire for mdmesto
lobbying. Their rationale was that they wantedéoable to explain and get people excited about the
projects beyond what was simply displayed. Howewéhout an enforcement mechanism it is difficiolt
enable limited forms of lobbying. Lobbying has fieential to give some groups power to unfairly
influence the process.
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identified that they were not necessarily receiuimg most accurate information about
the district and sought out more accurate needsssent informatiod>*

Many of the questions arising from the vote, sugBlaould a small group of citizens or
elites determine the nature of projects to impaetder portion of citizenry, manifest
tensions inherent in democracy. Many voting cuiéis| of PBNYC can also be applied to
voting in City Council and other elections in thaitéd States. Electoral reform is a
critical component of deepening civic engagemé&ti. critics should distinguish between
critiques geared specially toward PB and those diat¢he institutional design of
representational democracy. While accounting dones of the inherent tensions within
democratic elections, | contend that PB voting afale to engage citizens in a profound
capacity deepening democracy.

9.7 Conclusion

Projects voted upon within districts implementirf§\NY C show that PB enables more
creative proposals than in matched pair districtsmplementing PB. Within PB-
implementing districts, 38% of the projects weneawvative compared with 15% of
projects in non-PB districts. Yet, even the mosbwative PB projects disprove critics
who contend that ordinary citizens are not ableftectively understand the intricacies of
city budgets or put forth rational proposals. Cartianal projects directly disprove

critics contending that ordinary citizens cannokeneational, pragmatic, and informed
public policy decisions. Through PB, determininigere to implement projects often
more accurately and fairly assessed district ndesthrough traditional non-transparent

budget processes.

#1guch as the education committee in D-B that soaghinformation from schools for fear that onlylive
resourced schools would utilize the PB process.
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The process enables people to legitimate new frojdn turn, the resultant viable
projects confer legitimacy onto the PB procesdfite® illustrates that when citizens are
given the tools and influence to make budgetarysitats they, more often that not, stay
in line with the spirit of thestatus quowvhile adding a vital new local perspective. The
hyper-local nature of these projects suggestsihhat (1957) was correct to implore the
local unit as the place for citizen efficacy in @ikst Century. PBNYC offers unique
opportunities for citizens to exert their local exjse, while elected officials focus on
creating new opportunities for citizen engagement.

The PB process enables more transparency regastingpecific projects receive
funding and how capital funds are used. Furtheemibie process creates mechanisms
for citizens to monitor the implementation of capfunds. PB also offers a civic
education. Through learning about funding, citztrave with different priorities, such
as bundling a school technology package in D-[xiz€hs pooled resources to maximize
efficiency whereas Council members are beholdather political goals such as
appeasing competing constituent factions. PB hapadtential to long-term change how
capital funds are allocated. Citizens may putgueson elected officials to implement
more innovative projects that favor cooperation.

However, in order for PB to effectively mount pmigl pressure it must be able to
reconcile competing norms of deepening of civicagement with short-term vote
mobilization. Furthermore, PB must be able to fivad/s to encourage vote cooperation,

not competition, in order to maximize vote mobitina and diverse representation.
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Conclusion: To where do we go?
Participation does make better citizens. | beliéveut | can't prove it. And
neither can anyone else. The kinds of subtle cleamgeharacter that come about,
slowly, from active, powerful participation in deoratic decisions cannot easily
be measured with the blunt instruments of sociglh®e. Those who have
actively participated in democratic governance, éaav, often feel that the
experience has changed them. And those who ob#enaetive participation of
others often believe that they see its long rueatéfon the citizens' charactef.
Jane Mansbridge spoke these words in 1995 at t&SRi&nference in Washington, D.C.
In the intervening 17 years, we have yet to semdti@ participatory initiatives take hold
in the U.S. Since 1995, Participatory BudgetinB)(Ras spread across the world in
places as diverse as Ireland, Canada, India, Ug&nmdail, and South Africa. Yet, PB
only came to America in 2009. The World Bank andtéthNations Development Fund
declared PB a “best practice” and have devotedismullions for implementation. There
have been a variety of participatory elements addedning, housing, and other aspects
of both civil society and the private sectot. The United States of the 2&entury has
seen the rise of private solutions to public protld€Crenson and Ginsberg 2007)
without democratic innovation included in the t&idlfor public problems. In the U.S. we
have yet to see robust participatory mechanisnrs/ave citizens in governance,
politics, or service delivery.

There have been numerous attempts to increaseipattiry governance, typically

concentrated in urban areas. However, none igndaly in nature as participatory

%2 Jane Mansbridge “Does Participation Make Bett¢éiz&is?” paper delivered at the PEGS Conference,
February 11-12, 1995.

%53 Two of the most promising recent democratic inrimves in the United States have been “Imagine
Philadelphia” involving citizens in planning themeity plan. Sedttp://participedia.net/cases/imagine-
philadelphia-laying-foundation-philadelphia-pennayiia As well as “Strong Starts for Children” that
involved Dialogue Circles in New Mexico, USA on imping education including the successful
implemented of Early Childhood Care and Educatich Seéhttp://participedia.net/cases/strong-starts-
children-albuguerque-new-mexico-usa

254



budgeting?®® These include participatory deliberative innowas in energy choices in
Texas, revitalization in downtown Minneapolis (Fiagand Fung 2006), and the
Philadelphia Waterfront (Sokoloff and Steinberg 20@ name but a few. Often
citizens are invited to give input and feedbackiate part in deliberate exercises such as
those put on by AmericaSpeaks, which is one ofibst evolved participatory
processe$>® While these types of engagement are essengaialing fruitful
deliberation they are not binding in the same waPB.

My dissertation has aimed to add PB into the graat# kit for U.S. civic revitalization

in the context of local and urban governance. ddreentration of democratic
innovations in urban areas should come as no sergiven the accelerated rates of
urbanization, “both as centers of economic actibity also as complex sociopolitical
units that pose particularly acute challenges okguance” (Baiocchi et al 2011, p. 5.

In a world of increased globalization, local paitiis viewed as more malleable and
penetrable for local citizens than national paditieil 1998). Heller and Evans (2010)
note that local governments are assuming an ecegasing role as the focal point for
public authority and socially transformative prdagc

Given these trends, the practice of Participatargd®ting, which has been implemented

in over 1,500 cities globall§?’ is particularly well suited for galvanizing botlvi

#4Binding in so far as citizen input translates idiect policy implementation. In contrast, otfi@ms of
citizen engagement have citizens in a consultatiedvisory role.

25 See report from June 26, 2010 deliberatibits://usabudgetdiscussion.org/wp-
content/uploads/2010/12/OBOEResearcherReport _pifal.

%% As of the 2010 Census, three-quarters of Amerikatgest 100 cities gained population, while high
energy prices combined with smart urban plannidbonéate more incentives for people to live in mor
densely packed areas (Berwdial, 2006, Voith and Crawford 2004). Some of thesesitsuch as
Washington D.C. are growing for the first time srtbe 1960s.

%7 As outlined defining PB can be a moving target estimates of PB vary widely. For more information
see: http://www.participatorybudgeting.org/abouttiggpatory-budgeting/where-has-it-worked/.
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society and citizens on the local scaf&The impetus to study the politics of locality
seems more pressing than ever with participatiewed as a “redemptive” element for a
community®>® Berry et al posit that participatory democracy is redemptivelécal
politics in so far as:
Participation nourishes the democratic spirit @ividuals . . . builds community,
which in turn nurtures shared values such as cosigragolerance, and equality.
[P]articipation transforms institutions so thatytheecomes effective instruments
of democracy (Berrgt al1992, p 5).
10.1 PBNYC Results
In this dissertation, | have argued that the ingthal design of PB produces individual
democratic spirit through collective action. |aeghat the transformative effects of
participation sustain citizen involvement and mBga successful democratic
innovation for the United States. | have shown,taatimes, PB was able to mobilize
more diverse residents to participate and vote tfattional elections. Some PBNYC
districts, such as District B (D-B) and District(B-C), were able to mobilize a higher
percentage of minorities and low-income residemtgote in PB than in the 2009
elections. In all districts, PB produced signifitamobilizing power as participants
formed new genuine relationships with their neigisbelected officials, and government.
The PB process itself enabled unprecedented tresrspaand legitimacy into the budget
process.

Empirical results show that PB produced modest natesults, such as more

innovative projects, and substantial immateriatxastential results. PB districts

28 As Berry writes ifPower and Interest Groups in City Politi¢s an era when government seems ever
more remote and difficult to approach, the neighbod associations [...] have brought government close
to the people” (Berry et al 1993, p. 1).

%9 Trounstine, like Dahl (1957) before her, outlitles methodological strengths of studying local srea
and the fertility of studying local level politits witness a large portion of the ways in which thos
Americans interact with their government (Trounst2909).
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produced results no worse than non-PB districtd,iamany ways chose projects that
more creatively and effectively assess communigdse Within PBNYC implementing
districts, 38% of the projects were innovative canga with 15% of projects in non-PB
districts. Through PB, determining where to impleinarojects often more accurately
and fairly assessed district needs than througlitimaal non-transparent budget
processes.

PB produced significant existential rewards inahgdgreater civic knowledge,
strengthened relationships with elected officialsl greater community inclusion.
Overall, PBNYC produces a viable and successfulehfmt citizen engagement and
improved outcomes ovetatus qududget processes. PB is an informative democratic
innovation for strengthening civic engagement witthie United States that can be
streamlined and adopted to scale.

PB’s existential benefits can lead to the deepeafrdgmocracy. Numerous scholars
ranging from Putnam (1992) to Sandel (1996) nagdrtiportance of being involved in
associational relationship for civic virtue. Roskemm (1998) discusses the multifaceted
ways in which these associations benefit an indiaii@ character. PB connects people
with one another on the local level and builds alocapital while also bridging these
individual relationships to the larger project ofic engagement within a democracy.
Warren has an enthusiastic list of civic virtuesoasated with democracy, they include
but are not limited to attentiveness to the comigood and concerns for justice;
tolerance of the views of others; trustworthineafiingness to participate, deliberate,
and listen, respect for the rule of law and respadthe rights of others (Warren 2001

73).
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While these existential benefits extend beyondehgporality of the PB process, there
are also many material benefits to PB, includingguts that more innovatively address
community needs than non-PB implementing distri@BNYC in its pilot year fulfilled
the first three tenets of citizenly politics:

1) Citizens design their participation

2) Deliberative discourse takes place (GutmannTdranpson 1996)

3) Participation is substantive, not merely perfatiie (Moynihan 2003; 2007).
Empirical results show that PBNYC produces succéssftputs pertaining to
governance, deliberation, and participation.

This dissertation has shown that fulfilling thesems is complex. Citizens ended up
participating in the design of the participatorgtitutions, despite initiators’ intent.
Deliberative discourse took place while evincing tension between two norms of
deliberation, efficiency and inclusiveness, whiamegge as U.S. PB tries accommodating
the dual goals of improving short-term service iy and deepening the democratic
process. As a result, two models emerged: reantigprocess oriented deliberations.
Results oriented deliberation is more effectivpraducing viable projects, whereas
process oriented is better at ensuring that atigyaants’ voices are heard. Finally,
while participation in PBNYC was substantive, sopaets were more effective at
inclusive and diverse representation such as thee vbhe budget delegate process was
less diverse and inclusive.

However, there are serious challenges to partiopaincluding the high costs to
engagement, opportunities for frustration and ldisibnment as well as the perils of

scalability. In order for PB to be transplantedrte U.S, significant changes must be
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made. The process must become more streamlirssdtimee and resource intensive, and
find ways to mitigate political competition. Thrdugeforms, PB in the U.S. can reduce
barriers to entry, process exhaustion, and poldotiprocess co-option by politics.

Even if PB can make these necessary changes tieesélbformidable challenges, such
as quality uniformity and scalable institutionatina. The high level of variance within
PBNYC, presumably a process self-contained witbur tlistricts, provides challenges
for institutionalization to scale.

The empirics from governance, deliberation, andi@pation illustrate variance down to
the budget subcommittee. Even within districtsyg¢hgas great variation in how
individual moderators and in-group dynamics shaped discourse, decision-making,
and mobilization. District demographics, politiemlonomies, and civil society capacity
shaped the experience of PB down to the subcomamétes|.

While | have tried to provide a thorough multi-madhapproach within a rich theoretical
framework, there are limitations to my approache Ppiot innovation year of PB is the
most often studied aspect. The origins of the ggsa@re insightful as to how to create
this process from nothing. Yet, a single year cammccount for longitude change over
time. Even within the second year, eight coun@hmbers have implemented PB. In
only one year, the process has doubled and draatigticcreased the percentage of New
York City Councilors choosing PB from 7% to 15% Chicago, only one Alderman
adopted PB for its first three years. In its fowear, four Aldermen are implementing

PB for FY 2014°°

%0 part of the reason for the adoption lag is that#li Year cycles typically begin in the spring \&HiB
begins in the fall. Therefore, even if an eleatéfitial wants to sign onto join PB they may needvait
for an entire year in order to begin the process.
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However, the process may continue to dramaticaltygiase in adaptors, and then
experience a dwindling of suppSPt. Moreover, the fact that more elected officials ar
implementing PB for FY 2014 does not necessarilgmté&e process will successfully
fulfill the tenets of citizenly politics. There m&ée negative externalities, such as further
backlash from the Speaker or Mayor. It is difftdol account for the individual
Councilors adopting PB, and how their own politieabsystems will shape the process.
Citizens may be disillusioned with the process and up reducing their civic energies.
Community Boards may revolt and petition for thadecation of PB all together in New
York City. We cannot anticipate all of the unknowns

Within my own time bound project, there are critndso could contend that my survey
sampling was non-representative. While | triedvtoid many of the endogeneity biases
typically associated with PB scholarship, | invAhabecame close to my subjects over
the course of intensively studying the process&arly a year. | tried to account for
potential biases with a mixed method approach anobgective theoretical framework. |
buttressed my typology with an objective classtfma of projects based on issue areas to
resolve questions around my matched pair choicesabpctive typology of innovative
versus conventional projects. Finally, my own tiyeaf citizen politics hinges in ways
upon the ability for PBNYC to be institutionalizari to scale. This is a question that
may take decades, at least, to fully answer. datbat the process must reduce barriers
to entry, process exhaustion, and potential foc@se co-option by politics. In the next
section | offer policy recommendations for how thiave this. My recommendations
are contingent upon the scope of the process. , Tinave created an argument with

circuitous logic: in order for PB to be succes#fuhust become institutionalized to scale,

%1 Similar to the trajectory of PB adaption in Brazil
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yet recommendations for institutionalization requinderstanding its continued size and
context. To account for this paradox, | offer aganf policy recommendations for how
PB, more generally, can work to achieve the fotetiet of citizenly politics.
PB policy recommendations must be guided by threiples. First, any top down
policy recommendation seeks to impose a hierammioalel to what should ideally be a
grassroots process. Therefore, all institutiomsigh must have enough room to be
adapted to unique political contexf4. Second, policy recommendations assanpeiori
that proper institutional design can lead to batigzenry?®® This is, at best, a
controversial clainf®* Finally, the model of PB in the U.S. requires nuipel funds.
Not every city or municipality in the U.S. has deumn of funds to the regional, local,
or state level. With these three caveats, | p®@det of policy recommendations to
enable PB within the U.S. to achieve the fourttetend citizenly politics. A few of the
specific recommendations focus on PBNYC, but thgrig is applicable to any major
U.S. city where local leaders have discretionandfu®®® Realistic policy
recommendations ought to be an integral part ofpwagmatic democratic theory:
What we need are hard-nosed proposals for pragaligtimproving our

institutions. Instead of indulging in utopian dreawe must accommodate to
practical realities (Erik Olin Wright, 2009).

%2 pB jsnota one size fits all model. PBustbe adapted, changed, and reformed for individoatexts.
23« nstitutional bootstrapping,” (Sabel 2004) wheyebseemingly closed process such as a New York
budget can be transformed into a participatorybaetite activity.

%4 50me may contend that institutional design catesat to citizen engagement. Rather, citizens st
externally mobilized to put pressure on institu§avithout actually becoming institutionalized.

25 perhaps PB will be scaled up to the city/natidenxadl. Valejo, CA is the first city to implemenBRn
the U.S. for FY 2014. However, given that the migjoof PB implementations up to this point havebe
on the municipal level | confine my recommendatitmthe local level. All of these recommendaticas
be scaled up.
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10.2 PB Policy Recommendations

1) Reduce number of participant meetings:

Streamline the process so that budget delegatesmeanfewer times to craft
proposals.

Host training sessions on using Internet Commuigicafechnologies (ICT)
for in-between meeting follow up.

Coordinate more closely with city agencies providagency specific
information sessions and briefing mateff&l.

2) Limit competition between City Councilors:

Steering Committee should more centrally controtip@ant inclusion,
mobilization, and “Get Out the Vote” (GOTV) strayjeg

Reduce opportunities for City Councilors to be iireck competition, such as
on voter turnout, by enforcing uniform protocol e@iined by the Steering
Committee.

Work more closely with the Speaker of the Majopgrty and the Mayor to
gain more broad based PB support. Have these siygpparties provide their
own independent, external information about PBitwaase legitimacy and
awareness.

3)_Provide incentives to deepen Civil Society iwaphent:

More clearly delineate expected Steering Commitbées and responsibilities.
Map out clear and enforceable expectations anddiohes.

Change Steering Committee meeting times as to avocalate those working
in CSOs and full-time working citizens.

Make citizens permanent, as opposed to adhoc, nrerobthe Steering
Committee®®’

4) Increase civic awareness abetdtus qududget models:

Short-term service delivery must be coupled witdssions surrounding
thematic issues: two open forums during the processecting PB with other
opportunities for deepening civic engagement.

An open town hall, which citizens are invited tteat, during the process to
discuss thetatus qudoudget process?

PB(NYC) must be coupled with a civic awareness agipto shed light on the
non-transparent, non-equitable, non-equal natutgtgfCouncil discretionary

funds.
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26 That way they can better understand PB and inptowide more accurate information to participants.
%7 This change has already been enacted for the dgeam of PBNYC for FY 2014.

%8 There was an internal town hall within the CityuRail to inform one another about PBNYC. This was
not publicized and outside attendance was not alfowAfter the process there was a press conference
outside of the City Council to present the findilngshe process that was open to the public.

29 As outlined in Section 5.9, the process is nongparent in so far as the Speaker solely decidetirfg
decisions. Non-equitable refers to funds not teeddeds allotment. Non-equal refers to variance of
allocation amounts across districts.
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These policy recommendations can reduce the higlelsmto entry, opportunities for
process exhaustion, and limit deleterious politcaahpetition. Integrated in these
recommendations are more opportunities to widerstipport base of PB to include a
wider sampling of citizens, Civil Society Organipaits (CSOs), and political
leaders/agencies. The sustained involvement oéttiese groups of stakeholders will be
essential for institutionalizing the PB procé85The Steering Committee must work
more closely with a broader sampling of CSOs t&&#emore closely into their
programmatic value. Furthermore, tying in PB mdosely with broader policy issues
surrounding discretionary funds and others avefaresvic engagement will deepen the
democracy-enhancing aspects of the process.

These changes will make PB a more sustainable ni@dtlture implementation, and
would have alleviated some of the frustrations expeed by PBNYC participants.

Many participants experienced frustrations at tfmét$ of their ability to affect change.
The limited window to make innovative proposalsaatordance with structural and
bureaucratic regulations frustrated residents. yWaarticipants worked on projects that
never made it to the ballot. Some worked on ptsjéar over seven months that made it
to the ballot but were not voted upon. More oppuaittes to tie in the small act of

PBNYC to a broader platform of deepening democreidyresult in fewer participant
frustrations. If citizens can understand tdlesof their engagement as revolving around

their civic activity, instead of projects, theiuftrations may decrease. A broader

20 Many of my recommendations call for greater ceized process control by the Steering Committee,
while mandating citizen representatives. In a iélmneeting of the process, all the CM staffs ndtes
highest barriers to entry for CM were the high tioeenmitment and any opportunities to concentrate th
process in the Steering Committee would amelidtage | believe further Steering Committee contil
lead to more diversity and inclusivity; howeverfte expense of district diversity.
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narrative around deepening democracy will morecéffely sustain long-term
participation as well as the longevity of PB.

10.3 Looking Forward

Let us imagine that all my recommendations are tatbpFurthermore, in the next few
years the United States undertakes a massive adagtPB in diverse municipalities;
even some mayors want to experiment with PB o thdire city budgets. The
fulfillment of the fourth tenet of citizenly polids moves from this dissertation to the way
citizens do politics in the United States. Canumequivocally say this is a normative
good?

For many, PB is the ultimate sign of decaying repn¢ative democracy. If the system
worked, we would not need PB. Even noted PB scltianpaolo Baiocchi laments the
situation as sucff? Furthermore, the participatory democracy of PBileges

inclusivity over efficiency. Having citizens parijpate over the course of several months
to form budget proposals that are voted upon aad émacted by Councilors is not the
most efficient route to policy outcomes. PB doesauknowledge the tensions between
efficiency and liberty.

There are potentially grave dangers to involvirigzens in decision-making, including
the perils of excessive democracy (Huntington 19@8jen the perpetual campaign of
American electoral politics (Gutmann and Thomps0h2), perhaps heightened
transparency aimed for greater civic participatoth only undermine effective
governance. R. Douglas Arnold (1990) describes hegotiations done in private were

more effective at closing military bases than pubkgotiations would have been.

" May also appease Left critics who contend PB hagenh too far away from its early ideology, aimed to
deepen democracy, and is now too focused on sedeioeery.
272 First ever International PB Conference, New YoityQVarch 26, 2011.
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Similarly, Fukuyama cites the failure of the supemmittee, formed to ameliorate
America’s growing deficit through transparent paipition?”® In contrast, he argues, a
more closed technocratic group of elites would Haae a better chance of success.
Fukuyama argues that as democracy in the UnitadsSheecame more transparent and
participatory, it became less representative ofieds of the entire country. Indeed,
increased open governance and technological tobtsansparency and accountability
have not led to policies more reflective of theeiests of the majority of Americah$'

In fact, the opposite has been true. Hacker aasé&n (2011) argue that political
structures enabled the top 1% of Americans, bynmedo exert political pressure for
policies that serve their interests and not thdshemajority of Americans’

There is an abundanoéfears surrounding participation. These feactuide the ideas
that participation will lead to sub-optimal outcaenand that ordinary citizens are not the
most equipped to make policy decisions. Yet tieemnother often over looked fear:
what if participation actually undermines repreaéime democracy?

None of our founding fathers thought direct dembcrdeliberation by the people was a
good idea. There was more (Hamilton, Madison) ss [@Vilson, Jefferson) skepticism
about the people's involvement, but direct democtiamugh deliberation was anathema
to the democracy that the United States’ foundatbédrs envisioned. Federalist 10

famously warns against the dangers of direct deatgycand factions:

213 Francis Fukuyama “Democratic Development and DeaticDecay,” Harvard University, April 10,
2012.

274 Democratizing campaign donations is the notabtetion. For example, when massive amounts of
small buy-in donations online fueled Barack Obanadiity to claim the Democratic nominee. The
prevalence of money related power politics is datyhered with participatory budgeting presuming
budgets as the locus of political power.

2> Hacker and Pierson show that since 1978 the ridf¥ésyained 256% after inflation while the inconfe o
the lower earning 80% grew only 20%.
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It may be concluded that a pure democracy, by whimkan a society consisting

of a small number of citizens, who assemble and@idtar the government in

person, can admit no cure for the mischiefs ofidact
Thomas Jefferson, as portrayed by Hannah Arendigsalosest to an ideal of
participatory democracy, but it is neither as ralmes binding as participatory
budgeting*’® In addition to the founding fathers’ fear of fiactalism, it is possible that
citizens want a type of modern liberty outlined@ynstant where they are freed from
politics >’ What if people do nawantto participate in their democrac$?
In response to all the challenges, | contend tieturrent political atmosphere does not
give citizens the background knowledge to asses® yaopositions between citizens
and politics accurately. Citizens do not evenvkiioe realm of possibilities for
engaging with politics. PB is one attempt to pdevmore opportunities for citizens to
begin a discussion. A counter argument may sudggasPB does not go far enough. PB
focuses the locus of power too narrowly on budgeily furthering a neo-liberalism
paradign?’® What if budgets should not be the locus of prditinvolvement? Rather
citizens should be focusing on mobilization andamiigation to engage with broader

political issues as scholars such as Marshall Gaguze?*° Ideally, PB ought to be

combined with a campaign for greater civic refomd @xpanding citizens’ political

27® Raising the question as to the accuracy of Jeffein Arendt’s reading. Moreover, perhaps just as
Arendt may re-appropriate more democratic incliovagiin Jefferson, perhaps | do the same with Arendt
277 Constant, Benjamin. “Liberty of the Ancients Comaghwith that of the Moderns” 1816, provides a
version of modern liberty where people are freednfthe burden of politics. Modern political ingtibns
enable individuals to pursue their own desiresspgeeting their [citizens] individual rights, seagitheir
independence, refraining from troubling their work.

278 As suggest by Theiss-Morse and Hibbing’s (2002)

"9 Related to the concept of “voting with our dollans money being the effective model of political
participation and expression.

%0 See Marshall Gan#We Can Be Actors, Just not Spectatodkily 11, 2012New Statesmaavailable
at: http://www.newstatesman.com/politics/politid&l2/07/we-can-be-actors-not-just-spectators.
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power beyond budgef& Perhaps PB is not enough, but it is one tool aweeHor
deepening democracy in both developing and devdldpenocracies.
10.4 PB for the (Near) Future
It shouldn't come as any surprise, then, that @rdout of 5 Americans trusts
government to do what is right most of the timdizéns don't believe their
government listens to them and they don't belibeg have any power to affect
public policy’®*— Chicago Alderman Sid on why he brought PB tolit®.
Perhaps if 5 out of 5 Americans trusted governnigere would be no need for PB.
Contemporary America lacks that counterfactual. atWie do know is that trust in
government is at an all time 107
Further research ought to focus on the longitudmahcts of PB in the United States as
well as more organic, less formalized structuregasticipation in local governance.
With increased access to open data, Americansi@ thCentury may be able to use
Internet Communication Technologies (ICT) to hawaertwo-way communication and
empowered participation in politics. Democratioomation must include networked
systems that can use data to deepen civic engagieirenge databases, even on the
federal level, can be used to galvanize citizemryhe local scale. ICT tools can invert
traditional relationships between size and powaeged top down systems have the
potential to harness local citizen involvemgtit.

In this dissertation | have argued that PB, foitalshortcomings, is transformative and

provides citizens with much desired existentialdfgs. | isolate PB to the local level

21 Especially beyond small discretionary budgets.

#2«gpending Out in the Open for 49th Wa@hicago TribuneMarch 31, 2010:
http://www.ward49.com/participatory-budgeting/#Atden

283 3ee “Distrust, Discontent, Anger and Partisan Ranthe People and Their Government” Pew Center
for the People and the Press, April 18, 201ttp://pewresearch.org/pubs/1569/trust-in-goverrtmen
distrust-discontent-anger-partisan-rancor.

#4There are many caveats, especially to viewingrteldyy as a panacea. See Fung, Russon Gilman,
Shkabatur “Six Models for Internet & Politics” (2211
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(Dahl 1957). The local level is where citizens é#ve most direct knowledge to
maximize equitable need distribution. On the Ideaél, citizens can easily acquire
information to become experts. Through returnialitiss to the locality, individuals can
once again be efficacious as “big” citizens: “tkerset message is that politics should
become little so that individuals can become bidriger 2005 17).

PB, understood through the lens of citizenly padditiresponds to the decline in citizen
engagement in the U.S. One of the culprits folldle& of citizen engagement in the U.S.
is the shortcoming of the Weberian hierarchicalelwcratic model that made politics too
“big” and complex for ordinary citizens to be efitous. The Weberian model lacks
necessary mechanisms for responsiveness betwexedetdficials and citizens
(Moynihan 2007). Bureaucratic organizations hdienated citizens and are not able to
create inclusive relationships with the citizenfajac and Bruhn 1999). The popular
unease with the perception of government growthcheated new spaces and tools for
citizen engagement and participatory mechanismz($&996). A participatory model
underpins more participatory, democratic, and ctile channels for citizens to
communicate with their government.

Within the framework of citizenly politics, PB exi#s norms about participation to
provide a real world applicable framework for a#tins to be involved in politics. PB is
more than optimistic ideals of humanity. Rathds,dPovides a blueprint for directly
engaging citizens in the process of governancézedis may find they would rather not

be involved in the process of governance. Butef.S. is committed to the “pursuit of
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happiness” as a right> we owe it to our citizens to have the option te Beitizenly
politics are able to fulfill an existential desfo¥ engagement (that is, the norms of the
Aristotlian-Arendtianpolis). Ultimately, PB may transform both the citizewiso partake
in the process as well as the broader structureprésentational democracy. PB may
lead to more accountable governance and electeesegation that more aptly reflects
the American populace.
If United States democracy were living up to itsalj PB would be unnecessary.
Perhaps PB can re-invigorate the public sphereeavithlize democracy. If PB can
successfully build Barber’s “strong democracy, B can become a vestigial process.
A process we use only for a limited time and placeevitalize citizens and politics:
Thus it is that democracy, if it is to survive glainking of the world and the
assaults of a hostile modernity, will have to reedver its multiple voices and
give citizens once again the power to speak, taddeand to act; for in the end
human freedom will not be found in the cavernsrofgie solitude but in the

noisy assemblies where women and men meet dadiizsns and discover in
each other’s talk the consolidation of a common &wity” (Barber 1984, 311).

285 5econd section of the United States’ Declaratioma@ependence reads; “We hold these truths to be
self-evident, that all men are created equal,ttieyt are endowed by their creator with certain ignable
Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty andphesuit of Happiness.”
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