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Abstract

This dissertation examines the relationship between participatory democracy and neoliberal
restructuring in cities through an empirical examination of the practice of participatory budgeting
in Chicago, Il.Using a critical institutionalist approadh, conjunctionwith scholarship on
neoliberalizatiorandcolourblind racism, | examine how participatory budgetm@hicago

operates in a broader context of budgetary austerity, andaiadelassasednequity.

My main argument is twofold. First, | argusat the emergence of participatory budgeting in
Chicago is intimately related political histories of machine governance, especially patronage
relationsand racial exclusiongn a context of declining legitimaayf both clientelismand

explicit racialexclusionfrom governance, participatory budgeting is a useful strategic tool for
aldermen to solicit political support and distance themselves from the legaayyaiagen
municipal governancéd.he political andnstitutional context helps explawhy participatory
budgeting inChicago has been initiated primarily pglitical elites

Second, | find that in Chicagas an elitedriven governance toalhe democratic possibilities of
participatory budgeting have been limit€rticipatory budgeting has sometimes enabled new
social solidarities to emerge, particularly when community members creatively mobilize through
the process to addresisaredsocid struggles. Nonethelesthe articulation oparticipatory

budgeting in Chicagtargely within a neoliberal framewotiaslimited its ability to challenge
budgetary austerity, and systemic raaed classased exclusions local democracyin the

absence of a more comprehenstdt towards participatory democratic politicsother arenas
participatory budgeting risks manifesting as an isolated and commodified form of participatory
democracy: a staralone initiativethat is palatable to elitesgther than anore substantive
transformation othe exercise of political power more broadly.
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Chapter 1: Participatory Budgeting as a Policy Practice

The idea of citizen patrticipation is a little like eating spinach: no one is against it in
principle because it is good fgou (Arnstein, 1969: 198).

Participatory budgeting is the allocation of a public budget by people who are directly
affected by the funding under considerati@uoth a public policy and a democratic intervention,
participatory budgeting has been taken as an
workso, as evidenced by its rapid proliferati
existence of noartisansupport for participatory budgeting from stakeholders identifying
across the political spectrum (Peck and Theodore, 2015). As the origin story goes, in 1989 the
left-leaning Brazilian Workers Party won municipal elections in Porto Alegre, Brazil, andtsoug
to implement more representative decismaking as a means of both increasing the propensity
of citizens to pay property taxes, and more equitably distributing municipal funds (Brautigam,
2004). Since 1989, participatory budgeting has spread to thasisdamunicipalities across the
world as a policy practice that reinforces norms and practices of good governance.

Participatory budgeting can be situated as part of a broader resurgence in participatory
governance: the facilitation of popular input lire tapparatus of governance as a means of
deepeningdemocracy (Fischer, 2012; Wampler and McNulty, 23183leed, the notion that
direct resident participation in governance is both desirable and necessary has become dominant
logic in contemporary publicgbicy circles and has resulted in a multitude of participatory

policy experiments particularly at the municipal le\@hipcchi and Ganuza, 2017; Pateman,

lParticipatory governance includes a variety of partici
citizen assemblies, participatory wurban planning, and ¢



2012; Johnson, 2015 Participatory democracy was initially associated with less
institutionalizel forms of organizing and activism, with the term gaining prominenbrth
American social movements during th@60s (Polletta, 2005). With the emergence of
institutionalized forms of participatory governance has come the developneatiehtialed
ard professionalized public service roles structured around the cultivation of participation,
including the employment by municipalities of professional managers of public engagement and
consultation (Fischer, 2012; Addie, 2013).

Notwithstanding the expaiws of participatory governance practices, in many ways
public budget haveremained driven by neoliberal imperatives, &g executive control
(Purcell, 208). Emphasis on budgetary dynamics as a key locus for neoliberal restructuring is
present immuch of the literature on neoliberal urbanism, and neoliberal state restructuring more
broadly Brenner, Peck and Theodp2910).2 Budgetary austeritiy the dominance of low
spending, lowtax budgets benefits urban elites who contribute more to reithistive taxation
programs but are less dependent on municipal services like public transportation, subsidized
housing, or public recreation programs, because they acquire these amenities through private
markets. Ofttimes the divide between those reliamuslic services and those who acquire

amenities through the private market is stratified aloreg ofrace and class (Goldburg, 2009).

2Throughout the dissertation, I use the | anguage of f#fre
to emphasize participatory budgetitnigeriin eChhiomadmomrt plaed il
privilegi mpg oxdaogrtayp loiveer | egal citizenship status. More
by most staff, politicians, and volunteers involved in
exampl e, Archon Fung) haanv ee xspuagngseisvtee ds eunssien gt oc irtei fzeern niont
citizenship but to those who claim a right to civic in
practice because | am concerned tmaat cwsitmrg btuhe Itaon ¢ thaeg
those with precarious citizenship status by giving the
budgeting benefit from the protections of formal <citiz
31 use neoliberaktemstionrefemarkettheti onal ities of gov
previously been governed primarily through different |
consistent, the consequencesiateandr spPBaicaatheandtd Frakiec ae:
Theo®RdridAn extended di scussion of my conceptwualization

2



At a time when austerity is the dominant logic of municipal budgetingyriraise of
popular control of budgets hpgjued interest in the empowerment potential of participatory
budgeting as a pragmatic challenge to elite decigiaking. Avritzer suggesfsarticipatory
budgetingisione of the most i mportant of the recent
deliberativeg o v e r n a n ¢ e o0Sim(lazhy) Sinbomer 6t 21.3call.participatory budgeting
Aone of the most successful participatory 1ins
Wampl er and Hartz suggest participoatbfthey budge
New England Town Hal l meeting processéa pract
probl emsoPr(2paomRent3ds) .suggest participatory buddcg
democracy by grounding budgetary decisinaking, and therefore powen communities.
Underlying the adoption of participatory budgeting is the hope that residents asserting authority
over public budgets will reduce the inequities and power imbalances that dominate budgetary

practices, while leading to a more efficient allocation of scantdic resources (Lerner, 2006;

Wampler, 2000).

Statement of the Problem

This dissertation examines the relationship between neoliberal restructuring and
participatory governance in cities through the experientleeoity ofChicago, lllinois with
patticipatory budgetingParticipatory democratic endeavors, like participatory budgeting, are
typically approached in popular and academic discourse as democratic interventions in
governance that challenge elite rule (Lerner, 2006; Wampler, 2000; Wampldaend2012).

Yet in the case of North America, participatory budgeting has become popular concurrent with

the dominance of neoliberal policies and practices at the municipal level, including budgetary



austerity(Albo, 1993; Brenner, Peck and Theoddt@10; Brown 2003; Coulter2009; Ranson
2004; Siegel2006).This observation suggests that closer interrogation of the relationship
between participatory governance and neoliberalization is warranted.
In a context of state retrenchment, neoliieedion solicits certain types of participation
in governance from residents, remaking democratic practice as individuedgathsibility and
the exercise of markdtased choiceCaldara and Holston, 201450me forms of democratic
participation may be vergompatible with ongoing neoliberalization, and indeed, scholars have
suggested this sometimes thease with participatory budgeting (Peck and Theodore, 2015).
After all, participatory budgeting has been promoted by the World Bank, haraitical
democratic organization, as a model form of good goverrfafigarticipatory budgeting is
sometimes empowering, then, this is not an inherent quality of its participatory character but
rather stems Afrom t he pcklandThHeadsre, 2015 22). whi ch it
This dissertation examines the politics with which participatory budgeting is infused in
Chicago.l use participatory budgeting as an entry point to examine how calls for participation
are initiated, and how popular participatim select avenues of budgatking interacts with
other aspects of municipal governantlrough an empiricatase studyf participatory
budgeting projects in Chicago, I hope to cont
t hr ougho agdetailedanvdstigatians af small social changes grounded in particular

contexts to illuminate larger scale systems of power (Wright, 2011: 33). My analysis is

“The World Bank was established in 1945l asanantionaesnat.i
powhar reconstruction in Eur ope.i npnofsieldde al 98@s uandrhd9 @as
programs on a variety of developing countries, primaril
natidemestic affairs by mandating financi al restructuri
to significant cuts in social welfare programs, includi
Bank continuepenongush fHomeshecomarkets to internation
fiscal management, which | argely act in the interests
sustained discussion of & hoef htihset oWoircladl Baanndk cionn tienn peorrnaart?

Bayl i ss, Fine and Van Waeyenberge, (2011).
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approached through a critical institutionalist lens, attentive to the raced and classeddsnens

of sociopolitical life in contemporary Chicago, as produced through racial neoliberalization

(Goldburg, 20095.1 examine the relationship of participatory budgeting to dominant structures

of political and social organization through interrogatiothef governance practices concerning

municipalbudgeting in the City of Chicago; detailed discussion of the electoral and

neighbourhood dynamics of existing participatory budgeting projects; and investigation of

residentsd experi egetigs with participatory bud
Elite actors do not simply abdicate powerful positions. In many ways, this dissertation

research reaffirms that we should turn a skeptical eye to narratives that describe elites as

generously devolving power to communities, as often the procésdese¢ occurring are merely

reconstituting elite power in new ways. The practice of participatory budgeting in Chicago has

sometimes opened up space for new social solidarities to emerge that challenge elite authority

structures, particularly when commtynmembers creatively mobilize through participatory

budgeting to address ongoing social struggles. At the same time, the widespread initiation of

participatory budgeting projects in Chicago by political elites, and the articulation of these

projects withn a neoliberal framework, fundamentally limits their capacity to disrupt social

hi erarchies of race and class. As overt patro

municipal governance system has shifted to a professionalized model of public sdtkioe, w

which participatory budgeting exemplifies practices of good governance and engaged

citizenship® Nonetheless, the shift from patronage to professionalization has rarely challenged

SThe theoretical frameworks identified here: critical i
taken up | ater in this chapter.

5By fpeosionalized | mean adapting the notion of an i mpa
provision. Rat her thanhr eeghbwinmd menibd iepals heqgrswifda < i al
st afsf i s the cassyestiermm,a imatar pmaoge ssi onal i zed model theor
services and bendbtatsrbasddnonw andior citizenship.
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the broader orientation of public budgeaking in the City of Chicagtmwards elite interests.

The broader theoretical contribution of my dissertation research is to demonstrate how popular
alienation from formal political institutions, like municipal governments, can engender a crisis of
democratic legitimacy that estalhless alternativ@rocessesf democratic participation that are
used to fisell 6 governance as demnapownert i ¢ but

relations.

Structure othe Chapter

The main objectives of this chapter are 1) to introduce research on participatory
budgeting and discuss how my project will build on the existing literature; 2) to develop the
theoretical concepts that will be mobilized throughout my analysis; 3) to prauigtailed
accounting of my research process and methodology and 4) to provide a chapter by chapter
overview of the arguments | will develop in support of my central argument.

| start by conceptualizing participation and descrilliog/ the process of ptcipatory
budgeting operates in Chicago. Next, | review the existing literature on participatory budgeting,
arguing that while there is a rich body of work on participatory budgeting in South America and
Europe, there have been few detailed <dsdiesof participatory budgeting in North America, a
gap my work seeks to address. | also discuss the dominant approaches to participatory budgeting
in the existing literature, arguing that participatory budgeting is rarely brought into explicit
dialogue with neliberalization and the attendant class and racial dynamics. In particular, racial
dynamics have primarily been considered on an individualist demographic level in existing
participatory budgeting research, a significant shortcoming when consideringttiegof

participatory budgeting in a place like Chicago where pervasidestructuratacebased



socioeconomitnequitypersist. | follow my literature review with a discussion of the theoretical
concepts that animate this dissertation. Drawing loaselgritical urban theory as a framework,

| justify the choice to ground my work gritical institutionalism, political economgpproaches

to neoliberalismandcritical race theoryand discustow the relationship between
neoliberalization and colourblihracisminforms the articulation of participatory democratic
processedNext, | provide a detailed discussionmy research methodspecifically interviews,
participant observation, and use of secondary. datanclude with a description of the

substative chapter®f the dissertationand their contributiasito the existing literature on

participatory budgeting, participatory democracy, and neoliberal restructuring.

Participatory Budgeting as a Policy Practice

Il n Ar n(slt9e6i9n)6 sl andmar k article AAunpaiksder of
the positioningofi p a r t i @sumcantravessiaéind benevolenbkintoi e at i ng. spi nac'lt
Arnsteinconceptualizes different degrees of citizen involvement in governanceedtféding
Aparticipationo from Atokenismo by equating p
participation requires a redistribution of power, while tokenism maintains the exclusions of the
status quo. Participatory budgeting claimstoopaaate t he hi gher rungs of A
form of Acitizen control & and/ or fAdel egated p
merely consultative or tokenistic involvement in government decisiaking processes.

Citizen control and detgated power can be taken as aspirational normative objeofives
participatory democratic processesit they tell us little about thepecificmechanics of
participatory budgeting. In more procedural discussions, some scholars have attempted to distill

paticipatory budgeting into a series of replicable st§nstomer et al. (2015) suggdste



minimal requirements that a practice must fulfill to constitute participatory budgeting.
Participatory budgeting must 1) revolve around the question of how @ifshbndget should be
used; 2) include local government either at the municipal or regional level; 3) involveyeauilti
repetition of the process rather than a-tmee referendum; 4) include deliberation over
budgetary priorities; and, 5) incorporate @aatability to citizens on the implementation of
chosen projects or budgetary priorities (2015: 3). These steps generally reflect how most
participatory budgeting projects are actualized. Of note is the emphasis on public funds,
highlighting that participtory budgeting focuses on government budgets, and the inclusion of
deliberation as a requirement. Reinforcing the latter point, most researchers argue that
participatory budgeting requires some degreeotiectivediscussion among participants in
formulaing projects and prioritizing funding allocations (Sintomer et al., 2014; Avritzer, 2005;
De Sousa Santos, 1998; Pape and Lerner, 2016). It is insufficient for a process to involve
individual residents submitting project ideas and voting on the distsibofifunds. Rather,
participatory budgeting must also include a forum where residents can come together to discuss
di fferent community membersé needs and intere
potential project solutions. A crucial benefit ditited to this model is the possibility of setting
aside individual interest in favour of the fic
discussion (Mansbridge et. al., 2010). The deliberation fostered through participatory budgeting
has been theorized tlevelop social affinities that may lead to community building and
collective action on other fronts (Pape and Lerner, 2016).

In Porto Alegre, participatory budgeting was used to disburse both operating and capital
funds, and, at its peapproximately a third of the entire municipal budget was allocated

through participatory budgetin@ autigam, 2004). In contrast, in North America, participatory



budgeting is typically used to allocate discretionary capital funds limited to a spe&fitehim
in the municipal budget. Typically, these funds provide residents with an opportunity to
collectively develop proposals for local infrastructure projects. Potential projects might include
public art, pedestrian infrastructure, improvements to pamkisgreen spaces, the installation of
bicycle lanes, or street resurfacing. In North America, several municipalities have engaged with
participatory budgeting, including New York, Chicago, Boston and Vallejo in the United States,
and Guelph, Hamilton and datreal in Canadaln 2015, Toronto embarked on a mylgar
participatory budgeting pilot project.

Chicago was the first municipality in the United States to adopt participatory budgeting.
Alderman Joe Moore introduced the process in tiewkerd in 2009. Since 2009, the practice
has spread to a number of other wards in the ség [Table )L In the 20162017 participatory
budgeting cycle, nine wards participated disbursing approximately $8.1 million in public

infrastructure fund§.

Tablel. Overview of Participatory Budgeting in Chicago

Ward Years with an Currently Cycles completed Total funds

active process  active? to date disbursed (USD)
49 20092018 Yes 8 $7,933,550
45 20122018 Yes 5 $5,026,350
5 20122013 No 1 $803,000
46 20122013 No 1 $1,061,000
22 20132015 No 2 $2,185,250
10 20152018 Yes 2 $1,992,000
17 20152018 Yes 2 $634,500
31 20152018 Yes 2 $1,990,000
35 20152018 Yes 3 $3,138,500
"Guel ph, Montreal and Hamilton have all ceased to use p
participatory budgeting projects at various times in t|
declining political support played key role in the deci
A1l figuseertatibinsadie unadjusted US dollars, unless o
budgeting in Chicago stems from discretionary |l ocal i n
di scussed in detail ernt acthiaoppnt.er s 2 and 3 of the diss
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36 20152018 Yes 3 $3,094,500

29 20162018 Yes 1 $962,500

41 20162018 Yes 1 $1,040,000
Note Data compiled from the PB Chicago websiittp://www.pbchicago.or@he disbursement
data is approximate and assumes all projects receiving funding were implemented and
implementation costs were as estimated in the voting process.

The participatory budgeting process in Chicago operates on an annual cycle. While each
ward exercises some autonomy over the structure of their local process, the logistical assistance
provided by Participatory Budgeting Chicago (PB Chicago), daregrofit partially funded by
the University of lllinois, does engender broad similarities engarticipatory budgeting
processes across wards. Generally, the process begins with the establishment of a steering
committeel that may consist of volunteers from the previous year, or respondents to volunteer
recruitment efforts by the localderman otheir staff’ The steering committee meets on a
regular basis, typically several times a month. With assistance from an aldermanic staff person,
this committee plans all the necessary steps of the participatory budgeting ptagessally,
three to six Aidea collectiondo events are hel
such as schools or community centres. At these idea collection events, residents can submit their
suggestions for projects, and sign up to becomicmatory budgeting volunteers. Next, with
guidance from an aldermanic staff person, the steering committee conducts an initial vetting of
all the project ideas submitted by residents. Ideas for projects that fall outside the scope of

participatory budgatg funds, would cost more than the funding available, or are not technically

°AAl dermand is the term for Chicagods elected municipal
districts, which vary in physical size and compactness,
four ykadisst eiact el ects a single alderman to represent
gendeutr al Acouncilloro is the more common designation
Chicago continues tolusebkbethedt membal deofmenobtioci Al irres|
©OMi ni mally, all wards have a volunteer steering or | eac
process. Some wards have more compl épxcssedcbobarearthatul |
demographics (for example, a Spanish | anguage committ eq

commi ttee).
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feasible, are disregarded. If too many ideas remain, the list may be further whittled down by
combining similar projects, and prioritizing others. The final selection of prioieas is worked

up intocompleteproject proposals by residents in partnership with aldermanic and cityAstaff
completeproject proposal includest estimates, completion timelines, design schematics, and
anticipated community benefits.

Next spervejradt Afexposo are held at public | oc
members can visit posters of different project proposals and ask questions of steering committee
members or other volunteers. A ballot is created featuring the final selectosgaufprojects.

Finally, voting occurs over the course of a week at the aldermanic office and other community

|l ocations. Some wards incorporate Amobile pol
neighbourhood hubs like transit centres or grocery stbsyone who is a resident of the ward

and over the established age threslidld or 16 depending on wardmay cast a ballot. Once

voting closes, the votes are tallied and the projects with the most votes are funded until the
budgetary threshold is re@ad. In Chicago, usually $1,000,000 is allocated per vped

participatory budgeting cycle. After the vote, the steering committee may continue to meet and

liaise with the aldermanic office to ensure that projects are implemented in a timely fashion. The
whole process, excluding implementation, takes approximately four to six months.

Scholars and activists tend to agree that, by definition, participatory budgeting requires a
process where residents have final authority over the expenditure of fundsakwle, Avritzer
describes participatory budgeting as a fAdel eg
participatory assemblies (2005: 628)milarly, De Sousa Santos suggests participatory

budgetingisi a mo d glovefr nane nt € iticalpowsribyameans af a netwvork of

ICosts associated with voting and mobil e padlhloiugdh PtBat i
Chicago does provide some staff support.
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democratic institutions geared to reaching decisions by deliberation, consensus, and

compr omi s e 0Th{s testiagof finad duthoyityi r e al -chaki sg omower 0 as
Participatory Budgeting Project (PBP) frameslifferentiates participatory budgeting from

forms of popular participation in policy that restrict participants to an informational role, with

public authorities retainpower over the final decisiqgfPBP, 2017)}2. In contrast to these

citizenpower focused definitions, the World Bank defines participatory budgeting as primarily a
procedur al policy instrument enabling fistakeh
decisions (Peck and Theodore, 2015: 189). Other scholarly work has taken what are primarily
consultative exercises as legitimate examples of participatory budgeting (for example, Alves and
Allegretti, 2012). An initial point of tension arises, then, awlether participatory budgeting is

merely the local administration of a budget by participating residents and stakeholders or

involves a more radical restructuring of power relations in democratic governance.

Literature Review: Geographic Scope and Atieat Currents

Despite the longstanding presence of several participatory budgeting projects in North
America, much existing research on participatory budgeting is situated in Latin America and
Europe §ee Table 2)Among case study research, there isvlidacus on Brazil, especially
Porto Alegre, which has attracted attention as the originating locus of participatory budgeting
(for example, De Sousa Santos, 1998; Avritzer, 2005; Wampler, 2010; Marquetti et3l., 201
There is also a growing body of watkncerning participatory budgeting projects in Europe,

where the policy practice has been more rapidly adapted than in other parts of the world,

2The Participatory Budget:i ﬁ@mpmknlmcuh

4 P dan Amep d
and other organizations seeking to aba

and

hi

¥ is 0K
bhedcah pa0oi!
h Lerner cul
y, see: htty

Josh Lerner and Gianpaol o Biaocchi
about the organizationb6és mandate and

12



particularly comparative studies of participatory budgeting in different European cities (for

example, Sintomeet al. 2008; Alves and Allegretti 2012; Récke 2014).

Table 2 Participatory Budgeting Studies: Geographic Distribution and Type

Region Casestudies Comparativestudies
Latin America De Sousa Santos (1998); Koonings Souza (2001); Nylen (2002);
& Caribbean  (2004); Novy &Leubolt (2005). Avritzer (2005); Boulding and

Rodgers (2010); Wampler (2010);  Wampler (2010); Postigo (2011);
Marquetti et al. (202); Célérier &
Cuenca Botey (2014); McNulty

(2015);
Europe & Nitzsche(2012); Davidson and Elstuk Allegretti & Herzberg (2004);
Middle East (2014); Sintomer et al. (2008); Talpin
(2011); Alves and Allegretti
(2012); Rocke (2014); Sintomer €
al. (2016);
Asia He (2011); Wu & Wang (2011); Cabannes & Ming (2014);

North America Pinnington (2009); Johnson (2011); Baiocchi and Lerner (2007); Pape
Pastias et al. (2013); Stewart etal. & Lerner (2016);
(2014); Weber et al. (2015); Baiocchi
and Ganuza (2017);

Multiregional Brautigam (2004); Cabannes
(2004; 2015); Sintomer et al.
(2012); Wampler & HartKarp

(2012)
Note.Research is classified as a case study unless it compares multiple participatory budgeting
processes in different cities. Thus, some of

example, comparing participatory budgeting to other participatory democratic processes.

In addition, there are a number of multiregional studies that colleditative information and

seek to generalize concerning the factors that are associated with the initiation and continuation
of participatory budgeting projects. Some examples of this type of research include work by
Cabannes (2004, 201a8hdSintomer etl. (2012) thafprovides overviews of participatory

budgeting projects in dozens of cities across the world, according to strict evaluative schematics
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that enable comparison. More focused comparative studies irgtédégand s ( 200 4)
investigation of paitipatory budgeting in six cities in South America, Central America, and
EuropeandT al pinés (2011) work examining participa
With the exception of Talpinds det ateilmeaf et hno
the depth of primary data gathering, aacelyinclude interviews or participant observation as
part of their research. Rather they tend to be syntheses of existing research and documentation,
drawing individual case studies into comparativéadjae. While useful for mapping similarities
and differences between different jurisdictio
limitation of this broadly comparative research is difficulty adequately historicizing and
contextualizing individuatases.

My research addresses a relatively straightforward geographic gap in the literature.
Overall, the number of studies concerning participatory budgeting in North America is low, and
many of these are case studies of Canadian experiences with ptoticipudgeting (for
example, Pastias et al., 2013; Pinnington et al., 2009; Johnson, 2011). Focusing on the United
States, Baiocchi and Lerner (2007) provide a theoretical analysis of how participatory budgeting
in North America might differ from Latin Amr i cads experience, based o
democratic and economic contexts, however this is a discussion paper with no primary data
gatheringMaley (2010) examines the relationship between participatory budgets, alternative
budgets, angarticipatory democracy in North Ameridaerner and Secondo (2012) provide a
general discussion of potentialities of participatory budgeting in North Americaylavgéken
from their observations as staff and board members at the PBP, themes further developed in Pape
and Lernerodos (2016) overview of participatory

studies are detail ed c apeerence with dartieipatorg dudgeting. Ame r i
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Turning more specifically to my proposed case study of Chi@gsting scholarship
focused orparticipatory budgeting in Chicagm®nds to benarrowly focused on specific aspects
of the process. Stewart et al. (2Q&xaminewhether participatory budgeting led to different
allocations of neighbourhood infrastructure funds, finding that wards with participatory
budgeting projects were more I|likely to fund i
community gardns) over basic infrastructure projects (for example, street resurfacing, sidewalk
repairs). She further argued that the results were mixed in terms of social justice and suggested
better outreach to diverse communities and the use of funds farapialprogramming may
improve social justice outcomes (Stewart et al., 2014). Weber et al. (2015) examined the role of
community organizations in Chicagobs particip
finding that different wards had different levels egaciational involvement, and a community
organi zationdéds proclivity to engage with part
and relationship to the aldermanic office. Me
Spanish language conittee in the 4% ward in 2012, raises the exclusion of Spanish speaking
participants from leadership roles as an issue, and casts light on the intimate conversational
dynamics of meetings using a discourse analysis apprdéachlly, Baiocchi and Ganuzievote
a chapter to participatory budgeting in their 2017 bBogular Democracy the Paradox of
Participation Focusing exclusively on participatory budgeting in th& ward, they argue that
the project was closely managed by the alderman and marnypkeyeers had a close
relationship to the aldermanic office. Bai occ
timeframe of their analysis, roughly from 2008 to 2013, the empowerment potential of
participatory budgeting has not been realized iMi@feward. While these papers draw attention

to important dimensions of participatory budgeting in Chicago, their objectives are neither a
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comprehensive examination of participatory budgeting as a policy practice, nor to situate
participatory budgeting iterms of broader sociopolitical trends in municipal governance.
Chicago was the first municipality in the United States to adopt participatory budgeting with
ongoing participatory budgeting projects in various wards since 2009, making it an important
casefor considering factors that lead to the establishment and continuation of these projects.
Detailed study of Chicagobs experience with
discussion of some of the hypothesized consequences of the transla@sticgbatory
budgeting from Brazil to North America. Further study of Chicago also creates the possibility of
further exploring some of the insights Meléndez, and Baiocchi and Ganuza, raise concerning the
reproduction of exclusionary class and race dyoan@nd conversely, attempts to challenge
these dynamics, through participatory budgeting.

The existing body of research on participatory budgeting projects emanates from
different theoretical traditions, which are concerned with different elementsheiftrocess. For
the purposes of this general overview, | have divided the research as follows: studies focused on
explaining the emergence of participatory budgeting projects; studies; studies focused on the
outcomef participatory budgetingn terms ofservice provision, democratic engagement,
and/or redistribution; and studies taking a critical approach, that is, studies primarily concerned
with the dominant power relations governing pinecessgeeTable 3).Some studies cross these

imperfect and artificial categories and are referenced in multiple sections.
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Table 3 Participatory Budgeting Studies: Analytical Orientations

Research  Key questions Dominant Treatment of Treatment of Key

cluster theoretical class race examples

frames

Explanatory What conditions Historical; Some Largely absent De Sousa
(state forms, civil institutional  attention to Santos
society, social pre-existing (1998);
movements) are conditions of Pastias et al
associated with social (2013)
the emergence of inequality
participatory
budgeting?

Outcomes What are the Sociological; Pluralist; Pluralist; Stewart et
effects of deliberative  presence / presence / al. (2014);
participatory absence of absence of Bréautigan;
budgeting? Is low-income racialized (2004);
participatory participants  participants Talpin
budgeting more (2011);
inclusive than
other forms of
democratic
participation?

Does participatory
budgeting lead to
civic learning?

Critical What are the Sociological; Pluralist; Largely absent Baiocchi
dominantsocial  critical urban presence / and Ganuza
power relations  theory; absence of (2014);
working through low-income Maley
participatory participants (2010);
budgeting? Peck and

Theodore
(2015)

Thefirst current of researchidentify, explanatory studiegxamine which social,
political and institutional factors explain the emergence of participatory budgeting in different
locales. Many of these studies take an institutionalist approach and focus on the conditions
necessary for participatory budgeting piip to emerge, including evaluagithe political

orientation of the state; asseggof the role of preexisting social organizations; and examining
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institutional forms. Some studies in this group also consider how institutional factors contribute
to thepermeance and stability of participatory budgeting projects.

An early group of studies focused on the role of civil society organizations in fostering
participatory budgeting projects especially in Porto Alegre, where the practice emerged. In the
caseb Porto Al egre, the emphasis on civil socie
sociopolitical history and institutional structure (Avritzer, 2005; Leyshon and Eildh, 2013).

Leyshon and Eilidh argue that the development of participatory hnggetPorto Alegre,

Arefl ected the unique social, political, cul't
The presence of wetleveloped networkof civic society organizatiorsrealso discussed as a

factor that contributed to the development of participatory budgeting in Porto Afegiezér,

2005; Baiocchi, 200®De Sousa Santos, 1998) and other locales across the gloiied,

2002 Baierle, 1998; Wampler, 2000).

Some schiarship has emphasized the role of the state and political parties in establishing
and maintaining participatory budgeting projects (Baiocchi, 2003; Goldfrank; P@8fias et
al., 2013). An overview of participatory budgeting in six cities in South AngrCentral
America, and Europe, found that participatory budgeting alone was insufficient to shift
municipal spending patterns. Rather the tendency to shiftbotdget i ng -pooadofpr o
direction largely depended on the election ofpoor governmentsi st r o n g, democr ati
ideologically leftof-c e nt r e p o | i &ufigana 2004p Gb4).tInithe dlarth Ant@nican
context, Pastias et al. (2013) found that support from political elites was crucial in establishing a
participatory budgeting project mborough of Montreal from 20e8008. Research on the role
of government and political parties in implementing participatory budgeting tends to minimize

the role of participatory budgeting in political campaigns and elections. Rather, the process is
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takenas a form of policy experimentation embarked upon once a supportive politician has taken

office. Cabannes notes that participatory budgeting may be an important means of linking the

government with the population in situations where the relationship éetilie elected officials

and the populace is clientalistic and the legislative branch of government has low levels of

representation (2004: 29)hus, n cases where existing mechanisms of representative

democracyare underdevelopegarticipatory budgetmpmay be more likely to be adopted.
Conclusions from explanatory studies suggest that an active and organized civil society is

an important factor in establishing participatory budgeting projects, as is a measure of support

from elected officials and othelites. The strength of explanatory studgetheir

contextualiation ofparticipatory budgeting in terms of broader political and social

developments, seeking to link the process to the interests of existingaaalarstitutionsThis

important becage it recognizes participatory budgeting as a process embedded in broader social

and political currents. Nonetheless, while explanatory stadiglorethe role of political and

social dynamics, they have paid less attention to political economy brgedikisg, and

budgetary dimensions more specifically. As a result, they tend to avoid addressing the

relationship between the participatory budgeting process and other aspects of the municipal

budget and budgetary restructuring moreadly * These questits are less relevant in the case

of Porto Alegre, where participatory budgeting was highly integrated with the municipal budget

process but are more pressing in the North American context where participatory budgeting has

typically develogdapart from thenunicipal budget, as an experiment of individual municipal

officials and/or a practice applied to a single item within the budget. Many expladaitins

have sought to assess the incorporation ofit@me people into the participatory budgeting

BBrautigam ( 20d4)n,i sadamsiengceconcern that participatory
expenditures, may neglect the revenupoaspebttangesmuni ci |
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process, in terms of the presence of laveome or workineclass residents at different stages of

the process. As a group, however, these studies contain little discussion of racial inclusions and
exclusions, and the way experiences of racialization interstctiass dynamics to shape
experiences of participatory democratic processes.

A second cluster of studies attempts to evaluate the outcomes of participatory budgeting.
These studies are less focused on explaining how participatory budgeting projects are
established, but rather seek to understand how participatory budgeting affects civic and political
life. Studies assessing municipal and regional service provision tend to argue that participatory
budgeting leads to more effective service provision, datian efficacybased rationale for
adopting the practic@Cabannes, 2015; Koonings, 2004; Wampler and McNulty, 2015). Some
studies have examined whether participatory budgeting leads to different budgetary allocations
than nonrparticipatory budgeting presseswith mixedfindings (Boulding and Wampler, 2010;
Stewart et al., 2014).

Other studies consider tlhaetcomef participatory budgeting on the redistributive
component of service provisiotiiat iswhether participatory budgeting leads to a prioritization
of theneeds of less affluent residents. Avritzer (2005) and MarquettP2uggest that
involvement froncivil society was crucial in fostering the redistributive effect of participatory
budgeting in Porto Alegre, a dimension that has not always been present in other participatory
budgeting initiatives (Cabannes, 2015; Davidson and Elstub, 2014; JoR@%&Peck and
Theodore, 2016 Some research discussing the relationship between participatory budgeting and
affluence does engage with questions concerning the relationship of participatory budgeting to
the broader economic context, however, many studigssrarea tend to be focused on the

developing world, where dominant narratives present municipal service provision as absent,
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inefficient, or corrupt. Studies addressing redistribution or economic effects in the context of
advanced liberal democraciesr(Bxample, Stewart et al., 2014) tend to be focused on the
participatory budget without discussing the overall budgetary context or level of municipal
resourcing.

Studies have also focused on the effect of participatory budgeting on democratic
inclusioni seeking to examine whether participatory budgeting is more inclusive than other
forms of participation common to liberal democracy (Cabannes, RO€léndez, 201 7Pape
and Lerner, 2016Falpin, 2011 Weber et al., 2015 These studies arrive at differrent
conclusionswith evidence from Porto Alegre (Avritzer, 2008arquetti, 2A2) and some other
Latin American contexts (Cabannes, 2004) suggesting that participatory budgetarged by
strong inclusion of poor and workirgassresidentsin other contexts, research suggests
participatory budgeting may privilege those with high levels of formal education and above
average incomgdaiocchi and Ganuza, 201Brautigam, 2004Meléndez, 201y

In contrast to the explanatorjugies,outcomefocusedstudies often have limited
engagement with the social and political contardtead emphasizinfpe participatory
budgeting process itself. Yet a key takeaway from this group of studies is that the effects of
participatory budgetig are dependent on context and implementation, with more redistributive
and inclusive outcomes seen in some cases, but not in dikarsthe explanatory studies, a
limitation of many studies exploring the effects of participatory budgé&ittgediscussion of
race and class. When race and class dynamics are included in the analysis, ttosverddan
assessment of the individual demographics of participants, with income sometimes serving as a

proxy for class position. Largely absent is mgrstemic and structural analysis of how uneven
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class and racial dynamics unfold within the process and shape particij@lsa.absent tends
to be empirical discussion of whether participatory budgeting projects can challenge broader
structuralsociopoliical exclusions.

Recently, there has been a more critical turn in scholarship concerning participatory
budgeting, including from some early proponen
primarily concerned with the dominant power relationsegoing the process, and also studies
that adopt a skeptical stance as to some of the social justice claims made of the process
concerning redistribution and democratic inclusion.

In his 2010 article, Maley explores whether in North America, participdatodgeting
can bevemeécaenfor radical democratic changeo
He argues thah Latin America, participatory budgeting managed to create fugitive moments of
democratic empowerment and transformative praxiweler, participatory budgeting has not
served as a counter to neoliberal capitalist governance to the same extent in North Ataerica.
argues this is partially due to historical and institutional constraints that have limited the ability
of participatory lndgeting to reclaim democratic space (Maley, 20%0milarly, in their book,

Fast Policy Peck and Theodore (2015) trace the global spread of participatory budgeting from
Brazil across the world, interrogating the role of the World Bank, and other multinational
institutions like the PBP in facilitating this expansion. Peck and Theodorethagua global

di ffusion participatory budgeting has become
presented as a nonpartisan comrsense good governance initiative they find its radical

democratic potential underwhelming. Utilizing a somewvdhtfiérent framework, Baiocchi and

“An important exception to thi(s20tle7n)d ednectya itloe de xdcilsucdues sriaoc
participation of Latino and Hispanic residents in the |
Chicadwas d&®ich explores tensions between the Spanish |
Commi ttee in the participatory budgeting process.
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Ganuza (2014) argue that participatory budgeting in Porto Alegre fundamentally shifted
budgetary power relations because participatory budgeting was just one part of a series of
institutionalized reforms that connected plgv decision making to the exercise of power. In
contrast, in its global travel, the emphasis has often been on the communicative dimensions of
participatory budgeting; that is, who participates in communicative forums, and with what
guality of participaibn. This focus detracts attention from the broader empowerment dimensions
of these projects (Baiocchi and Ganuza, 2014). Reinforcing this coRcarh,e man not e s, A
of the examples being called participatory budgeting fit very easily within existihgrawy
structures, and citizens are not participatin
townds regular budgeto (2012: 14). These more
as a policy practice, question the degree talvpiarticipatory budgeting can be conceptualized
as fAparticipationo in Arnsteinbs sense, where
challenges the exclusions of the status @aiocchi and Ganuza, ala t e nparspéctvem
particularsuggests the importance of linking participatory budgeting effortsefiitints to
redistribute power in other aspects of the municipal budget.

Much of this critical scholarshipperates on a broad structural level, rather than engaging
in case studiesf@articipatory budgeting in specific contextsr example Maley, 2010;
Baiocchi and Ganuza, 2014; Peck and Theodore, 2C)sequently, some of the theoretical
insights explored by these critical scholars would benefit from greater empirical analysis
engagement with the historiestitutional development of participatory budgeting in specific
locales. In addition, even within these studies, while there is greater attention to authority
structures and structural distributions of power, thergesidency to consider power relations in

terms of elites (politicians, bureaucrats) and the people (citizens, sometimes residents). Within
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the category of the people, there is little disaggregation in terms of class and race dynamics,
including how categoeis of class and race are shaped, reproduced and contested through the

participatory budgeting process.

Situating MyApproach: Critical Institutionalism, Neoliberalism and Critical Race
Scholarship

My work builds the analysis of the more critical cluster scholars (for exaBaiegchi
and Ganuza, 2014ohnson, 201,5Maley, 2010;Peck and Theodore, 2015; Postigo, 2Cdrig
alsodraws oosel y on icr P Ratherahan arigibdasigos | akeanitigaldas
an orientation attentive to power relations that can draw in class and race dynamics. In contrast
to mainstream analyses that seeks to improve upon existing modes of governance, to render their
practice more efficient, a criticalientation questions the desirability of existing goals, practices
and projects of neoliberal capitalist governance (Leitner and Sheppard, 2016: 228).

Proponents of participatory budgeting have sought to present the process as apolitical and
noncontentu s : fAsaying yes to democracyo (PBP, 2016
explicitly politicizes participatory budgeting seeking to make visible its relationship to processes
of urban neoliberal governance. These approaches hold in common a comitutment
interrogating Ahow power and conflict [ have]
2011: 1949). My aim in working in this tradition is not to dismiss participatory budgeting as a
potentially empowering terrain of activism and struggle (D2809). Rather, | seek to use an

empirically grounded study of participatory budgeting in a specific context to interrogate

BCritical ur ban theory tends to trace its origins throl
and David Harvey (1976) schol ar shi pemptaas ibzes dtl tye frad Il e
cities in capitalist commodification processes (Marcus:¢
taken uMarbyi siteo( Brenner, 208%9ruMdmucwadeée st2q@Mz)Faamdnegs t2(
schol, with feminist and postcoloni al (Derickson, 2016

interventions.
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participatory budgeting with an eye what Kern
complicity of participatory budgeting processes of neoliberal capitalist governance, and

conversely when and how mobilization occurs through participatory budgeting to contest these
logics.

| also attempt to extend the discussion of participatory budgeting in relation to race and
class dynamaes, which are inextricably linked to questions of neoliberalization and democratic
empowerment. Both scholars engaging with participatory budgeting through deliberative
democracy and scholars engaging with participatory budgeting through critical agsrbavie
paid some attention to the raced and classed dimensions of the process. In both these traditions,
the focus on the presertabsence of racialized and workiotass bodies as a metric for the
inclusivity is fundamentally an individualized approactrdace. In this project, | seek to map out
the ways processes of racialization are entangled with neoliberalization and reproduced/contested
through participatory budgetiray situatingparticipatory budgeting broader institutional and
sociopolitical sructural dynamics in Chicago. | do bg drawing on three bodies of scholarship:
critical institutionalism; political economy literature on neoliberalism; and critical race
scholarship.

I n this dissertation, I e x omalstuetureCdnd c ago 6 s
budgetary context in detail. My reasons for doing so are twofold: first, one of the key takeaways
from the studies examining the outcomes of participatory budgeting is that the redistributive and
empowerment effects of participatorydgeting are largely context dependddetailed
examinationof he context in which Chicagods particip
helps assess key questions concerning equity, redistribution, and power relations. Second,

because existingreseah on Chi cagods participatory budget
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specific components of the process, or comparing Chicago to other locales, no research to date
has sought to explain the emergence of participatory budgeting in Chicago in light of
longstanding political and social dynamics, including patronagigics, racial segregation,
muni ci pal governance structures, and budgetar
participatory budgeting practice in terms of historical and institutional dynarackelp answer
guestions about why Chicago has developed patrticipatory budgeting projects, how these projects
interact with other municipal processes, and what the relationship is between participatory
budgeting and longstanding racial and class cleavage

| characterise my approach to studying institutional dynameegical institutionalism+
as drawing loosely on historical institutionalism. Historical institutionalist scholars in political
science take organizational arrangements seriously in tdrtheir importancdor
understanding how political processes develop over time. Historical institutionalists define
institutions as Aformal or i nf or embeddeintliec edur e
organi zational structure of the polity or pol
conceptualization of institutions includes both formal bureaucratic structures, like government
departments, but also dimenurosi wenartrorcron,v elyi Ke e
desirability of particular actions and outcomes. Pierson and Skocpol (2002) suggest that
historical institutionalism has three key characteristics: substantive research agendas engaging
with fAbig quest i dsequences;andfhypatheszingaboutthe mieractioas of
institutions and processes. While | generally seek to emulate these attributes, there are several
differences between my approach and that of many historical institutionalists. First, | am less
concened illuminating causal mechanisms than many scholars in this tradition. | do not seek to

isolate institutional factors that cause participatory budgeting projects to be established. Rather, |
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am interested in how power relations and institutions shapsiales to adopt these projects.
Second, my timeframe is relatively modéstseek to contextualize participatory budgeting in
terms of the social and institutional dynamics of municipal politics in Chicago in recent (post
1930s) history and combine ttasalysis with a more sociological discussion of contemporary
dynamics rooted in participanbservation and interviews. In contrast, many historical
institutionalist scholars adopt longer timeframes, and/or comparative analyses of multiple
institutional cantexts. Third, | do not use the language of path dependency common to much
historical institutionalist scholarship. In historical institutionalism, path dependency suggests
that the effects of institutions and social forces are mediated and constratheccbptext (Hall
and Taylor, 1996). While | agree that institutional contexts shape trajectories, | attempt to
emphasize the dynamism, tensions and contradictions in processes of change.

Consequently, | choose to modify my institutionalism with the kaanir A cr i t i cal o
than historical, drawing on the small group of sééntified critical institutionalist scholangp.
Critical institutionalist scholarship has emerged primarily in the discipline of geography
(Cleaver,1999; Jones, 20)5though alsmn the margins of political science (Jenson and
Merand, 2010Pilon, 20195. In geography, critical institutionalism has largely been a response to
mainstream institutionalist accounts of the management of common resources or public goods
that deemphasizéhe social power relations at play. In a special issue dhtkenational
Journal of the Common€ileaver and Koning distinguishes critical institutionalism through its
takeup of Athe challenge of showing &hepg power w
participation, access 20i%2). nadditon taéhsirdhistarital mu |l t i p
formation, critical institutionalist scholarship focuses inquiry on the interplay between

institutions and agency as mediated by complex social icen¢itull et al., 2014: 73).
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Critical institutionalists understand institutions as both the product of social struggle and the
locus of the (re)production of social power relations. A critical institutionalist approach to
participatory budgeting, combirgrelements of historical institutionalism and critical urban
theory, can connect the process with broader social and political dynamics, both in terms of an
extension of neoliberal governance but also possibilities for contestation and subversion. My use
of neoliberalism is discussed in the following section.

In addition to a critical institutional approach that takes the social and institutional
context seriously, | also seek to approach participatory budgeting through the lens of neoliberal
socioeconom restructuring. The concept of neoliberalism has been subject to a great deal of
critique. Summarizing the criticism, Brenner,

become something of a rascal condeptomiscuously pervasive, yet inconsistemtéfined,

empirically imprecise and frequently conteste
try to do without the concept of fneoliberald.i
rather than aid in the task of figuring out how thelwdr wor ks and how it <chan
Writers from the | eft have questioned whet her
pl ace of capitalism, while others have pointe
mainstream politicaldiscur se i séboth a rare and recent eve

and policymakers rarely use the term neoliberal to describe the contemporary policy context:
neoliberalism seems to solely hold relevance in academic cifcles.

Nonetheless, | am situagjrmy work using the language of neoliberalism for several
reasons. First much of the critical scholarship situates its work in terms of neoliberalism (for

exampl e, Larner, 2000; Jessop, 2005; Springer

¥To this point, | was asked to explain and define neol.
number of dndnect iwhg |ientcer vi ews, not only by residents,
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neolikeralism has been overstated: with careful specification, | believe the term is no more likely
to be used teleologically, as both an endpoint and explanation, than any other concept. Most
importantly, neoliberalism is an important entry point for bringimgpktical economy
dimension to discussions of participatory budgeting. Even though pokéers and
practitioners avoid using the term neoliberalism, using the language of neoliberalism is a means
by which to problematize what is all to often taken fianged as a natural social condition:
capitalist rationalities of governance.

Neoliberalism adds temporal specificity to discussions of capitalisrefers to a
specific series of shifts in the relationship between society and the state-ii®9pbstagalism.
The origins of neoliberalism are multiple, emerging in both Europe and the United States after
World War 1l (Jessop, 200Peck, 2010)While a comprehensive history of the term
neoliberalism in political science and geography is beyond the s€dipis discussion, a number
of scholars have written detailed accounts of its develophefdllowing Brown (2003) |
define neoliberalism as the extension of market rationalities of governance to what have
historically been nomarket realms. Thisoccutshr ough #Adi sci plinary pol i
extends market logics to a broader range of social relations (Brenner, Peck and Theodore, 2002:
361). Both nedviarxist and posstructuralist discussions of neoliberalism are united by a
concern with the gpansion of capitalist markets and commodification into areas of social
provisioning and other spaces that had previously been governed differently (Brenner, Peck and
Theodore, 2010; Brown, 2003; Larner, 2000; Rose, 1996). Where they differ is in theeyole t
attribute to the state. Marxists see neoliberalism as differentiated from earlier models of laissez

faire economics through the interventionist role of the state in enacting neoliberal policy changes

17 For a detailed accounting of the history of neoliberalisze, BecK2010),Neoliberal Reasorand Harvey2007),
A Brief History of Neoliberalism
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(Peck, 2010). Harvey and Wachsmuth (2012) go aasféam characterize this interventionism as
the AKeynesian episodeso at the fAheart of neo
consolidate capitalist power (270). Concern with the role of the state is exemplified by the
schol ar stoutpe @Ini Bierodlli smo which contested the j
synonymous with the retrenchment of the state. While the rise of neoliberalism has been
accompanied by the retrenchment of the Keynesian welfare statetrokoliberalism points
out thd the neoliberal paradigm shift has not been marked by the absence of the state, but rather
the adoption of state policies designed to entrench market logics at multiple levels of
government. These policies include private property rights, the rule ofrésunarkets, and free
trade (Harvey, 2007; Peck, 2010).

In contrast, posstructuralist approaches emphasize the role of populations in neoliberal
governance, placing focus on the embeddedness of market rationalities in communities and
social actors a distance from the formal state apparatus (Rose, 1996). The contradiction in neo
Marxist and posstructuralist theorizations of the state in neoliberalism can be read as a mark of
some of the contradictions inherent to neoliberal capitalist governiaetfe Neoliberalism
entails governance strategies that create the appearance of distance between the state and social
actors (Rose, 1996) but still rely to some extent on the state as a hegemonic actor (Brenner, Peck
and Theodore, 2002). In my readingg ttrucial point posstructural analysis emphasizes is the
deeper embedding of neoliberal logics in social structures beyond the state to communities and
populations, taking on the role of commonsensical reasoning even in the absence of direct state

coercbon 8 Thus, the posstructuralist perspective helps elucidate two important aspects of

Bl n mor eposltircibcntalhyy eapproaches, there is a conceptualiza
centralized in the state apparatus. While the state ma)
emanates from outside the community (Graefe, 2007).
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neoliberalism: first, neoliberalism can be understood as a sati@ialitiesthat interact and

work together to make a particular worldview seem commonsensical. These rationalities are
commensurate with capitalist |l ogic but used t
positions, and policies beyond the economic realntydicg the desirability of competition,

efficiency, and individual responsibility in social provisioning (Brown, 2003; Larner, 2000).

Second, this set of neoliberal logics operates beyond the state: not only in arenas dominated by

the formal government appatus, but also in individuals, communities, groups, and associations.

This is particularly useful as participatory budgeting is a technology of government that purports

to act at a distance from the statenafysisi vil eqgi
will demonstrate, participatory budgeting is highly embedded with the state appératus.

There are three additional characteristics of neoliberalism that hold relevance for my work. First,
neoliberal capitalism is variegated: historical diffees social and regulatory contexts shape
neoliberal policy developments (Brenner, Peck, and Theodore, 2010; Roy, 2016). Thus, while
neoliberalism is a coherent set of principles, its consequences are somewhat uneven and

attendant to context (Brenner ahldeodore, 2005). Second, neoliberalism often begets policy
experimentation. This experimentation is a product of the intermittent crises and creative

destruction that mark neoliberalism, and capitalism more generally (Brenner, Peck and

Theodore, 2002: 36 Peck 2010). The continual seeking out of new policies and improvements

is driven by both periodic crises and attempts to foster local competitiveness in global markets

(Harvey, 2007). Experimentation also manifests through an emphasis on the indigghadyc

for creative reinvention and resiliency where
responsibilizati on, per sonal gr owt h, competit
PBy aitset apparatuso | mean for mal state actors including
processes |ike elections and regular municiopal budget i
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2010: 63). Individuals hold latent capacities foriabaction that can be activated through the
creative application of new technologies of governance texisting social problems. This
emphasis on creativity extends to the policy realm, where increasingly rapid cycles of policy
innovation are adopted &fficiencies (Peck and Theodore, 2015; Larner, 2000). It also takes the
form of a valorization of the fAnewo0o conceived
progress, or modernity (Robinson, 2016). Finally, neoliberal emphasis on market rule is
accompanied by an overt ideological hostility toward socialized, planned and collectivist modes
of government (Peck, 2010; Harvey, 2007; Brown, 2003; Larner, 2000). This can be read as both
an attack on traditional workingjass solidarities like labour ioms and antipathy towards
welfare state programming. The emphasis on individual responsibility also provides a basis for
marking social groups into deserving and undeserving categories on the basis of perceived social
resilience, often with racial implitians.

Neoliberal restructuring has concerning implications for even lilbenals ofdemocracy.
It is associated with the concentration of decision making within the state executive and/or the
department of finance at the expense of the legislature (Br2®06). The insulation of
decisionmaking from the more visible and public legislative branch of government makes it
easier for public demands to be subjugated to the interests of capital (Pur&llJr2@ddition,
the enlarged role of finance depaetmts signals a manifestation of hiberalization through
budgetary changes and fiscal discipline (Koing, 2012; Larner, 2088)dominant role of
finance, and the normalization of budgetary austerity, have curtailed potential public policy
outcomes, liming policy possibilities in light of economic imperatives. Neoliberalism thus

begets a democratic deficit, as it redirects policy decisions from public spaces and emphasizes
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the management of the public commensurate with capitalist objectives overilitagitacof
democratic participation (Addie, 2009).

| use the concept of neoliberalism in this dissertation to discuss the ways shifts in
municipal finance, including declines in funding from other levels of government, an increased
reliance on costecowery, and increased privatization, have affected municipal infrastructure and
service provision, and the implications this has for the relationship between aldermen and their
constituents, and more broadly, the democratic legitimacy of local governmdmtag@. In
addition, | approach neoliberalization as a process that is fundamentally raced, with stratified
racial implications, particularly in a city like Chicago where neighbourhood segregation and
racial disparities between residents persist. My canedipation of race in relation to
neoliberalization is discussed below.

The colonial government of the United States has always had-hased governance
systen?® In the past, nowhite and normale individuals were explicitly excluded from civil
andpolitical spheres through the denial of basic civil and political rights, often on the basis of
spurious arguments concerning biological inferiofitizong struggles for inclusion, combined
with the increasing unacceptability of discourses of biologicasm® have resulted in what Omi
and Winant call a transition from racial despotism to racial democracy, and a concurrent shift
from techniques of dominance to those of hegentbroughtheideologyof colourblindness

(2015: 132)2

2®Race is produced through processes where some groups I
and through the perpetnaltéeosn odstsemauctandaiPwpirne ecC¥esng,
is a social duean 3§ toahuacstf ,nratdleer iparlo consequences for the I iv
racially strat iSfiilevda,s 02c0i0edt;i eYo u(nBo rMi0l0I9g .

22For a detailed discussion of historical ahdhucgnle@®Por :
Omi and Wi nant ,-Si2loMl&,, 20@9 Bonill o

20mi and Winant, however, wollwthanot hegndehdntehats raci al
to social arnthapoldi siapplarieght s at marest h®y cwexlidtarn gouenain
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As a formmméns@naeoakt haot denies the salienc
ideology of colourblindness is central to the operation of neoliberalism (Goldburg, 2009;
Bonillo-Silva, 2009; Roberts and Mahtani, 2010). Colourblindness presumes that individual
equalityof opportunity and merbased inclusion are default conditions of the contemporary
social order. Colourblindness strongly denies its racial dimengisesing attempts to rectify
racial social inequity as examples of racism itself (Goldburg, 2808)rough the ideology of
colourblindness, instances of racial inequality are rationalized as naturally occurring social
conditions resulting from free market dynamics and/or the cultural limitations of particular
groups (BonilleSilva, 2009: Omi and Winant, 261**As Gol dbur g stheci nctl y
increasing stress on individualized merit and ability in the name of racelessness was coterminous
with structural shifts in state formation away from welfarism and the caretaker state following
the midl 9 7 0 s 0 33()2BY Geflying the saliency of racial discrimination, the racial project
of colourblindness undermines the case for state programs targeting racial inequity, like
affirmative action, and more broadly, legitimates the absence of the state from redistribu

arenas and social programs that have racialized implications in a society where class dynamics

with racial democracy (2015: 139). For example, while
i mmi gration detention has grown.

Z20fttimes this drsacfisanbed Chsarialcé#iee i s& fnigr ma toigraariss md on  a ¢
ignores how racism is predicated on a system of white

white people. Those subordinated through héis. syShiesm ics
not to say that individual instances of discrimination
nowhite people, but rather to note that these instance:c
This denial of datoawhaeti dBemnifl@l0i0® )] drelser i bes as a soc
l' i beralism. Abstract I|iberalism explains racial strati/
economic thought, including chequal oppovhdail g senst ptee
soci al policy. The result is the minimization of the i1
addressing racial inequity (2009). mozesexampi emat heef a:
programs by presentciomg etihveede imrtegrvemd iaosnsi lolf the state
and public entities-bascedxehoicesindi vidual, mer it
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are racially stratified?® Thus,like neoliberalisnthe ideology of colourblindnesstails a retreat
of the state from areas of social provisioning, as ash notion of nointerference in racial
matters that serves to protect existing structures of racial discrimination and segregation.
Alongside the persistence of pervasive racial inequity exists claims of universal liberal
democratic inclusion, alsodéimated through notions of democracy as colourblind (Omi and
Winant, 2015: 220). As a result, mechanisms for managing or containing the fiebsiwveen
abstract liberal democratic values and racial exclusidrecome necessary to represent

contemporay democracy as legitimate. Omi and Winant suggest:

I n theiivpdstri ghtso era, the racial state c
hegemonyl t does this in two related ways; firs
t he -di sautbher s, i subaltérrpedrsecond by dreating and embodying

raci al Acommon sense, 0 as we have discusse

aggressie and repressive policing of people of color all continue; this is how hegemony
and subalternity are maintained: though a combination of repression and incorporation
(2015 147).

The democratic deficits of racialses®oltihlagr plois
citizens as active participants in local politpaking crucial in the ongoing legitimatization the
neoliberal project (Addie, 2009; Purcell, 2Q00®eodore and Peck, 201 The incorporation of
nonwhite racial groups into democraticogesses and governance through these discourses is
thus a crucial component of validating the existing state order as consistent with the basic tenants
of liberal democracyyet coexistsvith continuing racial oppressions and exclusions.
While the decenélization of governance through participatory initiatives is sometimes
seen as empowering for community membansl a means of addressing racial inequity,
scholars have questioned the inherent attribution of democratic content to participatory local

governance initiatives (Albo, 2009; Purcell, 2006). Encouraging popular involvement in

®For examprnme,gramtti i fiintciaatcieved, omasasnd the criminalizat.i
enfranchisement | aws, and cuts to medi csdtrernagciidalsioxzeé chl
out comesSi(lBoa, |2®09: 212)
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institutions of governance through participatory processes can faatligatket extensions

through the careful curation of citizen participation in official avenues and the delegitimization
popular contestation outside these channels, as well as mitigate concerns about racial exclusion
through inclusivity and diversity rhetari ( Addi e, 2009; Ahmed, 2017;
2001; Peck and Tickell, 2002). In these ways, the proliferation of decentralized local democracy
experiments is intimately related to democratic disempowerment and racial exclusions associated
with neolibenlism.

In my dissertation research, | investigate the democratic empowerment potential of
participatory budgeting, and attempt to avoid
initiatives at the local scale are inherently democratic (Purd#6:21922). Interrogatinthe
relationship between participatory budgeting and the marketization of municipal governance
makes it possible to ask substantive questions about the possibilities for, and limits of,
participatory budgeting as a reassertiod@inocratic control over municipal budgeting. Using
critical institutionalism and racial neoliberalism as theoretical framings provides opportunity to
examine the connections between participatory budgeting and social power relations. The

methods | use topgroach this topic, as well as my selection of case study, are discussed below.

Methodological ApproachA QualitativeCase studypf Chicago, IL

This dissertation project is a qualitative case study of participatory budgeting in Chicago.
Johnsondescribs case study -iamtagd rysii we arsedieamectext( 2015
the usefulness of case study approaches in considering the role of contextual factors in
influencing public policy outcomes. Empirical case study research provides a messisgf t

theoretical claims through a sustained investigation.
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Often narratives of case study selection take the process as solely based on objective and
systemic thought: careful consideration of the existing literature and theoretical approach.
Transpareay about the subjective factors that draw the researcher towards particular cases is
part of the growing shift towards locating the researcher in the research (du Preez, 2008; Kirby
and McKenna, 1989). Chicago was neither an entirely accidental noryeptegaieditated
choice. I initially wanted to study participatory budgeting in Hamilton, Ontario. My industrial
hometown of 500,000 residents has often failed to attract the type of academic attention garnered
by fAgl obal cCities 0 etphbbcteye.lYetaratialpdiverse, lbwencomee | y i n
community in the downtown of this ordinary city, had developed a multiyear participatory
budgeting project, one of the first in Canada. While | had intrinsic interest in Hamilton, | was
also concerned th&bcusing on a relatively small project in one neighbourhood might not
provide enough scope for a doctoral dissertation project. When | began seeking comparator
cities, |l was attracted to Chicago. Given con
contemporary practices of municipal governance as unwelcoming to public participation and
resistant to professionalization, Chicago is an unexpected place for a participatory democratic
initiative | ike participat or ygoemahgesttuctureghast o t a
been presented as clientalistic, corrupt, and elite dominated: the quintessential legacy of a
longstanding municipal patronage system that continues to influence local political development.
Underl ying Chi c agnoessuctunelisia high degrde of glassd eacdmased
social inequity, that manifests in stark public infrastructure gaps between neighboyidds
2017) Infrastructure spending patterns mirror demographic patterns where working class
predominantly Black and Hispanic communities live in neighbourhoods that lack the same

quality of public services and public infrastructure as more affluent predominantéy wh
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communities. Given a long history of racial discrimination and high degree of continued
residential segregation, Chicago provided an opportunity to examine how the promises of
participatory budgeting were actualized in a context of persistent radisibdis hardened
through institutional structures that maintain exclusions. Moreover, many scholars have analyzed
participatory budgeting through lenses of participatory democracy and deliberative deniocracy
which purport to contest the individualism dfdral democracy to emphasize collective equity
and social justice considerations in democratic processes. In particular, deliberative democrats
focus on cultivating spaces of procedural equality where participants can speak across structural
differences ad act in the common good (Mansbridge et al., 2006). Given some of the narratives
of participatory budgeting as addressing socioeconomic and racial inequity, Chicago is an
important case to study. As a site of severe neoliberal restructuring over tinldstades,
Chicago was also well situated for an examination of the interaction between the participatory
budgeting process and neoliberal restructuring of other aspects of the municipal budget.

As a result, | ended up planning a comparative case stialgining participatory
budgeting in Hamilton and Chicago. | successfully applied for a fieldwork grant, which enabled
me to spend an extended time in Chicago. Although | conducted interviews in Hamilton and
Chicago and observed and participated in comtyumeetings in both cities, when | approached
the stage of writing my dissertation, | had more than enough material and scope for a single
dissertation project in mgase studpf Chicago, which already contained an intracity
comparative study of three thfent wards. Within the space of a single dissertation, | was
concerned about my ability to do justice to the complexities of fourstasiees in two cities,
while remaining committed to an-ohepth examination of the historical, institutional and social

contexts through which participatory budgeting projects operate. Consequently, though I started
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pursuing participatory budgeting in Hamilton, | ended up writing a dissertation about
participatory budgeting in three neighbourhoods in Chicago. Nonethidisslton remains the
silent partner in this dissertation. The questions | asked in Chicago, and my observations and
responses to different developments, were undoubtedly shaped by experiences in Hamilton.

| initially travelled to Chicago planning to focasy research on the two wards with
longstanding participatory budgeting projects: th& ward, which had been engaging with the
process for eight years, and thé4gard, which was in their fourth cycle at the tifi&Vhile
there, the 2% ward captured mattention. Ward 22 had practiced participatory budgeting for
two years, and then stopped. This ward was also the only south side ward to engage with the
process. | thought it might be a useful counterpoint to speak with people in a ward that had
engagedvith participatory budgeting but not continued the process. Most, but not all, of my
interviews and participant observation took place in these three wardstr84@and 22

wards.

Researcltsources SemiStructured Interviews and Participant Obsgion and
Secondary Data

Case study research requires incorporating information from a variety of sources, as the
researcher is aiming to develop a thick contextual understanding of a phenomenon. For my
research, | relied on secondary sources, intervawlsparticipant observation. | examined news
reports about participatory budgeting, and the websites and social media accounts of
participatory budgeting groups in Chicago. The latter provide an important lens into the self
representation of these groups,well as some of the ongoing debates and dialogue around these

processes. | also incorporate budgetary data from Chicago into my work, specifically data on

%My fieldwork i®e €Chiomadopribokoplaty of 2016.
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public infrastructure funding, electoral data
aldermaic voting records. These sources of detailed budgetary and electoral data help provide
context for my primary data gathering through setniictured interviews and participant
observation, described below.

Interviews are especially useful in considerihg interactions between individuals and
macrostructural forces, as well as understanding how different actors understand their

involvement in policy processes (Addie, 2013; Johnson, ;2at&ann and Ward, 201)1;

Hermanowicsays ofthesems t r uct ured i nterview: Aif execut e
closer than many other methods to an inti mate
(200 2: 180) . My dissertation r elsicaasrwatd i nvol v

staff, and city staff about their experiences with participatory budgeting. But | also interviewed
residents with varying degrees of involvement in participatory budgeting proj&ota local

facilitators, to casual volunteers, to resitfewho voted but did not volunteer with the projects.

This takes seriously Boudreaub6s call for crit
voices not often privileged in formal academic research (Bourdreau, 2010: 69). It also provides

an opportuniyf to examine the different layers of subjectivities produced through participatory
budgeting projects.

In my work, | approached interviews not as a truth but as a telling. The interview is a
Anegotiated texto: acti vel rictavwewderaondcdntexd and m
(Fontana and Frey, 2000: 646; Rapley, 2001). In qualitative methods, transparency concerning
methodological choices is a key component of analytical rigor (Baxter and Eyles, 1997). This
includes providing the details of inteew procedure and selection, the number of interviewees

conducted, decisions around textual reporting
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when different methods are combined. | seek to provide transparency and justification for my
interview proess below?’

From April to June 2016, | shared office space in Chicago with staff at the Great Cities
Institute at UIC who provide support to participatory budgeting projects across the city. | used
information provided by staff members and my UIC hosesuipor to make initial contacts for
interviews. | also attended and volunteered at participatory budgeting events and other
community meetings in my target wards to make additional research contacts. Once | had
established contact with an initial groupiterviewees, | then used the snowball method to
locate additional contacts by asking interviewees to identify other individuals who might be
interested in participating in interviews. Potential interviewees were approached a minimum of
two times. After he third approach, if a contact was unresponsive, | assumed they were not
interested in being interviewed. Midway through my time in Chicago, | began to specifically
target women and interviewees from wards where | had fewer contacts, to provide more
representativeness in my selection of interviewees. | ceased interviews when | had contacted a
geographically and demographically diverse set of respondents from each of my targeted wards,
including interviewees who had taken on a variety of roles in relaiiparticipatory budgeting
In addition, at the point when | ceased interviews interview data began to approach saturation,
meaning there was a high degree of repetition of common themes by interviewees and interviews
no longer yielded substantially newanfmation.

Fontana and Frey make the relatively uncon

dynamic of the interview can shape the nature
Triangul ation is sometimes thought of as a strictly poc¢
objective reality through the combination of multiple :

triangul ati on agetah ewaydiofff eéborreemtgipnegr stpopect i ves, treating
val uable themselves (Seale, 2010: 105) .
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Chicago, my initial access to research participants was mediafgedsnting as a relatively

young woman. My first seven interviewees were all men, and | tended to have more success
recruiting male research participaftSometimes gendered interactions took the form of
excessively solicitous behaviour: male researchtigg@gants would attempt to purchase drinks for
me or offer to drive me home after our interview or suggest socializing outside of the interview
procesg? Being generally whitg@resenting, racial privilege made me privy to explicit and
implicit narrativesof racism from some white participants, who perhaps perceived me-as non
judgmental. Racialized participants sometimes shared narratives dfasee discrimination as
well. My ability to connect with Hispanic residents in Chicago was limited by my ihatmli
interview Spanistspeaking residents who did not also speak English.

A second challenge in interview recruitment was that often people with more formal
education were more interested in speaking with me. Some of this may relate to the flexible
natue of their work, for example, the ability to meet a researcher during lunch hours. To some
degree it may speak to a class bias in participants, as participatory budgeting volunteers in
Chicago tend to be more educated than average residents (Wehe2@t5)L. It also speaks to a
class bias in the research process itself, where certain individuals, especially those with advanced
degrees or doctorates, were more likely to be willing to participate in a research interview,
perhaps because they had expargeworking as social science researchers themselves. This was
difficult to mitigate in the selection process, as educational attainment only came out casually

during our interviews, but it speaks to the need to approach interview tellings as necessarily

2Women make up more than 50 percent of the participator
®0One man provtialewi thecdsahibefore | arrived, |l eaving me
ordered my coffee.
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partial and incomplete, albeit important, accounts. It also raises caution in taking the perceptions
of participatory budgetingolunteers as emblematic of people in the community as a whole.

Overall, | conducted 35 research interviews in Chicago fpmil 2016 to July 201€see
Appendix A for my interview guides) interviewed four aldermen who had experience with
participatory budgeting in their wards. | also interviewed nine staff members who were
responsible for participatory budgeting in someagdty in their formal work, either as part of a
community organization, as aldermanic staff, or as part of the municipal civil service. In
addition, | interviewed 22 residents with some degree of involvement in participatory budgeting
projects, ranging fnm simply voting to serving on volunteer steering committees.

To make the interview process as comfortable as possible, | offered to meet the
interviewee at a public location of their choosing, either in their commahigsidenceor near
their place ofvork or schooling. To enable more equitable participation among people with non
traditional work schedules and caregiving responsibilities, | offered to meet interviewees at
whatever time was most convenient for them. Interviews weresenatured withan open
ended research guide. | had a core set of questions | strove to always ask, but used
suppl ementary questions as appropriate, depen
relationship to participatory budgeting projects, as well as thetidineaf our conversation.

Questions were constructed to avoid leading language, and | strove to present myself as open to a
diversity of perspectives, but also actively engaged in the dialogue to stimulate conversation. My
ultimate goal was to solicitdetd ed i nf or mati on about particiopar
participatory budgeting, rather than use data for statistical analysis or modeling which might

require more rigid consistency in the interview guide. As such, | strove to be responsive to the

interviewee, to listen closely and follow verbal and physical cues to encourage the interviewee to
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share specific, detailed information about the interview subject (Hermanowicz, 2062). 432
average the interviews lasted one hour and were structured to stagewdral questions about
thar neighbourhood andiard, and then move into more specific questions about participatory
budgeting and the municipal budget process.

All interviews were transcribed. Interview responses were coded to identify patterns and
coomon t hemes. I n keeping with Silvermands (20(¢
coding schemes can be too deterministic to capture the data accurately, thematic categories were
inductively drawn from a close investigation of discourse fragmenexdmining interview
data, | adopted a form of discourse analysis known as critical discourse analysis (CDA). Building
on traditional practices of discourse analysis, CDA applies a lens of social criticism to consider
how social power relations are impliedtin discourses. Practitioners of CDA argue that
discourses are not neutral, disinterested exercises, but rather are embedded in social relations,
ideology and power (Fairclough, 2002; Van Dijk, 2003). As a result, critical discourse analysis
can shed ihton how eliteandnea !l i t e di scourses can fAenact, coO
or challenge relations of power and dominance
in analyzing interview data | was interested in the following questions:

1 Where are moments of disjuncture and contradiction in narrations of participatory

budgeting project? Are there shared affinities along geographic or subject positions that
shape these disconnects?

1 Where are moments of commonality, repeated themes irg&liAre there shared

affinities along geographic or other subject positions?
1 How are questions of capitalism, race and gender present in the narratives provided by

participants? What absences exist?
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1 How do participants understand the relationship betweasditipatory budgeting,
municipal government, and community organizing?

This dissertatiomesearcheceived ethics approval from both York University and the University
of lllinois, Chicago(see Appendix Bor copies of my ethics forms and approval cerétes.
Residents and staff consented to an interview process that protected anonymity in any resulting
research publications. As a result, while these interviewees are identified in terms of their
relationship to the participatory budgeting project (stasfunteer or resident) specific residents
and staff are not identified in this dissertation. | have taken three additional steps to protect
anonymity. First, | have occasionally changed minor details of interview quotes that might make
the identity of he interviewee easy to deduce. For example, this might involve omitting the name
of a park, schoolpr community group closely connected with the interviewee. Second, | have
avoided providing demographic information when using interviewee quotes beyonid wha
direct relevance to the topic at hand. For example, in a discussion of ward dynamics | will note
the intervieweeds ward, but not their race or
may note an interviewees racial identification, buttheir ward. | also avoid providing multiple
demographic indicators of a given interviewee that might make it possible to narrow down the
respondent to a small group of people. Third, in discussing topics where an interviewee may
experience criticism frorelements of the participatory budgeting community for being candid
with a researcher, | have exercised additional caution. In these cases, | have avoided providing
any demographic information at all and avoided using direct quotations to further gretect t

identity of the intervieweé®

the additional measures to obscur e

¥Topics where | ok
bdecovonti sgoproeaeisal, @i scrimination in

t o
i mproprieties imdt
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Unlike residents and staff, aldermen agreed to be identified in publications resulting from
the research by checking a specific box on their informed consent form. | chose to request
aldermen consent to being identified fowo reasons. First, | anticipated | would only speak with
a small number of aldermen, and consequently it would be difficult to ensure that any alderman |
spoke with was truly anonymous in the research. Second, aldermen are elected officials. Unlike
resdents or staff, their formal position involves a degree of public scrutiny, and my research
project sought comment on a democratic initiative undertaken as part of their public role. Thus,
based on their public role, | also judged it appropriate to rétjueg agree to be identified in my
research. A consequence of not providing aldermen with anonymity in the research project is that
they may have been less candid in their comments than they would have been otherwise,
recognizing that the interview was @somewhat public nature, not dissimilar to an interview
with a news media organization. Although all four aldermen | interviewed consented to being
identified in the research, quotes are only attributed to specific aldermen where it is necessary to
provide context, or already obvious from the topic on which alderman was being quoted.

In addition to interviews, | had the opportunity to engage in substantial participant
observation of the participatory budgeting processes in Chicago. Participant obsesiigo
general term used to describe a host of research activities that involve learning about a
phenomenon by both observing people participating in it and participating as well (Kawulich,
2005). Participanbbservation is one way of triangulating iniews, to consider how what
people say in an interview setting matches with what they do. It helps a researcher develop a
more holistic understanding of the phenomena of interest and can help validate information and
interpretations offered by intervieweleg providing for a better understanding of context

(DeWalt and DeWalt, 2002). Participant observation can be a necessary complement to
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interviews, particularly those with elite actors, as interviews are staged settings and there may be
pressure to exaggae the success of a policy process (Peck and Theodore 220M§).
participati eoemrwasifpamhservdror et hi cal reasons,
researcher as soon as practicable when entering a space or meeting where | could befonistaken
a participant. Nevertheless, | was invited as a researcher to participate in a number of activities.
While in Chicago, from April to June 2016, | volunteered at four voting events, attended two
volunteer trainings, attended two evaluation meetingsattedded the annual writing of the
rules event, which included representatives from all participatory budgeting wards in the city. In
addition, while in Chicago | participated in many dayday conversations about the
participatory budgeting program imsous wards with participatory budgeting staff at UIC with
whom | shared office space.

While conducting participartbservation fieldwork | kept a regular journal of my
thoughts and impressions, which were generally recorded as soon as possiblecaftarsion
or event (Kriby and McKenna 1989; Kawulich 2005). This practice provided me with a reference
point to examine my thought processes throughout fieldwork, as well as any assumptions, on
going concerns and ethical issues that arose throughoututseaf my research.

One of the complexities in working on this project was that participatory budgeting
research involves working with a community of practiqggeople engaging in a process of
collective learning around a shared concern (Wenger, 28%1iscussed ishapter 3,
describing these projects as strictly community based would be misleading as they are almost
always initiated by political elites in Chicago. Nonetheless, many community members were

deeply involved in participatory budgetingytronly devoting a great deal of unpaid labour to the

The issue of exaggeration was particularly obvious in
of their involvement boré& btheteintenviewees dhemgeswni
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process, but also cultivating personal relationships and neighbourhood connections through their
engagement with participatory budgeting. While participants often expressed critiques of the
process, mansimultaneously were deeply invested in the success of participatory budgeting.
Sometimes this led to tensions between internal discussions of the process and the image
participants sought to project of participatory budgeting to outsiders and the lpohlierin

some communities, where the reputation of participatory budgeting was bound up closely with
the reputation of the local alderman, pressure to present a positive narrative of the process was
immense. As an outside researcher, | felt very coredewith fully conveying the complexities

and nuances presented by participants and resisting the urge to fit narratives into a researcher
driven framing. While it would be a simpler argument to either dismiss participatory budgeting

as another technique né&oliberal governance, or conversely to celebrate it as an empowering
form of communityled democratic participation in governance, neither of these stories about
participatory budgeting wholly reflect the experiences of people in communities who paeticip

in the process. Many participants had sophisticated understandings of the limits of participatory
budgeting as an empowering process, in the context of Chicago, while simultaneously seeking to
push the limits of the process in terms of greater commaaiitrol, racial and socioeconomic

inclusion, and increased redistribution of scarce public resources.

Demographic Data and Racial Categories

Income andacialdataused in this dissertation, particularlydnaptes 3 and4, is taken
from 201132015 American Community Survey: Table B19013 in the US Census as reported in

data tables provided by the Chicago Metropolitan Agency for PladrBrega Hub 32
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To gain a more fulsome picture of the socioeconomic context in each neighbourhood, income
data is supplemented byhardship rankingissessed by the City of Chicago based on the-2008
2012 American Community Survey in the US Census. The hardship ranking scaléds from
(minimal hardship) to 100 (maximal hardshgmdis comprised of six measures of

socioeconomic wellbeing: 1) percent of occupied housing units with more than one person per
room(a proxy for overcrowding)l?) the percent of households living below the federal poverty
level; 3) the percent of persons in the labor force over the aifeyears that are unemployed;

4) the percent of persons over the age of 25 years without a high school diploma; 5) the percent

of the population under 18 or over 64 years of agar¢xy fordependency); and 6) per capita

income.

The racial categories used in this dissert

A A s i lake mast racial classification schemes, these categories lack logical cohé&mince
one, AHIi spani c o i rathenitadésigrates Spanishapers oho maydo from
any race. On the other hand, AAsianod i s so
national, ethnic and racial identitieasa. A s
A w h i Tthesailemographic categories leta flattening of racial and ethnic difference by
homogenizing groups into four categories. Nonetheless | use these categories because not only
are they the terms the used by census data but also because they reflect the language many
residents themselgaused to discuss racial and ethnic differeniceaddition,a great deal of

social science research also discusses race in usingrthisology(Omi and Winant, 2015%

3¥The use of the categories fAwhiteo AiBl ackoaliHi spani c
directive that sought to establish consistent racial

of compliance with civil rights |l egislation (Omi and
of these tbastegofieenced social science research, as
advocacy groups have formed under these | abel s.
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ConclusionPlan of the Dissertation and Contribution to the Literature

This project makes several modest contributions to the literature on participatory
democracy. Irchapter 2 larguethat analyzing the historical and institutional context of
participatory governance initiatives helps explain why participatory budgeting projects develop
in particular places, and how these projects
of aclientelisticpatronagesystemjnstitutional structures that perpetuate aheixclusiorand
residential segregatipand neoliberal restructuringave all shaped the emergence of
participatory budgeting. Participatory budgeting projects can beaigee by political elites to
demonstrate distance from the pitfalls of patronage politics, and, in a context of racial tension,
can be used to frame municipal governance as inclusive, diverse, and acting to mitigate racial
inequities. The analysis in thitvapter broadly argues the emergence of participatory budgeting
in Chicago was not accidental, rather the appeal of participatory budgeting was produced through
strategic interests of elite political actors, shaped by institutional and sociopoliticas fasto
well as economic conditions related to neoliberal municipal restructuring.

In chapter 3, | take a closer look at how municipal electoral dynamics interact with
participatory budgetinga topic largely neglectad the current literature on particfory
budgeting | pay close attention to the role of electoral competition, civil society organization,
and socioeconomic marginalization. Aldermen who areinonmbents, identify as
progressives, and who face strong electoral competition, are muchikebréo implement
participatory budgeting projects than their counterparts because they obtain the greatest electoral
benefits from the process. This chapter also examines the role of civil society organizations,

arguing that as the literature suggetiisse organizations can play a role in initiating

50



participatory budgeting projects, but in the case of Chicago, electoral dynamics are a more
determinative factor. Finally, this chapter investigates why miohdieme and gentrifying areas
are more likelyd adopt participatory budgeting projects than kigtome or lowincome
neighbourhoods, arguing that higicome neighbourhoods are already relatively well served by
existing municipal provisioning, while in loimcome neighbourhoods with serious unmet
infrastructure needs participatory budgeting may exacerbate tension between community
members.

Chapter 4 moves away from the city level to engage with neighbourhood dynamics in
detail, in the three wards that serve as my case studies in Chicagd” thard9the 4% ward
and the 2% ward. This chapter demonstrates how participatory budgeting as a policy practice is
often mobilized by elites in ways that work to manage tensions associated with inequalities and
divisions exacerbated by neoliberal restruaii in cities. This developmenbalesesaround
distinct issues and languaigedifferent neighbourhoodsn the 44 ward, proponents of
participatory budgeting have sought to ground the process in the language of diversity. In the
45" ward, participatry budgeting has become comingled with language of redevelopment. In
the 229ward, the language of equity became key. In each case the emphasis on particular
languagéd diversity in 49, redevelopment in 45, and equity iri 2Bpresents the associatioh
participatory budgeting with the most salient neighbourhood tendiotie 229 ward, the
Al dermanés decision to discontinue the proces
continuation, was intimately related to a perception that participbtatgeting could not
effectively mitigate ward tensions related to equityis chapter reinforcethe assertiothat

participatory democratic strategies of containnaetimportant tactics in legitimating
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governance in a context of pervasive racial dadscinequity exacerbated through neoliberal
restructuring.

Chapter 5 investigates how participatory budgeting creates new neoliberal subjectivities
in governance. More specifically, | argue that participatory budgeting operates in tension
betweenextensson and contestation of neoliberal gove
neoliberal subjectivities is part of the reason for its adaptability and success, but at the same time,
the participatory budgeting process has served as a basis for assertidlestfitpand equity
that contest a strictly neoliberal interpretation of the process. This chapter investigates these
guestions through a discussion of who participates in participatory budgeting, how that
participation is framed, how the benefits oftpapatory budgeting are described by participants,
and how participatory budgeting is implicated
chapter contributes a concretized discussion of how some of the inclusivity and racial equity
claims made of pécipatory budgetingnanifestin practice.

Finally, in my conclusion, | consider participatory budgeting in light of the concepts of
empower ment and emancipati on. Usi ng- Bai occhi
empowerment framework, | argue that agently constituted, participatory budgeting in
Chicago may have some benefits in terms of individual empowerment, but its ability to serve as
a pathway to collective empowerment for marginalized groups and interests, and therefore its
emancipatory potentigs lacking. | conclude with some suggestions for imagining a more

empowering participatory budgeting practiage Chicago and beyond
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Chapter 2institutionalDynamics: Machin&overnanceNeoliberal
Restructuring anthe Origins of RrticipatoryBudgeting in Chicago

Introduction

In this chapter, | attempt to contextualize participatory budgeting in terms of the broader
political environmengndits relationship to existing structures of political and social
organizationBuilding onthe work of institutionalist scholarsargue the emergence of
participatory budgeting projects in Chicago is only intelligibléght of a history of highly
autocratic and centralized machine government, in conjunction with severe neoliberal
restructuringwhich has created an environment where participatory budgeting can be presented
as a solution to a democratic legitimacy problem, wbeth the municipal government and
municipal budgeting are largely viewed as etltaninated. More specifically, this chapter will
argue that the emergence of participatory budgeting in Chicago as a desirable form of public
policy is intimately related tboth the historyf autocratic governmenlongstanding racial and
class cleavageand current neoliberal budget making. While the presence of participatory
budgeting is often taken a symptom of a democratic environment, in the case of Chicago
participabry budgeting as a policy practice is rendered appealing and useful through the failures
of representative democracy.

This overarching argument is demonstrated through a discusdioa lostorical and
contemporary practices of municipal governanc€hicago. Machine government and direct
patronageoperatingprimarily through the provision of employmentere the dominant mode
of aldermanieconstituency relations in Chicago from the 19868l the 1980sBoth centralized
mayoralcontrol andpolitical patronage have been slow to decliRer the most partChicago no
longer operates undédre same degree employmenpatronagehowever patronageersists
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through the preferential tendering of municipal contractss o met i mes cal |l ed dApi

pat r o Akegddféerence between direct patronage gimstripepatronage is the distribution

of benefits:employmengpatronage functions as a form of constituency relations where residents
received direct benefits in the formjobs With pinstripe @tronage, the benefits ofunicipal
patronage are directed towammtractors, business owners, agndreasinglyfinancial

institutions. Shifts in patronage relations interact with processes of boddiatg in Chicagp

which have increasinglgirectedpublic infrastructurdundingtowards elite interests. Both the
ongoing legacy of patronagedthe constraints ddudgetary austerity havemwtributed to

significant alienation from municipal government on the part of many residents. This creates a
legitimacyproblem for aldermen who negal cultivatepositive relationships with their
constituenies butcan no longer rely oeamploymenpatronage as a mechani$on shoring up

local supportAs an effect of this particular political history in Chicago, pgrttory budgeting
became appealing to some aldermen as a means of fostering positive constituency relations,
particularly in a strongnayor context where aldermen have autonomy over few aspects of

municipal government, budgetary or otherwise.

A Brief History of Municipal Politics in Chicago: Patronage and Machine
Government

The standard answer to the question of how patrticipatory budgeting started in Chicago is
fiJoe Mo2009ea8 alderman in the'¥®ard, Joe Moorénitiated the first prticipatory
budgeting project in the city. But the broader landscape that created the conditions of possibility
for a participatory budgeting project in Chicago are embedded in the political history of the city.
Chicago has a very autocratic history ofmuipal government. For most of the twentieth

century, Chicagob6s electoral politics were

54

do

I



Amachined: an el aborate system of centralized
elected mayor in 1931, amdaching its heights under Richard J. Daley mayor from 1955 until

his deathin 1978'Under Dal eydés tenur e, #urtheremivepoweof st e
from aldermen and centralize administrative and budgetary power around the mayor, resulting in

a city council tshtaampma sf oorf taemn eax eficrwtbibveer agendas
office (Fuchs, 1992Royko, 1971 Simpson, 2000**The consequences of Dal ¢
governance, and tretructuralchanges he made mounicipalpolitics in Chicago, have had long

standing implications for the level of public trust in government in Chicakis perceived

distance between residents and municipal government has contribthedhterest in

participatory democratipractices like prticipatory budgeting. An overview of the historical

dynamics of patronage and machine government in Chicago is provided below.

Patronage was a kepmponenbf RichardJDal ey s pol i ti cal mac hi n
patronageasian i ncend apei systaéemcurrency with which
activity and pol:28).inthia definitien spptomageésa gendral Bedidnm that
can be exchanged fany form ofpolitical support, exteridg the definitionof patronagdeyond
the povision of employment to includetherfavours and incentives thabmpromise a merit

based bureaucracy (BearfieRD09 Hamilton, 2010. Nonetheless, in the early twentieth

%During the Prop9ksSsiwar dErabdd9®90 would securesthousan
ti me, however, the patronage system was not consolidat
1991; Simpson 2001). Political power was fragmented. W
authority, withoEdi ataigng gasreaantemaygr coysntcém. Concernin
Si mpson states, Aithe city council controlled public pol
to answer to counci l commi,t tee e,swOmb(€2r0 0olf: derv)e |l o pPBye nthse dc
mayor al control. These included: the employment of pr e
of forcing precinct captains to endnrtse estsi melad i snlga tdd
the mayor rather than Al dermen; greater direct control
patronage empl oyment during the Great Depression. (Si m
condation of mayvosallpod®Bt8,s&e mpson 2001, and Jones 1
There are two Chicago mayors named Richard Dal ey: Ri ch
Ri chard M. Dal ey, mayor from 1989 wuntil 2011.
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century, politically motivated hiring and firing was the dominant formpaifonagen Chicago
and a normalized part of municipal operatiokghile many cities had patronage systems in
munici pal administration, though few develope
(Hamilton, 2010).

In Chicago the political maate was centrally structured around a system of direct
patronage, where political supporters would be awarded jobs in return for their service to the
party (Stone, 1996). Under Anton Cermak, the appointment of political supporters to city
positionsbecamee gul ari zed and by 1926 three quarters
committeemen were employed by the city (Bowni891). By the time Richard J. Daley was
elected mayor in 1955, the mayor controlled 35,000 patronage positions, and Daley is said to
have personally reviewdtle hiring for each of them (Royk®971; Bowman1991). In addition
to public sector positions, Daley held influence over an additional 30,000 private sector jobs
through municipal contracts (Tolchin and TolgH2011). By 1970,i Dal ey 6s st ori ed
ward, a quarter of all adult male Irish residents reported holding a city job (B8
Patronage appointees were not only required to donate money and time to the Democratic Party,
but their partisan campaign performardetermined their promotion or termination within the
municipal civil service (Simpson, 2001; Royko, 1971). Moreover, patronage employees were
often hired on a temporary basis, even if they continued in the same employment for years. The
temporary desigation had the advantage of putting employees more directly under the control of
ward committeeren and the Ward Democratic Organization because employees could be
dismissed at will, making any sort of deviance from the party orthodoxy highly risky. Inharn,
mayor retained control over ward committeemen and aldermen by controlling the distribution of

patronage positions, undercutting potential rivals by tempering the flow of jobs, which curtailed
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the aldermends ability taions(Grichshgwe IPepFudhd, y mobi |
1992) The consolidation of power around the mayor was made possible by the absence of a
credible Republican presence in municipal elections after the 1930s, which enabled Daley to
undercut the independent power base of ldisrenen without negative consequences for the
DemocraticPartyf i tti ng with Bearfielddés (2009) obserwv
votes, but rather thieroaderconsolidation of political power. In fact, Richard J. Daley took steps
to ensure that patronage workers were loyal to him rather than the individual aldermen, and there
are many accounts of him directing patronage workers to withhold support from alaerman
candidates who had lost his favour (Grimsha891). Nonetheless while patronage may have
been controlled in the mayoroés office, it was
which aldermen consolidated political supp@&y offering employmenand other financial
benefits to supporters, patronage enabled aldermen to establish a relationshtipabbenefit
with constituents and ensure them of a solid base of support to draw on during elections. The
local benefits of patronage were uneveristributed, with white communities
disproportionatelyewarded at the expense of Black wards, where aldermen had fewer favours to
distribute (Grimshawl991).Race r el ati ons within Chicagods p
further below.

The Chicago mache was able to take advantage of the rpass1920sdefection of
Black from the Republican Party to the DemocrBta r t vy specifically Franl
Anew deal 6 and his 1944 speech in Chicago whe
candidateso overtly name and commit to addressing racial discrimination (Grimshaw, 1991,

Bowman, 1988%° There was substantial, but uneven, support for the Democratic Party machine

%¥The absenclee oRe pau belirimcdaCrib i tchargeoadts muni ci p al pmolti tdiuealt oart d
increase unpalatability of Republican stances on segr e
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by Black voters, with working class and poor Black wards more likely than raitiis Black
wards to support machine candidates for both alderman and mayor (GrimshawTlg91).
proportion of the population that was Black increased from 13.5% when Daley was initially
elected in 1955 to just shy of 35% in the year of his death in 19ig6n0mber of black majority
wards increased from three in 1948 to fourteen in 1975.

While the machine started helping Black aldermen get elected in Black wards in the
1950s and 60s, these aldermen held little substantive power within the niaahuhéav
patronage positions in relation to the degree of machine support in the Black wards, what
Gri mshaw deems mer e i p aDaleypersorpley soughtuahiimisBiack( 1 9 9 1,
representation within the machirsdactively undermined Blac&ldermen who had a base of
community support separate apart from his loyalty by preventing them from running as machine
candidates for relection (Grimshaw 1991).

Although Daley was initially elected with support from Black voters, what the literature
call s Awhite ethnicso: Irish, Polish,, werethel i an,
primary basis of support for the machine. The machine sought to marginalize the power of Black
voters in several ways. As previously mentioned, startingin@éslu nder Dal ey 6s | e g
the machine actively gerrymandered city wards on a racial basis to dilute the voting power of
Black communities (Bowman, 1988; Grimshaw, 1991). In addition, Daley supported housing,
policing, and educational policies thatneattractive to white ethnic communities at the expense

of the interests of the Black community. As maywinstructed the city to aggressively fight

ChicisdBgd | Thwmpsehected in7 1Wil9h asidr aggi qud®e&rt from BI
(Simpson, 2001) . With the federal Republican Party act
in the South, the Chicago Democratic macBli aek wast abs$¢ e
from the 1920s on from the Republican Party to the Dem
di saffection of Black voters with thhkeaoRdpyulmai cami RParmt y
presenceo@sn nuhniccaigp a | government .
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lawsuits against housing and school segregation, leading a 1970 report to find Chicago the
second mossegregated northern city in the United States (Bowrh@®1).3’ He encouraged
police brutality with his infamous Ashoot to
Martin Luther KingJr.in 1968 (Bowman1991; Grimshawl1991).Daleyis alsowidely believed
to have ordered the police raid of the apartment where Black Panther Fred Hamilton was living,
resulting in his death (Bowmah991; Grimshaw1991).

The growth of the Black population in Chicago without commensurate political space,
the cvil rights movement, and the failure of the Democratic Party machine, both under Daley
and hismayoralsuccessors Bilandic and Bryne to address racist public policies, all contributed
to shifting political power relations at the municipal leWhile a ful discussion of the racial
politics of Chicagods muni ci pasertajomtherelavane nt i s
point is thatimited racial inclusion tempered by the pursuit of highly racially discriminatory
policies, particularly directed ¢he Black community, waa key basis for unity in the machine
As these exclusions becanmereasinglyuntenable hol es i n the fAracial de
machine played a crucial role in forcing the reconstitution of political power in different terms
(Omi and Winant, 2015).

Another factor was a series of court rulings limitthg employmenbased patronage
system.The passing of the Shackman Decreeseries of federal court ordedigclared political
hiring (1972) and firing (1983) unconstitutional (Tolchin and TolcABL2 Hamilton 2010

Bowman 1996)38 Subsequently, a court monitoring system was establishexsure the city

"Alt hough a federalShkelulry .ecvKrédemetred t@4¢8ally restrict
Chicago, soci al pressure, discrimination on the part of
the residential desegregation of Chicago (Gri mshaw, 19
%A | awyer namelmMnchaerhi 8g as an independent candidate
while people were sympathetic to his campaign many ref
and were concerned that noul dugpemprtadmigs d hteh giarr tlyi wealnidh a
After his unsuccessful candidacy, Shakman and a coll eaq
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complied with the decrees. As recently as 201
be under federal oversight, at which point Michael Shakman, whose lawsuit spurred the decrees

bearing his name, declared overt patronagelnmeta d b ut fAcontroll edo (ABC

PostPatronage Chicago?

In the aftermath of the Shakman decrees, patronage pratiieeshifted: while there is
some evidence of ongoing patronage through employment, the Shakman decrees and other
aspects of municipal restructuring made patronage through employment less prominent.
Bowman (1996) argues that a key limitation of the Shakmareegds the broackiteria of the
policy-making exceptiopwhich allows patronage hiring in polieglated positiond® However,
her analysis finds no major issues with the court monitoring system, including the quarterly
review of hiring reports by indepeext auditors. Writing more recently, Hamilton argues that
municipal patronage, and patronage related scaruais, persistedell into Richard M.

Dal ey 6s t e imthe eaarly2@0andampoymentrelated patronage practices continue
(Hamilton 2010). Hamiltonargues that despitéanti-patronage systemhich includescourt
monitoring of municipal hiring practicethe Shakmanegulationshave merely forced patronage
to adopt new tactics and forms of subterfuge. These include: the manipulationgfthrough

the creation of newand/ortemporary positions; the increagirmportanceof appointments to
boards and commissionsgoverned by patronage prohibitiotise manipulation of the hiring

process via eligibility listsmismanagement of trepplicationprocesseand interviewsthe

The initial joudgrmtawhenipedr d,ntadyep erri s dMimegl o rf rRiecnhda rodf J . Da
di smi ssed it, however the decision was reversed upon a|
Shakmanés case preventi ngmapkoilnigt ipcoasli tfiiornisn.g,l ne x1c9e8p3t ifnugr tj
bannetdi pallliy motivate hiring, although a framework and
the | ate 1980s (Freedman, 1988; Bowman, 1996) .

¥l'n 2017, there were 1298 positions officially on the |
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misapplicationof the exempon list; and poor record keeping (Hamiltd2010). Emblematic of
ongoing concerns was the conviction of Robert Saiuthtwo other city employees on
corruption charges in 2006. Sorich was found
preferred job candidates and to have distributed jobs and promotions to favoured candidates.
Of ficially Soriooghaad tlinttlee gwase rimbbhemd atl Af f airs
refer to him as fDal l8)yalabel gclaoedrbptheangmeediac hi ef 0 (20
(Mihalopoulos and Bust2006). A number ofecentscandals around hiring and ttemderingof
contracts haveed scholars to conclude that legal prohibitions on patronage hiring have led to
other measures that circumvent the merit system of public employment (Gard and Hamilton
2012 Tolchin and Tolchin2011).

Although there areomecontinutiesin the use opatronage employment from the3D3
to present, patronage relations have adapted to social and institutional ghangegipal
governanceThe Shakman decrees had the important effect of making patronage through direct
employment illegal outside the poy-making exception, a legal classification with normative
consequences for the effectiveness of patronage as a constituency relations tool (Bearfield,
2009). Although there is a degree of persistence in patronage hiring, Aldermen can no longer
openly andreely offer supporters employment with the city. Moreotee, restructuring of
municipal government under new public management (NPM) has meatitethpovision of
employment patronage may haleclinedeven in the absence of the Shakman degrees. With
moves to curtail municipal employment by contracting out services previously provided by
municipal employees, the number of municipal jsb€hicagohas declined (Hamiltqr2010;

Freedman1988).
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Perhaps more concerning limitation of the Shakman desris their inapplicability to
contractsTolchin and Tolchin suggest the privatization of public services has the consequence
of shifting patronage to municipal tendering practices

Through privatization a public official is freed from tluglicial constrains on his ability

to reward supporters with government jobs andcampetitive contracts. A Mayor can

pick up a telephone and find a job for a supporter in a sanitation or engineering company
that he has given a lucrative contré®@11:12).

In a context where Chicago has increasingly privatized service provision and infrastructure
development, public contracts continue to be used to reward allies and campaign contributors.
Political scientist and former alderman Dick Simpson argueghigshift began durinthe
MayorRichardJDal eyds | ater years: ABy tdbla conteadt,e 60 s,
it was more of an alliance between institutio
getting a vote. It was a knitij) together of institutions, but businesses made sure Daley knew

they had contributed to ,20iEkparp. 8.rAbgnalysimaddotoo t he
patterns demonstrates thhis alliance between business and political leaders was initially

focused orsmallerscalecontractors and reaktateactors, shifhg duringRichard M Daley and

Ra h m E manayoralteriistowards large financial institutionsyuggestingheseinstitutions

are playing a increasinglyprominent role in municipal contractirfiyloser, 2011;Ashton et al.
2016).DuringRi char d M. Dal ey 06 s -20fQrallegriionstoprefarentialn  f r o m
treatmenin the tendering o€ity contracts anddjudicationdevelopment proposaler

suppoters and donors have been well docume(feegney and Kingsley, 2008impson et al.,

2004 Tolchin and Tolchin2011).Less academic research has been published regarding contract
patronageluringR a h m E manore rederdiesm as maygihowever similar allegations have

followed him in the newsedig leading tomultiple federainvestigationsnto the awarding of

no-bid contracts to political supportgifgloser, 2015; Cunninghai@ook, 2015; Perez and
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Dardick, 2015; Kidwell, 2017)To sum up, the rewardjnof political supporters through
pinstripe patronage is an ongoing concern in Chicago.
The effecs of patronagesystemn publicattitudes towards government are generally

negative The presence gfatronage relations municipaladministration leasito the belief that
the municipal governmerits a c [s]it hiec e nt erest s of citizens on
needso ( Tochi n:1@.Mthile T @ah be Hifficalt to ac@rtaih whether the
perceptions of patronage mattle actual incidence, researchers suggest the percefiita
can be very damaging to public trust (Gard and Hami6@4 Tolchin and Tolchin, 201714
And the perception of Chicago politias deeplymplicatedin patronage and favouritism
continuesinrecenacademi ¢ | i terature, Chicago is refer
government patronage:1n3a3c)h;i nietoh e( Haemmpllteo no,f 2p0altOr
Tolchin,201120) ; and At he epicenter of,2@éa4).r onage ab
In interviews residentsonceptualize@hicago politiceasdominated by political insiders and
hostileto public participation in municipal decisianaking.Consider the followingelection of
commentabout Chicago6s mu muoteitagedrom aglifievest resided'nt , eac

1 AChicago's impenetralidé Resident

1 AYou don't get involved like that in the city of ChicagoResident

91 AThe whole point is to actualljissuade people from being involvddResident

1 fPeople in Eastern Europe before the iron curtain fell would kind of recognize Ghicago

they'd recognize our politios Resident

“Since the 1970s, 31 aldermen have been convicted in fe
Et hi cs, established in 1990, has never substantiated ali
“Al'l quotes teakreamh firmtmemyi ews, conducted bet ween April
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1 A Te typical way that Chicago aldermen do things, just their little fiefdarhere, they

do whatever they want to do, they solicit whatever bribes they would like to solicit, and

they hope that nobody finds out about it, and the Chicago way is if somebody finds out

about it then that guy has his head lopped off and the mayoinépgee next alderman

to take his place and he'll take whatever bribes he caa’itdResident

1 AThat's where we get all the cynicism from is because we've been failed so many times

by Chicagei Resident
These quotes intimatéstruston the part of redents as to the openness of municipal
governmento democratic participatioandreinforce narrativeof Chicago politicsas dominated
by elites andnsiders Moreover,interviewees are not a representative selection of Chicago
residentsfor the most parthey are residents who volunteered with or voted in participatory
budgeting projects, a process that has been posited to engender civic education and closer
relationslips between residents and governn{&itman, 2016 Pinnington and Schugurensky,
2009) Thus, the level of alienation in their comments can be read as particularly indicative of a
popular perceptiothatthere is a lack of public transparency and puiersightin relation to
municipal government.

The shift fromemploymenpatronage to pinstripe patronage paétical consequences
for aldermenWith employmertbasedratronage, aldermen couditectly award jobs to political
supporters in their wasd Though the flow of patronage jobs was ultimately controlled by the
mayor, aldermen coulstill claim credit with constituents for securing them a job. In contrast,
pinstripe patronage removes patronage digmentfrom individual aldermerto city hall The
primarybenefits of pinstripe patronage got to individual residenibutto contractors, business

owners, and financial institutions. While individual residents might be employed through an
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institution that has captured a municipal contract, itil@fe between city hall and individual

employment is tenuous, and between the aldermamancipalemploynenteven more so.

Historically, centralized mayorakas balanced out f@dermen through their ability to use

patronage to solidify their electdqaosition. This option is less tenable in the current
environment. As discussed below, given the de
system, the absence of patronage has left alderman with relatively few taoBsnaging

constituency relatios.

N

ExecutiveControl: StrongMayors and h BlaydralBu d g et 0O

Direct patronage was only one me&msmayors tamaintain executive controChicago
is generally taken as a textbook example of a strong mayor system,(ER@RsSimpson
2001). WhileChicagomayossiinitially had relatively weak official powers, centralization has
increased over time, with the mayor gaining authority to break council ties, veto council votes,
and appoint commissioners (MayfieRD05 Mihalopoulos and Beak, 2007). Under Richard J.
Daley, changes were made to further centralize administration and remove deakiog
authority from aldermen. These measures include requiring each minor construction permit to be
passed by city counand removing discrainary authority from local aldermen to make other
local permitting decisions (Mayfiel@005; Simpson2001; Fuchs1992). Although Richard J.
Dal ey 6s t e,dronr 1855 andil hisndeathoirr 1976 seen as the height of machine
politics in Chicago, centralized executive control bastinuecthrough the terms of the two
most recent mayors: Richard M. Daleyayor from 1982011, and Rahm Emanuel, mayor

from 2011 to the preseftSince 1995, Chigo has had mayoral control of the school board,

“2Hami lton (2010) suggests that under the |l eadership of
Abuilt on organizations outsi de tehehnpar tgy oauppp anrgastéu sg r eosu
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making it the only city in lllinois where school board members are not elected by the public, but
rather appointed by the mayor (Buyuker, Mouristen and Simj28d). The relationship
bet ween t hiee amldhg Ghicage Potick $ervices has also been subject to significant
critiqguesincluding allegations of police processes and procedures being hijacketui¢ue
partisan objective®

Aldermanic voting ptternsalso indicateongoingexecutive controbf municipal council
Mayor Richard M. Daley never lost a council vote in his 22 years in office and had to use his
mayoralveto only once. Mayor Emanuel has also never lost a council vote and has yet to use his
veto. An analysis of voting patterns of aldmen under Mayor Emanuel 6s f
2011 to 2014 found that the average level of aldermanic voting support for the Mayor was 91%,
concluding that citycoungif has r emai ned more of a rubber steé
Richard Jor Richard M Daleyo (Buyukeret al.,2014). Even among the sédfentified eight
members of thalternativeprogressive reform caucus, individaddlermervoted with the mayor
67% of the time (Buyukest al.,2014).** The reporigoesas far aso declarefihisis still a
rubber stamp city council unable to provide a check and balance of a strong chief executive like

Mayors Richard M. Dal e yeta.)201R21h The Dvaayorall 6 ( Buy

nurtured and controlled through pol it iDcadle ycdsn reaucctciesrsso ri
Rahm Emanuel, was by no means a political outsider: thi
bobhhd I ong histories of involvement in the Democratic
savvy, jaded Beltway veteran who knew how to work the
he served four itceChnsigaesa maeamoamat spen a year from 20
of Staff. Once elected he enjoyed the support of much
Daley (Strahler, 2010; Moser, 2011).

BAs in the cadooardf ttfhee sgmalymol appoints members of the C
i ssued the infamous fishoot to killodo to Chicago police,
hosting the Democratic Nat i kmal 10®o/nv)e ntMoanre (r&rciemstH ayw, t:
suppressed video evidence regarding the police killing
Emanuedlbesctrieon in April 2015, allegedly at the mayor 6s
“From-2M14, ontwmehwbawabtdeecords of voting less than hal
|l eader: Al der man Bob Fioretti in Ward 2 (votes with the
45 (votes with the mayor 43% of the tune) (Buyuker et
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election was historic, as it was the fitishe in the history of the city a single candidate did not
win an outright majority on the first ballot and a foifi was required. In his second term in
council, Emanuel has faced slightly more dissent, leading researchers to suggest that Chicago
councilmaybebecoming a more activiegislative body (Simpson et a22016). Nonetheless,
Emanuel still has not actually lost any key votes, and dissatinues to be concentrated among
asmall number of independent alderntén.
The City of Chicago charter outlines a strong council systephasizing thatity
council is intended to contrahunicipalfinances. However, since the time of Richard J. Daley,
the mayor has proposed the budged ithasusuallyenjoyed unanimous appraly a level of
consensuthat would be the envy aither mayor®f large municipalitiegMcClelland 2011).
MayorEmanuel 6s first budget, formally titled t h:
unanimously with a 50 vote as did the017 Appropriéion OrdinanceThe only budgetiuring
his tenure whicliaceda substantial dissenting vote was the 2@éicipal budgetwhich
passed by a vote of 3% and contained the largest property tax increase in the history of the
City of Chicago.
Publicparticipation in Chicagh budgeting process is minimdlhe budget may be
publicly financed butis only nominally public in construction. There are two levels of public
di stancing around the budget: fir selittetal der men,

influence on the budgegparticularly those who are not close allies of the mayecond,

®These al dedremen fsyelafs part of the Chicago Progressive C

el even members since its founding. Nonet helle¥8y 3t he d
i ndi vidual cpuso galedsesrimeen,casuome of whom do vote with the
al ., 2016). More information about the Chicago Progres:
http:// chicagoprogressivecaucus. com.
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residents themselves have little ability to participate directhulvlic discussions around the
budget.

Under Richard JDaley, responsibility for prepamg the city budget was removed from
councilin1956and assigned to the mayoroés office, ena
financial matters (Mayfiel®005; Fuchs1992). The budget is generally not introduced to
aldermen until October 5and itmust be approved before council breaks in December so that
operating funds are in place for January*i3tis has meant as little as four weeks for aldermen
to scrutinize thousands of pages of budgetary informatimughaldermerwith a seat on the
budget committee have somewhat more involvement than their peers. The distance of aldermen
from the municipal budgeting process was reflected in the dominant framing aldermen and staff
applied in discussing the municipal budgfet:

1 AThe budget is this thing thaomes down from on high. | mean even from an aldermanic

perspective the budget is this thing that comes from the mayor'sooffitaff

1 Al was surprised that the legislators didn't have more of a say as to what's in the budget.

Executive branch kindf dictates what's in thede Alderman
1 AWe're not the creators of the budigetAlderman
1 Alt's the mayor's budget: the mayor presents a budget and then what happens is the
al der men, I me an e Vv e there'llpeesame littlelsideyissiteStadfa k  t h i

1 fiThe budget really is just what the mayor's office wants @ détaff

The municipal budget processperceived by aldermen and staff as largely conceived of in

isolation from city councétit he mayor 6s budget 0 tohwiththdgic omes d

“®Unl i ke many municipalities, Chicago operates on a Janil
“Al'l quotes taken from my research interviews conduct ec
part of intervieweebs responses to the question, #ACan

Chicago?0o

68



role of aldermen reduced micro-negotiations for concessions for their constituencies. When
aldermen reported influencing the budget, it was largely outside the official budget hearings,
leveraging personal connections. Said one aldermatinglthe process of negotiating funding
for his ward: dAlt's kind of |ike the squeaky
i t ' s aThdransay be bamefits to a heavily centralized budget prdeessxamplef-uch
(1992) creditsChego 6 s budgetary centralization with it
crisis that New York City faced in the 1970s. Nonetheless, the limited ability of most aldermen,
to substantially influence the budget through a shift in priorities or expeesligspeaks to the
limitations of the city budget as a tool for aldermen to manage constituencies.

Like aldermenresidents have few opportunities to participatpublic discussions
around the budget. This is both due to constrained public participation around regular council
meetings, and also due to the relative absence of public forums on the municipal budget itself.
The degree to which public participation is integdateo the official infrastructure of municipal
governments difficult to quantify, but several recent developnsesignal that this type of
participationis lacking.For example, residents recently brought forwaco@art challengeo
force theCity of Chicago to opemegularcity council meetings to public commefftThe
necessity of a lawsuit fahe municipal governmemt establish procedure for public comment at

city council meetings speaks to the hostility of this space towards public participadieed,

“BUndeOpteNheeet i N(gBMMA)0,t ess covered by a specific exception

meetings open to the public and the time, place, and s
the meeting (lI1inolirse dAddtoirmrey2 .Gehe(faq@) , THROIABNA al so spe
public must have an opportunity to speak -ABt mpubl aodmee:

rules around public dispositionsoklCowmnoiy Attdoeneyl &dnt

of Chicago was ruled to have violated this section by |

City Counci l meetings, after a | awsuit wasopbproorutguhnti tbyy 1

to address council or attend meetings on mul-staypl et hoec c a

main topic of discussion was the allocation of public

proxi miaygeohamel ess population, and the members of the
016)

(]
(Charles, 2 6
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Mayor Emanuel initially announced his intentions to appeal the ruling, velolkeesperson from
theLaw Departmendeclaringgt hat At aking additional comment s
i's duplicative an d20lrnmthesqete shefficyalocity(ing stha!l ma n
public comment at counds a wasteful impediment to theisines®f municipal governance
In terms of specific budget forums, there are relatively few opportunities for residents to
weighinonbudggh r i ori ti es. The interview question AH
consul tations around the municipal budget o al
laughter from resident€omments from residents included:
1 AYou can't just go in, nonithe city of Chicago. Spin the money? No not the public, it
doesn't work in the city of Chicag®d Resident
1 fAPublic meetings in Chicago in general are smoke and nifrdResident
T AThe budget i s very o PResijemteé it dés pretty mur
1 #fANobody knows whre any of the money gets spent. Nobody krioviResident
1 AA sausage factory, that's what budgeting is. So the saying goes, oh how did you come up
with that, don't worry about it you don't want to see the sausage being nRedent
1 Al wouldn't even kow where to begin to get involved in the city's municipal bualget
Resident
T . We' ve al ways had very strong mayorsée peopl
infrastructure of community review. The aldermen have never allowed that to happen.
Certainly not the city as a whole. Or the mayor's administration as adihRkesident
Most residents who were interviewed were heavily involved in their communitigsugh
participatory budgetinggs well asvorking or volunteeringvith community organizations. They

also were frequently involved in political work, either for the loé@éeaman or another
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campaign, or as a volunteer in for a political party more generally. Yet only one reported having
ever attended a public budget foruhne schedule ofyblic budget forums tgvaried Richard
M. Daley held them regularly, though partiaiwn was carefully curated. Rahm Emanuel held
budget hearings in 2011, the first yedin he wa
2015, Emanuel held three budget forums on Augu8t 8ept. #and Sept ?. The first was
domi nated by protestors who Asought to take a
withthermayor, whoés known more for carefully orc
unscripted public f or y20kb). e sedonddad mfeetan houre nt s 0 (
when the mayor was rushed away by police after the hearing was disrupted by protestors (Cox
2015). The third went largely as planned, with residents able to speak for 60 seconds to the
mayor but Emanuel not required to respond (Du@ék5). Emanuel has not hefdceto-face
public budget forums since 20lthough there are opportunities to submit commesgarding
the budgebnline.

Themereincidence of budget hearings does fudily detail their efficacy There is no
apparatus conieéing public hearings to budgetary decisioaking. As a resulgven when
budget hearings were hettiey were often perceived exonsequentidby aldermen and
residents alike:

1 1On a scale of one to ten, ten being great commaitiicipation, the budget process has

a 0.5 level of community participation, because there are public hearings where people
can go and gripe [...] but they rarely have significant impact on the outcome of the

budgedi Alderman

“Likely Emanuel held budget hearings in 2015 in respon:
Ordinanceasshpcéatvi omesdiyaimeend t he | argest property tax in
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1 AA budget hearing] is relyi just a dog and pony show because it's already been decided
on what the budget's going todieAlderman
91 Al wouldn't call it consultation. There are community meetings, and we went to one at
Rake College where it was cityide, there were probably a treand people there, but it
turned into a whole lot of people booing Rafitmanuelpi Staff
1 Al think the mayor had budget dog and pony shows: came up with the budget, proposed
the budget, and then you know had certain dog and pony shows around the cities t
present ité How much i sOiRBesidlentg to change at
1 Al think a lot of them just became forums for protestors or grievances to come and
demonstrate and so they weren't really productive...there really isn't much input in the
city budget atll, quite franklyp i Alderman
1 AThe mayor may make a public meeting, but the fix is already in. Whatever's going to
happen is going to happen and you don't have any vote on thatohadtesident
1 AMayor Daley, | want to say 10, 15 years ago, startedydonvn hall meetings around
the budget, which is like the worst engagement. It's like four guys on a stage and people
lining up at a microphone for two minutes. It's useless. That's not engagement. That's like
the worst possible form of public engagemeéng n 6t even bother trying
engagemeati Staff
Thelonedissenting viewon budget hearingsas from an individual who was closely connected
to RicharaM.Dal ey 6s admi ni stration rei nwherethasssmg t he |
with connections to the mayéeel less alienated archve greater access to public decision
makers Among the majority of residents, aldermen, and stiaéfd is a sense that public budget

hearings, when they do occur, do not resufiubstantiapolitical engagement. Either budget
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hearings are a fishowo where the mayor may off
unaltered, or budget hearings are an opportunity for disruption and gteifeaps a moment
where politics manages to infiltratiee proces$ but this still does nofield substantive changes
to the proposed municipal budget.
To summari ze, there is a widely held perce
structure is highly centralized and executive controlled. In the pestf gatronage provided a
means for aldermen to manage their constituencies, however unsatisfactorily for political
outsidersin the shift to pinstripe patronage, executive control has continued but aldermen have
lost patronage as a constituency toolttBihe legacy of patronage and continued executive
control have engendered alienation on the part of many members of the public from their
municipal government. Neoliberal restructuring around public expenditusesl$@ exacerbated

this distancing as dcussed in more detail below.

Budgetary Austerity antleoliberal Restructuring in Chicago

Municipal policymakers in Chicago have been subject to the pressures of neoliberal
restructuring. This section provides a brief overview of some of these changes, with attention to
how budgets and budgetary policies have been a pbatintestation as thengoing
reconstitution of urban spaces in concert with neoliberal logics have required a remaking of
budgetary policies. As Ashton et al. (2016) point out, the consequences of budgetary austerity
and privatization are not simply an abdication of the $tate particular arenas of public policy,
but rather a redirection of state power to support the infrastructure necessayrtoa return
on investmentor private contractsThe consequences bfidgetary austeritgire heavily

stratified along class and race lines, vaétective investment in downtown and more affluent
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communitiesBudgetary restructuring and austerity measures eagendered public dissent
necessitating new practices of participation and intd¢ioe to legitimate policyracticeslt is in
into this milieu that participatory budgeting emerged as a policy practice.

Consistent with broader North American trerttig, City of Chicago has been subject to
neoliberal policy changes, many of which associated with the early years of Richard M.
Dal ey 6 s a dThérenhiassbeenaricentvated effort to contract out city services and
lessen the influence of public sector unions (Ashton €2@16). Budgetary austeriily Chicago
has led to thelimination of public jobsandcuts to public services (Peck, 2012; Tolchin and
Tolchin 2011). Attempts have been made to marketize public transportation through the
outsourcing of employment and increaseaphasisesn costrecovery (Farmer and Noonan,
2011). Public infrastructure has been privatized, most notably the Skyway toll bridge (2005),
underground parking garages (2006) and parking meters (2008) (Ashtqr2@1@). The
creation of the Chicago Infrastructure Trust in 2012 has also been aptatiéamd local
infrastructuredevelopment througprivate sectofinancing(Chicago Infrastructure Trust, n.d.;
Buyukeret al.,2014.°° The use of charter schodlsublicly funded schools governed by private
boards- has also expanded dramatically in the last 20 years (Lipman, 2011). Public hsitesing
havebeen replaced by vouchers and mixed income private developments, and many forme
public housing residents have been permanently displaced from their communities (Lipman,
2011; Wyly and Hammel, 2000). The impacts of these policies are stratified, withdome,
Hispanic and Black neighbourhoods most affectecphilic transitand nfrastructure

underinvestmenilhe underfunding and privatization of Chica@ablic Schools(CPS)also has

%The mandate of the Chicago Infrastructure Trust is to
projects, alternative generakl gemeani nopepwmhlviace secpor:
partnerships. For more information about the infrastrucd
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heavily racialized consequences: less thampé&nenif youth enrolled in public schooils
Chicagoare white (CPX017). Similarly, Black and Hispanic neighbourhoods have seen little
investment in transit, despite relatively poor service, while public transit reinvestments have
occurred downtown focused on attracting tourists and global capital (Farmer, 2011).

Thedeclineof public services is only oneomponent othe restructuring of public
finances in Chicago. The other piece is selective public investment in ostentatious developments
thathel p reproduce Chicago in the modeihgwdhf a Agl
a form of developmentalism |inked to Richard
pathway to urban prosperity (Clark and Sih&17). While public funding for schools, transit,
waste collection, road resurfacing, and other nutiskenits of municipal service have stagnated
or declined Under Richard M. Daley Chicago undertook a number of expensive infrastructure
projects focused on the downtovaop and waterfron{Clark and Silver 2017t These included
the $280 millionrdollar development of Millennium Paykhe $250 milliondollar financing of a
now unused highspeed rail station in the tcapda $360 million dollarebuild of the Chicago
Bear s6 st ada0e9014).Jloparbiculgitkeyuse of Taxncrement Financing
Districts(TIFs) to divert property tax revenue to economic development initiakigebeen
criticizedfor directing scarce public finances towards the downtown loop and business

interests>? TIFs in Chicago are controversial becaussytwithhold property tax increases from

“AThe |l oopodo refers to both downtown Chicago and Chicag:«
dwnt own areads encirclement by a network or Aloopd of
Aut hority.

2Tac I ncrement Financing (TIF) is a me¢apri ®pne otfy dtedx f
increases tvovel epmenmacndmbédem dfheyearse of Chicago, the
establishing a TIF is that an area is 6blightedd and ¢t I
definition of &éblightoof sspeciyfivageeonamidc thev el dpine ms
Consequentially, while TIF money is for blighted areas,
financial district. TIFs in Chicagoiaceeasesr 6vemsinalk ml
operating and capital expenses and often | ead to the di
detailed discussion 020 @2hFFasr menr Cahéi @claByoou Isoese : We b er
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normal operating and capital expenses faaguently diverpublic funds to private corporatien

(Farmer and Poulos, 2015; Wel2002). Moreover, the majority of TIF spending tends to be
concentrated in relatively affluent neighbourhodés. example, in 2008, the Central Loop TIF

spent $365.5 millionenough fundt o cover 70% of the City of Chi
that year (Jorasky, 2009). Meanwhile, when public investment in infrastructasedctcurred, it

has been primarily in affluent, white neighbourhoods along the lakefront, or in the downtown

(Farmer and Noonan, 2011; Weber, 200R). sum up, bdgetary constraints on pubkervices

are worsenethrough the redirection of municipal funisigo TIFs.

In addition, two other factors have played a role in the recent budgetary restructuring in
Chicago: the broader federal and state financial landscape, and the downgradireg ®fgChi 6 s
municipal bonds. In the aftermath of the financial crisis of 20008 budget cuts at the federal
and state levels have exacerbated financial austerity at the municipal level. The 2013 federal
sequestration process cut $6 billion from federal feasgo states (Peck, 2013). In lllinois,
federal budget cuts, in conjunction with a crisis in state revenue, led to a severe budgetary gap
that has precipitated a muitear financial crisis. lllinois completed the 2016 fiscal year without
passinga budgé, with the Republican governor and Demograntrolled legislature unable to
reachanagreement on spending. The absence of a state budget has had a significant impact on
Chicago, where infrastructupgojectsjointly funded by the state, including updes and
maintenance to hospitals, schools and parks, have been put on hold by the unavailability of state
funds.

Perhaps unsurprisingly given this broader po
had structural deficits<Combined with $20 billiorunfunded pension liabilitieshis has resulted

in credit rating downgrades, with Moodyods rat
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category, necessitating higher interest rates to sell cityfebtd d y 6 s | nv ,@2815)or Ser v
This creates finandigressure on the city, which affects both annual operating funds and
infrastructure funding. In terms of operating funding, the city has been required tmogass
property tax increases and increases in user fees in the face declining municipaleezigce |
with the 2016 budget containing the largest property tax increase in municipal history, with $755
million in new property taxes and fees implensetdver the next four years (Chicago Tribune,
2015). Given thextent ofunfunded pension liabilitiegften new municipal revenue sources
must be streamed into shoring up pension funds, rather than providing services for residents.
Unsurprisingly, lis financialsituation has led to the perceptiamong intervieweethat
Chicago is in the midst @ budget crisis?
1 AChicago's finances are in the toiletResident
1T AThe city's broke. | mean really brokeé Our
going to be downgraded to junk in the next couple of months. We're constantly as a city
governmentrying to figure out how we're going to keep up with the basic services that
we've promised to people for decatlefldermanic Staff
1 Al know we're operating from a position of scarcity where there just isn't emdugh
Resident
1 AWe're in a budget crigis Alderman
1 fThere's no other money in Chicago right now. We're drokAldermanic Staff
While the narrative so far has emphasizedthey or 6 s aut hority over the
possibilities of the municipal budget are constrained byravillingness of other levels of

government to contribute tbe municipal budgdb the extent they had in the pdstaddition,a

Bvd2d0Sa GF1Sy ANBENYASEBZORMBKZOISR 0SG6SSy ! LINAE YR W
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budgetary system dependent on debt finangingt nanag financialobligations and enact
budgetsconsistent the imperatives financial marked. Marketconceptions of sound budgetary
practice support targeted investment aimed at attracting business revenue to tfiecipt the
expense of adequately funding public servidégs pattern of budgetary allocationhigyhly

visible in the context of h i ¢ anfrastéusture funding, as discussadnore detaibelow.As

participatory budgeting in Chicago is funded

program, a more detailed discussionndfastructurgunding is highly relevant.

Infrastructure Fundinglhe Capital Infrastructure Plan (CIP), Neighbourhood
Infrastructure Program (NIP) and origins of Aldermanic Menu Funds

Chicagobs Capital detsolitthansubicipaktrategyfoe Pl an ( CIl P

infrastucture investment as an annual plan andywar plan. The CIP differs from a regular
municipal budget in two key respects: first, the budget covers planned expenditeeshan
actualexpendituresincluding unfunded projectandfunding estimatesSecond, the CIP is not
voted on as an entirety by City Council, though City Council does review individual elements of
the plan Schwartz 1999 NCBG, 2003.>* Both of these elements make infrastructure funding
more complicated to track, though theityhborhood Capital Budget Group@BG) points toa
trendduring the 1990sf year over year declina infrastructure fundingpecificallydirected at
neighbourhoosl and industrial areas, and a shift towandseased reliancen TIF districts
which has persiste

Within the CIP is the Neighborhood Infrastructure Program (NIP), the major source of

neighbourhoodnfrastructure fundingBoth the CIP and the NIP aredgly debtfinanced, which

b od Capital Budget Gro CBG) was an

“The Neig
i
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h
1988 wunti
devoted o} toring Chicagobdbs capi
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is typical of municipal infrastructure financimgNorth AmericaThed owngr adi ng of Ch
municipal bond market by credit rating agenciesrhade it more difficult and expensive for the
city to raise necessary infrastruaiifunds From 20062015, the City of Chicago has decreased
the CIP fundingissued through bonds due to the growing costs of servicing debt bond
commensurate with @owngraled credit ratingCity of Chicago, 201l). Funding for the NIP
has declined as weln 2009, the City of Chicago issued $185.9 million in bonds to fund the
NIP, a number which declined each year between 2009 andtk@latter year during which
$117.1 million in bonds were issued. In the mosent NIP program, outlines annual funding of
$116.2 million, a further decline in annual funds. (City of Chicago Annual Financial Analysis
2017), Within the NIPthe AldermanidcMenuP r o gr am ( h e rigthefmajer sourdedle n u 0 )
of infrastructure fund$or local needs. Outside of the $84 million in annual Menu funds, there
are few optiongor aldermen seeking local infrastructure improvements (Q0&7)>° Menu
funds are administered by the Chicago Department of Transportation (CDOT). The source
funding for Menu funds are thelCP @ereral obligation bonds, a form of ddintancing backed
by property tax revenue. The terms of these bonds specify that they can only be used for capital
projects and not programming or operational costs.
Menu funds are uniauin that they are the only aspect of the municipal budget that
individual aldermen have complete discretion over.r&li®no requirement that the alderman
consult with anyonegr justify in any way, their choices in tegpenditure oMenufunds Yet

when participatory budgeting projects have become established in Chicago, they have

“This view was contested by some aldermen and staff in
developers andmentethddi ti obgpabdepanding for neighbour hooqt
Nonetheless, those processes are unpredictable, |l argel"
di fferent municipal depar tvhaesnatj sb,t ya nodf Meendu cfau redds fcuonndp rnig:
nei ghbourhood infrastructure.
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exclusively involved the use of Menu funds. The history and relationsliye dfenuprogram
to the municipal budget is discussed below.

The end of patronage employmergated a vacuum in aldermagommunity relations.
Where previously, aldermen with the support of the Democratic Party could manage
constituencies through the provision of direct employment, their ability to do so became curtailed
in the era of Shakman Deas and coutbasedexternalmonitoringof employment practice$n
the context of a highly centralized and executively controlled budget, individual aldermen
generallylacked the authority or power to effectively disbupselgetarybenefits. In this
contet, in response to lobbyinigy severahldermenMayor Richard M Daley created th®enu
program in 199%onsisting of $60 million in annual funds, disbursed equally to each(W@&j
2017, Stewart et al2014).The Menu program is so named because aldercan choose from a
pre-setmenu of infrastructure projects compiled by city staff, that includes estimated costs.
Sample projects might include: street repaving, alley repaving, bicycle lanes, pedestrian traffic
islands, traffic signainodernization, streetlight upgrades and replacement, curb cuts, and traffic
calming measures (Ol@017).

Menu funds permit aldermen ientify and prioritize local infrastructure needs in their
ward.Said one staffer dtheMenu program @i t ' pularsvithghe aldepnen, because again
the majority of the aldermen take personal responsibility for any improvement that's made in the
w a r.%8The annual expenditure of Menu funds creates a series of tangible neighbourhood
projects that aldermen can mabd to demonstrate they are responsive to community needs and
effective in obtaining necessary infrastructure improvemémgtronage is taken as a political

currency with which to purchase political responses) th some extent, Menu fundirogn be

%May 2016 interview in Chicago with staffer involved
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taken as a form of patronage. Menu funding can be a tool for managing constituency interests,
performing the role of the attentive alderman, and rewarding contributors, many of the same
functions historically performed through patronagéthin the constraits mandated by the bond
program, Aldermen have complete flexibility in allocating Menu funding and are not required to
justify their decisions. Indeed, some interviewees joked that with certain Aldermen, how quickly
your street was repaved depended on hmwh you had donated during the last election.
As hinted aboveylenu funds have not been uncontroversiifee main concerns have been
raised regarding menu funds: the inadequacy of the funds in terms of base amount; the
reproduction of uneven infrastruce development through the allocation procedure; and a lack
of oversight and transparency. Together these concerns conspire tMerakéunds politically
problematidfor certainaldermen in a way that is intimately related to the move towards
participabry budgeting in this context.

Menu funding is inadequate to meet neighbourhood infrastructure needsoritesn
raised ly local residentaind aldermen in interviews that is supported by a comprehensive 2017
report by theChicagoOffice of thelnspectorGeneral (OlGpn the Menu progranMenu
funding has not kept pace with inflationary increases in the cost of local infrastructure projects.
Funding was frozen $60 million annually from 1995 to 2005, and since 2006 has been fixed at
$66 million citywide or $1.32 million per ward. Like municipal infrastructure funding in
general, Menu funding has failed to keep pace with inflalibie. OIG repa described the
buying power of Menu funds as having imdecline
some cases, cesstimates for common Menu program items, like street resurfacing, have more

than doubledver the lifetime of the program, excésglinflation>’ As thecost ofindividual

Personal communication, City of Chicago Budget Office
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itemsfunded through th&enuprogramincreases, fewer local infrastructure projects can be
undertaken, rendering the decision about which improvements to fund more contei@us. T

OIG found an annual funding gap $122.9 million for local infrastructunerojects meaning

there is less than half the necessary funding to replace roads, lights, and other amenities as they
wear outt® No ward has their infrastructure needs fully funded, and many wards are operating at

less thara 50% replacement rate.

1
(@)

Earlieranalysiso f Ch i c aogrl thainvestmenpdttens f avour ed t he
Ci tiyawntown and the lakefront neighbourhoo8isijwartz 1999). These concerns were
also echoed by the 2017 OIG report which found, unsurprisinglyydings that came clogds
having their infrastructure funding needs met wamecentrated in the downtown and affluent
northern lakefront neighbourhoo(Sgure 1). In cortrastthe chronically underfinanced
southside as well gshysicallylarger suburban wards showed the greatest gaps. Given the
disproportionate concentration of rbiP infrastructure funding downtown and in northern
lakefrontneighbourhoodghe infrastructure disparities between different neighbourhoods are
likely greater than an analysis of solely the NIP indic@es$ neighbourhood infrastructure
financing disparities within the NIP exist because of the practice of distributing Menu funding
equally to each ward, regardless of geographic size or need. The OIG report criticized this
practice arguing that this created systematic disadvantages for large wards, and resulted in
significant disparities in infrastructure funding, from a high of 88dJ infrastructureneeds

funded in the 48 ward, to a low of 15.1% funded in the™#ard.

%This estimate of the neighbourhood infrastructure funct
water main replacement projects agd Asharrpetuéehtial &e
esti mate.
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[ ]15-33%
[ 33-52%
B 52-71%
B 71-89%

Figurel. Percentage ofard infrastructureneedmetby NIP, with participatory
budgetingwardsindicated

Finally, the Menu program has also been criticized for lackugjic oversight or
transparency in expenditure. While the municipal budget must be publicly preardted
publicly voted on, howevanadequatehe existing process and proceduiespublic
participation and consultatipaldermen have sole discretion ow@nu funding and do not have
to consultresidentsor publicly announce the disbursement of these funds, leading to criticisms
that the progam is subject to clientelism and abuse (Stewart ,£2@l4). The 2017 OIG report

recommended a fundamental revision to the M@ogram, one that would remove all discretion



from the localaldermen. The report suggestdeénufunds beallocatedbased onite geographic
size of the ward, anallocationsreflectplanningpriorities determinedy experts aCDOT. In
their justification of this course of action, the OIG contrasted the capricious nature of aldermanic
discretion with the rationality of a bureaatic planning approach.
The OIG alsdlid not directly mentiomarticipatory budgetingBut it did critique the
Ao-Ménuo uses frfprmgrewtfsurcd sas s i This ieaudea grojetts ow pr i
like community gardens, dog parksublic art, ad athletic facilitiecommonly associated with
participatory budgetindecisions around the allocation of Menu fuf@$G, 2017;Stewart et
al., 2014 196). The OIG report argued these frivolgus f f usesmfumenu funds
accounting fo$15.1 millionin expenditure¢rom 20122015- represented a significant concern
in the environment of funding scarcifjhe report stated:
The City should ensure that all Menu funding is allocated to core residential
infrastructure projecésl f t he City wants to provide al d:¢
funds to parks, playgrounds, community gardens, schools, cameras etc., it should
consider defining an additional budget line for such projects rather than allowing the

diversion of alreadygcar@ resources intended for core residential infrastructure,(OIG
2017 17).

Followingthe OIG reportboth major newspapers in Chicaigthe Tribuneand theSunTimesi
publishededitorias supporingt he Ol G6s recommendat iprofessidnal t ur n
city staffat CDOT(ChicagoTribune Editorial Board, 20%7 ChicagoSunTimes Editorial
Board, 2017). Th&unTimeslikenedt he Menu t o ot her patronage fit
from aldermaic discretionChicagoSunTimes Editorial Board, 2017).

Unsurprisingly, neither Mayor Emanuel nor individaddermersupported the OIG
recommendations (DardicR017a; Dardid, 20178. Participatory budgeting proponent
Al der man Joe Moore declared the removal of Me

~

bureaucratso as fit he ol P027H)ICD@RT marfagementresgopdad e n c y

84



to the OIG reporby defending the alderanic process of allocatifgenu funds. CDOT
management also mobilizedp t i ci pat ory budgeti ngPB&Blicagpart of
empowers city residents and gives them a voic
2017 15). Even the criticaBunTimeseditorial lamented the loss of participatory budgefing

whol esome exerci se (CmcagpSuaTsres EnlitbtiasBoatde2@b/c r ac y 0

To summarize, the existing Menu program is inadequate to meet neighbourhooduitireest

needs, inequitable in the distribution of funds, and lacks transparémeyretically,

participatory budgeting can address each of these problemgontext of resource constraint, it

can release aldermen from making difficult decisions ashiohwinfrastructure improvements to

fund, by presenting funding decisions as the democratic will of their constituencies. While it

cannot address funding discrepancies between wards, within individual wards participatory
budgeting can mitigate equityasedconcerns by disbursing menu funds through a process

grounded in procedural equity. Finally, participatory budgeting combats accusations of nepotism

in the di sbursement of funds, by providing a
disbursing fnds that removes them from Aldermanic discretion. In these ways, participatory
budgeting can facilitate the transformation of Menu funds from a politically problematic source

of necessary neighbourhood infrastructure funding, to an effective constitedatgns tog|

and it can do so without removing control of the Menu program from Aldermen as the OIG

report recommended. The broader fiscal landscdfiending decreaseas well as the

peculiarities of the Menu program help explain why participatorygbtidgis an appealing

mechanism for some aldermenallocateMenufunding
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ConclusionConstituency Relations andehocratic Distancing

Aldermenneed to cultivatg@ositive relationshipwith their constituenesto survive
regular electionsYet in Chicago, there is significant alienation from government on the part of
many residents, even thoaetively participate in civic activitiesnd/or volunteer with
community organizationdloreover,in Chicaganeoliberalrestructuringprocesses have
exacerbated democratic tensioA®using, transportation, education, and development policies
are widely perceived to be driven by elite interests. (Peck, 2012; Lipman, Bidtbyically
centralized control by the mayor wiaalanced out for aldermen through their ability to use
patronage to solidify their electoral position. This option is less tenable in the current
environment of fiscal constraint and legal prohibition on politically motivated hiring and firing.

The broader political and economic context in Chicagtined in this chaptas
intimately related to the rise of participatory budgeting psley practice. While participatory
budgeting projects havwmetimedeen taken as evidenceafobust civil soiety and elite
support for democratic interventions, in the case of Chicago slightly different factors are at play.
Participatory budgeting projects haaegelyoriginated from aldermen and aldermanic offices,
not community grouper other civil societyactors® By adopting participatory budgeting
practices irmdministering Menu funds, aldermen can signal their democratic credentials in a
context where municipal politics broadly, and municipal budgeting practices specifically, are
commonly perceived agpaqueundemocratic, andon-participativeThi s fAdemocr at i c
has made thenplementatiorof democratianterventionghat positiorresidentsas active
participants in municipal poliegnakingappealing/Addie, 2009; Theodore and Peck, 2011).

The environment of fiscal constraint is also part of what has made participatory budgeting an

®The one exception is the padWwairdipahocy badgadiompdg epr bjye
response to demands from communitchagt eud sai3f &Athhdes dcdiasser t
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attractive p(Ehl201b5svork ob thd ToremorConsmunity Housing
Corporationds experience with parybudgatimat ory b
can be a means of downloading difficult decisions onto community members, who have little
power to change the financial terms of buegetking but can determine allocations within a set
budget. In the case of Chicago, many of the financialdemound Menu funds are outside of the
ability of residentsor indeed individual aldermen influence including the limitation of Menu
funds to infrastructure and the overall amount of Menu funding availBlsespecific use of the
existing allocationhowever, can be determindttough a participatory democratic process like
participatory budgetingdespite the structural factors that contribute to making participatory
budgeting an attractive practice in Chicago, only a minority of aldermen have étlopte

practice, and some aldermen who have experimented with participatory budgeting have since
abandonedhe practice. The next chapter discusses which aldermen have adopted participatory
budgeting and delves into the electoral factors that may haveipaesl their adoption of this

policy practice.
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Chapter 3The UnevenEmergence oParticipatoryBudgetingProjects
Neighbourhoodemographics anBlectoralPolitics

Introduction

This chapter examines why participatory budgeting projects have emergmdewards
and not others. The beginning of this chapter discusses this question at-thideilyvelnoting
thatparticipatory budgeting projects hawvmstlyemerged iimiddle icome neighbourhoods. It
then considers whether resource constraint could be an explanation for this distribution, arguing
that, in the case of Chicago, this is at best a partial explan@tierchaptethen explores city
wide electoral dynamics as a pddsiexplanation for the emergence of participatory budgeting
projects in particular wardsarguing thids the decisive factor in a majority of cases.

In contrast to literature that positions the adaptation of participatory budgeting as
community drivenjn Chicago the decision to adopt participatory budgeting typically originates
with the aldermanic office. Neimcumbent aldermen in highly competitive ridings who identify
as progressives are most likely to adopt participatory budgeting projects asgpsitatégic
electoral strategy. In a context where explicit patronage politics have been largely delegitimized,
participatory budgeting caserveto reward aldermanic supporters by involving them in the
di stribution of | ocalr ersessiovueroc easl.d eMomeeno vwehro, af roe
themselves in opposition the favouritism and corruption historically associated with patronage
politics in Chicagoparticipatory budgeting provides an attractive means of signalling
progressive credentials édprofessionalizing the disbursement of menu funBmally, this
chapter introduces narratives of tangards thatorm the basis for the fourth and fifth chapters,
examining the electoral dynamics and stories underlying the emergence of participatory
budgeting in tesewards: the 49 ward, the 4% ward, and the 2’8 ward.
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This chapter builds otheanalysisn Chater 20f thetensions betweeneoliberal
budget makingand democratic legitimadyy examining how participatory budgeting has been
adopted as a strategy by aldermen to enhance their relationship with their constituency. In a
context where ordinary residis have little access to the municipal budgeting process,
participatory budgeting provides a venue for resident engagement that can have positive
implications for aldermen seekingholsterconstituency relations. This observation helps
explain why in Cicago only one participatory budgeting projec¢hat ofthe 22" ward- has
been initiatedby community organizers, and this project was not sustainable. Given the
significant investment of time and resources participatory budgeting requires, the afsence
strong electoral imperativerfthe alderman to engage with the practice may limit the possibility

of expansion to new wards.

The Spatial Distribution of Participatory Budgeting Projects in Chicago

Chicago is an urban space marked by unevenness and participatory budgeting projects are
no exception: they are common in some parts of the city, and less so in others. The following
map(Figure 3 displays the location of current participatory budgetirgjgmts as well as the
past participatory budgeting project in thé@&ard®® Seven of eight projectstive in 201 7re
located in a cluster in the north and/or northwest section of the city (Wards 49, 45, 41, 36, 35, 31,
and 29). The final active projeis located in the far south of the city (Ward 10). These wards are
diverse, with somewhat different levels of affluence, varyawgal compositions, and different

political leadershigTable4).

% ncome data is taken fR20mM5UARer Ceasu€oBmuratPpsSAOLEY (
Department of Employment Security, the Il linois Depart:
the ChicamgtoalDatand full datasets are availabl e- here: ht
datsaapsladvb $ a
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] ward Boundary
CCA Boundary

. $8201 - $14,766
 $14,766 - $18,238
.| $18,238 - $23,880
I $23,880 - $34,182
B 434,182 -$ 88,669

Figure2. Medianper-capitaincome(2015 US$hy CCA, with paticipatorybudgetingwards

indicated

Table4. Demographic and Political Characteristics of Participatory Budgeting W

Ward Alderman Years Racial Frequency of Progressive
active PB  majority voting with caucus
project mayor member?
5 Leslie 2012 Black 82% Yes
Hairston

10 Susan 20162017 Hispanic 72% Yes
Sadlowski
Garza
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17 David Moore 20162017 Black 75% Yes

22 Ricardo 20142016 Hispanic 76% Yes
Mufioz

29 Chris 2017 Black 63% Yes
Taliaferro

31 Millie 20162017 Hispanic 81% No
Santiago

35 Carlos 20162017 Hispanic 69% Yes
Ramierez
Rosa

36 Gilbert 20162017 Hispanic 79% No
Villegas

41 Anthony 2017 White 44% No
Napolitano

45 John Arena 20122017 White 53% Yes

46 James 2012 White 95% No
Cappleman

49 Joe Moore 2009 None 99% No

2017

Note.Racial cataadaptedrom Chicago Board of Election Commissionev®ting data refers to
the last two mayoral terms (202016) and is adapted frormuukeret al, 2014andSimpson et
al. 2016

In terms of racial compositiomyards engaging in participatory budgetinglude
majority white, Black andHispanicwards. In terms of income, there is some variation in
affluence®! In terms ofsupport for thenayor orthemay or 6 s f |l oor | eader , t he
variation, indicating a variety of political views rangifrom close support of Mayor Rahm
Emanuel tdrequentdissent.

Nonethelesgjespite their differenceseveral common threads liclifferent

participatory budgetingvards. First, no participatory budgeting projects are locatdtkieast

affluent area®f Chicago: the historically and contemporarily disenfranchised neighbourhoods of

5Throughout the discussion of i ncomé nicno mehoi st oc hraepfteerr taor
Community ASreavd t(hCnedi ahp éncemeis;lienndidrhieeBe@ddv t o refer t
with median i ncomed boete T waentdn |fchhieph®do t o ref épet oe CCiAlse i r
for income or above.
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South Chicago. While the Y0ward is located in the far south, its character is more suburban,
home to predominantly middiecome Hispanic and white residents. Secondyarticipatory
budgeting projects are located in the most affluent areas of thetbigywealthy downtown loop
or exclusive waterfront neighbourhoddszinally, while a few participatory budgeting projects
have been initiated in less affluent wartse@2" wardfrom 201315; the 17" wardfrom 2016
17) they have not been sustained. It remains to be seen whether the participatory budgeting
process initiated in Ward 28 201617, a relatively lowincome ward, remains in place beyond
one year. Takerogether, these factors indicate that participatory budgeting projects are
disproportionately present in Chicago in middileome communities. In contrast to the case of
Porto Alegre, where participatory budgeting was focused on poor communities (De Sousa
Santos 1998), in Chicago participatory budgeting projects have erddegs readilyn low-
income neighbourhoods.

Research has suggested that those who participate in deliberative forums are often the
samesociallyand economically advantaged individutidat have access to traditional sites of
political power (Sanderd997; Young2001). Part of the initial popular and academic interest in
participatory budgeting was the claim that the process could transcend this dynamic. Yet in a city
as severely seggated as Chicagobased orboth race and clagsthe absence of participatory
budgeting fronmess affluenneighbourhoods limgtits potential to engage poor people in
participatory democracy and municipal budgetking.

Two factors specific to thdevebpment ofparticipatory budgeting in Chicago may

contribute to the presence of participatory budgeting projects in mittene communitieghe

Whi |l et''vAed4Bs a waterfront ward, it has historically &
rents than the | akefront communities directly to the s
and property values.
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types of civic knowledge the process favours and the limitation of funds to capital projects
While the procesis open to all residents of a ward, structural elements of the process favour
those with certain professional knowledge bases. This is particularly true at more substantial
levels of involvement, like submitting project ideas and developing ideas Ihppdposals.
Data collected by PB Chicago indicates that volunteers tend to disproportionately be highly
educated, with university or pegtaduate certifications (Crum et,&015). Many of the
volunteers interviewed were highly educated and interviswited this as a trend among
volunteersn generaf3
1 AMainly the participation we have on the executive committee and as the community
reps, the body is mainly white and middle class. The education levels are higher. It's not
the way thaparticipatory budgeting started in Brazil: the level of education was really
lowo- Staff
1 Al'm just thinking of the people on the [volunteer] committee this year. There's somebody
who works for an architecture firm, somebody who works as a landscapedirchite
somebody who works as a structural engineer, somebody who works for the lllinois
Department of Transportation, and somebody who studies urban history. This is not a
representative cross section of society. This is a group of people who already have som
sort of skin in the game with regards to these questions of urban redeveldpment
Volunteerand Resident
1 fWe specifically targeted areas that were less wealthy, more Spanish speaking and we

didn't really see a difference [in participation] which isIseftlstrating because you

By d2iSa (Y3 SNBFBRNOK AYGSNDASsas O2yRdzOUSR 0SiGoSSy
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would think dootto-door contact | worked in political campaigns. And deto-door
contact is the gold standard Staff

Participatory budgeting in Chicago involves proposing a minor infrastructure piyettte
time potenial participatory budgeting projects are presented at community forums to residents,
the project descriptions typical contain highly technical informatiadividuals with
professional backgroundslated to an aspect of infrastructure developrihgréming,
transportation, architecture, engineeringremore comfortable framing solutiots
neighbourhood concerms terms of physical infrastructure. Moreover, individuals with related
work-experiencaremore familiar with specialized language and tiewtogy that can assist
them in presenting their project idea as feasible and advocating for its adDetsmite efforts
to recruit a representative group of volunteers, elements of the process privilege individuals with
significant technical knowledgdaut engineering, landscape design, and other areas that assist
in presenting a technically feasible, persuasively argued progafiorcing a class bias in
organizing that also reinforces racial cleavadéhkile other residents can learn these skilgl, a
indeed civic learning has been a benefit associated with participatory budgeting in other contexts
(Boulding and Wampler, 201&ooings, 2003 reluctance to initially become involved limits the
dispersal of this benefit of the procé8s.

In addition, inthe case of lowncome neighbourhoods, the mismatch between the scope of
participatory budgeting as currently constituted in Chicago and the needs of these communities
may contribute to the absence of projects in these neighbourhoods.rasttmPorto Alegre,
whereup to30% of the municipal budget was decided through participatory budgeting, the

amount of money available through the process is relatively minor in Chicago and the uses the

“The dynamics iwhopaattccpaanies and how d-iafrfee rde nstc upsasretdi «

det ai | itn Chapter 5
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funding can be put to are limited to physical isfracture. The exclusion of social programming
may especiallylimit the recruitment of volunteers from more diverse constituencies as the most
pressing problems residents identified in intervievesonomic inequality, crime and policing,
public school fmding- cannot be addressed througlenu funds. In contrast, the projects
typically approved through participatory budgeting: trepgjrades to recreational spaces
decorative lighting, public artworik often appeal to homeowners concerned with property
val ues as a way of ficleaning upo the neighbour
class, but also racialized dimensions in a city whtspanicand Black residents are less likely
to own their homes (Martine2009, 2016. In the words of onesei dent , fAparticipat
budgeti ng i nvest sThdrestridtidn of pagtEipatony butigetmgeefangsitoe o
physical infrastructurémits the capacity of the prograta address social justice @arns
These limitations in the scopé participatory budgeting projectgere often a point of
frustration forresidents engaging with the process in interviews:
71 ANot everything can be solved with a new curb or a tree plaritiRgsident and
Volunteer
1 fAMore people are demanding more money for programs for the area. And participatory
budgeting can't be used for programsResident an&¥olunteer
1 fWe are not touching needs, deep needs of the people, because the budget we have is
very limited and itsonlyconcenr at ed i n infrastructure proj
security, that part is limited Staff
1 fiFor some yes parks, watiEuntains, or more trees are important, but there's a lot more

people that like if you're worried about how your going to pay yent, feed your kids,
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get them to school, you know, not being able to take sick days when you need them, a

mural isn't really that crucial, it's not make or break Resident
Outreach can only go so far in creating a participatory budgeting procesadghgeslifferent
communities, when theeeds of many communitiéall outside the scope of the process. Given
thelimited scope of participatory budgeting projects, it may be that aldermen with large middle
incomeconstituencies support the process bsedbey see thengagement facilitated through
participatory budgeting asgood fit with middleclass concerns like neighbourhood
beautification and recreational projedts contrast, in loweincome communities where many
pressing neighbourhood concemasnot be addressed throwgghall scalenfrastructure
projects aldermen and residents alike may view thgs#icipatory budgeting exerciskEss
favourably®®

Yet this does not explain the absence of participatory budgeting projects from high
income communities Affluent neighbourhoodsave large constituencie$ homeownersvith
advancedormal education and professional backgroundsviach participatory budgeting
would have a similar appeal as in midditeeome communitiedn the caseof high-income
communitiesthe uneven dispersal of neighbourhood infrastructure funding may be a factor.
Some previous research has examined the use of participatory budgeting as a policy tool to
manage an environment of r eabsswfrpartecipatooyn st r ai nt .
budgeting in Torontods public housing provide

found that rather than empowering residgudrticipatory budgetingas largely a mechanism

%l n 2014, a articigpatwrderbtualgen iinmg @hiogegd wsi ng econo
through a TIF. The scope of this project included empl ¢
recruiting r-agcca@ameé zpadr aindi pamwt s (peagondt afcfo)nmuhhicatfiwon
to the relationship between the scope of the process al
constituencies. For more information aboutl4hienpil ot |
West Humbolt Park see: http://wwwphooh t@d®de&. pdd/ upl oad :
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for devolving difficult budget cuts to residerttemselves. Similarly, my own past work on
participatory budgeting in Guelph, Ontario argued that this was an adaptation of the
Neighbourhood Support Coalition to declines in municipal funding for community organizations
(Pin, 2016) In both cases, partatory budgeting was adopted largely as a strategy for
managing an environment of resource constraint engendered by neoldmiaéfitructuring.

If resource constrains a factori where middle income neighbourhoods with fewer revenue
tools use partipatory budgeting to manage the environmeriitsofil constrainfi this would

partially explain the absence of participatory budgeting projects from more affluent
communitiesOne of the effects of neoliberal restructuring in Chicago has been a growing
disparity betweefiineighbourhoodsandfidowntowro in terms of publignfrastructure

investment, leading to accusatiafseighbourhood neglect on the parboththe recent Daley

and Emanuel administratiofBasotti 2010; Hague et al. )1 Wards where Menu funds meet

a higher proportion of local infrastructure needs tend to be the more affluent downtown loop
areas, and northern waterfront communities, partially because these areas haympigh@on
density and therefore are smaller mypical size (OIG, 2017). Affluent downtown and northern
waterfront communities disproportionately benefit from two additional sources of infrastructure
funding: TIF funds and Community Benefit Agreements (CBAfthough TIF investment is
nominallydirece d at areas of wurban Ablighto, previ ous
lucrative and enduring TIFs are present in relatively affluent downtown neighboulikoogist,
2016; Weber, 200%f CBAs are negotiated as part of real estate developmeetisoand thus
while present across the city, are concentrdtedntown.Growingdisparities betweewardsin

terms of access to infrastructure fundingassistent with patterns of selective investment

T1 F funding can be used for infrastructure projects a:
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characteristic oheoliberalrestructuring of citieslf participatory budgeting is taken as a tool to
mitigate conflict in environments of moderate resources constraint, an argwanbéettbat as a
policy practice it is less relevant for affint communities that may have accessdooe funding
tools for obtaining infrastructure improvements.

Examininginfrastructure funding gaps on a werg-ward basishowever, itis not clear
that therds a relationship between the proportion of unmet neighbourhood infrastructuse need
and the popensity of a ward to adopt participatory budgeting (T&pI&’ The wards span the
spectrum, including both the wards with the greatest ability to meet neighbourhood infrastructure
needs and those with the least abilitiiere is nalear differenceén funding gapbetween wards
that have engaged with participatory budgeting, and those that have not, with both group shaving

similar average funding gaps identified by the OIG report

Table5. Average NIPFundingGap inParticipatoryBudgetingWards

Ward  Alderman PB years NIP fundinggap

46 James Cappleman 2012 89%

49 Joe Moore 20092017 57%

35 Carlos RamierezRosa 20162017 42%

31 Millie Santiago 20162017 36%

5 Leslie Hairston 2012 36%

22 RicardoMufioz 20142015 34%

36 Gilbert Villegas 20162017 29%

29 Chris Taliaferro 2017 24%

17 David Moore 20162017 24%

45 John Arena 20122017 21%

41 Anthony Napolitano 2017 17%

10 Susan Sadlowski 20162017 17%

Garza

Average funding gap for all PB wards 35%
A I i mitation ofi tt excOlu@ecdsatianfirastthaitct ure funding secu
does include al/l NI'P funding and funding for neighbourl
example of the |l atter type wrhdgd utnlddatnggc omorud da v ea sneaxeeltt
replacement, and therefore is paid for by the Depart mel
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Average funding gap farurrent PB wards 2%
Average funding gap for all neRB wards 32%

Note:NIP data adapted from the 2017 OIG report on Menu funding.

It seemsthen that arguments about resource constraint do not fully explain the distribution of
participatory budgeting projects in Chicago. Moreover, while participatory budgeting projects
have emerged predominantly in middheome communitieghey have not appearedall
middle-income communitieg Chicago Examining the distribution of participatory budgeting
projects in terms of neighbourhood characteristtosn,is only a starting point, in explaining the
uneven emergence of these projects. Further, an eaiomrof general neighbourhood
demographicsisks naturalizing these projects as emerging from a certain setexigtig
variables. In contrast, the second part of this chapter will argue that that while certain
neighbourhood dynamics mayeate a favarable backdrop for the introduction eirticipatory
budgeting by providing a constituency that is more likelgrtorace the process drticipatory
budgetingin Chicagoathe political dynamicsf individual wardshave beetthe crucial factor in

leadingto strategiadecisiors to establishparticipatory budgeting projext

The Political Dynamics of Aldermanic ElectiomsChicago: Democratic Party
Support, Electoral Regulation aMdard Redistricting

In Chicago, the decision to adqgrticipatory budgeting ultimately rests with the local
alderman, becausas discussed in chaptert2ey have complete discretion over Menu funds,

the sourceof funding used for participatory budgeting in Chic&§@vhile research in other

%The only example of funding outside the alder manic merl
a pilot partiecitpatsomy pudgeting for TIF funds in 2014 i
di sbursement of funds, and coordination problems bet we:¢«
budgeting for TIF at tholsl p®t nal . Fo20me&re details see
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contexts has fmised on the role of community organizations and neighbourhood characteristics
in implementing participatory budgeting processes, in the case of Chicago, the role of the
alderman is crucial as théave the power to dictate thee of Menu funds and theoeé
determinghe establishment od participatory budgetingrocess.

When an alderman engages in participatory budgetiegcease to directlgontrol their
only source of discretionary municipal fundiferhaps more significantlthey replace
aldermanic discretion with @articipatory democratiprocess that isme consuming and
expensivdor the aldermanic officeRarticipatory budgeting requiresinimally onestaff person
dedicated to the procesn at least a patime basisif not full-time, during the peak work of the
processThis isa high bar when an alderman without a committee position typically has only
threeor four staffersParticipatory budgetingequires regular volunteer committeeetings,
regular neighbourhood assemblies, the development and distribution of promotional materials,
andongoingnegotiatonswith various city departments to acquire eestimates for potential
projects. It is simpleand less labotintensivefor an dderman tandividually determine the use
of these funds, or for their use to be determined by city staff, as the OIG audit recomrirended.
contrast, participatory budgeting necessitates the developmeatvoéxpensiveand time
consuming processesrfparticipation, consultation, and voting.

The political dynamics of aldermanic elections in Chicago play a crucial role in the
decision taabsorb the costs associateith running aparticipatory budgetingrocessBeyond
the welldocumented advantages n€Eumbency common to municipal politics more broadly
(Desposato and Petro¢ci®003 Troustine, 201Bseveralfactorsspecificto Chicago make it
particularly difficult for independent and/or firBtne aldermen to gain political office and

maintain constituency suppoRactors compounding incumbency effaotdude the presence of
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the Cook County Democratic Organization as § keurce of support for candidates, and the
explicit use of electoral rules for partisan political purpd8eBhus, h Chicago, participatory
budgeting is uniquely useful to progressive, indepenadewtbr new aldermen who need to
shore up constituencyigport and differentiate themselves from their predecessors. This
argument is supported in three sections. First, the historical and institutional context for
aldermanic elections in Chicago is discus$éekt, electoral data from the Chicago Board of
Eledion Commissioners is used to comppagticipatory budgeéng wards to notparticipatory
budgeting warddg=inally, the dynamics of participatory budgeting in three target wairels
discussed in detail, as well as #lectoralforces at work.

Research oelections has found that in comparison with incumbents;tiimst
candidatesacechallenges in achieving electoral succesmnimicipal electiongDesposato and
Petrocik 2003Pasotti 2010Troustine 2013 Several specifiaspect®f the Chicago context
create further difficulties fdiirst time andor independentandidatesln Chicagq the
Democratic Party playa crucial gatekeeping rqléacilitatingaccess to elected municipal
positions. A study of aldermanic electionsfrony1® t o 1995 found Asupport
Democratic Party organization haprafounde f f ect on how wel | candi dat
(Krebs, 199: 928 emphasis addg¢dKrebs estimated 10% to 19% increase in votes for
candidates with support from t®mok CountyDemocratic Part¥rganization Increased
support was eviderm all wards but exaggerated in machine wards anfirkiitime candidates
(Krebs, 199).

Political machines in 20th century America often sought maintain control by structuring

the el ector al system to reduce el ectoral compet

®Both the role of the Democratic Party organization an:¢
munici pal el ectoral context in Chicago are discussed f
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municipal governmerttas evolved since the height of machine politits,Democratic Party

continues tastrategically mobilizeestrictions on independent candidacy avard redistricting

to their advantage, to reduce electoral competitivefiessisting 2013; Krebs19%).

Restrictions on independent candidates entering municipal raeesllaas thegerrymandering

of ward boundaries are discussed below as ong
tend to limit the entry of new and/or independent candidates into municipal politics.

Historically, restrictions on independent candidacy iheainanic and mayoral elections
in Chicagomade it very difficult for independent candidates to contest elecfidsys until 1979,
independent candidates and those running as p
required to secure the petitiogsatures of % of the citywide electoratdrom the previous
mayoral election to be included on the municipal bafi@ccordance witthe Voter Signature
Actoperating in lllinoisat the time In practice, this meant that prospective independent
candidates were required to present roughly 60valif signatures to be included on municipal
ballots an extraordinarily high bar. In contrast, only 25,000 signatures were neetiiatbfer
state &ctions (Young, 1979Even if an independent candidate managed to sehereequisite
number of signatures, the validity of signatures coulddmestegroviding another barrier to
independent candidacy (Grimshal®91).

The Socialist Worker Partysa new political party, led a challenge te 80,000
signature requirement in resporteeexclusion from the 1977 municipal electidie
requirement wasventuallyruled unconstitutiondby the Supreme Court in 19785 an
unnecessarrestriction on thelemocratic proceg¥oung, 1979). From 1979 until 1999,

independent candidates and candidates for new political parties needed to collect 25,000

“Al ndependent candidateo refers to candidates unaffil.i:é
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signatures to appear on the ballot, the same number required for state elbatistib an
exceptionallylarge numbefor a municipal electoral conte$tThe difficulties independent
candidates faced in runnifigr municipal office combined with very minimal public support

for Republican candidates in a notoriously Demaciaty, led togenerallyuncompetitive

mayoral and aldermanic electioffdn practice, the mayoral election was often of little
consequence, the Democratic primary having effectively determined who would hold the office
of mayor in Chicago. Even after the switch to 1pamtisan elections in 1999, as mandated by
changes to lllinois state law, mayoral elections have remag@haiivelyuncompetitive (Pasotti

2010). In fact, the 2015 Chicago mayoral election was historic as it was the first time a candidate
failed to recere an absolute majority on the first ballot and awotfrwas required.

The use of electoral regulations to reduce competitiveness by establishment candidates is
not limited to mayoral elections, nor to the past. According to Aldertrack, between 2007 and
2015 approximately 30% of prospective aldermanic candidates who sought election were
disqualified. In the most recent aldermanic elections in 2015, the Chicago Board of Election
Commissioners received 174 petitions, mostly relating to the validity oiradion signatures,
and removed 63 candidates from the ballot (Chicago Board of Election Commissioners 2017,
Black, 2015). Although in Chicago the election tribunal is structured to be bipartisan, with
members from both the Republican and Democratic gactatroversiestill ariseover the

aldermanialisqualificationprocess. For example, a panlarly egregious casaef partisan

“"For compar.i

son, the threshold for inclusion on the bal
turnout in the previous mayor al el ection. The threshol
turnout in 20l1llwHiehdied bke number of municipal wards i
?The |l ast time a Republican held the office of Mayor we
candidate has rarely been competitive. tThadl®88ByeBéatik:
mayor to date, was a major exception where racial affi/
rallied behind a Republican candidate, with the Republ |
race by agmnar(&wi mahaw, 1991; Simpson, 2001).



interference occurred in the ®&ardduringthe 2015 aldermanic elections. In the aldermanic

racein Ward 28 all seven chééngers to incumbent Alderman Jason Ervin, a strong supporter of

Mayor Emanuel, were disqualified due to errors in their applications (Lulay, 2015; BGiK.

Moreover,all seven candidate objectiofied by the samavoman who hadalsoserved as a

pad consultant for Ervinds campai grheirigd t he 201
application of complex rules regarding candidacy is more likely to affects new and independent
candidatesCandidatesvho are incumbents, or who haveteong connection to the local

Democratic Ward Organizatiomill have more experien@and resources to draw on in

navigating the bureaucratic intricacies of running for office.

Ward redistricting has been another eleaittool used toestrictelectoral competition in
Chicago. Since 1927, Chicago has had 50 electoral wards in municipal elections. Every 10 years,
wards are redistricted in keeping with new census data. The purpose of redistricting is to ensure
that changgin population are reflected in electoral districts, so that the number of voters in each
individual ward remains relatively equal, generally within &Mariance. Nonetheless,

Chicago redistricting has resulted in wards that have become progregssieet gerrymandered
over time (Hagan, 2014; Shapiro and Bliss, 208@errymandering has been used as a tactic to
maintain Democrat contkato rewardmayoralsupporters and punish disseniensd sometimes

to marginalize the influence of specific comséincies (Shapiro and Bliss, 2016). For example, in
the 1960s when Daley no longer needed substantial Black votes to win office, he oversaw the
fracturing of Black communitieimto nonmajoritarian wards. The result was a reduction in
voting power for Blak neighbourhoods, which made it possible for the Demoaraichineto

be successfllased orappeadt o f et h ni s(Bawmantl®b, Gmshaw, 1991As

“Shapiro and Bliss define gerrymandering as an attempt
di sadvantage their opponents in elections by i2nfl uenci i
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the discussion of patronage in chapter 2 indicated, Black residents in particular have been

hist orically disenfranchised through Chicagods
In the most recent redistricting, in 2011, there were a number of concerning

developments. Six communities were initially slated for division into multiple wards: Lincoln

Park, Bevdy, Bridgeport, Back of the Yards, Logan Square and Chinatown. The initial 2011

redistricting plan was revised so the first three neighbourhoods were maintained within relatively

cohesive wards. Incidentally these neighbourhoods are all majority whitentirast thether

three neighbourhoods, two majority Hispanic, and one majority Asian, were split into as many as

five different wards in the redistricting. Second, the 2011 redistricting plan left the Hispanic

population with only 10 majoritgquivalent wards, or 20% tleei t y 6 s wacontpssing des pi t

roughly one third the city&4dhirgh heredistactingwas ( Shap

determined by an insidgroup of aldermen close to the mayor, with many aldermen only seeing

the revisedlectoralmap two hars before the council vote to adopt this map (LaBobcy

Forum 2012). Fourth, two outspoken opponents of the mayor, saw themselves redistricted out of

their own wards as part of Athe mayords | ate

punishing op o n e throughothe redistricting proceéShapiro and Bliss, 201643). Given the

political objectives underlining ward redistricting, the results often lead to less favourable

outcomes for aldermen who are independents, or identify as progressheseadesignations in

recent years have been determined largely in opposition to the M&yogressive and

“According to a 1983 US Supreme Court rul iengui wal% i s p
ward given the young average age in Hispanic communiti
“For example, the Progressive Caucus$ hehmiayodoli®Si Mmpsoa I
2016). The Caucus as a whole often critiques the mayor,
as wusual o indicating its oppositional stance (Cox, 20
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independent aldermen must then negotiate ward boundaries that encompass multiple, disparate
communities, and complicate campaigning.

In the politial context of Chicago, where tBemocraticParty apparatus has been
critical in mobilizing electoral support, and restrictions on candidacy andredistricting have
been used to discourage electoral competition, independent candidatesdiagehallenges in
mounting successful campaigns (Krebs%9%ousting 2013).These obstacles help explaire

appeal of participatory budgeting some aldermeras discussed further below

Neighbourhood Electoral Dynamics and the Emergené&®adicipatory Budgeting
in the 49, 45", and 229 Wards

While much attention has been focused on the characteristiesgbfboourhoods and
wards that adopt participatory budgeting, particularly the role eépisting civic organizations,
in the case o€hicago the characteristics of the aldermen seem more pertinent in understanding
when and where participatory budgeting projects emerge. Aldermanic support, is a necessary,
and possibly even sufficient conditifor initiation of a participatory budgeting project in
Chicago. This perspective is reinforced through a discussion efdb®raldynamics of the
three neighbourhoods of study in Chicago in the next part of the chaptertiiéad®, where
Alderman Joe Mo initiated participatory budgeting in 2009; thé"A8ard, where Alderman
John Arena initiated participatory budgeting in 2012; and th&\®ard, where Alderman
RicardoMuiozagreed to try participatory budgeting for two years starting in 2014, innmespo
to demands from community organizers, but chose to discontinue the process in 2016. Th
following discussiorfocuses on the electoral dynamics in each of these wards,chhjéer 4

interrogateshe ward dynamics in greater detail.
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The Emergence d?articipatory Budgeting ithe49" Ward

The 49" wardwas the first ward in Chicago to adopt participatory budgeting, a point of
pride for Alderman Joe Moore. Alderman Moore first vibe49" ward council seat in 1991 as
an independent Democrat, with the support of Networlad9ndependent progressive pickl
organization focused on the'2@ard. While initially Alderman Moore had clear independent
identification and an ambivalent relationship with Mayor Richard M. Daley, over time, his
political position has become closely aligned with Mayor Rahm Enhalmuan assessment of
voting records over Maiyadfice, Alenman Meote dias befen onesof t wo
his most consistent supporters, voting with E
roll calls (Buyuker et a12014; Simpson «dl., 2016)’°

The dominant story of participatory budgetinghie 49" wardtakes orwhat one resident
calledit my t h o landganother Hescribed@asb i bl i cal 6 di mensi ons, cul
Al derman himself who ref er soft oNoRotghe'rssmePraircka da.s
According to Moore, he became interestegarticipatorybudgeting after speaking with Josh
Lerner, founder ofhe Participatory Budgeting Proje@®BP)at a conference in 2007:

| first got the idea back in 2007 when | attended the US social Forum in Atlanta. And |

was invited there by the institute of policy studies to participate in two different

workshops on participatory budgeting which | had not heard of before and | attended

them and | thought wow what a neat idea. At these workshops they said there had been

nowhere in the United States it had been done. So the idea, it was intriguing. | knew that

to implement it here, | didn't need to get anybody's permission becausenhishachount

of money that was totally at my discretion
popularly in the ward.

Al der man Mooreds own words indicate three cri

budgeting. First, the novelty of th@eaand the ability to be the firsb implement a participatory

®ADivided r
“"These quot
July of 201

olChiccdidteyd0 Coeufeesri 4 htad¢ wer e not unani mous.
ations, and ftrioeyr e s e ar t hsa tcrofnedtubctt eeyd abreet w eaekne nA
6
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budgeting projecin the United States was appealing. Second, implementation was possible
because Alderman Moore had sole discretion over a suitable source of fuldiemy funds.
Finalyhe had fAa sense that it wao,uhkhtdisdorstituerdsc ei v e d
would find the idea appealing. After nearly losing the 2007 election in-affuvith a more
conservative candidate, there was an important impetus for creatingyapolkess that would
help solidify his electoral position at a time when he had declining community support. As one
intervieweee x pl ai ned: AThe al derman al most | ost the
revolutionary, something exciting, somethingyit things going, to get bugo Particularly
given that theneighbourhood comprising most of the warRogers Park was known to be
politically left-leaning, with many residents identifying wiphogressivepolitical causesthere
was reason to thinkat a participatory democratic process miggnvell received. Elaborating
onthispointanot her resident suggested: Al think he
gooders in the neighbourhood, community participant types, it might také rodirmahe
Moorebs el ector al needs dovetail edervingl I wi t h
alderman with a need to reengage his constituency and shore up his progressive credentials.

In 2008 Alderman Moore visited Brazil to learn how participatargideting worked
there, and later that year he sat down with Josh Lerner who offered the assistan&&3éX ithe
establishing a participatpbudgeting project in Chicagtnitially Mo o r &iéf ef stadf and a
second partime staff person were primarihgsponsible for stewarding the procdas2011,
Moore used funding associated with a committee chair positiexp@andhis staff complement
and hire a fulltimepermanenstaff person to manage the participatory budgeting process. The

49" ward is the oly ward thathas a dedicated fulltime staff position farticipatory budgeting.
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Ward 49 has maintained a continuous participatory budgeting process frorno 2089
present. Since initiating participatory budgeting, Alderman Moore hasigations handily
with margins of 4% in 2011 and 3% in 2015 over his opponentBut in recent years, he has
also continued to face challenges from the left. In 2011, Occupy Rogers Park actively organized
against both Alderman Moore atitk participatorybudgetingprocess itselfWeber et al.2015).
Ironically, the same organization that had supported his initial run for office ini18@fwork
497 re-established itself after a hiatus under the same name in 2015 to mobilize opposition to the
aldermanijn particular contesting his support for charter schools and failure to protect affordable
housing inRogers Park® The presence of strong networks of neighbourhood organizat@sms w
part of the overall progressive environment that made participatory tngige attractive
strategy to Alderman Moore, but those organizations have not necessarily been strong supporters
of participatory budgeting, particularly when community organizations have disagreed with the
alderman on othassues (Weber et aR015).In early 2018, a constituent and former employee
of the BP,who had helped guide the participatory budgeting process in theatd,
announced she was running against Joe Moore for the aldermanic seat in the 2019 Hbxtion.
developmenperhaps indicates that though participatory budgeting has helped Alderman Moore
stave off some critiques from the left, the process may also have helped animate and coalesce
electoral opposition to his positions on other municipal issues.
The Emergence d?articipatoryBudgeting inthe 4%" Ward

The 45" wardbeganpracticingparticipatory budgeting i8012, after Alderman John

Arena campaigned on a platform that includgaromiseo introdue participatory budgeting

usingthe 45" wardMenu fundsFirst elected in 2011 in the narrowest race in the Aitgra

“"For mpfermation abowett Npt wonkt wédr k49. net
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defeated opponent John Garrido in a runoff by a mere 27 votes out 12,077 cast. He was re
elected in 2015 by a greater margin, but still requiring aoftirDuring his two terms on
council, Alderman Arena has been a prominent member of the Progressive Reform Caucus
which often votes against Mayor Ermaentionel and i
2015 and actively supported his oppon@rh both the 2011 and 2015 electioAdgerman
Arena ran as a seldlentified progressiveParticipatory budgeting fit into this progressive
ideationandconnected to his broader vision for the ward. THEwWard has since completed five
participatory budgeting cycles under Alderman Arenay wbntinues to support the process.
Prior to his election in 2011 Arefecamanterested in participatory budgetibyg observinghe
processworkedid oe Moor eds ward. Rat her than a good f
Arena statedh our interviewn e t hought participatory budgeti n
p e r s o meanhing & good fit for his progressive and independent orient@tienpreious
aldermann the ward was describdxy an interviewea s a fAol d s c honodol whhoi cag
made decisions about menu money awouldpolitical
represent a shar p bdskusément dftertu fuhds en aprefebdsessc e s s or 6
with little transparency or public discussion.

Participatory budgetinin the 45" wardhas becomelosely associated with the brand of
Al der man Arena himself. As one resident state
program is pretty clear. Because it wasn't around before he came, he came and now the
program'shere. So it is a vote of confidence in him in a way to participate in things like
participatory budgeting dhis close association between Arena and participatory budgetiag

also reflected in skeptical comments made about participatory budgetingdantesvho

“For more i nf oPrnoagtrieBans caubso,u ts etence htt p: // chicagoprogressi
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opposedA r e rekediia) exemplified by the following comment from an interviewd: h e
[participatory budgetingyoteisr i g g lsdoepaganda. John Arena is concerned about image.
Hedés on soci al medi a al waig/psrticipatoyyibudget hepuisc ont r ol
going to be what he wants to do and that'stftAlthough there is no evidence to suggest
irregularities in voting or direct interferen
association of participatory budgey with the alderman leaves those who do not support him

reluctant tdbeinvolved, and results in a process that disproportionately captures the interests of
residents who tend to have a positive view of the alderman or be active supporters. In this way,
participatory budgeting rewards supporters in a way that is not dissimilar to patronage by

providing supportive residents with a stake in local decisiakingprocesses and a pathway

through which tadvocate for their own projectén a newdevelopment, the 2018 participatory
budgeting cycle successfully engaged, as participatory budgeting volunteers, several constituents
who have been part of community groups opposing Alderman Arena, particularly his policies in

the areas of housing and eoaric developmertt The expansion of the volunteer circle in the

45" ward speaks to the potential for participatory budgeting to build constituency relations

among communities that may be hostile or ambivalent towards the alddirmesmains to be

seenwkt her participatory budgeting is effective

2019 Chicago election

t count in Ward 45 in 2016. Al

8] was present at t e
getdegt yodbmntleerpaommcitpator wn
1

D

he vo
Chief of Staff and twbud
interference with the ba
8'Per sonal communicati on,

ot s.
irector of Neighborhoods | ni-t
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The Emergence of Participatory Budgeting in th& 22ard

The 229ward is the only ward in Chicago where participatory budgeting was iditigte
a community organization, not the alderman. @derman for the 2% ward is RicarddMufioz
He has served aderman since he was appointed by Richard M. Daley to fill the position in
1993 and is one of the longest serving aldermen on Chicago City cddaiibz has been re
elected by a strong majority in recent years, with% &targin of victory in the 2011 git
council elections, and a #®margin of victory in the 2015 elections. He has also been a member
of the Progressive Caucus since it was founded in 2007. Some political observers have suggested
that the 2011 redistricting which sdhe boundaries of the2? ward shift substantiallwas
driven by attempts tragmentAldermanMuiiozd s el ect or all base in the 1
neighbourhood?
The initial idea to engage in participatory budgeting in tHé ®ard came not from
AldermanMufioz but rather from a comumity-based nofor-profit called Enlace Chicago.
Founded in 1998 by a group of community actiywv
equitable access to social and economic justice for residents in Little Vélagéghbourhood
largely located whin the boundaries of the Pavard® A staff membefrom Enlace met with
staff from PB Chicagaand then discussed adopting the practice with Aldevhaioz and his
staff. Enlace was interested in participatory budgeting because part afrjamizational
mandate is to increase community participation in neighbourhood development projects. Both
Enlace and PB Chicago pushddfiozto try participatory budgetg: as one interviewee

explainediit hey al | | obbied him and convinced hi mo.

2personal comnuniiptileet voeweestrTlhhei 2@l ededied the propor:
that was i ntWardkedarnd adachke®2several additional nei ghbour
di sconnected from Little Village.

8For more information abowwteBhhaeehChkhiagagorygsee: http:/
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would be well receivedn the 229 ward because of Aldermaviufiod s p r o @putat®rs | v e
In an interviewMufioz himself positioned somd the appeal of the process in his progressive
political wvalues: fl | i ke dembdmatso liemoy engagihg f ancy
people in hel pilmg 2@dle dveheins iPBPHG. annual conf
AldermanMufoz attendedseveral sessionsle subsequently agreedpibot a participatory
budgeting process in the ®2vardfor one year, provided there was a commitment on the part of
a community partner to share the organizational labodrstaffing costsAn agreement was
reached where two staff people from Enlace would lead the process, and two staff people from
the Al dermandés office would pr ohoursdpeweekd di t i on a
during the monththe process wastve.

The 22ndward engaged in participatory budgeting for two cydie20132014 and
2014-2015. After the second year, Aldermitufiozdecided to discontinue the process. The
impetusto disengage with the process came from the alderman and not thmunitynin fact,
participatory budgeting was less contentious in ti8&ard than irthe 45" wardor 49" ward,
where there has been active mobilization agaiadicipatory budgeting largely rooted in
opposition to the alderman.

Several factors contributed to Aldermsinfiozd s d e cceasganticipatbry
budgeting. After the 2022015 cycle Enlace wasinable todedicate the same leve staff
supportto participatory budgetindue to internal restructuring. group of residets expressed a
willingness to steward the process and began to plan next steps for the participatory budgeting

processA community meeting was heldith thealderman and other stakeholdévdiscuss

1 n t'Mear4l5 members of the Jefferson Park Neighborhood
Arenadés opponent in the ward election, actively critici
participantseptiands of al der'fvanmidg iOttcairpfye Romeea.s IPmrtkh e n-
critigqgued participatory budgeting for beidhg insufficiel
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how the process might move forwandthe absence of fmal support from Enlacét this
meetingtaking many residents by surprigddermanMufiozannounced that he would be
At ak i n gfrom papticipatark kudgetingn interviews, residents expressed that they were
caught offguard byMufiozd s d e « priritocthre meeting there had been signals that the
process would continue, and some volunteersalr@ady begumvorking toidentify potential
projects for the nextundingcycle. Thetwo explanationprovided by Aldermamufiozwere
that he needed a yearftewus Menu funds on repaving ghlgays and the level of participation
in the participatory budgeting procesas too lowto continue As one resident recounted:
At the last meeting that we hddsaid why are you going to stopghprogram. He said
because there is not enough participation of the community. And | said it was the third

year, so any business, for example, any business takes years in getting customers to
attend the business. We need more time

lts worth nothing thiathe volunteer and voting participation in thé®@&ard was not particularly

low in comparison with other participatory budgeting wardslthough not directly mentioned

by Mufiozat the community meeting, tleenount of staff time necessary to steward a

participatory budgeting process also was a point of tension. Explainedtengewee
| don't think that he was ever really sold on it. And again | see a lot of the reasons why he
wasn't sold on it. Not just because he wants complete control over hawahay's

spent but, and he needs to keep people happy, but also because his staff was spending a
lot of time doing things that weren't basic services for residents

Unlike Alderman Moore in the 49ward, AldermarMufiozhas a small staff complement
conssting of three fulltime and one pditne staffer, and the need to dedicati@imally one
fulltime staff person to participatory budgeting for part of the year represented a greater

challenge in terms of workload for the aldermanic office.

\

%During -20&842p4aBticipatory budgeting cycle, 603 resider
to 763-200520T4He numbetwafdvwaserisi gmet hth&m® most ot her
participatory buldgditn g gt dest dWsreds i (MeB GCmiccago, n.d.).
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In ourresearchnterview, AldermarMufiozemphasizethe necessity of basic
infrastructure repair, particularly the need to repalleyways as a reason he discontinued
participatory budgeting:

Alleys are not sexy, that's the bottom line. The main thrust d&0ngears of spending

money to benefit the neighbourhood through M@nu program has focused on curbs

and gutters, sidewalks, alleys, streets. Participatory budgeting opened it up to include

parks, opened it up to include mural projects, garedmeh areall great things to invest
in but that left some of my infrastructure underfunded

Because participatory budgeting as practiced in Chicago relies on a public vote, projects may

have difficulty gaining sufficient votes as if they do not sound interesting. And indeed, at the

al dermandés request, al l eys getirggbadlothoth gelars, due d on t
never won funding. Tins, a majomain reason given by the alderman for discontinuing

participatory budgetinggasa mi smat ch bet ween the communityads
participatory budget i ngraspuctare resds as aenpdrceivad ghentc o mmu
In the context of highly unevenfrastructureneeds and uneven infrastructure funding, certain

wards may be able to diversify their use of menu funding with fewer consequences. Strong
connections in the aldermarocf f i ce t o city departments, and s
office may provide opportunities to direct infrastructure funding towards a neighbourhood

project outside the menln contrast, m the 229 ward, one staffer estimated that 95% of the
neighbourhood infrastructure funaly derived fromMenufunds and there were few outside

sources of funding for boutique projects. In addition, certain neighbourhood prdgh&mghe

sidewalk replacement program where residents can pay for half the cegaweing a sidewalk

adjacent to their properiymay lessen the infrastructure burden of more affluent

neighbourhoods by providing privatized solutions to the neighbourhood infrastructure funding

gap. In the 2% ward, few residents are affluent enough to take advantage of such a program.

Nonethelesshe OlGaudit of neighbourhood infrastructure needs found tliév2&rd was in the
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middle of the pack in comparison to other wards, witho®4 their neighbourhoodhfrastructure
needs funded, compared to?2@or the 4% ward, and 5% for the 49" ward, both of which
continue to engage in participatory budgetidg.discussed earlier in this chapten,average,

the percentage of funded neighbourhood infrastructopeavements in wards engaging with
participatory budgeting in 2016 was%5The neighbourhood infrastructure funding gap is not
more severe in the ?2ward than other wards thebntinue to engage with participatory
budgeting. The claim then, that paniatory budgeting is unable to meet neighbourhood
infrastructure needs, is only a partial explanation for why tAé&v2&d desisted with the
process. To further consider the divergent outcomes in the489 and 229 wards, the next
section of this chdpr returns to a discussion of electoral factors to consider how electoral

strategies may shape engagement with the participatory budgeting process.

Participatory Budgeting as Electoral Stratelpeumbency, Competition, and
ProgressivBndependentdentification

Examining citywide data indicatéisree general characteristickaldermerin Chicago
who choose to adopt participatory budgeting as a policy pradticgt, aldermen who engage in
participatory budgeting are more likely to be ainoumlents,that is, ndividuals who have not
held the aldermanic office before. Second, aldermen who engage with participatory budgeting
are more likely to haveun for office n highly competitive ridings. Third, aldermen who adopt
participatory budgeting araore likely to identify as progressiaad/orindependenand seek to
di stance themselves fr om 0ol charasterigticeediscussadi ¢c a g o
in more detail below using electoral data from the Chicago Board of Election Commis&tone

The following analysis determines categories of incumbency and competgrased orthe

%The Chicago Board of Election Commi ssioners data is pu
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results of the election immediately prior to the establishment of a participatory budgeting project.
The electoral cycle immediately prior to the initiation of a participatory budgeting project is used
because this most closely corresponds tditheframeduring which thelecision tostart a
participatory budgetingroject is madeOnce a participatory budgeting project has been
established, the context evolves and emergent factors like community support and media
attention may influence the decision totinue a project.

According to electoral dataon-incumbentsvere muckmore likely to initiate a
participatory budgeting projetllowing their electiorthan incumbent$§’ Out of a total of 12
aldermen who have ever initiated participatory budgebtinty, three were incumbents in the
election immediately prior to their first participatory budgeting cycle (2007, 2011 or 2015), an
incumbency rate of 25%. In contrast, in the 2011 election 40 out of 50 elected aldermen were
incumbents, an incumbency rate80%, and in the 2015 election, 37 out of 50 aldermen were
incumbents, an incumbency rate of 74%. Tmasrincumbentaldermen arsignificantlymore
likely to engage in participatory budgeting projects, than those who have previously held
aldermanic offte The stafftime andaldermanic resources requiredengage in participatory
budgeting may be judged a more worthwhile investment byimarmbent aldermenvho have
less developed constituency networks.

Like nonincumbent aldermen, thogého were eleted in highly competitiveaceswvere
more likely to initiate participatory budgeting following the election. In general, municipal
politicsis marked by low levels of competition and high levels of incumbency. In Chicago, in

both the 2011 and 2015 electiseven aldermen were acclaimed, meaning they faced no

8%Due to redistricting prior to the 2bEkhntel ént itcre,i rt war:
had previously been elected in a different ward: Toni [
the purposes of this dissertation, these individual s al
advaest agf i ncumbency including higher |l evels of name re
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electoral competition for their seats. Excluding acclaimed alderméme 2011election,

aldermen who competed for their positions won their seats by an average margin of 32%. In
2015, aldermen who oapeted for their seats won by an average margin of 26%. In contrast, the
electoral cycle prior to the initiation of participatory budgeting, aldermen whoelsii#inlished
participatory budgeting projects won by an average margimlgfl3%.

In additionto the margin of victory, a second measure of competitiveness is whether a
race required a runoff. Chicagods munnci pal e
outrightmajority on the first balloto successfully gain office. If no candidate achieves an
outright majority a runoff ensues between the two candidates with the mostindhesfirst
round In 2011, 14 of 50 or 28% of elections required a runoff, and in 2015 that number was 13
of 50, or 26%. In contrast, in the election prior to initiating participatory budgeting in wards that
have adopted participatory budgeting processes, 8 of 12 or 66% of elections required a runoff.

Thus, in terms of two measures of electoral competitiveness, nudingjictory and necessity of a
run-off, aldermen who subsequently initiated a participatory budgeting project were more likely
to have participated in competitive ward elections.

Finally, Aldermen who adopted participatory budgeting projects were nkefg td
identify as progressivimdependenin political orientatiorthan their colleague®.| use the term
Aprogressivel/independent édentifpas dppasitonal to the seatusd e r me
guo on city counci | ,r ougsrueaslsliyv euds ibnjg vtohtee Ifarbeeglu e
with their colleagues, against the dominant mayoral consensus c) are political outsiders in terms

of their relationship to the mayor and/or their relationship with the Democratic Rartgasure

80f 50 current aldermen, only two do n'dtariddae rst iafny as De
independent, and AfnWhmodhyi NapoReéepwbliintadal Badkf nbi patr bhsa
measure of progressive or independent stance flbattens
receive varying degrees of party support, and have var:
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of progressivendependent dent i fi cati on i s membership in co
Caucuso, a public coalition of al deffhese commi
aldermen collectively take public stances on a variety of issuegsragressive caucus
membership includemanyof thealdermen who most frequently vote against the mayor or the
mayor 6s floor | eader at <city courofaiddrmen Over al I
openly identified as progressive caucus members and participated iagsigg caucus
activities. From 2015 to the present, this number has been 11 of 50, or 22%. In contrast, of
aldermen who have initiated a participatory budgeting project, 7 of 12, or 58% identified as
progressive caucus memberbus, &dermen who arenembers of the progressive caucus are
more likely to initiate participatory budgeting projects.

A second measure of progressive identificatomow frequently aldermen vote on
dividedr ol I calls in opposition t%%Whilematalldissgnor or t
from the mayor is necessarily progressive, dissent serves as an indicatubggode of
independencé awillingness to take a stand that deviates from the statusqjha. ¢ a&iyo 6 s
Council tends to operate with a high degree of easss: from 2012016 on 99 divided roll
calls aldermen voted with the mayor or the ma
(Buyuker et al. 2014; Simpson et al. 2016)contrast, aldermen who had ever initiated a
participatory budgeting proec only voted with the mayor or th

time during this same timeframe (Buyuker et al. 2014; Simpson et al. 2086ermen who

®Fororne i nf corunta ttihoen Cahbi cRaegfocCréem © @ s e scisuiremteeundbi enrgs hi p and

obj ecsteevetst p: / / chi cagoprogressivecaucus. com/

By fAdivided roll callsd | mean how frequently the al de
Counciésvthat are not unani mous.

“Progressive caucus membership and propensity to vote
variables should not be taken as independent.
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have engaged in participatory budgeting tend to display a higher level of dissent from the
ma y oprefersed position in council votes.

Incumbency, electoral competitiveness, and progressilependenidentification are
not necessarily independent factors. Rimste adermen are more likely to face strong
competition due to the absence of incumbesmtyantages, and the likelihood of having been
elected in a race that featured no incumbent. Similarly;tfiree aldermen are more likely to be
progressivBndependentthough this is not uniformly the case. For example, in the 2015
election, the succefgd election of many nofincumbents was predicated on strong support from
unions and grassroots organizing demonstrating the link betwedanaonbency and
progressive identification (Dardick and/iBe 2015).Aldermen who begin their careers
adopting an independent stance may become implicated in dominant governance structures over
the period they hold office, as has been the case for Alderman Joe Moore (Weber et al., 2015).
The identification of a nucleus o¥erlapping factors that coincide with the adoption of
participatory budgeting can provide insight as to when and where participatory budgeting
projects emerge. Despite attempysthe PBP and many alderminpresent participatory
budgeting as a nepartisan gooeljovernance initiative with supporters across the political
spectrum, in Chicago, the practice continues to be linked predominantly to progressive politics
or at least aldermen who sdlientify with the progressivedependeniabel.

In Chicagahe political contextontributedo a strategiempetus for
progressivBndependenaldermen to adopt the practiokparticipatory budgetingsiven the
widespread popular cynicism concerning the transparency and imperiality of municipal
governmentpartially the result of a long history of patronage relatignsgressivéndependent

aldermerstruggle to differentiatthemselves fronthe dominant practices of Chicago municipal
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politics. These aldermen sometimes use their status as political outsidetstes blectoral
prospects, promising to challenge the status quo at cityHualhldermen excluded from
traditional power structures looking to consoliddueir local power base, participatory
budgeting can be a wiwin tactic which both fits with theiprogressive ideals and also yields
electoral dividendsThis happens in three ways: through the use of participatory budgeting to
reward supporters; through the use of partici
constituency network; and through tiige of participatory budgeting as part of an electoral
platform to signal progressive democratic credentials.

First, participatory budgeting can function to reward supporters. Although technically
participation is open tall residents meeting minimum @gequirement® participants,
especially volunteers, tend to be drawn from those who are closely linked to the aldermanic
office, or at least, not averse to participating in a process stewarded primarily by the aldermanic
office. Many aspects of theocess are closely connected with the aldermanic office: voting
often occurs at the offi¢céhe alderman is featurgaominently by name, and sometimes photo,
on promotional materiahnd the primary source of staff support comes from the aldermanic
office . A previous study of the i nvolvement of
participatory budgeting projects found the involvement of organizations depended on their
relationship to the political leadership of the ward becauseo me o r g a edidknatt i ons t |
want to appear to endorse a proce2l§264)ssoci at e
This tendency at the organizational level, seems to be a dominant trend reflected in individual
volunteers. Survey research by PB Chicago has foungainiitipatory budgetingarticipants at

neighbourhood assemblies are not necessarily individuals with high levelsefigtiag formal

2The age threshold for votitngi n nChai cpaagrot iicsi psaetto rayt bludd goert
war d.
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political involvement Crum et al.2014). Volunteers, however, seem to have closer connections

to the aldermanic offe, perhaps because the aldermanic officéténthe primary recruiter of

new volunteers to serve on the wardoés part.

asked how they personally became involved in participatory budgeting, many voluiezbrs ¢
the ward office in some capacity. In nine interviews with volunteers from three different wards
where the aldermanic office initiated participatory budgetegenrheard about it through the
ward office: three individuals initially heard about itdbhgh general communications from the
aldermanic office, three individuals were directly approached by the alderman or aldermanic
staff about volunteering, and one individual contacted the ward office about a different matter
and was directed towards thetgEpatory budgeting processhe role of the ward office in
recruiting volunteers is substantial. Moreover, in interviews, residents who expressed
dissatisfaction with the alderman were almost uniformly the same residents who expressed
skepticism regardig the value of the participatory budgeting process, reinforcing the close link
between participatory budgeting and the aldermanic office.

The composition of volunteers matters because the volunteer committee exegrisats
deal of gatekeepinguthority overthe construction of the findlallot. While inclusion on the
ballot is not guarantee of funding, it is a crucial step and the point where many projects are
discarded. Soliciting the involvementaflermanicsupporters in participatory budgeting can
provide an alternative mechanism for ensuring their constituency concerns are considered, as
well asbenefit the alderman by engendering feelings of involvememtighbourhood decisien
making.This heightened sense of political efficacy ta@nbe chaneled into positive
constituency relations for the aldermen, especially if volunteers are already predisposed to be

sympathetic to the aldermands political ai
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Second and related, participatory budgeting can function to bring individuals into the
broade orbit of the aldermanic office. Individuals who have volunteered with participatory
budgeting projects interact directly with staff from the aldermanic office, if not the alderman
themselves. One staffer, discussing the participatory budgeting processedallowing:

It's an awful lot of work, but from a politician's point of view, anything you can do to get

people involved is a good thing. And it's a new way to get people involved, not only in

the office, but in the parks, the schools, the commurignizations. The more
connected the community can be, the better off it is for the politician

In this narrative, participatory budgetingaippealing to aldermen becaustiteis community

engagement on the part of residents. Community engagement initiated via participatory

budgeting can expand to include involvement in other aldermanic initizgindgenerally

cultivate the impression of a responsive alderri@anough participtory budgeting, aldermen

can and do bld newrelationshipsvith constituents that yieldirct electoral supporEor

example, oe residentvho was interviewediscussed supporting the alderman on online

discussion forums during election time, notifigthink | wouldn't have been interested at all

except for the participatory budgesitenthng si de o
eventually became an acteilveec tmeommb ecra nopfa itghne ailld
budgeting firstand canapi gned f or h jparticisatory budgeténgjdt imea t

connected to thdderman's ward organizationSome aldermen suggested a process like

participatory budgeting wasdundantvhenanaldernan alreadyhas developedtrong

constituency networks.esSi d one al der man of apracessbutbeahgsu e : A h
a very coherent network of neighbourhood groups that covers the entirety of his ward that

becomes thcommittee that drivethe decisiorma ki ng processo. I n the ab
comnunity networks, participatory budgeting danild constituencyelationswith residentand

community organizationgarticularly for aldermen wharein their first term ananay have less
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establishedelationships with community groups and residepé#sticipatory budgeting can help
turn ordinaryresidents into active supporters.

Third, participatorybudgeting in Chicago has also besed as a campaign tot
signal democratic and progressive potential to voters, as well as reinforce a positivedoadk
In the past, direct patronage relations provided a means of rewagdidgntsand building a
network of aldermanic supporters within the ward. Altio patronage employment possibilities

have declined, Menu funds can be used by alderman as a minor form of patronage: to repave a

campaign donordés street or push a supporteros

gueue, and this is how someeaiahen have been accused of using these funds @DIF). Yet
for progressive aldermen, this usual way of distributing Menu fundgh decisions made by
the aldermen and aldermanic office, with minimal public scrutiogn be problematic,
particularly f they are attempting to challenge perceptions of nepotism in goverr@iean
some of the critiques of the current disbursement of Menu funds discussed in 2hapter
participatory budgeting provides a means for aldermen to emphasize their progressive
denocratic credentials by declaring they will turn this funding over to the community.
Participatory budgeting @policy practice that both major Chicago papers have described

positivelyia happy | ittl e EhcagoTdbure Editorial Bodde 20Dbb} ancé c y 0

Through the process, aldermg@@monstrate their willingness to defer to the community on Menu
funding decisions and embrace an innovative democratic process.

In the last electoral cycle, a number of aldermen specifically included participatory budgeting
as a component of their camgias including John Arena (45ward) and Gilbert Villegas (36

ward) and Carlos RamiereRosa (3% ward) |, |l eading a staff member
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ways we've seen expansion on a district by district basis is it getting pushed forward and a leap
hagoening in election years. | think from their perspective, they're seeing this as a way to stay on
as al dermen: to be e Patcigawrg budgetidg ptovdakiegregof t hei r
publictransparencgndaldermanidistancan allocating Mew funds, whilepermittingthe
aldermarto claimcredit for supporting a practice of participatory demociadheir ward.
Interview commentemphasizing tl electoral benefits of participatory budgeting for aldermen
includethe following selection of ques®®
T Al mean it's a terrific thing for him [Joe
whenhe'supforrel ecti on, that he i ntResmlehuced 1t in
1 Altis attractive to run your campaign on. Having to interact with the aldermard Itdon
think ités somet hingStafthey necessarily bel.i
1 Alt's good publicity. Especially elsewhere in Chicago when people feel that the aldermen
are totally unresponsive Resident
1 fNow it might help the alderman gete&cted, which is okay, becaukcan see
aldermen adopting this because instead of them handing out money secretly as they did in
the past, now they're handing it out publicly to power groups in the neighbourhood who
are having an impact in the community. So now they're allies ofibbeighood power
groups, and are handing out monRavhat's wrong with thig?- Resident
1 fHe's surrendering his power to control this little pot of money but he's gaining all of this
goodwill and escaping from some of the negative aspects of havingttaaidit of

money that he can control. And to be perfe

Byd2iFdA2yad INB 1F1Sy FNBY Y& NBaSINODK AYyiSNWBASgaz O2yF
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out to vote are turning out fparticipatory budgetingso he's not really losing that

payback aspect@far t i ci pat eRegidehtudget i ngo
These commentsom interviewees emphasize the instrumental utility of participatory budgeting
for aldermen. Participatory budgeting is a useful campaign tool to signal democratic credentials,
a tactic for building neighbourhood connections, and as the last quoteqdirgsnultaneously
a process where the alderman abdicates control over a small fund but gains greater control over
electoral outcomes. In contrast to instrumental motivations, appeals to democratic ideals were
relatively absent from the stories interviess told about thi@spirationunderlying the adoption
of participatory budgeting projects. For Ameumbent and progressive/independent aldermen
elected in highly competitive ridings, thehe investment required by the aldermanic office to
support partipatory budgeting may be judged as worthwifikle positive constituency

relationscultivated through the processprove candidate support aetectoral positioning.

Conclusion Electoral Needs and Aldermanic Support for ParticipaBuggeting

Citywide electoral data suggests that aldermen whmangncumbentsidentify as
progressive/independent atiibse who are involved in highly competitive electoral races are
more likely to adopt participatory budgeting projects. Detailed treesaof the dynamics around
the adoption of participatory budgeting in three wards reinforces this perspective 49" and
45" ward, both of which have sustained participatory budgeting projects over relatively long
timeframes, there were clear dt@al incentives to continue the process. In the case of the 49
war d, participatory budgeting is closely asso
and he very publicly takes credit for being the first to introduce the process to the cityghltho

he has continued to face neighbourhood contestation from thedafig community groups
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participatory budgetingas proved to beneeffective tool for signaling his progressive

credentials and maintaining strong margins of victory in subsequentipairelections. In the

case of the 45ward, Alderman John Arena has also cultivated a close relationship between
participatory budgeting and his brand of progressive politics, running on a platform that included
participatory budgeting as a firgrmalderman in 2011, and then subsequently in hedeetion
campaign in 2015. In a context where he has faced strong opposition from more conservative
challengers in both elections, participatory budgeting has helped solidify his progressive
credentials andxpand his constituency networks. In contrast, in the case of the@@l,

Alderman RicarddMufiozwhile initially open to the process as a progressive alderman, found it
was too labour intensive and interfered with his ability to rhelete 2 2 nidfrasivicturd 6 s
needs as he understood them. Yet Alderiaiozalso had less of a need to build his
constituency relationships through participatory budgeting. As atknng alderman with well
established constituency networks, particularly in Little V#lagarticipatory budgeting did not
provide significant enough additional benefits to justify the time and expense it required.

In Porto Alegre, participatory budgeting has been associated witimtmmne
neighbourhoods. In the case of Chicggarticipatory budgeting has mostly emerged in middle
income communities, likely due to the limited scope of Menu funds which excludes social
programming, and also a process that rewards the participation of constituents with high levels of
formal educatia and professional training. Neighbourhood characteristics, however, seem less
importantthan the existence of immediate aldermanic support for the process, which seems to
depend on both progressive orientation but also the viability of participatorytmglgs a
constituencyrelations strategy that can pay electoral dividenidss insight suggests that the

electoral dynamics underlaying the adoption of participatory budgategyucial to

127



understanding the emergence of these prgjedtgjuing a vew of these initiatives as non
partisan democratic processes and/or being motivated by deliberative democratic ideals.
Similarly, in contrast tanarratives that emphasizgetcommunity drivemnd/or subversive
aspects of participatory budgeting, in Chicéigese projects are typically initiated at the
aldermanic level and are easily rendered compatible with existing structures of municipal

governance.
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Chapter 4Neighbourhood Dynamics: Diversity in the®/ard,
Redevelopment in the #5Vard, and Equity in the 22Ward

This chapter engagevith neighbourhood dynamics in detailtire threeChicagowards
introduced as case studies in the previous chapedd ward, the 48 ward and the 28 ward.
This chapter will argue that participatory budgeting is often mobilized by elites to manage
specific neighbourhooténsions associated witteoliberal restructuring in citieespecially
uneven infrastructure investment, and class and raeiqualities Thismanagementoaleses
aroundslightly diff erentissues and languagre different neighbourhoods and wards the 49’
ward, proponents of participatory budgeting have sought to ground the process in the language of
diversity. In the 44" ward, participatory budgeting has become comingled with language of
redevelopmentin the 229 ward, the language of equity became key. In eachthadanguage
usedi diversity inthe49" ward, redevelopment ithe 45" ward, and equity in 2% wardi
represents the association of participatory budgetingamthrea of neighbourhood pressure and
tensionoften as a way of depoliticizing and defusing theseaflictsby providing asuitable
venue for their consideratiorklites primarily authorie participatory budgeting projects when
the process aligns with their strategic interestafusingneighbourhoodonflictsassociated
with inequalitiesexacerbated by neoliberal restructutirag is the case in the'3and 4%
wards, both of which hag maintained continuous participatory budgeting projéctthe case of
the 229ward,t he al der mands perception that the part.:
sufficiently mitigate concerns around the equitable distribution of fuadsa key reson why
the ward ceased to practice participatory budgeting itédbpe presence of group of
neighbourhood activists committed to its continuation. ff&jectory ofthis chapter reinforces

the primacy of the alderman in determining the initiation @mtinuation ofarticipatory
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budgeting projectgrojects,givenexisting structures governing the usévtdnu moneyhat

privilege aldermanic authorityVhen conflicts arise between the community and the alderman
overparticipatory budgetinghe aldermarmmaysimply discontinue the procesas the case of the

22%ward demonstrates Thus, the al der men6s adundsmentalt i onar y
limitation onthe possibility oicommunitydriven participatory budgeting projects within the

constraints of Menu fund$he sustainability and continuitgf a participatory budgetingrocess

as currently formulateth Chicagq requires a degree of compalityi in outcome with

aldermanic objectiveis disbursing Menu fundand community goals

Overview of the49", 48" and 229 Wards

This study encompasses three wards in the city of Chicago. As discussed in the
introduction,thesespecificwards were chosen to captine experiences of the most established
participatory budgeting projects, as well as ineladliversity of experience$wo of the wards
(the 49" and 49" are located in the northern area of the city, which is representative of the
geaspatial distribution of participatory budgeting projects overall, as discussed in the previous
chapter. The thirvard (the 229 is located in centradouthChicago Two of the wards have
had projects for many yeaend one had a project for two yeansldhen disengaged with the
processOne ward is predominantly whifthe 43", one is predominantlispanic(the 229,
and one is relatively mixed macialcomposition, with sizable whitéjispanicand Black
constituenciegthe 49").

There are certa complexities in discussing wards and ward boundaries. First, as
discussedn chapter 3ward boundaries in Chicago charfggguently and these changes are

heavily contested. In accordance with the Fedéotér Rights AcfVRA) and lllinois state law,
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el ectoral districts must be of fAnearly equal

has regularly undergone redistrictingr@sponse to fluctuations in population, most recently in

2011. Despite the requirement of fAcompactness

have become progressively more gerrymandered over the course of the last 50 years, even as the

VRA haslimited variance in population from ward to ward (Pasotti 2@ltapiro and Bliss,

2016. Consequently, wards in Chicago rarely have boundaries congruous with neighbourhoods,

and residents tend to identify more strongly with their neighbourhood thanvtreir Second,
given theunstable geographic boundarafsvards, often researchers analyze sociologiatd
according to the more enduring boundaries of the official Chicago Community Areas (CCAS).

Electoral vardstypically include multiple CCAs, which may bevery distinct from one another in

theirdemographic and physicalh ar act er . Fi n &CAsand eleCtbral waadg 0 6 s 0 |

may use terminology that diffefrom the language residents use to describe their

neighbourhood. For example, the mijoof the 22war d i s compri sed of
Lawndal ed but that name is virtually absent
nei ghbourhood as #ALittle Villageo.

The strategy for addressing thesenplexitiesin the discussion that follows to
describe the neighbourhoods that make up each of the wards at the begfir@icly ward
discussiorand specify theirelatiorshipto the ward as a whafé While some demographic
information is available on a waldhsis for other measures onG/CA datais available. When
CCAinformation is used, this is specified. When there is a difference in the official language
used to describe an area and the language residentsiagas, tbthe language of residents

unless refaing to a specific data measurement that uses different terminology. The wards are

“The 2011 ward boundaries, current as of 2017, are
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introducedn order of their initiation of participatory budgetirthe 49" ward (2009) is

discussed first, followed e 4%" ward(2012),andfinally the 229 ward (2014).

The 49 Ward Rogers Park

The 49" Ward is one of the most diverse communities in the entire nation according to
the US census, right up there with parts of New York City, Brooklyn. Politically, very
socially progressive

T Alderman Joe Moore

People say like we're a microcosm of Chicago, well yeah darn sure we are. Chicago is
incredibly segregatéel

I Resident
The49" wardis the northernmost waterfront ward in the city of Chicago,veasthe

first to adopt participatory budgeting, starting in 2009. In contrast to Glosagowards, the
boundaries othe49" wardare almost exactly congruous with €A of Rogers Parkrad
residents tend to uske 49" wardand Rogers Park interchangeabtyaddition to Rogers Park,
the 49" warddoes contain a small portion of West Ridge, @I@A directly to the west of Rogers
Park.

Rogers Park is a middiacome, neighbourhood, witnmedian family income of
$37,223% just below the pecapita income for the city as a whole, and a hardship ranking of
3997 Thus according to conventional socioeconomic indicators, Rogers Park is a middle
affluence neighbourhood. Demographically, 42% of Rogers Park residents identify as white,

24% identify as Hispanic, 24% as Black, and 6% as A&tacialdifference overlapwith class

®The quotations that begin each war d, ddosrcdiscti odh e tewd ear
and Julwy of 2016

%As discusske,d iimcarheapard raci 20 1batAmer s chak€o mimuaint 0 51
B19013 in the US Census as reported in data tables pr o
Hub (https://datahub.cmap.illinois.gov)

"As discussed in chapter 1, the hardship ranking indice:é
hardship) is comprised of six measures of socioeconomi
the 2003 Ameri cyanSCrowenuniin the US Census.
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difference and geospatial presenegh high income families more likely to be white and own
homes near the lakefront. There are three times as many renters as homeowners in Rogers Park,
partially due to the presence of Loyola University inghathern end of the ward, and public
housing developmente the north.
Community memberdescribedRrogers Parlas a desirable location to live becauséhef
access to the waterfront and transit, as well as relative affordability compared with other northern
waterfront communities. The following qudtem one residergaums up several desirable
community attributes raised by multiple Rogers Park residents:
We came here first for affordability but also | immediately liked the vibe of it. The old
hippie feel and the leftist political slant and the beaches. The proximity to the lake. And it
was quieter up there, so those were all the things | liked about ialdod really liked

the diversity that we found there in terms of race and class and language and all of those
things

Rogers Parkvas also described by community memles$aving a strong history of
neighbourhoodssociationsvithmanya c t i v e graus nodfer-profiss,and activist
organizationsin a research interviewpne residencommented othelarge number of left

leaning community organizatioexplaining AThe joke is itods |ike thi
Ro ger 0 %et ®@eavikus study found that despite the high levebaimunityassociations

in Rogers Park, the ward had the loweseof associational involvement in the participatory
budgeting process of the four wards studied (Weber,&(l5). Out of 256 dagnented
community organizations in the neighbourhood, only 15 had some involvement with
participatory budgeting (Weber et,&015). As discussed in the previous chapter, the impetus
for adopting participatory budgeting came directly from Alderman Maatker than

community organizationgnd a motivating factor for Alderman Moore was the potential to use
the participatory budgeting processuild electoral support and signal his progressive policy

credentials. Thyghere has been limited involvemdrdm community organizations and
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activistsin participatory budgeting in the #®vard, particularly those who are critical of
Alderman Mooreln fact, in 2011 Occupy Rogers Park actively mobilized against participatory
budgeting, accusing it of being elitist aexicluding lowincome and racializeRogers Park
residens. The relationship between participatory budgetnage andliversity is dscussed in

greater detail below.

Diversity, CharterSchools and Affordable Housirig the 49 Ward

Chicago has a long history of contentious race and class relations, and the urban space is
marked by a high level of inequality. The history of racialie&clusions from municipal politics
in Chicago has been walbcumented by other scholars (for example, Royko, 1971; Grimshaw,
1991; Bowman, 19919nd was overviewed in chapter2 Chi cago 6s ofogatiali nui ng
disparities political exclusions antesidential segregatidms been approached by municipal
research bodies amagative attribute, problemrequiring redreséBader and Warkentien,
2016;Bechteler2016; Metropolitan Planning Council, 2017).

Participatory budgeting can be read as@e@mpt to challenge racially discriminatory
practices by drawing a diverse constituency into a forum of political decision making explicitly
grounded in procedural considerations of equality. But beyond the process itself, participatory
budgeting can alslelp function to depoliticize race by creating an alternative political arena that
can be pointed to as inclusive and equitable while perpetuating racially based exclusions in more
substantial venues of poliepiaking. This tendency is particularly evide@mthe way
participatory budgeting has unfolded in thé"4@ard.

In the context of highly segregated Chicago, Rogers Park considers itself unique for the

high level ofracialdiversity located within a single neighborho@g the quote from the
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aldermarthat opened this chapter intimatdthe language of diversity is a crucial component of
Roger 6s P a(Bekrdy,200b)Ragerdparkcgm, a website maintained by several
residents, introdusghe neighbourhood as follows:
Rogers Park is one of timeost culturally and economically diverse neighborhoods in
Chicago and the natiorLocated in the far northeast corner of the city, more than 80
| anguages are spoken among the communityads
celebrate diversity and wa harmonious living. Residents of differing incomes and ages

live sideby-side and work together to build a community where everyone, can live, work
and succeed (Glasser, 20h7p)

Similarly, an article inChicago Ma@zine an arts and culture offshoot of tBaicago Tribune,
describes Rogers Park as Athe cityds most diwv
stewd Ort hodox Jews, African i mmigrants, Paki st al
AldermanJoe Mbore himself describes the neighbourhood on his political website as follows:
AThe 49th Ward is one of the most diverse and
world. Our community is a model for the rest of the city and nation, truly shohéta tracially
and economically diverse community can thrive
Niche, an American company that ranks neighbourhoods according to education, crime, and
demographic data,tesRoger s Par k A A+ 0 @strankibgitveeeivasintaryo , t h e
category?® In these narratives, and others, diversity is foregrounded as a constitutive component
of the neighbourhood, one that sets it apart from other areas of the city. These descriptions
celebrate the mixeothcome and mxed-race neighbourhood as peaceful and harmonious, a
positive example for neighbourhoods everywhere.

Echoing these sentiments, almost every perrst@nviewed from Rogers Parkised diversity

as a neighbourhood characteristic, withdlterman equatinthe diversity of Rogers Park to

%For the full report csed: oht RpgeflhbwRdi wied m@ancddgnelr fsle a c e <
chieceadgdgo
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that of New York City, as articulated in the quote beginning this section. Often diversity was
framed as a selling feature of the neighbourhood by resittemdifferent racial and class
backgrounds

1 /A lot of peoplecome here for the diversiiy Resident

1 Al | ove the dive+Rssideny i n Roger 6s Park

1 Alt's a really diverse neighbourhood, andh awhai we like about it, its diversib -

Resident
T Altds significantly i ntegr aelléenckgrated,ecniawdyl v and
that is exceptionally unusual in ChicagoResident

When residents mobilized the language of diversity, they were typgaigking about racial
diversity, and sometimes also class diversity, in terms of the presence & fpeoadifferent
radal and clasdackgroundsn the same neighbourhod®esidents described diversity as
analogous to aeighbourhood amenitysomething that is attractive to potential residents and
adds value to the community. This perspective ech@ewdly diversity is commodified in
neighbourhood rankings and overviews of Rogers parkided by Niche and
Rogerspark.cot®® The flattening of racial disparities and experiem@mmon to descriptions of
diversitiyinRoger s Par k embodies the tsymes exdf Oomol cawnrdb |
Winant (2015) discuss as fundamental to the incorporation strategieaaxdl democratic state
that sustain racial exclusions.

Along these linessomeresidents contested thisneer of diversity, arguing that it served as

cover for more complex, difficult neighbourhood dynangoacerning race and class:

®l nterestingly, none of the dicensetyedawridihs SRegde sp Pa:;
diversity in terms of gender or sexuality, nor do they
as a neighbourhood founded at the intersection of two |
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1 AWhen I think of the 49th ward, | feel like there's almost two stories: the kind of story
ending on we're the modiverse ward in terms of demographics, so diversity is definitely
a big thing here, but then | also thinké t
that doesn't always get talked about when we have a larger narrative of the 4éth ward
Resident
1 fAPele say like we're a microcosm of Chicago, well yeah darn sure we are. Chicago is
incredibly segregatedéand even here, you h
and then you have the northern end, especially near Howard, is predominantly African
American, and then you have Clark Street which is predominantly Latino. It's like okay,
here is Chicagni Resident
These comments emphasize that whilersity is a point of neighbourhood pride, segregation
and racial disparities persist within the neighbourhddkeed, pevious research has
documented how progressive groups can mobilize the language of diversity to minimize racial
and class inequitie(Berrey, 200b Theseinequitiesmanifest in geographic disparities, where
million-dollar waterfront homes are mostly occupied by white residents, and public housing
apartments are mostly occupied by Black residé&dsial disparitieslso manifesthroughthe
education system, where the majority of white residents send their chilgyvandi® schools,
selectiveenrollments c hool s or fbettero public schools ou
according to census daRogers Park is 48 white, most ofhe publicneighbourhood&chools
are less than 20 white (CP$2017). A third way racial tensions manifest meughfear of
crime on the part of white residents, and celdedjuage used to describe certain heavily
racialized areas of the neighbourhood as domi

though oftenn interviewsthis was articulated with the languagaraprovement with
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formerly dangerous areas becoming progressivelydess the neighbourhood becomes more
affluent. While neighbourhood narratives value diversity, diversity discourses do not necessarily
disrupt structural inequities rooted in neoldlaestructuring that are themselves both raced and
classed (Berrey2005 Omi and Winant, 2015

Alderman Moore has faced a number of challenges from residents and organizations on
the left of the political spectrum. One letime resident who was inteewed described the
relationship between the alderman and progres
that there has been a disillusionment in him and lack of confidence in him over the years. People
have ber more and more feeling like he's nesponding to the needs of the community, the
coll ective di ver sMuchoétee oppbsitianthoeildernsamihaone has y 0 .
coalesced around two issueboth of which disproportionately impact racialized community
members: his support for charsshools andhis failure to protect affordable housing in Rogers
ParkAl der man Mo oonédhschapen schools andrafordable housing have been
used to question his support for diverse constituencies, and the public contestation around both
theg issus undermine narratives of harmonious diversity in Rogers Park.

In interviews, nany residents pointed to schools as an area of ongoing concern,
characterizing publioeighbourhood c hool s i n Ro i sn dPar ke mafso rMiiam
Most affluent white familiea v o i d R o gheightsourtibadicHodissendng their children
to private schools or selective enrolment public schools in other parts of th&itityn Rogers

Park, Alderman Moore has beesl@mmpionof charter and selectivenrolment school€° This

0A] der man Haoe Moemea staunch supporter ofCMShAt Eei thgset I
charter to'wacdfeopanthg #Ost hleb®r shant200S5chbol 20p2ned
s upmaomad (BLNSSC@) r(eHo oveh eNno2b011e2 )Ch arnt e2r0 1vbas consi de
the neighboprbebdedMbehend ntch ep dsrcaegnneasl |8ya yspod ri Ensatniuned

fORIi the 2006DI I n 2016 Al der man Moore support ecf
to facilitate the expamdi sruppfora ede laec tiincea eearsre
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support for charter schools has beentroversial for several reasomeresidents view

charter schools as furthering the privatization of education in Chicago. Charter schools receive
public funding,but they are privately nmaged As a result chartershave fewer reporting
requirements than neighbourhood schools, and can avoid hiring unionized téXdb#rer
criticismsof charters include thatudents at charter schools performbetter thathoseregular
public schoolsyet by diverting enrolment, chartezan precipitate the closure wiore inclusive
neighbourhood schoo(§armer, Barber and Pould)17).Supporting the latter pointhe
expansion of charter school s hachoolclosuresini ded wi
Chi c a g o 6lsadihgitosconoerny that charter school expansion is diverssential

resources from the publchool systenfLewis, 2017.1%2 The expansion of charter schools is
intimately related to neoliberal restructuring, las language of choice, competition, efficiency,
and differentiations used to justify charter schools, at the expense of a universal and unitary
school system.

Rogers Park has experienced a population decline in salgedichildren over the past
tenyears|eavingneighbourhood schoestruggling with uderenrolment. In this context, the
opening of charter schools in the neighbourhood has been interpreted by some residents,
particularly those affiliated with Network 49, as an attack on neighbounnalatt school$?3

Many criticisms of charter schools and selective enrolment schools are linked to their effects on

01 n t'MveardLCht bago Math and CHSApanctt Acadedy00, 000 of pub
contest a successful union drive among teachers, and a
teacher who was active in sthfei ruend.on drive, and subsequ:
cpspwudgetary troubles coincide with expanded use of TI
increases in property itmxeifrnfigpeoesti ingg tha dnpeeabid drigioDil rege zaeo vtns

3] use Netwofhl|l B8wingtHi scussion, and the discussion o
oppositional viewpoints. The choice to reply on Networ |
member ship Net wor kpadQ iisda sds umeliltgih yest homoe coal iti on oper
Second, because Network 49 includes many members of ot
charter schools and affordable housing is similar.
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race and class. Previous research (for example, Whitehurst2€1al. Institute for Metropolitan
Opportunity, 2014) has found that chastexacerbate race and ckissed segregation in
schools, because even when they are not selective enrolment, students need to apply to attend,
and admission is by lotter}?*
In the case of Rogers Park, Network 49 has raised conmegnsacial exclusios asa

justificationfor opposingcharter school expansion. In 2QMetwork 49 collected enough
resident signatures to force a Amndingwardballot oncharter schooéxpansionwith 62.6%
of voters voting in favour of moratorium orcharterexpansion On March 3!, 2017,
Alderman Moore responded the referendurmdicating that he continued to support the
expansion of theharterCMSA. Interestingly, much of his response letter is devoted to a
detailed discussion of the racial and incoreendgraphics of the CMSA, arguing that since the
majority of the school is racialized and lamcome hissupportfor thes ¢ h oexgarisisns
justified.’® | n Mo o r e Olterdeferslipgohis support of chartsehoos, diversity is
mobilized as a defensive tactic against accusatibeitismand exclusior®® To sum up,
Alderman Moore has facesibstantiapublic criticism for his support of charter schools, which
overlaps with critiques of his record oace and classased inequdy.

In addition to schools, a second key areaavfcermraised byresidentsn interviewswas
housing affordabilityRogers Parkoth the most racially diverse, and most affordable waterfront

neighbourhood in the northern part of the city, with strong transit connections to downtown

04A1 t hough chartertasboheets dbeywoar ehaxgewmoirendmuy siomeot h
di scussion of the intersection between charter expansi

and Rodrigue, E. (2016) Franke®d®rng, albd, Ofifegeld Hawl &
5A] der man Mooreb6s |l etter was a responsél to0l1am, eaallliiemrg

him to publicly respond to the referendaor ¢ ecdiud tsotbyr a d
within the proscribed timeline but did eventually repl:
%The demographics of CMSA, however, are directly compa

equally raciatomedkapnpddil bfwer ence being that CMSA al so e
Rogers Par k.
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Chicago (Berrey, 2005 oncerns about housing affordability, tenant displacement, and
gentrificationhave been ongoing in Rogers Park since the early 2808stwork 49 has
directly connected the issue of affordable housing to neighbourhood diversity, stating they,
Arecognize the i mportance of preserving the
through housing and community developnaefNetwork 49, 2017b)Particularly in a context
where there are no rent control provisions for tenants, in a neighbourhood with a high number of
renters, like Rogers Park, displacement is a real cont®is.demad for apartments in Rogers
Park grows, landlords are free to raise existing rents to what they judge the market will bear, and
if existing tenants cannot pay they must molreinterviews, residents made mixed comments
about the desirability of gentrifidan. While public safety was discussed as a positive
component of a gentrifyingd i mp r ©® neighbgudood, residents also raised concerns
regarding housing affordability aride displacement of loweincome residents:
1 APeople who have lived herdamg time are being displaced, that can be a prabtem
Resident
T Housing, especially affor tharddsladotohousi ng,
development going on which can be good, but | think in the process a lot of people are
finding it harder to Ne her® - Resident
1 flt has changed. It's unaffordable now for renting. It's sad. | see what's going on with the
people who are being gentrified out of their homes and it's been going onXaryBars.

The rent is high and unaffordable Resident

07 use the ter
cost s, which m
The State of
concerning rent i

m figentrificationo to refer to the di
ay or mayemsctetsbé ndiresdctdlentci ahnnectaed ets
I'llinois has had | egislation prohibit

ncreases, only the remarntrament to
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As Berrey (2005) points ouhousing affordability and gentrification interfasgth questions of
diversity in complex ways, with appeals to diversitgbilized to both contest displacement but
alsolegitimate the rdevelopmenbf low-income areas of the watkrough income mixing
strategies.
During electoral campaigns, Alderman Modras positioned himself as an advocate for
affordable housing on multiple occasiqAddertrack, 2007; Dumke, 2011; Daalder 20184)
However, simultaneously he has come under fire for his lankatérialsupport for initiatives
that would prevent displacement and increase the supply of affordable housing in Rogers Park
In 2011, he refused to support an ordinance that would mand4tefZ0F funds be dedicated
to affordable housing initiativeschoingMay or Emanuel 6s position that
the ability of TIF funds to be used flexib{lpumke, 2011)In 2015 during his relection
campaign he supported, and indeegsponsoed the Keeping the Promise ordinance, intended to
provide moreoversight of the Chicago Housing Authority (CHA) which reportedly has been
sitting on a$430 million-dollar surplus while waitlists for subsidized housing and vouchers have
reachedan averagef 10 years. The ordinance also would halmandated a 1:1 replacement
ratio for any public housing units demolishemttiwould have given City Council greater
oversight over CHACurrentlyt he only oversight f%HoweEA is th
once electedilderman Moorébacktracked on his support and used his rotghas of the
Committee on Housing and Real Estate to block the ordinance from being vdigCin

Council. His mixed record on supporting affordable housing initigtigembined with rising

Erom a 20d@&baealt ecawvwe aHad a | ong record of supporting af
sure that my neighborhood is home to everyoneo and Al
(AldartrBckem@bD®79gandi dacy statement: AfOver the years,
and preservation of hundreds -ofomusnar sofoft had f Ak $dicmdbel aeb lheo
14) .

Ordinance, arhce eovdn ntaenfcdrtevae npadveddoe Moore, 20
WFor more details and a c¢sugeg:ent | ist of supportive ald
ht t ps:// www. chi cagoho-ubpéernogminsieti ati ve. org/ keeping
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resident and tenant organizing in the neighbourhood in response to declines in housing

affordability, have made housing a contentious issue for Alderman Moore. Tensions culminated

in July 2016 when housing activists showed up atldip event Alderman Moore was hosting at

his home and stood silently outside holding a banner stating "1000s of Homeless Families are
Trying to Bl ossom: Don't Weed Them Out o. I n a
they had the right to protelstit he also had the right to make sure their housing ordiriathee
AKeeping t he P-rnevarimade doudbof abrmnmtianpoomise he made good on

by continuing to use his role as chair of the housing committee block City Council from

consicering the ordinancé€Daalder, 2016)

Diversity and Participatory Budgeting

Diversity implies tolerance and acceptance of minorities, without assigning particular
content to those normkanguage of diversitganthereforebe a useful discursive mobilization
to subsume neighbourhood conflict (Berrey, 200&twork 49 sought to link Alderman
Moorebs | ack of support for affordable housin
legitimacy of his democratic credentials, arguthat he was not open to democratic processes or
communitydriven demands that occurred outside the participatory budgeting process. In a
response statement issued after Alderman Moore declared he would not abide by the charter
school referendumresults Net wor k 49 st ated, AAl der man Moor
his fling with participatory democracyo (Netw
absence from several public meetings convened to discuss the housing ordinance in light of his

A o-fouted commitment to participatory decismma ki ngo ( Net wor k 49, 2017
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In turn, Alderman Moorehas sought use the participatory budgeting process to showcase
neighbourhoodliversity and build community support for some controversial aspects of his
positions on schools and housifgr examplehosting participatorjppudgeting expos and voting
days athe CMHA as an effort to link the charter school to a diverse and participatory
democratic proces$*Al der man Mo o foedully purdudd idicessity thaoisgh the
participatory budgeting processs evidence of his attentiveness to racialized andrioame
communitiesin our research interviewed e s cr i bed these effasts as f
we've done a very aggressive outreach effort doing those mobile voting stations doing more and
more of those to ensure that people, the electorate is as reflective of the diversity of the
communi ty H2Mobjeovstisgistatiorss bave been expaddo target lowncome and
racialized constituencies, for example, setting up voting at churches that have strong membership
of Hispanic community membereyond mobile voting stationde participatory budgeting
process in the 49wardalsoincludes aspecific Spanish language committee to encourage
Spanish speakets participate. For several yeakoore soffice has partnered with a Spanish
language nefor-profit to provide reatime translation at leadership committee meetings, so
Spanish language speakers can participate in the leadership committee as well. Hispanic and
Black residents have been spedaifig recruited for the leadership committ&aally, voting
materials and &lots have been produced in Spanish, Nepalese and Russian. Considering that

minimal municipal resources are provided to support the participatory budgeting process itself,

HlFor example, states:;fifihsscaxmpaigmewebbsnt éevmt citaavey wi l
full and compflreatnel paect e padfi oour di verse community, s
for Joe Moorguot®l7f)he lwmnmenhipossibility of a successful
on a sufficient | evel of diversity in the process.
2Mobile voting stations are temporary polling stations
sres, transit stations, and churches, in at attempt to
selection of voters than might intentionally show up af
di scussed in mbaptdetail
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these #orts represent a substantial outlay of aldermanic staff time, aldermanic funding, and also
volunteer labour. They largely go beyond diversity efforts of Chicago City Council, which does
not provide reatime translation of meetings, or typically produneetingmaterials in multiple
languages.

These efforts have engendered a hyfpeus on diversity within the participatory budgeting
process. Perhaps this orientation helps explain dégpite the significant outlay of resources on

diversity initiatives, the participatory budgeting process in tiewird has also been critiqued

on the basis of diversity. I n response to the
budgeting proess in the 49ward face® , many pasedtconcerng related rcial
exclusions:

1 fWhere | live there is a large Caribbean population, like Belize and Jamaica and some
French speaking, it's African or Caribbean, | don't know how engageplahaltationiso
- Resident

1 fAThe Latino part of the community hasn't really meshed with it s@wBesident

1 ALanguage has certainly been a barrier and that's something[pae'tieipants]been
struggling with all alongi Resident

1 AThe actual worlof it, it's pretty segregated. it was always pretty, successful in bringing
in white, middle class folks to work oroi Resident

1 fMost of the African American populationmerth of Howard. North of Howard needs a
lot of stuff. From the park to the s#ts to lights they need stuff and I'm disappointed that
people are not involveéd Resident

These comments indicatgoapular perceptioamong intervieweethat marticular communities

in the 49" wardi low income, Spanisspeaking and African Americadnare less engaged in the
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participatory budgetingrocessExclusions from political processes on the basis of race and
class affiliation are not unique participatory budgeting: other processes of civic engagement as
well as electoral politics have welbdumented exclusions along similar lines. Participatory
budgeting, however, has laid claim to a higher standard of inclusitvity is a key component
of how the process is justified, thus a lack of diversityparicularproblemfor participatory
budgeting.
The mobilization of diversity in the #9vard as a means of defending the participatory
budgeting process, and Alderman Moore, has led to an emphasal am demographic
measures of diversity like exsurveys. For exame| Alderman Moore argues that exit survey
data has demonstrated thé"4@ard has been successful in increasing their overall number of
voters, as well as the racial and class diversity of those voters. Hodegsjty gainshave
largely been in concewtith the expansion of mobile voting stations, where at transit stops,
grocery stores, churches, and other gpasiic spaces, volunteers set up voting tables and
actively solicit voters. Onpersorinvolved with the 4% ward processoted,
Thevotingo mes out diverse in terms of its stat
but it didn't have the effect of getting people involved and working on it, next year, you're

not going to see the voters come in and sit through committee meetings and wagk thr
projects

Many of the benefits attributed to the participatory budgeting praceissc learning, increased
sense of community among participants, deliberative engagementiresubstantialevels of
involvementwhich enable participants to engage in key decisions throughout the prdcess
With mobile voting stations, participation beconhess about collectively determining the
parameters of the process, andre about selling the vateonvincing a passerby t@pse their

daily routine and cast a ball&xit surveys demonstrate voters are more diverse than volunteers,

3The dynamics of participadhiapnear & di scussed in more d
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largely because polling stations are intentionally located in areas frequented by target
constituencies and volunteers actively approach pedespassing through and solicit their
participation. This demographic data concerning#togal composition of voters can be
mobilized as objective proof the process is equitable and diverse, creating a persuasive platform
point for the alderman to mobi&zn future political campaigns.

Yet there is an element of superficiality to this performance of diversity in voting
measuresas concerns around racial inclusion have repeatedly been rasberirelements of
the participatory budgeting procesxluding at volunteer meetings, leadership committee
meetings, and in interactions with the aldermanic afftt&n ongoing point of tension as
hinted at in some of thiaterviewquotescitedearlieri is the representation cdicialized
constituenciess problems At moments, these sentiments are verbalized in overt stereotypes and
racist commentby participants and statffiat reproduce racializezbnstituenciess lazy,
apathetiand weducatedas reported by intervieweesd alsaasobserved in megtgs |
attendedThe reproduction of these stereotypes places a burden on racialized members of
committees to both inhabit a hostile space and do the emotional and intellectual labour of
challenging these stereotypes, leading at times to fatigue, exmaaistiavithdrawal from the
processThere has been reluctance to openly discuss these concerns through inclusion on the
agenda at committee meetings, or through dialogue with the aldermanic office, in part because
stories of racism and racial exclusion camene the public image cultivate of the process as a

hallmark of diversityConsequently, despite these ongoing dynarthespresence of low

4Given the emphasis on presenting the process as a diyv
these i ssues openl y. pAs amp hrreasswel ta,ndl rceanonvet amuwo tde thau tl s
interviewees frotm the discussion below
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income and racial minorities as voters in exitvey data is heavily taken as indicating the
success of the press as a whole in achieving a measure of diversity in participation.

Omi and Winant (2015) argue thtae ideology of colourblindness entadldimited
incorporation of racial minorities in the apparatus of governance, while simultaneously
advocatinghorrinterference in racial matters that serves to protect existing structures of
discrimination and segregatian.the 44" ward, participatory budgeting provides an attractive
means of depoliticizing racial cleavad®sincorporating them into a participatory governance
processwithout challenging racialized exclusions in housing and education. If the alderman can
point to a process he has stewarded as a hallmark of equity and inclusion, it can help mitigate
criticism of his record on equity in other, arguably more substamgolgy arenas. This
perspective helps explain the hyjfecus on diversity in the 49th ward, but a diversity largely
that stops at the mere presence of diverse bodies. Presence may be aenapt,gearticularly
considering research that has suggested that those who participate in deliberative forums are
often the same educated, articulate, and economically advantaged individuals that have access to
traditional sites of political power (Sandd897; Young 2001)Yet, in this case participation of
diverse constituents in participatory budgeting is used to signal the virtue of the aldermanic
record with respect to diversity initiatives, not to challenge the racialized exclusions perpetuated
by the status quonor to signal broader openness on the part of the alderman to other
participatorydemocratic intervention3his insight builds on observations that diversity
discourses can be mobilized in ways that are compatible with neoliberal restigicivhrere
difference is managed as an aesthetically desirable, but controlled, neighbourhood amenity

(Berrey, 2005).
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The45" Ward Jefferson Park, Portage Park, and Irving Park

You're in the most segregated city in the United States here in Chicago. So if you're on
the west or the south side it's a totally different world than sitting here, having a beer,
looking out at downtown Jefferson Park

- Resident

filt has asemisuburban character to it. A lot of singkemily homes, not many
apartment buildingséYet, you stild!l have al
transportation and restauramts

- Resident

Unlike the 49 ward which consists almost entirely oiagle neighbourhood, the %5
ward is a northwestern ward in Chicago made up of several neighbourhpoarily
Jefferson Park, but also parts of Portage Park and Irving Pree5" wardexists at a distance
from downt own Chi cawgno ,J eafnfde risnodne eRda rfikdoo wanst or e s i ¢
commercial strip of Milwaukee Avenue near the Jefferson Park Transit Center, bears little
resemblance tthedowntownof a large city Instead of modern glass skgrapers, the character
resembles the downtowirip of a small town. When residents were asked to describe their
nei ghbourhood, one commented that Ait was a ¢
both to the proximity of the ward to the expressway and CTA Blue Line, but algmetoeaved
absence of commercial and social activity. Several mentioned thessibuoniban character of the
ward, with wide streets and less housing density than other areas of the city. Jefferson Park is
65% white, with a substantidiispanicpopulation. In contrasBortage Park and Irving Park
have roughly even numbers of white dtidpanicresidents, with a small Asian population.
There are few Black residents in any parthef45" ward
The 4% ward is somewhat more affluent than average, with a median household income
of $60,472 in Jefferson Park (hardship ranking 25), $57,030 in Portage Park (hardship ranking
35), and $51,997 in Irving Park (hardship ranking 34), compared with the city niedisahold

of $43,210 (median hardship ranking, 50). The level of associational organization is low, with
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Jefferson Park, Portage Park, and Irving Park generally lacking the activist history of Rogers
Park inthe49" ward and Little Village inthe 22" ward. Stated onéntervieweeconcerning the
participatory budgeting processthe 4% ward
We have tremendous trouble getting volunteers. The 49th ward gets forty or fifty, they
get a ton of volunteers. We hatex And it's just difficult to get peopl@tvolunteer. |

don't know what it is. | think part of it is some of that old school thinking. But we don't
have the activist community where you know volunteering is a.habit

Along similar lines, anothentervieweeadded:
The 45th ward has feweaon-profits, communitybased organizations and even social

service agenciesétypically, even when | 'v
participation is lower by their own sekport than in other areas of the city

Supporting these observatio®B Chicago and the Great Cities Institute collaborated on an
institutional asset map of the®@&ard, and found that there were very few commuhiged
organizations in the aré& Similarly, in their assessment of associational involvement in
participatorybudgeting, Weber et al. (2015) found tkiae 4%" ward haghe fewestissociational
organizations overatif any participatory budgeting wardith particularly low numbers in more
activistor i ent ed categori es, |avitrighisgsoamabjustiteaatd/lenpal a c vy ,

advocacyo and ACDCs, affordabl e housing, and

Redevelopmendnd Progresim the 4% Ward

The4d¥ward is a neighbourhood in transition.

longstanding Polish, Ukrainiamd Italian constituencies, and a workiclgss identification,

Bpersonal commumfi dNzhiegdhrb oD ihroexdtstkilh@®i Grie@adti v@i ti es I nstitu
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many of the older residents are vacating family hof&€oupled with proximity to transit and
a housing stock of mostly detached siniglmily homes, the ward has recerglyperienced an
upswing in housing prices and changing demographics. Jefferson Park was one of very few
CCAs to experienca net population increase from 2000 to 2015, bucking thenadtg trend
which saw continued population declines, and foregrounti@gi¢gree of pressure on the
housing market in the area. Omnhite resident described a double wave of movement into the
ward: both lowefincome Latino families and also white professionals being priced out of
neighbourhoods closer to downtown:
On the onéhand, people in my demographic... college degrees, jobs and purchasing
power, who buy houses in the neighbourhood have driven the housing market up and
that's difficult for seniors who are living in the neighbourhood in some cases. Then there's

other typs of migration into the neighbourhood that | know have caused tension in the
past more on that racial diversity question

Another resident added:
| think like a lot of places, the changing ethnic demographics, that create a sense of
unease from people wlave already ther@nd probably a sense of unwelcome for people

who are moving in, and then also just all these questions about development, a lot of
development happening

As the housing stock turns oyeonflicts have emerged over neighbourhdegielgpment The

45" ward is both diversifying, but also gentrifying, and the two processes overlap in complicated
ways. As a historically white ward, presenceatial diversity beyond European ethnicities,
specifically the growth of thelispaniccommunity, has created tensipas the following

comments from community members indicate

WAEt hnic whited was the teuminypl mgmbérsequendéycuisied bl
of t'hvemr4dyenerally referring to Polish, Ukraini an, It al
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1 Tobefrank, backinth#98 0s t hi s was not a neighbourhoo
some of those attitudes still lingeResident

1 Honestlyandthisigoi ng to sound bad but I 6m not rea
racism. People don't always voice it that way. But these old neighbourhoods that were
lily-whi te for so | ongé we wil/ hear a | ot of
new neighburs they are, they have too many people living in the house. That we figured

out means | don't like living next to Latis6 Community member
The movement afacializedfamilies into the ward has also engendearedcernsaround crime
and safety, andregdnt s spoke of Auneased and fears of d
ethnic demographi¢sometimes framed &ise importation ofChicagoproblems into the
Jefferson Park bubbl&he movement of downtowners intbe 43" ward in search of more
affordable singldamily homeshas exacerbated tensions arothelvision for the future of the
area, both calls to preserve its existing cha
the image of more urban areas, asussed below.

The old/new resident divide is more a heuristic device to discuss oppositional mentalities
rather than a set of fixed characteristics invariably associated with old and new residents
themselves, neither of which are monolithic groups. Nwaless, visions for the ward were
discursively positioned as a contrast between old and new logic by interviewees, with older
residents associated with a more suburban conception of what is desirable for the neighbourhood,
andnewer ones with notions oflanist progress and development. Many new residents support
increased densification and commercial development along key arterials as a positive direction
from the neighbourhood, one that will enhance overall prosperity andwialj. In contrast,

many ofthe older residents are interested in maintaining the existing character of the
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neighbourhood, including lowdensity singleamily housing, and less aggressively pursuing
commercial development.
Tensions in opposing visions for the neighbourhood havefeséed in the development of
two rival neighbourhood associations: the Jefferson Park Neighbourhood Association (JPNA)
and Jefferson Park ForwafdPF) The JPNA has existed for over 15 years and tends to skew
older and more conservative in membershipjendefferson Park Forward was formed in
November 2015 in response to frustrations among younger and newer residentisatiliey
perceived as the NIMBYism and insular nature
JPNA] are very much antlevelopmat unl ess that devel opment i s
Contrasting views of neighbourhood development are exemplified by the following two quotes
from intervieweesthe first from a JPNA member and the second from a JPF member
There were a couple [@roposed] twin seven story 132 condo buildings on Lawrence
near Mil waukee. This wasnodét anything anyon
that project and defeated it. It's only gotten worse and now there's more pressure to
excuse developments, espdgiahen you are near transjsit] centres and we don't want
them because we | i ke what wedve got. We go
an ongoing battle and it's difficult to wi
politicians in their pocketsften. They point to urban planning as an excuse to push these

through, that's where we are at today
- JPNA member

There's another set of shared assumptions [at Jefferson Park Forward meetings] that the
neighbourhood would benefit from more commercial business and retail and restaurant,
etc. along the main arteries. And that's a developmentalist point of view. lits abo
bringing private enterprising to private space, or even public owned spaces. Pieces of city
property that are vacant, and we want to bring in a business and a resfdans#dry
building there to bring density and revitalization

- JPF member

The PNAGs mandate i s npr en.d).rTheyanefpcuded dnfmaianmdg 6 ( J PN

the existing character of the community amdconcerned that development decisions are being
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made in the financial interests of developers. The JPNA members also are cognisant of the

contrast between their vision for the neighbourhood and the dominant professional urban
planning logic in terms of what ontrastJPRsdee n as i
the neighbourhood as | imited by a failure to
practices to take advantage of the proximity to transit and create density that would help

diversify the neighbourhood and support local commereaébpment. Conversations about

residential densification have class and race dimensions, as initiatives to build condos and
apartments attract lower income and racialized residents to the neighbourhoad. et

resident explainedyith assumptions ahe benefits of commercial, residential and transportation
redevel opment, fAcomes the potential of a pric
a me n i. Thuseesl@velopmenin the 4% wardis commensurate with diversification but also
gentrificaton and displacement.

Concerns with Aprogressiveo devel opment po
redevelopment ithe45" ward This desire to position oneself as progressive is perhaps best
exemplified by the very name Jefferson Park Forwaygically, resident groups are identified
by the moni ker fAnei ghbourhood associ,ati ono sp
belonging to the same neighbourhcdd® F has repl aced finei ghbour hoc
Af orwardo, f or egr ou ndprogressive valugs,matheryharbmreeeed on s h
proximity. One resident and memberJéfFl i t er al |l y associated the JPI
plan your funeral was one of the topics they had for their actual meeting. So you can imagine
what they're looking forwardtand t hat ' s not what | wanted to |
contrasted the old mentality with neighbourhood modernizafi®ome of the street design, |

guess you can lump it into the lack of modern urban planning, legacy urban design. | don't think
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helps move the community forward in the 21stcenfuWh at i s meant by HfAmode
pl anningo i s pthemmeedsioipgdestrians and cydlisesgutifitaton,

acculturation, and increased density, and increased rep@licipation in municipal decisien

making. These desires are elevated to the status of common sense rather than pdhkcs, as J
founder Ryan Richter stated the group fAmade t
not to divide their memberm coax them into argumen(ditkin 2017). Nonetheless, many

aspects of JPF&6s mission have bgeesprciatyther subj ec
support for residential densification.

Alderman Arena has clearly aligned himself with the dgualentalist mentality. His
tagline during election campaigns, and on his
Forward. Toget her 0 JPRETHe bGrét issge on higd1l5pladforngis age of
AEconomi c D ®wehistepure@aMldermareh has fAmade the revitas
Jefferson Park Commercial strip a priorityo a
residential redevelopment initiative&réna, 201Y. Along with support for densification along
arterial roads and near transit cestlderman Arena also supports enhancing the pedestrian
and cycling amenities of the neighbourhood, as well as local arts and culture projects and
neighbourhood beautification efforts. In fact, one of his first acts as alderman was to commission
asere®f murals on vacant buildings to enhance t
t he ward, attract new business a(agenp2Dfher a s e
As one resident put it, the difference between Arena and his opppreente down t o dAdi f
visions of redevel opment o. Al der man Arena al

representation as a progressive candidate who would bring a particular version of development to
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the neighbourhood. In our interview, Alderman Aaedescribed his vision for the
neighbourhood as follows:
| don't personally see the suburbs as a wholesome environment in terms of how we
engage, you know, both socially and from a business standpoint, there's a lot of things
about that culture thatievr y cocooning or siloedé And t ha

something that we hear all the time in terms of development and even how we spend
some of this [menu] money

Ar enads pedeselopmernt has lmeen controversial, and much opposition towards him has
coalesced arourtthe questiorof what constitutes desirable development for the neighbourhood

T including criticisms of higher density developments, as well as pedestrian and cycling
amenities. Most recently conflict has focused on the debate over a-mp@de housing
development project Arena supports, a sesteny, 100unit mixedincome buildingat southwest
corner of Northwest Highway and Milwaukee Avenue, with JPNA members sigeagainst it

at public meetings, and JFA members in favour. (Cherone and Natkif7). A na-for-profit

group called Northwest Side Unitinked to the JPNA, wa®rmed with a mandate of

Apr eser vi n gdensityeharqater of NorthwésbSidéngh bor hoods o and r a
$10,000 to oppose the project afiohd a lawsuit against the city to try and prevent the
developmenapplicationfrom movingforward (Northwest Side Unitay.d.; Nitkin, 20170.

While residents who oppose densification mayt their opposition in property values, or
concerns for the character of the neighbourhoodg@hsequencesf this position are to exclude
nonwhite potential residents, and indeed, objections are often linked to a fear of crime in ways
that are racially code®pponents of the mixeshcome developmerat Northwest Highway and
Milwaukee Avenuéhavepublicly made a number afcially codeccomments including
likening the development to Cabrini Grearformer public housing development with

predominantly Black residentasserting that subsidizdgbusingharboursexual predatorand
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raising fears of increased neighbourhood criBlamentha) 2017). AChicago Readereporter
described the opponents protesting outside a
mo b Buknfasova, 201)/ These contrasting visiofisand heated conflicts concerning

neighbourhood development set the backdrop for jysatiory budgeting inhe 45" wardas

discussed below.

Participatory Budgeting andecevelopment

As discussed ichapter 3 asin the49" ward, the introduction of participatory budgeting
in the45" wardwas initiated by thelderman. In 2011Arenaranfor office as a nofincumbent
on a promise to ingtite participatory budgeting elected. Arenapositioned himself aa self
identified progressive and independeandidatepartly as a way of differentiating himself from
the personal patronage style of his predecessor. Particularly in a city like Chicago with a long
and storied history of patronage relatigmafessionalizing the disbursementeénu funds was
crucial in publicly signalling his commitment to progressivetfmsl (Bowman 1996; Hamilton
2010). But inthe 48" ward, the practice oparticipatory budgetings also highly compatible with
Ar en a 0 s redevetopnemt. Incafneighbourhood context where Arena has allied himself
with the ment adentstparticipétoryrbndgeting fuidctionseas da mechanism to
demonstrate his progressive political credenteatslalsoto facilitate the use of menu money in
keeping with this vision of progressive developmeapitalizing on notions individual
creativity, responsibility through a form of policy experimentation consistent with capitalist
residential and commercial redevelopment.

Although participation in participatory budgeting is open to any residentrticegs has

attracedresidents with similar visions for the ward to Alderman Arena. Because the
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participatory budgeting process is so closely linked to Alderman Aresidents with
substantiatlisagreements with Arenmolitical orientationare reluctanto get involved, both
because involvement could benstruedas support fohis leadershipand also because they tend
to be suspicious of the independence and objectivity of the prdéeas.a result, there tends to
be agreement in the participatorybadgi ng ¢ o mmi t t sienof meighbburhdod e na dés v
redevelopment. One resident expressed the link between participatory budgeting and
redevelopment as follows:
In the participatory budgeting committee, most of the people there are on board with the
ideaof commercial revitalization. Density is good, pedestrian amenities are good and

transt-oriented development is good. Those are commonly shared beliefs that are not
universally accepted in the neighbourhood

Anotherresident also echoed thermative consensus on neighbourhood development at the
participatory budgeting table, saying i Ther e' s anot her set of shar e
with all the people who were at BBarticipatory budgeting)which | share too, is that the
neighbourhoodvould benefit from more commercial business and @ftéiirough participatory
budgetingthe active involvemenh neighbourhood projectsf r esi dent s who shar
vision for redevelopment is cultivateld. this way, participatory budgeting funct®as a

technology of governance that helps facilitate market expaisiothis case, real estate

development by acting through a community driven participatory democratic prdoess

facilitate neighbourhood infrastructure developments that cultivdésieable environment for

realestate redevelopment

YFEor exampl-syppomeemonin interviews suggested that par
projects the Al der man wanted to win, won. There is no ¢
i mproprieties in vote counting.
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At the same time, in a context where tensions around displacement, affordable housing
and race have coalesced around questions of redevelopment, participatory budgeting enables
Alderman Arena to step back from direct involvement in the allocation of nuewls.fResidents
suggest projects that support his vision of redevelopment and densificatidnding
pedestrian improvementsike lanes, beautification projecsad public artin the context of
severe disagreement in the neighbourhood over what tdastdesirable local infrastructure
developmentparticipatory budgetingeleases Arena from making difficult, and potentially
politically costly decisions, by allowing the community to vote on the proportion of funding that
goes towards different types meighbourhoodnfrastructureThus, participatory budgeting also
functions in the 48 ward to perpetuate a particular type of redevelopment through an appeal to
the primacy of communityshifting neighbourhood infrastructure decisions to a local vote
mitigates some of the tensions around the reallocation of these &mbalso serves to grow his
base of locasupporters by encouraging residents who share his vision to get involved and feel

like they have a stake the outcomeof a participatory denuratic process

Ward 22: Little Village, North Lawndale and Garfield Ridge

A lot of the times our neighbourhoods just get flattened and they're viewed as very one
dimensionabut acknowledging that the 22nd wardittle Village in particular and
North Lawndale they're very complex, they're multidimensional. For us it's very
important that they be seen that way. There are violence problems, yes, people are
undocumented, bubme people are not, some people are-kimg homeowners

T Staff

Coff eeshops? We dondédt do coffeeshops in Litt
i Resident

The 229ward is the only ward in this study located in the centredt part of the city,
and only ward that could be claterized as lovincome according to conventional

socioeconomic indicatorslnlike the 49" wardwhich is mostly encompassed by a single
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neighbourhoogthe 229 wardincludes five distinct neighbourhosd.ittle Village comprises the
majority ofthe ward both geographically and populativise. The 229 ward also includes part

of North Lawndale, and three mieneighbourhoods: LeClaiflearst, Sleepy Hollow and

Bithum Park that are all part of a CCA called Garfield Ridge. Unlike tHensd, whichis
composed oflifferent neighbourhoods that are similar in affluenceracélcomposition, each
neighbourhoodhat comprises the 22warddiffers significantly. Little Villagecontains a large
Mexican communityAccording to census data@sidents ar85% Hispanic 11% Black and 36

white. An estimated one of every four resideatsundocumented (Enlac2016). This area
contains many families, sometimes sharing a single apartment to reduce housing costs. The
median family income is $307 and the hardship ranking of 96 indicates that beyond being low
income, he high incidence ainemployment and housing crowding. North Lawndale

hi storically was one of the first neighbourho
were able tgourchase homes, precipitating white flight in the 1950s and 1960s. In contrast to
Little Village, 8% of resident®f North Lawndaleare Black, with smallatino (7%) and white

(2%) populations. The neighbourhood has a median family income of $22,3&3handship

ranking of 86.

The 229ward also contains three micro neighbourhoods to the west of Lawndale, which
are geographically disconnected from the rest of the atte presence of an expressway
These micro neighbourhoods were added to tA&v22d during the 2011 redistrictinBitnum
Park and Sleepy Hollow are both middteome mostly white, neighbourhoods to the west of
Lawndale, and LeClaiHearst is a predominantly Black workuatass neighbourhood and the
location of a former public housing project that was demolisheckid@90s despite significant

contestation from residents, many of whom |gterchased housés the neighbourhood. Bithum
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Park, Sleepy Hollow and Hair-Hearst are all a small part of a CCA called Garfield Ridge that
is significantly whiter and more affunt than the Little Village or North Lawndale.

Not only are the communities that corise the22" ward ethnically and geographically
distinct,butthey as have differences in housing stock and infrastructure, with Little Village
containingmany two, thre and fowstory flats and thus more renters than the other
neighbourhoods. Little Village and North Lawndale have continued to cope with ongoing
foreclosures stemming from the 2008 subprime mortgage crisis, though the rate of foreclosures
has declined inother parts of the city. Little Village and North Lawndale are both older
neighbourhoods with different infrastructure needs than the @aefeeld Ridgecommunities
that are more recent developments and located on the western border of the cityioim, addit
certain city programs thatvepermitted residents to pgart of the cost odin alley or sidewalk
replacement to speed the process were heavily taken advantage afim Berk and Sleepy
Hollow, but rarely within the means of residents in Littidlage and North Lawndale, further
exacerbating the infrastructure divideong different parts of the ward

Little Village and North Lawndale both have large number of community groups and a
strong history otommunityorganizing. One stapersondescrbed this as follows:

There is a lot of community action that has always been present, in at least in Little

Village and North Lawndale. People are very, very committed to commpasgd

organizing, and we have a lot of homegrown leadefaaditators...We have so many
active nonrprofits that do really nittgritty communitybased stuff

Nonethelesswhile bothLittle Village and North LawndalBave manyctivecommunity
organizations, few of these organizations cross neighbourhooddraesilirroring language
used to describe Rogers Paskgintervieweeeven suggestithe demographics of the ®2vard

Amirror sschook i keolCthi cago segregationo. Stated
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raci al di vide between the Latino and African
tensions with the more affluent whiteicro-neighbourhoods that became part of the ward in the
2011 redistricting One resident suggested tifat, ust cul turally, peopl e |
express clear and open dislike of the fact that they have to come to Little Village to see the
alderman. He actually started doing meetings down there at théogaid¢ make himself more
a c c e s Anothdrirdenviewee bluntlydeclaredii Al d e Muficeia Hispanic. He has a
white constituency in Bitnum Park thaof doesné
the exact role played by racial discriminatidddermanMufiozd s t r adi t i onal base
in Little Village where he has been a leagrving alderman with strong connections to
community organizations. In contrasthas been particularly challenging for him to gain the
support ofconstituentsn the Garfield Ridge neighbourhoods recent additions to the ward.
Despite theneighbourhoodlivides,severainterviewes pointed to common challenges
across th@2ndward, including educatiqrerime and economic developme@onversely the
sameintervieweegpushed back on the tendency to characterize the neighbourhood in terms of its
problems Intervieweesought to highlight theconomiaesiliency of the community:
9 ALocal businesses are incredibly strong. The mom and pop shop, the familgehateo
restaurant and then is able to open another one and then anotheStafe
1 AThat's the makep of the ward. Working class folks that if they can't find a job, they'll
invent it which is why you'll see a lot of street vendors, alley mechanitde raii
Alderman Muioz
In addition to economic developmentodher area of concerim the 229 ward ishousing
affordability, particularly in Little Village. Whilgroperty values angents are still lown

comparison to other neighbourhoods in Chicagonmunityactivistsand organizationsave
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begun raising concerns that the neighbourhood is at the beginning of a dynamic of gentrification
(Chavez, 2016; Huggins, 2016Moderate crime rates and the resity of Spanish language
proficiency to negotiate many parts of the neighbourhood had insulated the ward from pressures
related to rising housing costs and displacement until recently. The continued incidence of
foreclosures in Little Village also createsupply of relatively inexpensive property for
redevelopment, much of which has been purchased by white landlords. Latino families from the
nearby, gentrifying, Pilson neighbourhood have been moving into Little Village creating
additional pressure on ti@using market. As in Rogers Park, the relatively high number of
renters in Little Village in the absence of rent controls leave tenants with few protections against

displacement.

Equity and Resource Constraintsthe 229 Ward

A major source of tensh for the political leadership ttie 22" wardis the lack of
contiguity in ward boundaries and resulting needdgotiatethe needs of five different
neighbourhoods within a single ward organization. In an analysis of the 2011 redistricting, the
22%ward was highlighted as a ward which experienced a significant decline in compactness and
contiguityi likely alluding to theaddition in the 2% ward of the three micraeighbourhoods
and further division of Little Village among multiple wards (Shapiro and Bliss, 2016). Often this
need to balance different neighbourhood inter
pat of thealderman analdermanic office staffiwho frequently discussed equity in interviews.
For example, in discussing the participatory budgeting prooassntervieveeconnected with
the Aldermanic offics t at e d AThe equi tng begauswe eavahasasfiver eal |y

di fferent n &ithg bobtextequiyoceterd wfairness in the division of municipal
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and aldermanic resources between the different constituencies that cahgniaed. Given the
challenge of balancing suppantmultiple communities, particularly outside lu electoral base
in theLittle Village neighbourhood, Aldermaviufiozis concerned with cultivating an
appearance dhirness anattentiveness to each part of the wamljssue of lesser concern for
Alderman Moore irthe49" wardor Alderman Arena ithe 4" ward

Throughout the process two key tensions emerged that undermined the sustainability of
participatory budgeting fronhte  a | d e r ma n'%*$he firs was {heeheavy deneand o
staff time. Even with an active external partimeEnlace the staff demandasf participatory
budgetingwere substantial. While Aldermaviufiozhas a similar staff compliment as Alderman
Arena n the 4% ward, he haseweraldermanicstaff than Alderman Moore in the 49vard
AldermanMufiozalso has thadditional challenge dieing the elected official in a ward where
the majority of constituentarelow-income racialized andmanyhaveprecarious immigration
status conditions which have consequences for the workload of aldermanidstaiffe point,
two staff members, or half Aldermduiiozdd s st aff compl ementtmawer e wo
on participatory budgetin@g substantial outjeof staff time and resources

The scond point of tension that arose in the participatory budgeting process if'the 22
ward wasconcern withthe equitable distribution of funds, according to the geographic logic of
equity outlined above. Attempts toster equity through participatory budgetengentudly led
to a process thavascomplicated and labountensive in comparison with the participatory
budgeting processes in other wartise complexity of the participatory budgeting procesthe

22" wardwaslargelyin response to difficulties engendered byfitagmented nature of the

18As doi@ chap'fBmarr d3,i st huemiyue in that it is the only war
initiated from outside the aldermanic office by a commi
Thus, AMd®etotmleael yv hnatd sat adkief fiemr et he continuity of the pro
al derman initiated the process.
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ward. The first yeaof the participatory budgeting cycleachballotitem wasdlistedindividually.
In advance of the voteesidents of neighbourhoods raised conctratthe interests of Little
Village would dominate the process, because Little Village was larger in both population and
geographic area than the other neighbourhadds. interviewee summed up this tension as
follows:
| get why more of the money shoultbpably be spent in Little Village not just because
it's a large percentage of the ward but also because infrastructure needs are greater, issues
around gang violence and safety, and things like that. But what does that mean for me

then, and how doesthatr eat e unity in a wardé Because \
these wards that are not built in ways that are equitable.

These concerns regarding the aggregative nature of deoisikimg in the procegzroved to be
well founded In the first participatory budgeting cyclaojects in the Little Village area
received more votes and werere likely to beundedthan projects in other neighbourhoods
This led to heightened tensions after the first participatory budgeting cycle aeirgissourhood
divides, as the following quotes from interviewees suggest:
1 fWe really struggled with equitfter the first cycle) - Staff
1 AThere is a sense that everyone has to look out for their own. So if had to vote for let's
say a park projectinyn. communi ty or one in Little Vill
to vote for the one in my commuwit- Resident
1 Al remember a number of people just being salty as hell. It's exactly what | said was
going to happen. If our area of the 22nd warBl%sof the voters how are we ever going
t o 60 majority rules is generally not very equitalil&Community member
In our interview AldermanMufiozalso echoed these sentiments:
The first year, the project that won the most votes was the Pietrowski Park baseball
lights program. And it cost me $200,000. Instead of spending $50,000 here, $50,000

there to spread the benefits around to the whole ward, because Pitrowski Park is our only
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park [in Little Village], everybody votedét t o spend 150, 000 or 200
location excludes the rest of the ward

The Al der man 6 sthetundmgotlights fiet@wski Bankdlid ndocus on the
merits of the projectwhether the project addressed an important neighbourhood need, or
whether many people would benefit from the park improvement. Rather his conceahewas
concentration o$pending in one placgould undermine a geographically equitable distribution
of funds, leaving residents outside Little Villageglectedin responsen the second yeaf
participatory budgetingstaff and volunteers took additional steps to try to cultivate a more
equitable process. Additional community meetings were inaliferert parts of the ward
Large maps of the ward were produced and distributed at meetings to encourage participants to
think beyond their neighbourhodbundaries and needsfrastructureaudits were held, where
residents visitedinfamiliar parts of the wartb assess community neeatsd create a
geographically balanced prioritization of proje@d of these initiatives demanded additional
stafflabour, with eventually four staff peogld wo f r om t he al der mandés of
Enlacei working fulltime on participatory budgeting in the leadup to the vatan attempt to
as one interviewee describediite mp ower p e o p | yeohe loallovwas emginteoed e q u i |
to cluster similar types of infrastructuiegetheregardless olbcation Voters who wantetb
supportupgrades to a park in their neighbourhood, had only the option of voting for a selection
of park upgrades across the ward. While staffers reported that residents were more satisfied with
the allocation of funding after thit©vange to the process, the limitations of participatory
budgetingto address equity the 229ward remained a conceras one itervieweeexplained

One of the reasons that participatory budgeting is really good is because it helps

communities that feehey have been marginalized to not feel that way anymore by this
empowering process. Our ward is nottthiayou asked residents do you feel
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marginalizedwell everyone feels marginalizeQf course they feel marginalized. In the
allocation of funds, | donthink that was a reality with us

In a ward where the majority of residents are racialized andrlomme, and many have
precarious legal status, thmitation of participatory budgetingtinfrastructure fundgeft the
process unable to address many pressing community needs. Motieevendency of
participatory budgeting to obligefférent neighbourhoods to compete with each other for
necessary infrastructure fundingeated a sense that the processpastituted wasunable to
effectivelyaddress equity in the ?2ward

In our research interview, a second reason raised by the alderman for discontinuing
participatory budgetingvas the funding ofoff-menu projectsneighbourhood amenities beyond
basic infastructure repairs, likighting for Pitrowski Park AldermanMufiozlamentedhese
off-menu projects were often selected at the expense of necessary infrastructure repairs like
resurfacingalleyswhich werefi n o t esoeigh yo@arner the necessary vthesugh the
participatory budgeting procedduiioz elaborated

| had been pusng the[participatory budgetingprocess to make sure that we spend at

least 406 of the budget on this infrastructyedleywaygdé | represent a ward that has

250 residential blocks, | couldn't get to all the sidewalks, | couldn't get to all the alleys.

When | first became alderman in 1993, between 1993 and 1996, we resurfaced all 250
alleys.

From t he al der ma nwassa mpreatck pwveen how ke believadahe smenu
funds should be used #&dfectivelyaddress neighbourhood infrastructoeeds, and the actual

projectschoserby residentgor funding® In addition, there is an emphasis equityas

%As discussed tomphapsen
not one ofdetnhienéviadddddsh ¢ hav
the middle of the pack.

8o 0Otheéwawdrids nat Chacapgoul &h
i ng laarpge tiinrcfurlasrtlryuct ure gap.
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geographieparityi anemphasion repavingall neighbourhood block$n another comment
during our interviewAldermanMufioz further emphasized his position as arbitrator of
neighbourhoodhfrastructure needs through the Menu program:
TheMenu is the only budget that | get to decide which sidewalks to do, what alleys to do,
what streets to do, and the fact that the[pasticipatory budgetingprocess was
diverting that money to other nice projects, but they weren't streets, they wereandrals

murals are pretty but number one they don't last, and number two nobody ever busts a tire
over a mural they bust them over potholes.

As the war dods e Aldeomamdiozpespianehimseif abaingibestesituated to
allocate Menu funds a manner that is equitable in distribution and reflective of community
needsIn contrast, participatory budgeting is predicated on the notion that these decisions can
and should be devolved to community membkrdeed, some residents did suggesttthat
alderman resented being pushed to engage with community projects he might otherwise not
support. In contrast to staff in the'4@ard, whosaw benefit ileveraginghe offmenu use of
Menu fundsin conversation with other municipaépartmentshe 229ward aldermanic office
emphasized the importance of Menu funds as the only souferding for basienfrastructure
improvementsin a highneeds, lowesource community, the use of menu funds for non
traditional projects may repsent more of a challenge in keeping up va#tsicinfrastructure
needsespecially in a context where Menu funds are insufficient to theséneeds, as
demonstrated through the OIG audit.

To sum up, in the 28ward, community tensions manifested amguiestions of equity
in the participatory budgeting process, and in particular a conception of equity rooted in a
geographigarity in the distribution of Menu fundgvhile community members agreed that
equity was a concern, they believed they were abteganize the participatory budgeting

process to satisfactorily deal with these concerns. In contrast, Aldéfoféoe disagreed and
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decided to discontinue the process after two years, arguing that his own vision for the

distribution of funéhg was more egjtable and less demanding on aldermanic staff time and

energy. The aldermanic office also suggested the process of participatory budgeting was
redundant, in that the office was already see
funds, and threfore participatory budgeting was unnecessary. Coupled with the lack of an

electoral imperative for engaging in participatory budgeting in th&v22d, as discussed in

chapter 3, thénability of community tensions related to equity to be effectively managed

through the participatory budgeting process rendered the process unnecessary and unsustainable

in the eyes of the alderman, who held ultimate discretion as to the continuatierpobtess.

Conclusion Neighbourhood Tensiorad Aldermanic Support fdtarticipatory
Budgeting

In all three ward$ the 49", the 4%, and the 22'i the dominant framing of participatory
budgeting was slightly different. In the3@ard, proponents of participatory budgeting have
sought to ground the process in the language of diversity. In theai®l, participatory
budgeting has become comingieith language of redevelopment. In thé®gard, the
aldermanic staff and neighbourhood organizers sought to root the process in equity. In all three
cases, the dominant language used to frame participatory budgeting spoke to areas of significant
tensios in neighbourhoodstensions often worsened by neoliberal restructuring. In tie 49
ward, tensions related to charter schools and affordable housing undermipesstrgatiorof
the ward as a harmonious mixing @fetseracialgroups an@&conomicclasses. In the 45wvard,
gentrificationand densificatiomasled tocontestation over whatfrastructure investments
contribute todesirable community redevelopment. In th&2@ard, the receninion of five

disparate neighbourhoods into one ward, cedpliththe challenges of l@aw-income
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constituencyhave led to ongoing concerns over the equitable distribution of scarce public
resourcesln the 49' and 4% wards, participatory budgeting was usetaktic forchanneig
dominantneighbourhoodensions into a process of participatory democracy that reinftieed
al der ma n omarrafive & communiy @entity. In contrast, in thé@Rard, participatory
budgeting was less successful in addressing equity concerns betwessntlifieighbourhoods
and consequentially was laegseful asa mechanisnfor bringing residents into a positive
relationship with the aldermanic officka addition, participatory budgeting may have been
perceived as less strategically useful and necebgate alderman in building constituency
relationshipsAldermanMufiozis a weltestablished aldermawhowon his last election with a
very high margin despitihe major redistricting of his ward-hus, AldermarMufiozlikely
judged that the time and resources required to engage in participatory budgetidgot
provide asufficient electoral returin the context of the 2 ward.

Narratives of the threease studyards reinforce several additional themes. Firgt, t
degree of associational organization in the communities that comprise each ward seems unrelated
to the longevity of a participatory budgeting project. While tHéward has a high degree of
associational organization present in community, many oéthesips are uninvolved with the
participatory budgeting procesghe 43" ward has a very low degree of associational
organization yet has maintained a participatory budgeting project for five years. "the®
had both a high level of associationayanization, and a high level of involvement of
community groups with the participatory budgeting project, yep#érgcipatory budgeting
project in this ward was discontinued after two years. Unlike Porto Alelgeee the presence of
pre-existing communit groups and a high level of associational involvement has been discussed

as an important condition for establishing a participatory budgeting prioi€chicago
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aldermanic support for the project seems to be the determining factor. Seepmt)

aldermanic supporparticipatory budgetingh Chicagoseems to required@degree of aldermanic
ownership over the proce<3f all the wardsn Chicagothat have initiate@ participatory

budgeting projecto date the 229 ward is the only case of community initiation. In the end,

despite ongoingommunity supportthe projectvas unsustainable in the absence of an

aldermanic imperative for contiation This calls into gestion the veracity of narratives that
describe participatory budgeting as an inherently grassroots form democracy. Rather, in the case
of Chicago projects tend to be established by elite actors when the politics and results of
participatory budgeting isseful in maintaining electoral support or enhancing the reputation of

the local alderman.
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Chapter 5Who Participatesn Participatory BudgetirgyRespectability,
Responsibilization and Neoliberal Subjectivities

Neoliberal subject formatiomanifess in regimes of citizenship that extend capitalist
market rationalities to govern individual citizen behavjaoeludingthe articulation of the
autonomous, seimproving citizen who through the judicious exercise of individual choice
participaes ingovernancé€Brown, 2003; Larner, 2000The individual resident is not merely an
object of governance but rather constituted as an active subject in reproducing capitalist market
logics through individual behavioufFh e fAr egul at ed ad haiida gz ®nfs 0i bekicw
crucial to the extension of neoliberal governatfRRese, 199641).

Yet the tendency to read neoliberal subjectivity into all aspects of contemporargriife
result in a flattening of experience and foreclosure of possibildresontestation and difference.
Indeed, calls for attention to variegation, cortgpécificity, and moments of difference are
largely in response tihetendency towards erasure of aftative spaceand possibilities
endemic to reified analyses of neoliberal subjecti{iitgan, 2009; Kern, 2017y his chapter
seeks to investigate the relationshipiesn participatory budgeting and neoliberal governance,
while maintaining attentiveness to a tendency to overdetermine behaviour in analysesdyround
in neoliberalism. The chapter askes how participatory budgeting creates new neoliberal
subjectivities in gvernance, but also conversely how it offers up alternative conceptions of
political engagement. More specifically, | argue tinahe North American context,
participatory budgeting operates in tension between extension and contestation of neoliberal
governance: g commensurability with neoliberal subjectivities is part of the reasoitsfor

adaptability and success, but at the same time, the participatory budgeting process has served as
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a basis for assertions of collectivity and equity that contesiciysheoliberal interpretation of
the process.

This chapter investigates these questions through a discussion of who participates in
participatory budgeting, how the benefits of participatory budgetingraterstood by different
participants, and howagpticipatory budgetingntersectswith he per f or mance of fig
citizenship. In Chicago, the most involved residgetitese who volunteer with projectend to
bemorehighly educated and whiter than their neighbpansl tend to have pexisting
connections to political organizatiolise political parties oneighbourhood associati@mt the
same time, there is a fetishization of laveome and racialized participation, which is seen as
necessary to enhance theitiegacy of the process. This can be taken as a sincere engagement
with inclusivity in a political process, but alsn attempt taoemale constituencieperceivedas
apathetidnamo d e | of Agooddhat tl ¢ @intihmprewer, theelare r aci al
affinities betweentheresponsibilization associated with neoliberal restructuringeand
participatory budgeting process tmaarshals substantiabluntary labouto make individuals
and community groups responsible for solving infrastructure enadhistorically addressed by
paid municipal employeeblonethelesghe participatory budgeting procaasChicagohas
enabledndividual residents to develop an enhanced understanding of municipal bureaucracy and
advocacyAt times,participatory budgetig has also served as a vehicle for community members
and organizers to buildew solidarities betweeamsidents oflifferentneighbourhoodgo pursue
goals outside of the participatory budgeting procékss participatory budgeting can
precipitate, in a limited sense, a degree of individual empowermemngédnce individual

alienation from local government.
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Neoliberal Subjectivities in Municipal Governance

The terminology of neoliberalism requires sonm@acking. As Self (1993, 2000) notes,
thelanguage of efficiency, accountability, transparency and autonomy holds meaning beyond
neoliberal interpretations: arguably, these concepts are an important part of democratic
governance, foregrounding the rightpefopleto exercise control over governmebiscourses
of efficiency, accountability, transparency, and autondmoyveverhavealsobeen colonized by
neoliberalism to taken economistic and managerial meanings,aednobilized in the interest
of expamling market governance (Lorenz, 2012; Self, 2000). Efficiency becomes synonymous
with fAvalue for moneyo, where economic return
program, at the expense of other considerations like social equity or democtasmom (Self,

2000). Accountability becomes redefined through technologies of audit as a financial accounting

of expenses and measurement of outcomes agairdefmenined benchmarks, rather than being
understood more democratically as the monitoringosiernment by the people (Ro4€96;

Lorenz, 2012). Similarly, transparency become
about governance decisions, but rather market transparency: the right to exercise purchasing

power and consumer choidsofenz, 2012). Successful stewardship of citizens and

organizational initiatives becomes synonymous with responsibilizatiorfjreaticing, and

ideally, profitability (Lorenz2012). Thusneoliberal policy reforms redefine concepts like

efficiency, accoatability, transparency, and autonomy to create a rhetoric of desirability

concerning the extension of market logics.

Encouraging consumers to value choice is central to the operation of neoliberal market
economiesThi s has made i deanpositiomadtizens asldactveparticipants ;1 0t

municipal policymaking all the more crucial in legitimating the neoliberal project (Addie, 2009;
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Theodore and Peck, 2011). In fact, a number of authors point out that neoliberalism has actually
entailedthéi r @lult 6 of n e wpaitiaipatdrygdvarnancelikeshe appointment of
professional managers of citizen engagermdémat purport to increase citizen involvement but
actuallyfunction to facilitate market expansion through th@nagemenaf citizen participation
in official avenueghat do not contest the marketization of new domains of public service
provision,and theparalleldelegitimization democratic contestation outditese channels (Peck
and Tickell, 2002; Addie, 20009; Moul der and
extent to which participatory budgeting can be approached as an extension of neoliberal logics of
governance that seek to legitimize #iee dominanceublic polidesandpublic resourcesas
opposed to a practice thagsts budgetary power in communities aodtests neoliberal policies
and practices.

Participatory budgeting can be interpreted in the context of a broader neoliberalftrend
downloading government responsibilities to individual citizens (Br@&003; Addie 2013).
Residents are given control over a small amount of funding, that is largely insufficient to meet
neighbourhood infrastructure needs, and tasked with both distptings funding and developing
a process that is participatory, deliberative and democratic. Thus, in the case of Chicago, an
environment of fiscal constraint makes participatory budgeting attractive to aldtrinetn
signal theirdemocratic credentiglbut alsoto outsoure difficult budget choiceg an
environment of fiscal constrainthis helps explain why the impetus to adopt participatory
budgeting largely came from aldermen themselves, and not community groups or social
movement organizing, akscussed irthapters 3 and.4Aldermen are willing to engage in an
expensive, timegonsuming, participatorgemocratic process because participatory budgeting

helps manage budgetary contestation in a context where neighbourhood infrastructure is severely

175

O



underfunded. Peck and Theodore point out that the way participatory budgeting has often been
takenupinNot Ameri can contexts is Aquite compati bl
and public spending accountability, decentralized service delivery, and neoliberal economic

policies more broadly2015:190). The next sectiorof this chaptewill build thesethemes

through a discussion @fho participates in participatory budgeting, and how this participation is

characterized, while the final sectiofithis chapteturnsto questions of equity and community

Who Participates in Participatory Budgeting

Paticipatory budgetingprroponentsn Chicago and beyond have placed substantial
emphasis on assessing the dynamics of participatl@nfollowing discussiomletailshow
different residents participate in participatory budgeting, and what common motiviaspire
individuals to participatdt argues that the framing of participation is a key area where
conflictual representations of the process are mobilized: neoliberal democracy necessitates the
selling of participator yangdr diced(@rai and Veiamsit,0n di ver s
2015) In Chicago, thidas led to an extensive esliirveying process, as well as pressure to
collect and publicize demographdata as demonstrating the diversity and effectiveness of the
processNonetheless, as both survey data and interviews indicate, both volunteers and voters
tend to be wealthier, whiteand more educated than the average resident of their.¥ards
There are three main opportunities for residents to participate in partigipatbgeting. The
tendency to aggregate different levels of participation into the categofipartitipand and

finon-participand obscures arcial differences in levels of involvement that have implicatioms fo

2The data sources used in the following discussion | ar
outlining particofpamhe devmogmppkriscsi ommposition of volur
budgeting process; and survey data collected by UI C fr

participatory budgeting cycle.
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the inclusivity of theparticipatory budgéig processUnder the rubric of participationesidents
may choose to volunteer with the participatory budgeting prot¢kesg may choose to attend
public meetings about participatory budgetiogthey maysimply participate in the final vote
that detemines the allocation of fundingach type of involvement is detailed briefly below.
Volunteers refers to residents who are members of a participatory budgeting committee, and
regularly attend planning and decisioraking meetings ovexspan of four to six months.
Residents who voluntediave the most substantial level of engagement with the process. They
help make procedural determinations locally in their wlayadletermining the criteria used to
rank various project proposalsichakocity wide, through the annual writing of the rules
meetingwhere terms for thentireparticipatory budgeting process are establisvaiuinteers,
guided by aldermanic staff, decide which of the dozens of project proposals are imclubded
final ballot, an important decision that structures the possibilities for fund@hmey also staff
mobile polls and other voting statiosnally, volunteers also contributieeir ownproject ideas,
developingheseproposals in conjunction withther residentsldermanicstaff, and sometimes
municipalstaffas well Throughout the course of their involvement, volunteers typically meet
the alderman and their staff, gain the exposure to municipal processes for infrastructure approval,
as well as experience with thees and regulations governing different municipal departments.
Thus, many of the civic literacy benefits associated with participatory budgeting are most greatly
reinforced at the volunteer level of engagement. In addét@mpts to creatgrocedurabnd
normative equality are mobilized in volunteer committee meetings, thoyg ohéhe deliberative
aspects of the process are most pronounced at the volunteer level of involvement as well.

A second level of involvement &tendance giublic meetings alled neighbourhood

assemblies. Afideacollectioro assemblies, any residezgnsuggest an idea for funding
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consideration through the participatory budgeting procesS. ;A\t oekpes cdield afterspecific
projectsare chosen for thigallot, residents can discuss different pcojgroposalsvith

volunteers and other community members. Attending public meetings provides residents with
some ability to shape the projects that appear on the ballot and emgagjberativediscussion
with other residentand volunteers about the relative merits of different prajétisvever,
residents who attend public meetings have limited ability to shape the rules of the process or
participate in decisions governing the structure and content ofidiebllot.

Finally, residents can also participate in participatory budgeting by voting on the final
allocation of funds. There are two types of voters: intentional voters and situational voters.
Intentional voters decide in advartoeparticipate in th@ote andntentionally visit avoting
locationi typically a school or aldermanic offiG¢eto cast their ballotDecidingto vote in the
participatory budgeting processadvanceprovidesthese votersvith the opportunity to research
projects onlingpatticipate in social media discussions about projects, and discuss projects with
family, friends, and aldermanic staff if they are so inclined

Situational voters are voters who happen acrgesatécipatory budgetingolling station.
While thesamight be voters who have other business atdldermaric office while a vote is
being conductedsituational votersnostly tend to be recruited eaobile polling statioa Mobile
polling statiors are volunteerun voting stations that are set up temporarily at @gaublic and
semipublic locations. For example, mobile voting stations are commonly set tipderto four
hours at transit stations, grocery stores, schoolsy postsecondary campuses. Mobile polling
stations are designedipull the vot®. At these stations, volunteers actively solicttgipation
from residentgyoing about their daily route typicallyunaware of the participatory budgeting

process.
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For situational voters, their participation depends on their receptiveness tofa breefl e s 0
pitch by volunteerswhether they have the time to vote on thet;spadwhether they arwilling
to demonstrate residency in the wattiSituational voters may have little to no prior knowledge
of the different projects, angsuallyare in a rushfor exampleyunning errands awn their way
to school or work. While they have accestetmthyproject descriptions and cesstimatest
the mobile voting station, the sheer volume of material can be overwhebmuhgituational
voters generally atteph to vote quickly:?? Indeed, while volunteering at a mobile polling
station,one recruitment phrase suggested by more experienced volunteers was asking potential
voters if they had five minutes for democracy, mobilizing the minimal time commitment to
perswade people to stoBituational voting ighe least involved form of participation, with
limited opportunity for participants to shape the process or engage in deliberative dialogue with
other residents.

These different forms of participati®nvolunteeing, attending public meetings, and
voting - have important implications for consideritigg equity dimensions of participation. The
development of mbile voting stationss a tactic to increase participation feagelybeendriven
by concerns with diversifying participatioho some extent, mobile voting stations have been
successful on this frontom-white people were twice as likely to vote at a mobile pollt&lsea
ward office, while the same was ¢raf moderate to loincome votergCrum et al. 2015) ow-
income and nowhite voters were ngilikely to be involved in the process as situationaters

(Crum et al. 2015But situational voting is the least engaged, least deliberative and least

2lTo be permitted to vote in the participatory budgetin
showing identification or a piece of mail, that they r
2?Personal observation from vosl umt evearyi,n @ Oalté .t wo mobi l e
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powerful form of participion. The demographic aspects of participation are discussed further
below.

The Great Cities Institutat UIC collects detailed exit surveys froparticipatory
budgetingparticipantsThe most recent round of publicly available data, from the 2013
participatory budgetingycle, surveyed 302 participants at the neighbourhood assemblies and
2,218 voters from wards 22, 45 and(46e Tabls6 and7).1?® Generally the survey data found
that voters tended to be wealthier, with higher incomes and levetkioftional attainment than
the average resident of the ward, as determined through census data. In addition, white residents
tended to participate both as voters and at public meetings in greater numbers than their

proportion of the population would suggy.

Table6: Race or Ethnicity and Participation in Participatory Budgeting in Wards 49, 45,
22*

Ward 49 Ward 45 Ward 22
Race or | Ward | Vote Assembly | Ward Vote Assembly | Ward | Vote Assembly
Ethnicity | Profile | (n= (n=129) Profile | (n=421) | (n=43) Profile | (n=377) | (n=130)
*x 1,406)
Asian 7% 3% 7% 7% 2% 0% <1% | 1% 2%
Black 27% | 3% 7% 2% 1% 0% 7% 28% 28%
Latino | 24% |12% | 9% 25% | 12% 6% 88% | 55% 50%
White | 39% |52% | 54% 64% | 81% 79% 4% 6% 5%

* Table adapted from Crum et al. (2015). Data collected through exit surveys at neighbourhood
assemblies and polling stations for the 2@D34 participatory budgeting cycle.
**Respondents asked to select all categories that applied.

A1l t hough not publicly available, |1 also have had acce
and 45 from participatory budgeting voters and neighboi
nei ghbourhood assembwyiat?2@niée¢s7wasrveryyp awmadr da 2Md r e
20 surveys and a 25%Ware@dpomse araeesull o6rr thdha4® chosen t
roughly double the response ratehdws bvetyh samidlsar Geeamo
with some variation, |likely due to the smal/l number of
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Table7: Educational Attainment and Participation in Participatory Budgeting in Wards 44
and 22*
Ward 49 Ward 45 Ward 22

Education | Ward | Vote Assembly| Ward | Vote Assembly| Ward | Vote Assembly

Profile | (n=1,406) | n=(129) | Profile | (n=421) | (n=43) Profile | (n=377) | (n=130)
<ﬁfgw 18% | 8% 6% 15% | 1% 0% 48% | 28% 10%
schoo
Hi%h I 18% | 10% 5% 26% | 7% 14% 29% | 23% 15%
schoo
diploma/
GED
Some 24% | 20% 21% 28% | 12% 16% 16% | 24% 27%
college or
vocationa
diploma
ga chel 23% |27% 26% 21% | 29% 27% 6% 11% 25%
egree
graduate 17% | 28% 36% 11% | 32% 26% 1% 8% 8%
egree

* Table adapted from Crum et al. (2015). Data collected through exit surveys at neighbourhood
assemblies and polling stations for the 2@D34 participatory budgeting cycle.

These trends were present in all wards and were exaggerated at the highef Iavelvement:
people who voted were somewhat more representative of neighbourhood demographics than
people who attended neighbourhood assemblies. There was strong participation from women
throughout the process, who were more likely to vote and atigigtibourhood assemblies then
men!?4One limitation of the exit survey data is that it does not differentiate volunteers from
public meeting attendees, or intentional voters from situational voters. These distinctions matter,
because as discussed abovey theeve implications for who holds power within the process.
Interview data provides a modetailedimpression of participation, and also an opportunity to

ask interviewees to differentiate between their perceptions of voters, meeting attendees, and
volunteers. In interviews, aldermen, resideatsd staff all pointed to volunteers, and often

voters, as being whiter, wealthiand more educated than average constituents in the wards

22 No data wasmnomohlagegnedonomfor ming peopl e.
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where they lived. A selection of representative quotes, in responsetoghu e st i on At el |
who participates in participatory budgetingo
1 AWe found that the people who both volunteer and who vote tend to be wealthier. Tend to
be more highly educated. They tend to be a little whiter thademographics. Which is
a real challenge for us. We're trying to figure out how do we bridge that gap. And | know
that's been a challenge for several wards, actuafyaff
T ACol |l ege educat ed |'mjustthrking oftlie gebplecontbd a s s é
[volunteerJcommittee this year. So there's somebody who works for an architecture firm,
somebody who works as a landscape architect, somebody who works as a structural
engineer, somebody who works for the lllinois Department of Transportation, and
somebody wh studies urban history. This is not a representative cross section of&ociety
- Residentaind Volunteer
1 AMainly the participation we have on the executive committee and as the community
reps, the body is mainly white and middle class. The education krectighed - Staff
1 fAPeople who are retired, middle to upper class folks, English speakers, homeowners, |
think in generally people that have free time and work traditioffajobs that makes it
possible for them to attend a 7pm meeadinesidentand Volunteer
One staffer even suggested that the appeal of participatory budgeting was bexgkisewthe
aldermanés conastfigrueqrce/s §inwcd ugdetd of white peoy
participatory budgeting to white, highly educated @rogressive constituents forms part of the
impetus for adopting participatory budgetiiog some aldermen, it is also understood as a

problem by residents, staff, and aldermen

182



The justification of participatory budgeting as a policy relies on paatiory budgeting
as superior to typical liberal democratic processes, like voting in elections. More specifically,
this superiority is embedded in three narratives of participatory budgeting addefalueto the
process: that it leads to more meaningfwolvement than electoral voting; that it is successful
in recruiting less engaged residents; and that it is more equitable than other liberal democratic
processes. The interview and exit survey data described above provides a mixed assessment on
all threefronts: we turn to a consideration of each of these issues in turn below. First, | discuss
motivations for involvement, and then | turn to each of the three narratives of participatory

budgeting that help legitimate the process in turn.

ResidenMotivations for Involvemenin Participatory Budgeting

Interviews revealed several overlapping clusters of motivation for involvement in
participatory budgeting among residents. Four clusters of motivation are discussed belew: issue
basedjmprovemertbased, citizenshipased, and efficaelyased.

One set of motivationsxpressed by volunteers in interviews wasiar issuebasedconcern
that mightresolvedthrough theparticipatory budgetingrocess?® For these participants, rather
than béng motivated by democratic ideals, thayderstoodhe process instrumentally, as a
means to move favoured project or policy conceamto thepublic agenda
T Al was very keen to I ook for ways to helop
shifting from the... how can we make it easier for you to ride your bike to the L or Metra,
park and get on the train? How can we get it easier for people to get around without a car

Y

i f they don't -Reaidentand doludteetr ve a car o

25 sshbimes ed moti vatiteds awerc esnuanbveeoyi od aetxai,t roughly half all
attendees and PB voters citing a specific issue as thei
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1 fWhat I've seen dhe committees, most folks that participate at that level are folks that
started with well here's a special interest of mine, it's bikes, it's this particular school
project, it's this particular park proje®Alderman

1T AThe i nter est getinghasdeeh dedining Bortpeopley who alredady know
about it, or who approach participatory budgeting as a pet project... they have their own
agenda, and the project is done, they disa
Whi ch {iStaffsado

In interview interactions, volunteers would sometimes provide technical drawings or detailed
descriptions of a recent project they were in the process of advocating for through the
participatory budgeting process. Sometimes initial prdjasied interest deloped into

sustained commitment to the participatory budgeting process itself, but sometimes individuals
become disengaged after advocating for their profgenerally, issudased motivation was
perceived by staff and other participatory budgeting preptsas less desirable than other

forms of motivation, as a seilliterested motivation that did not embody deliberative democratic
ideals concerning the pursuit of collective community gtraisugh participatory budgeting

A second, related, cluster wfotivation focused on the possibility of improvemearemised

on the notiorthat itis neitherpossible nor desirableto rely on elected officials or city staff to
address neighbourhood needs. There was a asmm®y participanthat as individualshiey
could mobilize through thparticipatory budgetingrocess to address concerns that were not
being adequately handled by the municipal governn@orisider the following selection of

interview quotes:

184



1 ARight now a lot of people delve intparticipatoy budgetingoecause they have a bone
to pickor because they want something done. And they figure gev& on
participatory budgeting's gang toget doné - Residentand Volunteer
1 Al was motivated by the sense of discontent with some gfetestrian safety issues that
| thought were pretty well taken care of where | previously lived and suddenly were not
great where | had movedde Resident and Volunteer
1 Al take pride in where | live. | know how | want to live and | know what resounceed
[to make it happemd]- Resident and Volunteer
As articulated in these quotestronly were residents motivated by a particular project idea or
area of policy concern, they were also motivated by a sense that participatory budgeting was an
opportunity to take matters into their own hands and create meaningful action on a policy issue
that they perceived as being poorly dealt with or having stagnated in other areas of municipal
governance.
A third set of motivations was a normative sense of obligation and citipeiSseral
participants noteéllfilling a sense of civic duty iexplaining their involvement, as well as a
sense that this was an unusual opportunity to be involved
1 AwWanting to be a good citizen. | know that's my compulsion, it's like | should participate
in the neighbourhood. Just to not be a naysayer, to find lnaitsrgoing oa- Resident
and Volunteer
1 il am civic minded, oriented to public service, and it seemed like a really kind of exciting
way to get involved at the local level. And | would venture that many others feel that

wayo - Resident and Volunteer
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AiMy interest grew so quickly on it because | have an interest in civic engagement of
immigrant® - Resident and Volunteer

filn generall believe in civic involvement and being a part of public life and I'd never
really lived in a place where there was this opeitation to do thai- Resident and

Volunteef?®

Here residents emphasiaalesire t@mbody certain norms of citizenstdp civic ad

communityoriented individualsParticipatory budgeting discusseds an important, and

potentially new and exciting, way to participate in locahi@ governance of their local

community.

Finally, a fourth set of motivatiordescribed by intervieweegas a sense that participation

in projects like participatory budgeti could enhancéheir sense gbersonal efficacy and feel

empoweed Sometimes this was discussed in termaad@portunity to exercisereative

influenceover the direction of municipal infrastructure fundingtedfthissense of efficacwas

postionedasuncharacteristiof municipal governance:

T

AiThe ability to decide what's going to happen with your tax dollars to have a say in that

it's so profound for people. | think it creates a higher sense of engagement of civic
engagement and civic participati that we are lacking in this coundryStaff

fiWhere else do we get to influence how tax money is spent, other than electing a person?
That has an appeal, especially because of in this case what the money is used for, which
is infrastructure improvements in our communityResident and Volunteer

AThe possibility of turning a huge government... well theoretically turning a huge

government into something that listens from the bottoot tgesident and Volunteer

2This interviewee had always | bwatd hev€hibagbpngahdvedu

of

engagement was possible can be taken as a comment
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1 AYou see people o really ardike, what is this, this is really interesting, I've never been
able to participate in my community this way, they really care about their comunity
Staff
Generally, these four aspects of motivagomsitionresidents as responsible fotfsend
neighbourhood improvement. This perspectawgergestronglythrough the second
(improvement) and third (citizenship) clusters of motivation. No longer is it reasonable for
citizens to rely on elected officials to improve public amenities and axdreas of citizen
concerng rather if residents want changes, they should be prepared to participate in the labour
of creating consensus and securing funding. Good citizenship practices now extend beyond
merely being an educated and informed voter, rdtiey requireongoingparticipation in
governance (Baiocchi and Ganuza, 2017; Pateman, 2012). This entailvarasiogir than
passive form of citizenship, but notably activist only within the channels set up for resident
engagement and involvement, as relates back to the differential treatrpebtiofparticipation
concerning theity budget as a whol@liscussedni chapter 2Because the City of Chicago is
Abrokeod residents must take matters into thei
infrastructure projects. They must do the work of auditing and cataloguing neighbourhood
infrastructure needs and ctieg an equitable and transparent process to arbitrate between those
needs.
From intervieweeddiscussions afheir motivationsfor participating two related threads
emerge. First, despite this sense among participlaatthe normative obligation of gal
citizenship requesactive participation, there was alaa@ontradictory impressidhat the
opportunity for participation provided by participatory budgeting wassual Commentsuch

asna really kind of exciti nrgallyieedinapacegvhete i nv ol v
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t here was this o pspeakoitha contradictions@mbedded incibzenshipa t o
practices thatenerateactive participatiorirom ordinary residenf@ndbroader structures of
municipal governance that stymiechyparticipation.

Second, and relatethere was &ndency talistinguishparticipatory budgeting from
partisan political initiatives. Despite the partisan dimenswparticipatory budgetinm
Chicagq discussed in chapteBsand 4 participantdrequently contrastedheir involvement with
participatory budgetingith partypolitics. Severainterviewees explicitly characterized
participatory budgeting as @opsgerthé follongngb ec au s e
quotes:

1 /A lot of the issues that Chicago's confronting, the solutions are not going to be political,
they're going to be personal, and they're going to be communal. You always have politics
in communal actions, but you know what | mean, not in governmental space. And if
we're really going to move our city forward a lot of it is going to have to be lothe
resi dents because government ei DhSaif doesnot

1 AThey feel..l mean to make it really simp[eontrasting participatory budgeting and
elections]one's government and one's politiane is like how dave spend the public
treasure, that's government, the other is how do we get people who share our values
elected into office - Resident and Volunteer

1 flt's a way to engage not in a negative sengxeaiocraticRepublican, and some of the
polarizing issues that may come to mind, but more in the sense of the simple definition |
just gave, which is who gets what, how much resources do we have, where are the needs

in engaging in that conversation at twmmunity leved - Resident and Volunteer
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This distinctionof participatory budgetinffom partisan politics speaks to the relationship of the
process to discourses of efficierayd selfhelp. As one staffer put it, participatory budgeting
coudbepressned as a Ahappy placed an example of a
through which community members made judicious, equitable and effective use of public dollars

benefitting residents, aldermen and Chicago.

Civic Learningand Demystification of Municipal Government

Advocates of participatory budgeting suggest it leads to more meaningful political
involvement than typical forms of liberal democratic political engagement, like voting in
elections or participating in publansultations. In exit survey data,%2f responderstwho
attended neighbourhood assemblies stated they had a better understanding of the infrastructure
needs of their war@Crum et al. 2015). In addition, people who attended neighbourhood
assemblies repted they increased their knowledge of khenu program, including what the
money is for and how it can be used (Crum et al. 2015).

Similarly, in interviews, civic learning was flagged as a key benefit to participatory
budgeting by both residents andeithen and their staff. For residents, the key appeal was
learning enough about the machinery of municipal government to be able tdanveael
participatory budgeting projects, but ajsmjects and objectives beyond the participatory
budgeting processsielf. These benefits were not equally distributed: unsurprisingly, volunteers
tended to develop the most advanced knowl edge
people that actually work on the projects, that's where you learn. When peoplmot#llPB as a
civic process, it teaches civics it teaches how do people work together and all that kirfid of st

and yet that's the weakest part of the pracessT he | at t er i fptalred voef aik ehsts pge
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is referencing the lack of diversity amoparticipatory budgeting volunteers, that at the
volunteer level the diversity or participation tends to be least representative.

A further civic literacydimension staff, and sometimes residentded was the potential of

participatory budgetingp demystifyand legitimatecurrent budgetary practices and costs.
Consider the following quotes:

1 ASo many people now understand | think a bit better how government and bureaucracy
work. And itédés funny because peohmkwhenar e of
you sit down and you realize the rules and the regulations that have to be followed in
order to make certain things happen, | think its easier for the public to understand why it
does take so much time to get certain things destaff

1 Aflwe can explain that to folks in simple terms by having them be part of the
conversation about where that money's spent, then | saw that as a tool to break down at
least some of the walls between government and citizeislerman

1 A Pople come out of this press with better understanding of how city budgeting works.
Because it's pretty complicatedStaff

1 Alf they just want to vote.even if they just want to vote to see in that ballot, to get a
sense of how much things costs, they'll say it costs 100,0@8udace a single city
block?really2 I t hi nk it cools people down, it co:
little less cynicab - Resident and Volunteer

1 fOne of the more | guess the nicer things alpauticipatory budgeting s t hat t her e
lot of transparency to.not just the process but to seeing the price tag of the public

infrastructure itera - Resident and Volunteer
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In these quotes, and also in other conversations, particularly with aldermanic staff, a key benefit
to participatory budgetinggasdemystification ofgovernmenbureaucracy, departments and
budgeting, in terms of the process of infrastructure installation and the regulations governing the
use of Menu fundd-or example, at one public meetihgttendedresidentsncredulousover

$200 per tree cost of a neighbooold greening initiative on thearticipatory budgeting ballot

The meeting was an opportunity to explain the breakdown of thesiisiaten detail

including the cost incurred for the tree itself, delivery, labour, and nutritional supgort.
providingan opportunity to detaithe costs of an infrastructure project, tbarticipatory

budgeting meeting was able to disrupt the notion of a wasteful and excessive government, and
instead position the costs as more reasonable and intelligikfdainedoneesi dent , Al me
there's still a learning curve for many of us. Because we don't know anything about how much a
sidewalk curb costs or these other pieces of information that are specific to the type of jobs we
can get done usi ng Therawas asense ambrg regidemtsuttctghestsartimfg o
intimate knowledge about municipal procurement and estimation practices was both necessary
and desirable for residents.

Interviews suggest that participatory budgeting does indeed lead to more meaningful
involvement in municipal governance, particularly for individuals who are able to volunteer for
the process. Beyond consultation it enables residents to develop the knowledge and connections
necessary to pursue local projects within and outside the scppetiofpatory budgeting. The
development of highly detailed, technical knowledge is desirable because it helps position
residents as a potential resource for aldermen and the city more broadly: rather than relying on
elected officials to address problentdelps cultivate an activist group of residents who are

willing to research and advocate for neighbourhood infrastruptajects. In these ways, the
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emphasis on developing technical knowledge and expertise plays into the responsibilization of
residens in municipal governance.

At the same timesame residents less experienced in municipal politics discussed the
challenges of developing the right language to participate as a volunteer. As one resident and
volunteer explainediThe people who seemedlte political people seemed to be connected to
city people, streets, and sanitation, stuff |
people all seemed to have the same language of organizing. And then there was me, who had
neither of these thingsParticipatory budgeting volunteers often had previous involvement with
local politics and/or neighbourhood groups the following quotes attest

1 Alt's a selfselecting group who are already pretty engaged in ward politics, you know,

people who know thalderman by name, people who go to zoning meetings, people who
are already sort of thinking about this procesResidentand Volunteer

1 fl think | was the only person in what they call the executive committee who had no prior

activity, you know organizedctivity of any kirdo - Residentand Volunteer

1 AThese are people who are already knowet@retty active in their communities

Residenand Volunteer

1 AThe key volunteers, those people were highly involved with our office or politically or

with aneighbourhood organization or somethingtaff

1 Aln many wards especially on therthwest side it is people who were already fairly

politically savvy, had experience working with government. Many had worked on the
campaigns for the aldermen that won; many of them were already a neighbourhood

association - Staff
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Volunteers were often political insiders or had some prior connection to the aldeofiiae.

Many of the civic engagement and civic literacy related benefits associated with participatory
budgeting only come into play at the volunteer level. This type of participation is closer to the
norms espoused by deliberative and participatoryodeatic theorists, and represents active and
intentional engagement, as well as a real possibility to shape the process. In contrast, voters have
limited engagement, and situational voters the least engagéhaata result, the lower levels

of diversity d the volunteer level call into question the degree to which participatory budgeting
produces a process that is more inclusive than other mechanisms of representative democracy.

Inclusivity is further discussed below.

Inclusivity: Intersections of Race, Class and Citizenship Among Participants

The demographic composition of volunteers and voters in participatory budgeting is a
subject of ongoing concern for residents, aldermen and staff. The legitimation of participatory
budgetingas a policy process is dependent on presenting the process as highly inclusive: the
inclusivity of participatory budgeting makes it superior not only to aldermen unilaterally
allocating menu funds on behalf of their constituencies, but also to more tonaéforms of
liberal democracy like electoral voting.

In the context of participatory budgeting in Chicago, while there was some attention to
geographic inclusion, as well as some attention to socioeconomic inclusion, concerns with

inclusivity tendeda be structured around race, as one of the most salient, significant, and

2IAl t hough Crum et al. (2015) found using exit surveys
about neighbourhood problems after wvoting, this is |ikd¢
choice of bet weemnra ornmbpeno hddemese i gfhbsust ai ni ng knowl edg
i ssblmesed knowledge into structural knowl edge, there are

shearetrrm form of engagement.
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pervasive social cleavages in Chicago. In addition, racial differences tend to overlap with
geographic and socioeconomic differences, given ongoing spatial and socioeconomic
segregabn. The presence of racially diverse participants was also mobilized as a tactic to
differentiate participatory budgeting from other political arenas which were largely understood
embodying and perpetuating racial exclusions, as summed up in the folkpatey from one
white participant:
Chicago, a lot of the politics is race based, has been, still is to a large extent. People say
there's Black Chicago, white Chicago, same planet, different worlds, and | think that's
very true. | don't know what to do @t it entirely, | think participatory budgeting can be
part of the solution. For the people that become active in participatory budgeting you talk

to each other you learn about needs, not just on your block, but over here, over there, it
gives you a broast perspective

It is unsurprising then, that inclusivitylistedaso n e o f P Bkeypilarscandgp@réad
deal of emphasis has been placed on cultivating an inclusionary process. Individuals from
diverseracialbackgrounds are prominently feagdrin promotional materigproduced by
individual wards and@B Chicago. A lack of racial inclusivity is understood by participants,
aldermen and staff alike as a problem for the process, one which requires concrete action to
redress, leading tine develpment of tactics tintentionaly cultivate diversity in the process.
This has manifestegrimarily in four waysthe development of multilingual ballots and
promotional materialghe presence of a Spanish language committee antimeaSpanish
languagdranslation in the 49ward outreach activities targetiridispanicand Black
constituenciesanda strongfocus onthe demographimetrics of diversity within the process.
Exit surveys developed by the Great Cities InstiautgIC are attached to every balland
distributed at neighbourhood assemblies. The demographic information from these ballots is

compared to that of the ward to assess which demographic categories are underrepresented and
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create plans for addressing this umdpresentation in the future. process These initiatives were
generallyiewed positively byparticipants

1 ALanguage has certainly been a barrier and that's something we've been struggling with

all along. The creation of the Spanish language committeak that's a great idea to

have that committee as a venue for people who don't speak English or people who
Spanish is their native language and they're more comfortable speaking in Spanish as a
way for them to participate as wel Resident an&/olunteer

1 il really, really love the Spanish language committee, and | love that we've been able to

bridge a lot of gaps. We're working on this project that didn't go on the ballot this year for
a public square along park street where people could come and pedes@and sing
and stuff. And the cool thing was that a lot of people from other committees were
interested, and we actually got together and it was a wekaf English and Spanish
and people brought food and we all got to design the plan, and to rsenthat
participatory budgetirlg aboud - Resident and/olunteer
Efforts around language inclusivity in particular wezeognized by many participants as
important in fostering equitable participation in participatory budgeting, as well as bridging
divides between different groups of people within the ward.

At the same time, certain groups of people were presented asl@ndpattributes that made
engagement in the process challenging. In a historical reversal, although the practice of
participatory budgeting emerged frdratin America, and indeed is much more commohatin
America than North America, sometinembersf theHispaniccommunity in Chicago were
described as lacking the necessary democratic cultural heritage to understand the importance of

the processComments representing this perspective include:

195



1 AThe Latino part of the community hasn't really meshél it so welb - Volunteer
9 Al think language and culture to a degree keep people far from things like this
Volunteer
1 Al tabvays too trying to get people of other languages to get involved. And you won't
say other languages also but other groups @amoe from places where the government
situation is a lot more dictatorial and or corrupt is the word too. So they're not used to
being told they do have a choice or they can make a detisigmiunteer
1 AThat part of the ward is made up primarily of regeatrived immigrants and so they're
understanding the whole process of how government works and so it's just a matter of
educating them and outreachAlderman
In the context of Chicago, where Sparnisamostwidely spoken language apart from English,
and which hosts the third largadtspanicpopulation in the United States, comments about
Aot her | anguageso can be read as a thinly
addition, the third and fourth comments were made by individuals from wards with large

Hispanic communities and situdtav participation in a lack of familiarity with democratic

government and norms, suggesting it could be remedied through directed educational efforts.

These comments subtly reflect stereotypes abatithn American governance and political
participation.

In direct contrast, one personldtin American heritage, familiar with the origins of
participatory budgeting, suggested that the United States might lack the necessary culture of
democratic participation for participatory budgeting to be successfyliharentrast with norms
in Latin America that encourage such participation:

For it to find footholds in the US is so bizarre to me. Ideologically it just doesn't fit with
us. | think maybe the communities that it is taking a hold in are communities of colour
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who say, AOh |l ook at you, | swtngisvotat you' r
compulsory in this country probably doesn't help with participation in participatory

budgeting, you know voting is compulsory in so many Latin American countries, you

have to vote, and | think that people are more civically engaged becahse dhey're

not[as engagedjere

In this telling,deficiencies in political participation in Chicago are due taattgence of
institutionalized participatory mechanisms in North American democracy, not cultural
deficiencies among Spanish speakeis r@tent immigrants.

Similarly, several people familiar with the process commented on the relative absence of
Black participants, not only within the wards currently practicing participatory budgeting but
also the absence of predominantly Black wsdrdm those currently practicing participatory
budgeting. Explained oneterviewee

It's not implemented as far as | know in any African American ward. It's sad that,it's not

because in the African American waytlsat's where the most needs are. There igla h

need of resources and it's not offered to them. They are not educated on it and the

al dermen keep the money to themselves that

the wealth, whereas in the white community from in my experience, it is abng tak
care of the people

In this quote, two racialfpased observations emeiigérst, the representation of Black

residents as uneducated (and therefore uninterested) and second, the representation of Black
aldermen (because the predominantly Black sadéhwards are almost entirely governed by

Bl ack aldermen) as selfish, wanting to fAdkeep
white communities where aldermen and residents are willing to texma funds. As with the

Hispanic community,thB1 ack communitydés | ow participation
of communal deficiency, lacking the proper democratic spirit and education, rather than

produced by structural factors.
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In contrast, residents who had to negotratally-informed structuralexclusions
limiting their participation, were highly aware of how accessibility was constructed through the
parameters of thprocess itself. As one interviewee indicated,ghgicipatory budgeting
processs differentially accessible to tee without English language fluency.
When I've brought up language accessibility or other people have done it, it's always
treated like we're asking for all this special stuff, and I'm like no if you see the project
expos all except for one were in Englif I'm an English speaker | get to choose to go
to this one, this one or this one. If I'm a Spanish speaker and | can't make that one, good
luck. What ends up happening is that if someone can't make it or if there's a smaller

turnout at those, then tmesponse is that oh well they must not care, well the Latino
community must not care, so then it's viewed as apathetic or how do you reach them

Thisinterviewe® s per specti ve c hHispdnieandBiecskomise i parcetnrca sl
low participation as an inherent characteristic of these communities, drawing attention to how the
process is differentially accessible to differpabple This perspective is an important
counterpoint to the replication of colourblindness within the@ss' the sentiment that the
cultural limitations of particular racial groups, rather than structural exclusions, can explain
differential participationBonillo-Silva, 2009.

The focus on racial diversity, particularly pronounced in tHewi&rd as dicussed in
chapter 4, but also present across the participatory budgeting processleigpeaks to a
perceived need to legitimate tparticipatory budgetingrocess through appeals to racial equity,
consistent with at attempt to mitigate the democudgitcits of racial neoliberalism (Omi and
Winant, 2015Bonillo-Silva, 2009. In addition,volunteers pointed out thalassbased factors
which overlap with racial differences in Chicago, li&ing able to speak the technical language
of city bureaucracy and infrastructure planningade the participatory budgeting process less

welcoming to those from less privileged class backgrounds, or with less formal education.
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The Participation oNon-Citizens andJndocumented Residents

One of the ways patrticipatory budgeting has captured the imagination of democratic scholars
and activists is through the enlargement of the scope of citizemgleipabling groups normally
excludedirom democratic partipationdue to the absence of formdizenship to participate in
the process. This includes youth under 18 andaitirens, as only demonstration of residency in
the relevant ward is necessary to vote. The potential to include those often excluded from
democratic processes was seen as a powerful indicator of the democratic potential by some
participants:

1 AAbsolutely the most impactful thing in our first roundpairticipatory budgetinwas

people saying this is the first time I've been involved intangt This is the first time
I've voted at ab - Staff
1 Al voted. I'm not a US citizen so I've never voted in anytlsng voted inparticipatory
budgetng The strength is that it does give a
who are not normally be in the electoral process. The downside is | think a lot of those
people don't realize they can voteparticipatory budgetingecause they can't vote in
anything else - Resident
The ward in this study with the greatesimberof undocumented residents is thé@®/ard,
particularly the Little Village neighbourhood where an estimatedrofaur residents are
undocumente@Enlace, 2016)EXxit survey datandicated that % of neighbourhood assembly
attendees an® of voters in the 22 Ward were not eligible to vote in regular elections (Crum

et al. 2015)2 This indicates that the process has had some success in involviciinens, at

22The dat a doiessh ntohte driessasionngusomeone was ineligible to v
the demogr aplarcae, of he hmaj2@&r ity of those who decl ared t
undocumenteéetiieaensonHoweweérn, duarme ofayt heasve ibrewmo yout h u
are permitted to vote in the parti.cipatory budgeting pi

C
t
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least in the 22 ward.

Generally, potential voters are required to demonstrate residency in sorte peaycipate
in the participatory budgeting vot®n one hand, from my observations of voting processes, as
well as the stories shared by interviewees, the bateimonstrating residency was low. Potential
voters were asked to provide a piece of identification that indicated their name and address, or a
piece of mail that indicated the same. If a potential voter was unable or unwilling to provide
identification condiningan address al t er nat e strategies were use
guestiono about the ward or asking for the pe
even in the absence fofrmalidentification, people wergypically permittecto vote. On the
other hand, the act of asking for identification in and of itself was a deterrent for potential voters
who had precarious migration status, including the recotaynapll clerks ofhames and
addresss due to fears that the information midie used to locate them or shared with law
enforcement. Consider the following comments:

1 AWe enrolled people to vote on them swearing, because they had no papers they were
willing to show us, and we have undocumented Mexicans, a lot of undocumented
Mexicn s € And people shift around, they shift
their address@és Resident and Volunteer

1 AWhen we talk tolflispanid people about it, they're like oh that sounds really cool, but |
wasn't sure what it was, and | didnant to sign up for something that would give my
information away or put me or my family in danger. So there's a lot of fear or distrust of
the government, especially when someone's undocunierfRasident and Volunteer

1 AThe Hispanic population a lot ofé are afraid that they don't want to get involved

because they're afraid that they're going to get reported and stuff not realizing that you
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know their aims could be helped... thereods
there's really no s - Resident and Volunteer
As these quotes indicate, the very act of asking for identification was a deterrent for some
participants, particularly given signals that the participatory budgeting is an official government
process including the use of geernment symbols and logos (like the Chicagyp flag) on
some patrticipatory budgeting materials, and the presence of aldermanic staff and or at times the
aldermren themseles It also speaks to the prioritization of the collection of information over
paricipation. Voters are required to provide their name, address-arai @ddress to staff. The
justification given is that this assists in maintaining the accountability of the process and
protecting against fraud, by making it possible to verify thaviddals only vote once.
However, several people also mentioned that the gathering of information serves as a conduit to
the aldermands i nformation machinefsas contac
constituency list for outreach and promotion atigg. Indeed, this latter reason for requiring
name, address anehaail address, is likely more pressing, as many volunteers admitted that the
likelihood of individuals seeking to vote multiple times is low, given the low stakes of the
funding, as well athe fact that a small pool of volunteers and staff are responsible for the voting
stations, making it difficulin most wardgor a repeat voter to go undetected. Voters could
simply be asked to state their address, and no information could be recardddri@ation
could be destroyed after the vote, and this could be indicated to potential voters. However,
measures to record and monitor voter identity was understood by staff and volunteers as
important in preserving theccountability of the processd maintaining some consistency with

anti-fraud measures employed in other municipal electoral procESses.

2Another dynamic that emerges from discussion of migra
l'iimations of sanctuary city policies. Although Chicago
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As with many political processes that exist within broader structural social frameworks of
discrimination and bias, the voting rules were sometimes unevenly enforced, for example against
people with certaimace or classndicationsthatmarked them agotentially fraudulent Consider
the following anecdote:

A woman who just seemed very poor, a dsklnned black woman who came into vote,

and she was denied the ability to vote, they said if you don't have an ID we can't let you

vote. I'm sorry who's goingptcome in from another neighbourhood to vote on a

participatory budgetingroject, on like where a light goes, but it was just shocking... |

mean | think the potential of it is really great, but | saw lots of messed up things about
who was being let in, wdhwas allowed a say in their own community

To sum up, although concerns with inclusivity underline many of the voting practices and
procedures adopted in participatory budgeting, including the voter eligibility for all residents
regardless of citizenghiand the creation of alternative protocols to demonstrate residency in the
absence of identification, voting continues to be markedbial exclusionsconsistent with a

racial state (Omi and Winant, 201B)articipatory budgeting may do better thamdéad

municipal voting processes, in terms of expanding areas of eligibility for voters, but there are
clearly limitationsi some of which manifest in contradictions between discourses of
accountability and those of inclusivity. Thequirement that voternsent to having asddress

of residence recorded to vageunderstood as necessary to legitimate the process by making it
compatible with dominant good governance logics in the context of Chicago. However, the

recording of information detesomeundocumented residents from voting

passed an ordinance declaring that all residents, regal
services, opportecnitoinest omaodbvides or administers" (Cit
be fear regarding the sharing of information between m
the election of Donaldnd@rbmp apedAméiiccanhtpré&si densanat
undocumented migrants, |ikely the | euvel mufnifcd dpmasand fdr
only increased.

202



Social Solidarities

A major area of academic discussion has been the potentially empowering effects of
participatory budgetingBaiocchi and Ganuza, 2014; Boulding and Wampler, 2010; Gilman,
2016) In contrast to much of the earlier discussion in this chapter, which has Kaigetyup
and discussed the ways that participatory budgeting can be commensurate with neoliberal logics,
this final section discusses how participatory budgeting in Chicagempoweresidentsand
creat of new social solidaritieS he participatory bugketing procesprovidesanopportunityfor
volunteers to collectivelthink through the meanings of equity arwhsider the limits and
possibilities for incorporating equity into the participatory budgeting prottesso provided
opportunities for resiehts and volunteers to meet people from different neighbourhoods and be
exposed to the concerns of individuals and communities not usually encountered.

One of the key benefits that residents cited to their participation in participatory
budgeting was thiormation of social solidarities across different geographicracidl social
groupings. Often t hi s -swawhnskystyld tacicsah aldersarial t ypi c
model of neighbourhood organizinghere differengroupscompete for funding®® The
following comments are indicative of residgigense that participatory budgeting helped expand
social solidarities, and came from residents in all the wards considered in this research project:

9 AYou build community relationshfpwith the other people who are volunt@erResident

and Volunteer

¥This modeblyplodclbl meikghbour hoatde b rwiatnh zChigc d go asrsani zer
Al'insky, whose activist work in the 1960s and 1970s col
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1 AThat's the best part of it | think. | mean getting your project funded of course, but just
meeting other people. And you still communicate with some of them now, even after
participatorybudgetings no longer activeé- Resident and Volunteer

1 fWhat all the community reps agreed and what | certainly agreed on[iBe benefit
was]more community engagement and just talking about thavgswork and happen...
more people in a communitglking to each other about what's happeaingesident
and Volunteer

1 Alt [participatory budgeting] isseless, but it's a tremendous potential to cause
community groups to form, and community groups that don't normally deal with each
other to have to cooperate in order to get the votes to get their projects passed. And early
on | saw this as a communityilding tool. It has nothing to do with meeting critical
needs of the city- Resident and Volunteer

The above comments, all from project volunteers, posit the formation of new community
relationships and informational networks as important benefitsrtizgipating in participatory

budgeting. Interestirg, the final comment is from a volunteer who saw the participatory
budgeting process as fAuselessd in terms of t
but perceivedubstantial/alue in the ommunitybuilding capacity of the proces3ften

participants were acutely aware of thays theconstraintof Menu funding limited the

empowerment potential of the process. Volunteers are unable to determine the amount of funding
subject to the process@ cannot broaden the scope to include projects beyond local

infrastructure improvements. Both the magnitude of funds and the absestmabf

programming from funding consideration limit the ability of participatory budgeting to address

equity and redisibutive concerns. Nonetheless, several volunteers expressed optimism that
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participatory budgeting could potentially act as a springboard for other forms of community
organizing as one resident suggested:
If PB [participatory budgetingjvas really cooking and had its informational fingers out
and generated community projects that were created by community groups from the

bottom up because those community groups tend to come up with things that are socially
impadful, | think the people around here couldn't blink, they would fund those things

Residents tended to emphasize the potentiality of participatory budgetiagpossibility of
mobilizing knowledge and community connections gained through particigaidgeting for
objectives beyond the scope and magnitud®lehu fundsMoreover, scial interactions
fostered througlparticipatory budgetingvere perceived tead to better understanding across
communities of difference within a given ward, be these iggatuc or racial disparities, or both.
The following quotes are examples of how some residents discussed this theme:

1 AWhen he and | (two volunteers, one white, btigpaniq talk off participatory
budgetingopics, our life experiences are so radically different, that our priorities are so
different, and we're cooperating on this stuff. So I'm segamticipatory budgetings a
tool to cause community awareness, power of groups working with each othad iote
each grabbing for themselves, they now mutually grab for this bunch of tnoney
Resident and Volunteer

1 fFor the people that become activearticipatory budgetingou talk to each other you
learn about needs, not just on your block, but over lbees,there, it gives you a broader
perspective [...] And you learn the sense that if the entire community is doing better than
my little area of it does better toeResident and Volunteer

1 AThe one part that | really liked was when we would go to thewartommunities we

went to four or five different parks for all the park projects, and | got to see other parks.
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And if it wasn't forparticipatory budgeting probably would not have had that exposure
- Resident and Volunteer
1 AThere seems to be hypecalism also in the ward, where many of the neighbourhoods
have a firm sense of identity and from what | understand in the past, some of these
neighbourhoods ended up being kind of pitted against each other for resources. So | think
participatory budgetig is an opportunity to change thaiResident and Volunteer
Thus residents suggest thakay benefit to participatory budgetimgbuilding relationships
between different communitiés eachward and gaining a better understanding of the needs and
concerns residents from different neighbourhoods have. These comments also indicate that some
volunteers see participatory budgeting as leading to a less parochial arehseiéd
understanding afommunityneedsThis observatiorstrongly connects to some of the benefits
associated with deliberative democréadye potential foengagement structured around
common conceptions of the collective good, rather than individuaindeiestWhether tle
community building enabled through participatory budgeting leads to collective mobilization in

other areas of municipal politics and governance remains to be seen.

Conclusion Participation Beyond the oOUsual

The justification of participatgrbudgeting as a poligyracticerelies onnarratives 6
participatory budgetings producingnore meaningfutivic engagemerthan electorapolitics;
as being morsuccessful in recruiting resideritem diverse socioeconomic and racial
backgroundsandas being morequitable than other liberal democratic processes. The interview
and exit survey data described above provides a mixed assessment on all thregvindets.

participatory budgeting dogermit residents to have the final say on minor infrastructure
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choices a level of authority and decisianaking power, that interviewees described as exciting
and unusual many interviewees also expressed frustration with the constraints of the process
andthe inability to use Menu funds to address the deep and pressing needs of their communities.
In terms of success recruiting less engaged residents, in the case of Chicago this is largely true of
situational voters at mobile voting stations. In costirat more substantive levels of engagement
that offer opportunities to participate in deliberative exchanges with other residents and staff,
mostof the engaged residents tend to be more privileged in terms aimd@®cioeconomic

position. Finally, interms of fostering more equitable participation and expanding participation
opportunities to residents without formal citizenship, the results of participatory budgeting in
Chicago are again mixed. While substantial efforts to pursue equity were madeyinvards,

including the establishment of specialized committees and processes, often these efforts were
subjugated to needs to use the participatory budgeting process to collect information on
constituents or were not accompanied by a willingness to engatifficult discussions about
experiences of racial discrimination in elements of the process.

This chaptenlso sought tinvestigate the relationship between participatory budgeting
and neoliberal governancéhere are affinities between the respbilziation of individuals and
communities associated with neoliberal restructuring and participatory budgeting as a process
that is heavily reliant on informal and voluntary labour, and responsibilizes individuals for types
of infrastructuredevelopment ahproblemisolving historically addressed by paid municipal
employees. At the same tine,more engaged levels of participation, through volunteering and
attending public meetings, participatory budgeting can serve as a basis for the development of
socialsolidarities across neighbourhood, ethnic, and racial distinctions. The potential for

participatory budgeting to build social solidarities is an important caveat to some of the more
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cynical narratives of participatory budgeting projects, and can havdaipatgd effect§ for

example, in the 49ward, where a former participatory budgeting staff person is running for
aldermanic election against Alderman Joe Moore on a progressive platform that includes housing
affordability, racial justice, and ending charter schools. Helping a political oppderegibp the
necessary network and support to mount a campaign for office is likely not what Alderman

Moore intended when instituting participatory budgeting. But it speaks to the democratic

potential of any processthat creates space feocial solidaty and community buildingA

complex question thaiequires further researcis, whether these moments of community

building translate to sustained political action in other arenas.
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Concluson: BottomUp or TopDown?Reflecting on Empowerment
throughParticipatory Budgeting

This dissertation has used the experience of Chicago, Illinois, with participatory
budgeting asraentrypoint to examine the relationship between neoliberal restructuring and
participatory governance in cities. Through a critical institutionalist lens that draws on aspects of
political economy and critical race theory, | examine how participatory budgetingadisyaand
budgetary practice interacts with broader aspects ofaipahgovernancand social inequality

In the first chapter of the dissertation, | review the literature on participatory budgeting
and outline the theoretical concepts, particularly critical institutionalism, neoliberalism, and
colourblind racism, thahform my subsequent analysis. | note that while there was initially a
tendency in the literature to take participatory budgeting as inherently empowering, more
recently, there has been a critical turn in the literature on participatory budgeting, with so
initial proponent of the process questioning initial assumptions. In both cases, there has been a
shortage of contextualized empirical studies that examine how participatory budgeting projects
play out on the ground, particularly in terms of navigatiigily raced and classed
neighbourhood cleavages.

In the second and third chapters, | begin to address this gap by providing a historical
account of the development of municipal pol it
clientelist machine gdiics, and the declining acceptability of patronage relatibas
necessitated the creation of new tacticaldérmanieconstituencyelationship building. One of
these tactics has been contmacpinstripepatronage, and another has been the creation
participatory democratic initiatives that involve constituents in aspects of governance. Citywide

analysis of the political orientation of aldermen indicate that the latter strategy has particularly
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appealed to aldermen who identify as progressive,amdmorincumbents, and who faced
strong electoral competition in their wards. The disproportionate adoption of participatory
budgeting by aldermen who display#fecharacteristics indicates that there is an important self
interested electoral componeatthe emergence of participatory budgeting in particular wards.
This observation calls into question the description of participatory budgeting projects as
primarily communitydriven.

In the fourth chapter, | examine participatory budgeting at the weet| lesing interview
data and participant observation to outline how in different wards participatory budgeting
became oriented around different neighbourhood tensions. In'theat, participatory
budgeting became hypart t uned t o (¢ uteysot;i oi'hasrd,dhedarfgladgevole r s i
iredevel opment o was central to the9wardrticipat
di scussions fequityo held greatest salience.
and equity represented a siggant neighbourhood cleavage, exacerbated by neoliberal
restructuring and budgetary austerity. The orientation or participatory budgeting around these
framings represented efforts to contain these tensions and build cohesion and support for the
aldermarthrough the participatory budgeting procdashe case of the 22ward, the
Al dermanés perception that participatory budg
neighbourhooequity, was a key reason why the process discontinued despite a group of
neighbourhood activists committed to its continuation.

The fifth chaptepof this dissertatioinvestigates the relationship between participatory
budgeting and neoliberal governamdeesidents. The chapter seeks to capture the uneven and
contested nature of participatory budgeting in Chicadernogatingooth the production of new

neoliberal subjectivities of governance through the participatory budgeting process, but also the

210



opening of space to build collective solideggand expand claims to democratic participation
that challenge elite authoritintervieweesuggest that a key benefit to participatory budgeting is
building relationships and gaining a better understanditigeofieeds and concerns residents
from different neighbourhood$Vhether this community building translates to collective action
in other sociopolitical arenas is unclear, but a potentially important area of investigation for
future research.

The remaindr of thisconclusionbuilds on themes raised earlierg@pple with the
question of whaempowerment could look like within the participatory budgeting pro&&ss.
Inglis differentiates between empowermeygople developing capacity to act within thetegs
and emancipatiarworking outside the system to analyze and change existing systems of power
(1997). Whilelanguage oEmpowerment gained credence in the social movements of the 1960s,
Inglis argues thatendency to treat empowerment as synonymatls devolutionhasled
language of empowerment to be applietbtmlizedtactics thaincorporate individuals and
groups into dominant power structures, rather than challenge expstivey relations. Similarly,
scholars of local democracy have questiotnediempowerment thesisthe notion that local
participation in governance is inherengimpowering (Nylen2002;Purcell 2006. Thus, even
within the more limited terms of empowerment, as contrasted with emancipation, a closer
examination ofvhether participatory budgeting is empowering is warrarRadicipatory
budgeting is neither oppressive nor emancipatory, rather the social dynamics produced through
its practice depend on its origination, orientation, and implementation. Under whaiocend
might participatory budgeting be empowering for residents, and how can community

organizations and organizers steward those conditions moving forward?
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The attempt to apply a theoretical framework of empowerment to the practice participatory
budgetirg has been most thoroughly developed through an analysis by Baiocchi and Gamuza
2014article titled, AParticipat of’?Baio®bhidndet i ng as
Ganuzabs anal ysi s betveenvbat thay oalthe cothinunittigeraednt i at i on
empowerment dimensions of the process. The communicative dimensions concern the internal
structure of a participatory budgeting process, including who patrticipates in discussions, the
degree of procedural equity among participaatsl the qualt of participatory discussionfn
contrast, the empowerment dimensions focus on whether participatory budgeting influences the
exercise of political power and municipal decisimaking more broadlyBaiocchi and Ganuza
suggest participatory budgeting iorfd Alegrewas able tanstigate a prepoor shift in
municipalgovernancelue to the presence of both communicative and empowerment
dimensionsparticipatory budgetingrecipitated series of institutional reforms that connected
popular decisiommaking tothe exercise of political power. In contrast, a purely communicative
focus on the structures and procedwfgarticipatory budgetinggads to the treatment of
participatory budgetings a t echnical solution: a fAsimpl e g
preferences, adjusting it to the routines and goals set by the New Public Management
frameworlo (Baiocchi and Ganuz2014: 42) Baiocchi and Ganuzaevelop an explicit set of
criteriafor assessing the empowerment potential of participatory budgstiggesting
researchers consider four specific empowerment dimensions, to assess pdréthpatory
budgetingprojects are connected to centers of municipal power and deaisikimg. These

dimensions are paraphrased below.

B¥2Despite the use of fAemancipationo in the titim, Baioc
t er msmpoofwe® me nt
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1 The primacy of participatory forums: ateey the primary means of communication
between government and residents?

1 The scope of budget issues: how much of the budget is disbursed tpestigipatory
budgetingandhow important is that part of the budget to social justice considerations?

1 The degree of participatory powierthe process: are there institutionalized, direct and
transparent links betwegrarticipatory budgetingnd government action? Do politicians
arnd/or staff retain discretion over the implementation of projects after they are chosen for
funding?

1 The selfregulation of participatory forums: do participants determine the rules of
participation and do those rules consider the needs of the most magtheesident?

Are social justice criteria included in the process? (2014: 39).
These four criteria move froan inwardgazing assessment of participatory budgefiocused
on critiquing and improving the internal dynamics of the process, to considgudrticipatory
budgeting might build the capacity of people to act with the constraints of existing systems of
governance

In the case of Chicago, we can considaw well the participatory budgeting practice
adheres to Bai oc c hi ThafirsttwoGampowernebt simdnsiocasnaeewo r k .
primacy and scope: how important are participatory forums as a point of contact between
residents and elected officials, and to what extent are important social justice issues able to be
addressed through the paipatory budgeting proce®s

As discussed in chapter 5, aldermen and aldermanic staff did cite the sharing of
information as a key benefit to the participa

hear about a ton of things that we can fix withibig [participatory budgeting] process when we
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do the neighbourhood assemblies. And it's in an environment where we're coming to people and
saying hey tell us your problemsé we get a | o
turn, residents ¢én cited greater knowledge of and interaction with the aldermanic office as a

key benefitof their participationNonethelesgsheimportance of participatory budgeting as a

conduit between aldermen and residents often was limited by the scope ofitliegbary

budgeting process. Because participatory budgeting is only assigned to physical infrastructure,

and also constrained by a relatively small budate$1l million in capital funds per ward,

significant neighbourhood issues are incapable of beidgeased through the participatory

budgeting processs currently constitutedhs one communi ty thmeweber expl
education | think is priceless in a lot of ways although it comes with, again, coming back to the
limitations of whatmenmoney i s and can be used f.cdAB turns
discussed in chapters 4 and 5, this often leads to frustration on the part of residents with the
limitations of the participatory budgeting process for addressing equity and setica ju

considerations.

While there are more and less equitable ways to allocate neighbourhood infrastructure
funds,the allocation of funding to pave a road or install garbage cans can only go so far towards
addressing social inequalityeBp neesl expressg by community members in Chicago
including employment, housing, policing, and social programming, are only minimally addressed
through the process, and only through creative maneuvers. For example, one alderman bragged
about getting around the ineligiiyl of the funds for employment initiatives by hiring local
youth to paint a mural, which technically qualifieat participatory budgeting fundings an
infrastructure project. The limitation of participatory budgeting to local infrastructure funds of $1

million per ward stands in marked contrast to Porto Alegre where up to a third the entire
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municipal budget was allocated through participatory budgeting, including funds for social
programming. It also limits the use of participatory budgeting to stimbtaseder conversations
about the use of municipal funds for redistributive social welfare initiafivass, Imitations in
the scope and primacy of participatory budgeting in Chisagyaficantlycurtail its
empowerment potential.

The last two criteridior empowerment that Baiocchi and Ganuza raise are the degree of
participatory power in the participatory budgeting process, and theegelfation of
participatory forums. Both of these considerations are linked. As discussed in chapter 3, a
frustrationon the part of residents was often the lack of institutionalized and direct links between
the participatory budgeting process and other avenues of government action, so that when
residents raised concerns that were beyond the scope of the participdgetinmuproject, there
werefew options for moving thesideasforward, nor were thern@stitutionalizedconnections to
othermunicipalforumsor departmentbetter suited to address thesmands. Similarly, while
residents generally maintain some didorebver the implantation of projects, at times;eiving
information about the implementation process has been difficult and projects have been delayed
particularly for projects deemed creative or unusual uses of Menu niSwithin the
participatory budgeting process, appeals to expert authority and knowledgeratimesised
to stymie or delay more creative or atypical uses of Menu funds proposed by community
members to address unmet needs.

More concerning for the degreepdrticipatory power is the extent to which these

projects exist at the individu¥Ywardintichted;threanoés d

3BANn example of t kiosnet hpeogafabadlhawl waasm to fund the ins
a |l ocal l'ibrary. While the carpet received sufficient \
muni ci pal sttaatfifon iwmapsl esmebnst anti ally del ayed by concerns
be within the scope of acceptable uses for Menu funds.
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entire process can berminated with little to no notiaéthe alderman no longer deems it
feasible or kneficial. The 22'ward is not unique, in that roughly half the wards in Chicago that
have tried participatory budgeting have ceased the practice. The lack of institutionalized
mechanisms, to help maintain these processes, then, limits the degreeipigpairyi power.

Similarly, at first glancahe degree of seliegulation in the participatory forums is high
participants from each ward collaborating in writing and revising the rules for the process each
year, and though this process and the rules of the process do foreground social justice
considerations like equity. More broadly, howevegrthis little evidencéo datethat
participatory budgeting hangendered the creation abader participatorglemocratidorums
that could influence governmeaoititside of the participatory budgeting pess Indeed, as
discussed irhapter2, the municipal governmeirt Chicago has remained hostile toward public
input, both within structured forums for soliciting participation, like budget townhmltglso
towards demands made through social movermsrdscommunity organizing. Even individual
aldermen who engage with participatory budgetiray react with hostility towards participatory
democratic actions outside the participatory
housing activists deamstrates.

To summarize, the empowerment potential of participatory budgeting cagthhas
been curtailedby limitations in thescopeof the procesandaninability to engendea broader
culture changé& municipal governanceat welcomes participatpdemocracy in other
avenues. Where the greatest gains in terms of empowerment have been achieved, they have
largely been in terms of individual learning and capacity building, wtoctid bolster the
possibilities for collective action in other forunionethelessas Inglis (1997) points out,

individual forms ofempowermenarelimited in their ability to address structural social,
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economic and political oppressiofisis leads us tthequestion of how we might think beyond
individualistic models of empowerment. Under what conditions could we imagine a participatory
budgeting practice that contributesnimally an empowering processspirationally one with
emancipatory potential

This detailed investigation of participatory budgeting in Chicago leaves me with three
observations and suggestions regarding empowerment.Hevsfparticipatory budgeting
projects become actualized matters. phit of origini with community groupseleced
officials, private entities, or ndor-profitsi is important if we understand empowerment as
foregrounding peopl esd6 c ap ac iAtcgmmunityingiatianofwi t hi n
a participatory budgeting projethen, is an expression oé@ple coming together and acting to
demand more power in governance, in a way that is very differentitbattualization of
participatory budgeting through elite pressures. In each case, different interests are at play, which
mobilize and constrain th@ocess in different ways. A pitfall of the aldermanic initiated cases
observed in Chicago has been a reluctdocpeople with a negative association with the
aldermen to become involved, as well as the pressure to present a simplified veneer of
participatory democrati©iarmony which makes it difficult to deal with racial tensions atiner
exclusions in a transparent dmonestmanner. Moreover, because aldermen initiate participatory
budgeting projects for strategic electoral interests, when thosestgahift, participatory
budgeting projects risk dissolution regardless of community support or investment in the process.
To sum up, while aldermanic initiation has been the dominant form of expansion, the most
empowering examples of participatory budggtre likelycommunityinitiated.

Second and related, the reluctance of municipal government in Chicago to institutionalize

participatory budgeting at levels of governance beyond those of individual aldermen has limited
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the empowerment potential of the process. This is because of batisttizlity of relying on
funds allocated through aldermanic discretion, and also because the discretionary funds available
to aldermen are limited-here is some potential to expand participatory budgeting to other
sources of funds. For example, the uspasticipatory budgeting for TIF funds, as piloted in one
district in 2014, could help democratize a notoriously opaque and heavily criticized municipal
financing tool. However, there has been little political interest in disbufd$kfunds through
paricipatory budgeting, perhaps because the contradictions between community needs-and elite
interests manifest more strongly through these funds, which are often captured by large
corporations and developers as discussed in chaery@nd merely applyinthe participatory
budgeting process to different fiscal tools, a more substantial questiow participatory
democratic methods could be appliedéb the terms of the municipal budget as a whole,
includingsocial programing, and revengeneratn. Without an expansion of participatory
democratic effortinto these areas, the empowerment poteafiphrticipatory budgeting
limited simply because the scope and magnitude of funds available for disbursal are insufficient
to address pressing communitgeds, and the terms under which the municipal budget is set
remain isolated from popular participatiandinput.

Finally, for participatory budgeting to be empowering, it is necessary for it to engender a
broader participatory culture shiftat challeges individualistic notions of empowerment.
Indeed, as chapter 5 has argued, participatory budgeting in Chicago has had some success in
building the civic capacity of individuals to work within existing governance structures. Yet
individualistic conceptios of empowerment as a personal goal are insufficiesttifothe
economic, political and social power structures of existing systeonghe empowerment

potential of participatory budgetirig be realizedit is necessary tdevelopa participatoryethos
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thatentailspeople participating in matters of governance as a matter of collectivéRagkiman,
2012).This includes participation within formal municipal processes and avenues for democratic
involvement, but also taking seriously public demands nfadeigh social movements and
organizing efforts, that may take unruly forms and challenge the limits of respectability politics.
Without a broadeshift towards recognizing and validatipgrticipatorydemocratic
politics, participatorybudgeting risks manifesting as solated andommodified form of
participatory democracy: standaloneinitiative that is palatable to eliteas ameando sell their
democratic credentials and improve their constituency relatioregnains to be seevhether
participatorybudgetingn North America can be meaningfully linkedrtwore substantive and

multifaceted shifts inhe exercise of political powenore broadly
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AppendixA: Interview Guides

InterviewGuide for Residents

Preamble

The purpose of this interview is to gain better understanding of participatory budgeting in this ward. This

interview has three main parts: First, I 61 | ask vy
(and show a map @he ward and neighbourhoods). Second, | will ask you about the participatory
budgeting process. Third, I 61 | ask you a few ques

answers to these questions: | am interested in your personal perspectiveoanddge. Interviews are
normally taperecorded, and this simply provides for accurately keeping track of information.
Subsequently the tape will be destroyed. Your participation is voluntary: should you wish to skip a
guestion, or at any time wish to steptirely, you may do so without prejudice to you. Please feel free to
ask me any questions that might arise during the interview.

A) Ward/Neighbourhood

T What part of the ward do you spend most of your time in?

1 Can you tell me something about this ward?
A Prompt: the history, the people, the environment, the geography

1 What are some of great things about this ward?
1 What are some of the challenges facing this ward?

1 Why do you think participatory budgeting began in this particular ward?
B) Participatory Budging

1 How did you personally become involved in participatory budgeting?

91 Inyour opinion, what is participatory budgeting? How would you explain it to someone who had
never heard of the term?

1 Inyour opinion, what is the purpose of participatory budgeting?
A Prompt: What are the reasons for engaging in it?

1 How did participatoy budgeting start in this neighbourhood?
A Prompt: When did it start, who was involved?

1 How would you describe the people involved in participatory budgeting?
A Prompt: Do you notice any patterns in terms of who is involved?
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0 What do you think motivates pgle to get involved?

1 Are there any people who you notice are not involved in participatory budgeting?
0 What do you think are some barriers people face to participating in participatory
budgeting?
o Are there any reasons youritobe?l ess involved

1 What is the role of residents, people living in the ward, in participatory budgeting?
1 What is the role of the local councillor in participatory budgeting?

1 What is the role of municipal staff, people working for the cityparticipatory budgeting?
C) Evaluation

1 How do you understand the goals of participatory budgeting in this ward?
T How would you judge the success of a participatory budgeting process?
1 What are some of the major challenges patrticipatory budgeting hadriabedward?

T Is there something you are proud of accomplishing through the participatory budgeting process
here?
D) Democracy

1 Have you ever been involved in the municipal budget process, aside from participatory
budgeting? (ex. budget consultations, ¢eetdsubmissions, public meetings). What was that like?

1 Have you ever been involved in municipal politics, aside from participatory budgeting (ex. ran for
office, worked on a campaign, been part of an advocacy group, movement, etc.). What was that
like?

f Whatdés your impression of politics? What rol e,

1 Inyour opinion, what does democracy mean?
Prompt: definition, characteristics, associations

1 What relationship, if any, do you see between democracy and participatory budgeting?
E) Blind Spots

T I's there anything we havenodét talked about yet,
Thank you/wragup.

1 Can you refer me to anyone else | could talkviiild you be willing to fill out a short
voluntary questionnaire with some demographic questions?
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Interview Guide for Municipal Civil Servants

Preamble

The purpose of this interview is to gain better understanding of participatory budgetingwatHisT his
interview has three main parts: First, I 61 | ask vy
(and show a map of the ward and neighbourhoods). Second, | will ask you about the participatory
budgeting process. Tibns abdut derho@racly. There &re no dght oawrohge w qu e s
answers to these questions: | am interested in your personal perspective and knowledge. Interviews are
normally taperecorded, and this simply provides for accurately keeping track of information.

Subsequetly the tape will be destroyed. Your participation is voluntary: should you wish to skip a

guestion, or at any time wish to stop entirely, you may do so without prejudice to you. Please feel free to

ask me any questions that might arise during the irdervi

A) Background

1 Can you describe what you do in your employment position with the City?

1 What sort of involvement have you had in participatory budgeting projects, through your role
with the City? Outside of this role?

1 Why do you think participatory loigeting began here, in this particular City?
B) Participatory Budgeting

1 In your opinion, what is participatory budgeting? How would you explain it to someone who had
never heard of the term?

1 Inyour opinion, what is the purpose of participatory budgeting?
A Prompt: What are the reasons for engaging in it?

1 How did participatoy budgeting start in this City?
A Prompt: When did it start, who was involved?

1 How would you describe the people involved in participatory budgeting?
A Prompt: Do you notice any patterns in terms of who is involved?

0 What do you think motivates people ta gesolved?
1 Are there any people who you notice are not involved in participatory budgeting?

0 What do you think are some barriers people face to participating in participatory
budgeting?
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1 What is the role of residents, people living in the wargarticipatory budgeting?
1 Whatis the role of the local councillor in participatory budgeting?

1 What is the role of municipal staff, people working for the city, in participatory budgeting?
C) Evaluation

1 How do you understand the goalspaiticipatory budgeting?
1 How would you judge the success of a participatory budgeting process?
T What are some of the major challenges patrticipatory budgeting has in this city?

1 Do you think participatory budgeting has been successful in this city?
D) Demaracy

1 How would you compare resident involvement in the municipal budget process more generally to
resident involvement in participatory budgeting projects?

T Whatdods your i mpression of politics? What rol e,

1 In your opirion, what does democracy mean?
Prompt: definition, characteristics, associations

1 What relationship, if any, do you see between democracy and participatory budgeting?
E) Blind Spots

T I's there anything we haveiinpdrtanttarmentord® about yet,
Thank you/wragup.

1 Can you refer me to anyone else who has been involved | could talk to?
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Interview Guide for Councillors/Aldermen

Preamble

The purpose of this interview is to gain better understanding of participbtmigeting in this ward. This
interview has three main parts: First, l o1l | ask vy
(and show a map of the ward and neighbourhoods). Second, | will ask you about the participatory
budgeti ng pr askywsasfew qliebtions abput derddcracy. There are no right or wrong

answers to these questions: | am interested in your personal perspective and knowledge. Interviews are
normally taperecorded, and this simply provides for accurately keeping track arhirattion.

Subsequently the tape will be destroyed. Your participation is voluntary: should you wish to skip a

guestion, or at any time wish to stop entirely, you may do so without prejudice to you. Please feel free to

ask me any questions that might ardsging the interview.

A) Ward/Neighbourhood

T What part of the ward do you spend most of your time in?

1 Can you tell me something about this ward?
A Prompt: the history, the people, the environment, the geography

1 What are some of great things about this ward?
T What are some of the challenges facing this ward?

1 Why do you think participatory budgeting began in this particular ward?
B) Participatory Budgeting

1 How did you personally become involved in participatory budgeting?

91 Inyour opinion, what is participatory budgeting? How would you explain it to someone who had
never heard of the term?

1 Inyour opinion, what is the purpose of participatory budgeting?
A Prompt: What are the reasons for engaging in it?

1 How did participatory budgeting start in this neighbourhood?
A Prompt: When did it start, who was involved?

1 How would you describe the people involved in participatory budgeting?
A Prompt: Do you notice anyagterns in terms of who is involved?

0 What do you think motivates people to get involved?
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1 Are there any people who you notice are not involved in participatory budgeting?
0 What do you think are some barriers people face to participatjpayiicipatory
budgeting?
o Are there any reasons youdre |l ess involved

1 Whatis the role of residents, people living in the ward, in participatory budgeting?
1 What is the role of the local councillor in participatory budgeting?

1 What is the role of municipal staff, people working for the city, in participatory budgeting?
C) Evaluation

1 How do you understand the goals of participatory budgeting in this ward?
T How would you judge the success of a participatory budgeting process?
1 Whatare some of the major challenges patrticipatory budgeting has faced in this ward?

T Is there something you are proud of accomplishing through the participatory budgeting process
here?
D) Democracy

1 How would you compare resident involvement in the municipal budget process more generally to
resident involvement in participatory budgetirmgjpcts?

T Inyour opinion, what does democracy mean?
Prompt: definition, characteristics, associations

T  What relationship, if any, do you see between democracy and participatory budgeting?
E) Blind Spots

T I's there anything we havenot tal ked about yet,
Thank you/wrapup.

1 Can you refer me to anyone else | could talk to?
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Appendix B: Ethics Formand Approval

York University Ethics Forms

HUMAN PARTICIPANTS REVIEW SUB-COMMITTEE (HPRC)

Protocol Form

Who should complete this Protocol Form?
All faculty members (including contract, adjuncts, and seconded) who are conducting funded or un-funded, minimal or
more than minimal risk* research that involves the use of human participants. must complete this Protocol Form.
Students who are conducting funded minimal or more than minimal risk research that involves the use of human
participants must also complete this form. This includes all experiments, interviews, and participant observation. If you
are a student and your research is non-funded AND minimal risk, please consult with your Department Chair’s,
Graduate Programme Director’s or Faculty Dean’s office to discuss the approval process for your research.

How long will the review process take?
The average time to process minimal risk protocols is approximately twenty working days from the date of receipt in
the Office of Research Ethies (ORE). INCOMPLETE OR ILLEGIBLE PROTOCOLS WILL BE RETURNED
TO THE RESEARCHER. WHICH WILL DETAY THE PROCESS.

Online Ethics Review System
If you would like to submit your protocol using the Online Ethics Review System, please click on the following link:
http://www.vorku.ca/research/support/documents/#ethics. Please note that the system is currently only accessible to

faculty members and requires a York Passport Account. Hardcopies are not required if you are submitting your
protocol via the online system.

Who can I contact if I have any questions?

Please contact the Coordinator, Research Fthics Review, Office of Research Fthics at ext.55201 or
(wjokhoo(@yorku.ca).

*The HPRC uses the definition of minimal risk as outlined in the SSHRC/NSERC/CIHR I7i-Councii Policy Statement “Ethical Conducr for
Research invelving Humans” (December 2010): “If potential subjects can reasonably be expected to regard the probability and magnitude
of possible harms implied by participation in the research to be no greater than those encountered by the subject in those aspects of his or her
everyday life that relate to the research then the research can be regarded as within the range of minimal risk™ (p. 1.5). An expanded version
of this definition 1s available from ORE upon request.

Please submit completed form and attachments (plus six copies) to:
Secretary, Human Participants Review Sub-Committee

Office of Research Ethics

5% Floor, Kaneff Tower

**Hardcopies are not required if you are using the Online Ethics Review System

Checklist:

B4 Original. plus six copies

[<] Form is signed

Consent statement is attached (informed consent form, letter, online consent or verbal statement)

(<] Additional Documentation (Ethics approval certificates/ letters of permission from other institutions or
departments, a sample of the interview questions. questionnaires or survey if applicable) **

** Please visit our website for Guidelines on:

¢  Research in an Online Environment * FEthical & Hazard Identification Guideline for
*  Research Conducted by External Researchers Classroom and Research Projects Conducted at York
*  Research in Hospital Clinical Settings University

*  Research in Educational Settings *  Research Involving Aboriginal Peoples

®  Research Involving Minor Age Participants *  Aboriginal Research - Checklist for Researchers

*  Research with People who are Homeless ¢ Invasive Procedures

*  Data Secunty Guidelines

Note: Protocols involving Invasive Procedures and/ or the collection of human bodily fluids will NOT be accepted for review unless
the Health & Safety Checklist 1s completed and all relevant documentation 1s attached (e.g. Biosafety Permut, Proof/ Certification of
delegation of the controlled act by the relevant registered Health Professional. Radiation Safety Permit).
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PART A - GENERAL INFORMATION

A. Name of Principal Investigator(s): Laura Pin

B. Department and Home Faculty (or Research Centre/Institute): Political Science

Campus Mailing A(l(lress:_ Extension: n/a E-mail: _

C. Names of any other persons involved in the data collection:
Name Role Institution/ Research Centr

-2

h

o

w2

D. Status of Principal Investigator:
] York Faculty Member
I Graduate Student
[] Undergraduate Student
[ ] Other:

If student. please provide course director’s or supervisor’s name: Dr. Dennis Pilon

E. Title of Research Project: Participatory Budgeting in Canada and the United States: Neoliberalisr
Governimentality and Democracy

F. Is this research defined:
] Minimal Risk
[ ] Non-minimal Risk
(Please see (*) footnote on first page for definition of minimal risk.)

G. If vour research involves the use of human tissue/ blood/ body fluid and/or invasive
procedures, please refer to the Submission and Ethics Review Guidelines for Research
Involving Invasive Procedures and/or Collection of Human Bodily Fluids confirm
whether Biosafety approval is in place:

[ ] Yes - Please append a copy of vour approval certificate to vour application
[ ] No - HPRC protocol cannot be reviewed until the ACOBS approval certificate is in place.

[
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D] Not applicable

For more information on Biosafety please contact the Occupational Health Coordinator & Biosafety
Officer, Phone: x44745

H. If your research involves the use of radioactive materials and/or radiation exposure,
please confirm whether Radiation Safety approval is in place:

(] Yes - Please append a copy of your approval certificate to your application
] No - HPRC protocol cannot be reviewed until the Radiation approval certificate is in place.
D4 Not applicable

For more information on Radiation training please contact the Radiation Safety Officer (RSO).
Department of Occupational Health and Safety. x44745

I. Does your research involve Aboriginal/ Indigenous Peoples?
[ ] Yes — Please complete and append a copv of the ‘Checklist for Researchers’. Your protocol will
first be reviewed by the Aboriginal Research Ethics Review Advisory Group.
B No

J. Is this a revised version of a protocol previously reviewed by the HPRC?
[[]Yes
B No

If yes. please explain:

K. Approximate dates for proposed study:
Start: January 1, 2016 End: December 1, 2016

L. Is any anticipated funding for this project from internal (i.e.. York University) sources?
[]Yes
D4 No

If yes. what is the funding source?;

M. Is any anticipated funding for this project from any external (i.e., outside York) sources?
[]Yes
] No

If yes. what is the funding agency and/or program?:

PART B - RESEARCH INFORMATION
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In layperson’s terms, please provide a general and brief description of the research (e.g.,
hypotheses, goals and objectives, etc.).

My PhD dissertation project is a comparative case-study of participatory budgeting projects in
Hamilton. Ontario and Chicago. Illinois. Participatory budgeting projects are a form of public policy
where residents directly determine budgets. My research seeks to fill a gap in terms of the relative
neglect of Canadian case studies in the literature on participatory budgeting. as well as the absence of
comparative work addressing Canadian participatory budgeting projects at the municipal level. It will
also be relatively unique in explicitly mobilizing a governmentality approach to examine participatory
budgeting. a topic more commonly broached through democratic theory. My research has a number of
goals, including

- Enhancing our understanding of how deliberative democracy works on the ground.:

- Providing a systemic and critical overview of participatory budgeting:

- Situating participatory budgeting in broader macroeconomic trends:

- Analyzing the relationship between neoliberalism and deliberative democratic initiatives:

State who the participant(s) will be (e.g., experimental subjects, interviewees, community
members to be observed, etc.). Please provide details about the research subjects that are
relevant to your particular research (number, age, sex, students, children,
businesspeople, government emplovees, etc.). Also discuss the relationship of the
researchers to the prospective subjects (e.g., teacher, parent, advisor, stranger, etc.).

This project has a number of research subjects. With respect to the Hamilton and Chicago case-studies,
my primary research subjects will be adults living within the boundaries of Ward 2 in Hamilton or
Ward 49 in Chicago, who have been directly involved in participatory budgeting. “Direct involvement”
1s defined as the following: 1) participating in organizing and planning of a participatory budgeting
project: 2) participating in town halls and public deliberations for a participatory budgeting project: or
3) voting for participatory budgeting projects. either in person or enline. I will conduct 20-25 senu-
structured interviews with this group (to a maximum of 30). See attached interview questions.

Second. I will conduct interviews with residents of Ward 2 and Ward 49 that were eligible to participate
in participatory budgeting but did not have direct involvement. I will conduct 10-15 semi-structured
interviews with this group (to a maximum of 20). See attached interview questions.

Third. I'will conduct interviews with mumnicipal civil servants in Hamilton and Chicago directly
mvolved n participatory budgeting projects. “Mumnicipal civil servants” are defined as mdividuals
emploved by the City of Hamilton or City of Chicago to conduct policy. urban planning. engineering.
or other work. *“Direct involvement” will be defined as 1) participating in town halls and public
deliberations for a participatory budgeting initiative; 2) providing advice on project design and
implementation for a participatory budgeting project: or 3) providing budgetary estimates for
participatory budgeting projects. I will conduct 6-8 interviews with municipal civil servants. See
attached interview questions.

Fourth, I will conduect semi-structured interviews with municipal councillors in Hamilton and Chicago.
I will conduct 2-4 interviews with councillors. See attached interview questions.

Because I lived and worked in Hamilton. Ontario. and have attended. by invitation. some participatory
budgeting planning meetings. it is possible that some interviewees will be known to me. I anticipate that
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the inferviews will mostly be with strangers: however. in the instance that I am acquainted with
someone, I will, again, stress the voluntary and confidential nature of the interview. In the case of
Chicago. I anticipate that all interviews will be with strangers.

(a.) How will participants be recruited (e.g.. snowball technique, random sampling,
previously known to interviewer, telephone solicitation, etc.)?

I intend to begin by recruiting participatory budgeting organizers in Hamilton with whom I have a
relationship. After explaining my research. I will use the snowball technique to gather more community
participation. The participatory budgeting initiative in Hamilton has a large network through which I
can publicize my research. asking interested participants to telephone or e-mail. In addition. I will
solicit participation of non-participants through word of mouth and also through contact with
community organizations in Ward 2. including the Immigrant Women’s Centre, Good Sheppard Centre,
and Central Public Library.

In Chicago. I intend to begin by contacting researchers at the Great Cities Institute who have worked
with planners on Chicago’s Participatory Budgeting initiative, The Great Cities Institute is well
connected to the participatory budgeting project in Chicago. and will be a useful network for
publicizing my research. Once I have identified several interested participants. I will draw on snowball
sampling, to find relevant participants.

In both Hamilton and Chicago. to solicit interviews with councillors and municipal civil servants, T will
send a letter (see attached). In both cities. I will also draw upon my connections with community
members who work closely with government officials. to infroduce me to government officials who
might be willing to participate in this research, again drawing on the technique of snowball sampling.

(b.) Will you be using any advertisements, flvers, posters etc.?
[[]Yes
<] No

If ves, please attach a copy with your application.

Will you be offering inducements to participate (e.g., money, gift certificates, academic
credit, etc.)?

Yes
[ ]No

If ves, please elaborate:

Although T intend to meet the participant at the location of their choice. if the participant prefers to meet
outside their home/place of work and must take public transportation or a taxi to get to our meeting
place. T will offer to pay for this. I will also offer to pay for a non-alcoholic drink. if we are meeting
somewhere where this is appropriate.

What exactly will be required of the participant(s) (e.g., answer a formal questionnaire,
respond to interview questions, engage in a free-ranging discussion, undergo any medical
procedures, etc.)? If applicable, please attach any research instruments (e.g., sample
interview questions, questionnaires, etc.).
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All participants will be asked to engage in a semi-structured interview that will last 45-60 minutes. T
will ask for their permission to record this interview with an audio recorder. If they do not wish to be
recorded. T will ask permission to take notes (please see attached for interview questions).

Organizers, municipal civil servants, and city councillors will also be asked if they would like to
provide institutional publications that are relevant to the research (annual budget reports. published
research and analysis or projects, etc.).

What, if any, are the risks to the participants? Or, @ No risks:

What, if any, are the benefits to the participants? Or, [ ] No benefits

A direct benefit to participants will be the opportunity to reflect on their experiences with participatory
budgeting and gain new insight into how these have shaped their knowledge of municipal politics and
democracy. An indirect benefit to participants is that ultimately, this project aims to amass data and
analysis that can contribute to a befter understanding of deliberative democracy and democratic
initiatives.

Is there a possibility of commercialization of research findings? If so, would give rise to
an apparent or actual or potential conflict of interest on the part of researchers, the
University or sponsors?

[[]Yes
<] No

If ves, please elaborate:

This section pertains to issues around informed consent. Before completing, please read
“Important Statement Regarding Informed Consent™ attached to the end of this form.

(a) Will you provide to the participants a full explanation of the research prior to their
participation?

<] Yes
[ ]No

If no, please elaborate:

(b) Is substitute consent involved (e.g., children, vouths under 16, incompetent adults, etc.)?

[]Yes
< No

If ves, please elaborate:

(¢) Is deception involved?
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[[]Yes
(<] No

If ves, please elaborate (including issues around debriefing, if applicable):

(d) Will individuals remain anonymous?
Please note that it is expected that participants remain anonymous unless participants explicitly have given
their permission otherwise.

[ ] Yes
B No

If no, please elaborate: Intervieews will remain anonymous with the exception of any city
councillors/aldermen who agree to be interviewed. Given the public nature of their position. and the
small number of city councillors/aldermen involved in participatory budgeting both cities it is
impractical to expect that they will remain anonymous - even if their name and identifying features
are removed from data. it is likely that their identity could be deduced. Consequently. I have
completed the "Ethics Protocol for Interviews with Public Persons and Artists" and in the consent
form will make it the purpose of the interview. how the interview will be used. and request
permission to identify their contributions in any resultant research.

(e¢) Will the data be kept confidential?

Please note that it is expected that the data be kept confidential unless the participants explicitly have given
their permission otherwise.

4 Yes
[ ]No

If no, please elaborate:

(f) How will data security and management be addressed?
Please provide details regarding proposed measures for safeguarding information — in particular personally
identifiable data - for the full life cycle of information: its collection, use, dissemination, retention and/or
disposal. At a minimum, researchers should consider the full implications of the data collection, use,
retention and destruction/archiving when developing data security and management plans.
(Researchers are encouraged to review the Data Security Guidelines for reference re their responsibilities for
data management).

Data will be anonymized (coded) and separated from identifying information. Data and research
instruments (including the audio recorder) will be safely stored in a locked filing cabinet or on a
password protected computer. Data will be stored in the manner outlined above until all written
work resulting from this project has been published. After this all data will be destroyed through
shredding and deleting. Only I will have access to the filing cabinet and computer. Confidentiality
will be provided to the fullest extent possible by law.

(g) How will informed consent be obtained? (Please check one):

<] Informed Consent Form (please attach draft version)
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[ ] Letter* (please attach draft version)

[] Verbally* (please attach draft approximation of what participants will be verbally told)

[ ] Online Consent Form** (please attach draft version)

*If informed consent is being obtained Dy letter or verbally, please provide a rationale regarding
why an informed consent form is not being used:

*If online consent is being obtained, please indicate the website where the questionnaire/ survey
will be hosted:
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10. Is there any additional information that you would like to add that may assist the HPRC
in reviewing vour protocol?

n/a

I have examined the guidelines and principles detailed above. and the Senate Policy for the Ethics Revien
Process for Research Involving Human Participants, and affirm that. to the best of my knowledge. this
research conforms thereto. I hereby undertake to notify the Human Participants Review Conmmittee if |
make any major procedural changes involving the use of human participants on this project. I will alsc
notify the Human Participants Review Conunittee if any unforeseen risks not specified in the researcl
proposal appear. In such a case, the study will be suspended pending clarification.

Signature of Principal Investigator (PI) Date
Signature of Faculty Advisor (if PI is a student) Date

Section into insert Digital Signatures (if applicable):

Click here to enter a date.

Electronic Signature of Principal Investigator (PT) Date

Click here to enter a date

Electronic Signature of Faculty Advisor (if PIis a smdent_) Date

254



Updated Dec 2013

Item 9 - Important Statement Regarding Informed Consent

A. The HPRC has adopted the position that all human participants (e.g.. interviewees, research subjects,

community members, etc) have the right to be informed of:

¢ the nature of the research (hypotheses. goals and objectives. etc.):

e the research methodology to be used (e.g. medical procedures. questionnaires. participant
observation. ete.):

e any risks or benefits;

¢ their right not to participate. not to answer any questions. and/or to terminate participation at
anytime without prejudice (e.g.. without academic penalty. withdrawal of remuneration. etc.)

e their right to anonymity and confidentiality:

e any other issues of which the participants should be aware that are relevant to specific protocols
and research projects.

B. The HPRC recognizes that the manner the researcher uses to obtain the informed consent varies
according to the nature of the research. status of the participants. and culturally-specific norms.
Although the HPRC requires that the principles of informed consent (outlined in A. above) be met. it
is very flexible in how this consent is obtained. The HPRC will accept any of the three methods
outlined below:

1. Informed consent form: The traditional informed consent form is the standard for research
mvolving human participants. This would detail the principles outlined in A. above. and require
the participants’ signatures.

2. Letter: Where the traditional informed consent form is not appropriate (e.g.. interviews with
artists or government officials, mass mailed questionnaires. etc.). the researcher may wish to seek
permission through a letter inviting them to participate. This letter must nonetheless incorporate
the principles of informed consent outlined in A. above.

3. Verbal statement: In some instances, where written communication is not feasible (children.
illiterate adults, certain communities). researchers can relay the principles outlined in A. above
verbally.

Although it is impossible to come up with one generic model that will suffice for every research
endeavour. an Informed Consent Form Template is available for your review and assistance on the
York Research website.

C. The HPRC recognizes that researchers completing this protocol may not be at the stage of their
research where they are able to provide this information. Nonetheless, the HPRC requires that a “best
effort” draft be attached to this protocol. PROTOCOLS THAT DO NOT ATTACH THIS
INFORMATION (CONSENT DOCUMENT) WILLL BE RETURNED TO THE
RESEARCHER.

_10-
Human Participants Feview Sub-Committee
Protocol Form
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York University Ethics Certificate

YORK

' Certificate #: STU 2015 -163
Approval Period: 11/26/15-11/26/16

UMIVERSITE

UNIVERSITY

OFFICE OF
o men Memo

ETHICS (ORE)

5* Floor, To: Laura Pin, Political Science - Graduate Program,_
Kaneff Tower.

4700 Keele St.
Toronto ON From: Alison M. Collins-Mrakas, Sr. Manager and Policy Advisor, Research Ethics

Canada M3J1P3 (on behalf of Denise Henriques, Chair, Human Participants Review Committee)
Tel 416 736 5014

Fax 416 650 8197
www research yorku ca Date: Thursday, November 26, 2015

Re:  Ethics Approval

Participatory Budgeting in Canada and the United States: Neoliberalism
Governmentality and Democracy

| am writing to inform you that the Human Participants Review Sub-Committee has
reviewed and approved the above project.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at: _

via email ot [

Yours sincerely,
Alison M. Collins-Mrakas M.Sc., LLM

Sr. Manager and Policy Advisor,
Office of Research Ethics
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RESEARCH ETHICS: PROCEDURES to ENSURE ONGOING COMPLIANCE

Upon receipt of an ethics approval certificate, researchers are reminded that they are
required to ensure that the following measures are undertaken so as to ensure on-
going compliance with Senate and TCPS ethics guidelines:

1.

RENEWALS: Research Ethics Approval certificates are subject to annual
renewal. Certificates must be current in order for research activities to
continue.

a. Researchers are required to submit a request for renewal to the Office
of Research Ethics (ORE) for review and approval prior to the expiry
of the certificate.

b. Failure to renew an ethics approval certificate or (to notify ORE
that no further research involving human participants will be
undertaken) may constitute a breach of Senate Policy on research
involving human participants.

AMENDMENTS: Amendments must be reviewed and approved PRIOR to
undertaking/making the proposed amendments to an approved ethics
protocol;

END OF PROJECT: ORE must be notified when a project is complete;

ADVERSE EVENTS: Adverse events must be reported to ORE as soon as
possible;

AUDIT:
a. More than minimal risk research may be subject to an audit as per
TCPS guidelines;
b. A spot sample of minimal risk research may be subject to an audit as
per TCPS guidelines.

FORMS: As per the above, the following forms relating to on-going research ethics
compliance are available on the Research website:

a. Renewal

b. Amendment

c. End of Project

d. Adverse Event
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UIC Ethics Forms

OFFICE OF
THE VICE
CHANCELLOR
FOR
RESEARCH

vd

Version: 4.6
Date: 01/22/2013

FORM - Initial Review Application:
Social and Behavioral Sciences

Office for the Protection of Research Subjects (OPRS)
Institutional Review Board
FWA# 00000083

203 AOB (MC 672)

1737 West Polk Street

Chicago, IL 60612-7227

Phone: 312 996-1711 Fax: 312 413-2929
www research. uic_edu/protocolreview/irb

To Be Completed By the Investigator For OPRS Use Only
Date Application Completed: ~ Feb 18, 2016. UIC Protocol #:
Application Document Version # 1.0 Assigned IRB:

Il. Research Title: Participatory Budgeting in Canada and the United States:
Neoliberalism, Governmentality and Democracy

Il. Personnel
A. Principal Investigator

Name (Last, First) Degree(s) University Status/Title

Pin, Laura B.A.Sc.; MLA. Student (UIC Visiting
Scholar)

Department College

Visiting Scholar at UIC Great Cities Institute

York University; CUPPA

i ——

E-mail Address

Phone Number Fax Number M/C
n/a
B. Faculty Sponsor — required when Pl is a student, fellow or resident
Name (Last, First) Degree(s) University Status/Title
Weber, Rachel PhD Professor
Department College
Urban Planning and Policy Program UIC

Mailing Address

E-mail Address

Phone Number

Fax Number
n/a

Mmic
348

APPLICATION PACKET.

C.LIST ALL ADDITIONAL KEY RESEARCH PERSONNEL ON APPENDIX P and SUBMIT WITH THIS

Ill. Performance Sites

Page 1 of 32

OVCR Document #0201
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@ INITIAL REVIEW APPLICATION: SOCIAL AND BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES, Version 4.6

Definition of a Performance Site: A performance site is a location at which the research is conducted,
data is gathered from subjects and/or records, and/or subjects are consented into the research. Sites are
performance sites whether the research activities there are funded or not funded.

Non-UIC Performance Site: A non-UIC performance site is a non-UIC location at which a UIC
investigator conducts research under research protocols which are not funded (for example, most thesis
and dissertation research is not funded) and/or funded research protocols. Support for funded research
protocols may include, but not be limited to, grants, cooperative or collaborative agreements, contracts,
sub-contracts, clinical trial agreements, industry sponsors, fellowships, and scholarships.

Lead Performance Site: The performance site at which the research is initiated and, for funded
research, the site designated as the lead by the research sponsor [the entity paying for the research]
and/or the site that receives funding directly from the research sponsor. For example, if a UIC
investigator receives a contract or grant to conduct research, and then sub-contracts with other non-UIC
investigators to do part of the research, UIC is the lead performance site. If, on the other hand, a UIC
investigator receives a sub-contract from a non-UIC investigator, UIC is not the lead performance site. In
some cases, such as research sponsored by the pharmaceutical industry, there will be no lead
performance site and each site will act as an independent performance site, even though the research
may take place at many performance sites at once and is supported by the same research sponsor.

A. Performance Site Identification:
1. Will UIC be a performance site? Must be YES unless the research is conducted only at the Jesse
Brown Veterans Administration Medical Center [JBVAMC]

[(INo [X Yes

2. Will JBVAMC be a performance site? Please note that the JBVAMC has special status as a
performance site and that alternative documentation will be required in lieu of Appendix K for
research activities conducted at the JBVAMC.

<INo [] Yes

B. Non-UIC Performance Sites:
1. Are there non-UIC performance sites?
[INo [X Yes (After completing this application, complete Appendix K and submit with this
application packet)
2. Are there international performance sites?
[ 1No [X Yes (After completing this application, complete Appendix | and submit with this
application packet)

C. Lead Performance Site ?
1. Is UIC the Lead Performance Site?
[] N/A — Research is industry sponsored and the sponsor is the Lead Performance Site, OR the
study does not have a Lead Performance Site

[ ] Yes (Skip to section IV)

<] No (Complete the questions below)
Name of Non-UIC Lead Performance Site: York University
City: Toronto State: Ontario, Canada

IRB Approval Date/Exemption from non-UIC Lead Performance Site: Nov. 26, 2015
[ ] IRB Approval from non-UIC Lead Performance Site is pending

The IRB will request documentation of IRB approval(s), IRB Authorization Agreement(s), letter(s) of
support, and/or other documents as needed.

IV. Research Funding

A. Is this research funded?
[X] No. Go to Section V.

Page 2 of 32 OVCR Deocument #0201
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[ ] Yes or pending. Complete the rest of this Section (below).

B. Check all of the appropriate boxes for funding sources (including pending sources) for this
research.

EXTRAMURAL:

[] Federal Agency Name:

[ ] Foundation Name:

[] State Agency Name:

1 Industry Sponsor Name:
The UIC OVCR assesses an administrative fee for the IRB review of all pharmaceutical
industry sponsored human subjects research. Please refer to the Profocol Processing
Fee for Industry Sponsored and IRB Submissions to the UIC IRB for an explanation of

this policy and fee schedule. The account number to be charged must be provided below
before IRB review commences.

Account Number to be charged:
[ ] Department of Defense — Complete and submit Appendix Q
[] Sub-contract from non-UIC agency or institution: Name:
[] Other - Name:

INTRAMURAL.:
[ ] Campus Research Board (CRB) [| Departmental [_| Other - Name:

C. Funding Identification: For each funding source, provide the following information. Use Appendix
Z if this study is supported by more than one funding source. Note: Any subsequent change in
funder or funding status requires the submission of Appendix Z via an IRB amendment.

PLEASE ATTACH A COPY OF THE GRANT or CONTRACT TO THIS APPLICATION FOR
FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH WHERE UIC IS THE AWARDEE INSTITUTION OR LEAD SITE.

1. Proposal Approval Form (PAF) Number:

2. a. Name of the Pl on the grant or contract received directly from the sponsor:
b. Is the PI of this grant or contract affiliated with UIC? [_] No [_]Yes
If NO,

Identify the agency or institution with which the above Pl is affiliated:
Explain the relationship between that agency or institution and UIC:

3. Funding Agency Grant Account Number:
[]Grant, contract or sub-contract pending.
[ ] Not Applicable, Non-federally funded research

4. Grant, contract or sub-contract title:

5. Is this grant a Master, Training, or Development grant (grants used to train fellows or support the
development of other research protocols)? [ | No [ ]Yes

V. Conflict of Interest (COI)
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All investigators must disclose all real, apparent, or potential Significant Financial Interest (SFl) to the
IRB. For more information, see the Investigator Conflict of Interest Disclosure Policy for Human

Subjects.

Investigator is defined as any person responsible for the design, conduct, or reporting of the research.
This includes, but is not limited to, the principal investigator, faculty sponsor, co-investigators,
collaborators, consultants, and key research personnel.

Family members include spouse or domestic partner, parents, siblings, and children.

Significant financial interest (SFI) (42 CFR 50.603) is identified when:

A. The value of any remuneration received from an external entity at present or in the 12 months

preceding the disclosure that when aggregated for the investigator and family members totals or

exceeds $5,000. The $5,000 threshold also applies to salary, royalties, and other payments
aggregated for the investigator and family members.

The value of a publicly-traded equity (plus any remuneration) meets or exceeds $5,000.

Any level of ownership of privately-held equity regardless of the dollar value.

Intellectual property rights (e.g., patents, trademarks, copyrights, licensing agreements, and

royalties from such rights) excluding intellectual property rights assigned to the University of lllinois

and agreements with the University of lllinois to share royalties related to such rights.

E. Any other relationships that might present a financial conflict of interest, such as fiduciary interests
(paid or unpaid positions as director, officer, or other management role in a for-profit or not-for-profit
entity sponsoring or related to the research) or interests in which compensation or the value of
equity or property rights or the combination of interests might affect the outcome of the research.

ocow

Institutional COI includes financial interests of the university or a university official acting within his or
her authority on behalf of the institution might affect or reasonably appear to affect institutional
processes for the design, conduct, reporting, review, or oversight of human subjects research.
Examples of institutional conflict of interest include but are not limited to:

A. The university has an equity interest in a company or the university holds a patent, license, or some
type of intellectual property interest related to the product that is the subject of the research.

B. A university official acting within his or her authority on behalf of the institution has equity interest,
serves on an advisory or other Board, or serves in a fiduciary role in an entity that has an interest in
the outcome of human subjects research.

C. Gifts to the university or university official from a company or other entity that has an interest in the
outcome of human subjects research.

A. Disclosure
1. At present or in the 12 months prior to this disclosure, did or does any investigator or investigator's
family members have a significant financial interest (SFI) with the research sponsor or any
subcontract recipient; or have a SFI reasonably related to a product (e.g., drug, device, method,
treatment, etc.) that is the subject of the research; or have any other relationships (e.g. fiduciary,
even if uncompensated) that may present a potential conflict of interest with this research?

No DX Yes [ ] (Ifyes, see Section B below.)

2. Does an institutional conflict of interest exist with this study?
No X Yes [ ] (If yes, see Section B below.)

B. Management

If YES is checked for any of these questions, attach a Significant Financial Interest — Disclosure

and Management Plan (SFI-DMP). The SFI-DMP form and guidance on how to write the SFI-DMP
are available on the COIl website at http://research.uic.edu/compliance/coi . Final IRB approval of the
research cannot be provided until a management plan is in place.
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UIC and JBVAMC personnel: For additional assistance contact the COI Office at (312) 996-3642/
(312) 996-4070 or email coi@uic.edu.

VI. IRB Disapproval of the Research

A. To your knowledge, has this protocol been reviewed and subsequently disapproved by any IRB?
XINo [] Yes

If YES, please provide the details of the disapproval including the reviewing IRB name, the
date of review, the issues resulting in disapproval, and how these issues have been resolved.

VII. Classified Research

A. Has this research been declared to be classified and/or does it involve any classified data or
subjects?
XI No [] Yes If YES, STOP. Please contact the Director of the Office for the Protection of

Research Subjects. UIC IRBs generally do not review classified research
involving human subjects.

VIIl. Additional Reviews Required

Reviews beyond that of the IRB may be required for this study. Please indicate which of the reviews
below apply to this study. If you have already received review approval documents, please attach.

Review Review If YES, check that necessary
Required? | documents are attached

UIC Cancer Center Review is required prior to

submission to the IRB for protocols to be reviewed by | [] Yes [[] Cancer Center approval is attache
the convened Board; protocols eligible for expedited Approval date:
review may be submitted simultaneously to the < No

Cancer Center and IRB.
Radiation Safety (RS) reviews laboratory operations

regarding the use of radioactive materials, such as []Yes [ 1 RS approval is attached
radioactive isotopes, and the use of devices that Approval date:

produce x-rays, such as research related DEXA < No

scans.

IX. Lay Summary

Summarize the proposed research using non-technical language that can be readily understood by IRB

members whose primary concerns are nonscientific. The complete summary (parts A - F) must not
exceed a fotal of 500 words. Use complete sentences.

A. Statement of purpose/and background information necessary to understand the study:
The purpose of this study is to better understand how participatory budgeting projects
work on the ground, and how this knowledge can be applied to the concepts of
deliberative democracy and neoliberalism

B. Description of procedures/methods:
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I am conducting interviews with residents in neighborhoods with participatory
budgeting projects, city staff, and councillors or aldermen in both Hamilton and
Chicago. Conducting interviews with individuals knowledgeable about the process and
practice of participatory budgeting will help build comprehensive knowledge of the
factors that influence the establishment and success of these projects.

C. Statement of duration of subject participation:
Interviews will last 60 minutes. Contact with the researcher from enrollment to follow-
up will vary depending on how quickly an interview can be scheduled, but should be no
longer than six weeks.

D. Anticipated risks:
I do not anticipate any risk to participants, with the exception of councillors/aldermen.
All participants will be anonymous in any reports or publications resulting from this
research with the exception of aldermen/councillors, who may face the risk of additional
public scrutiny or attention as a result of their participation in this research.

E. Anticipated benefits:
There are no direct benefits to participants. A social benefit of this research, and
indirect benefit to participants, is that this project aims to amass data and analysis that
can contribute to a better understanding of democracy

F. Description of subject population including characteristics, age range and number of subjects
at UIC, JBVAMC and study-wide.

Age range: Adults (over 18)

Criteria: Resident of a neighborhood with a participatory budgeting project OR
municipal civil servant within the last five years OR current alderman/councillor.
Number of subjects: In Chicago: approximately 40; study-wide: approximately 80.

X. Categories of Research That May Be Reviewed Through Expedited
Procedures

A. Eligibility for Expedited Review
Will this research involve prisoners as subjects?
DA No []Yes If YES, STOP and skip to Section XI. Research involving prisoners is not eligible for
expedited review.

B. Eligibility as Minimal Risk Research
Will this research be minimal risk? Minimal risk means that the probability and magnitude of harm or
discomfort anticipated in the research are not greater in and of themselves than those ordinarily
encountered in daily life or during the performance of routine physical or psychological examinations
or tests.
[ No [ Yes If NO, STOP and skip to Section X|. Research that is greater than minimal risk is
not eligible for expedited review.

C. Expedited Categories
Please identify the expedited category or categories that apply to your research. If your research
does NOT fit within any of the categories below, then please STOP and skip to Section XI.

1. [] Clinical studies of drugs and medical devices only when condition (a) or (b) is met. (a)
Research on drugs for which an investigational new drug application (21 CFR Part 312) is not
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required. (NOTE: Research on marketed drugs that significantly increases the risks or
decreases the acceptability of the risks associated with the use of the product is not eligible
for expedited review). (b) Research on medical devices for which (i) an investigational device
exemption application (21CFR 812) is not required; or (ii) the medical device is
cleared/approved for marketing and the medical device is being used in accordance with its
cleared/approved labeling.

2. [] Collection of blood samples by finger stick, heel stick, or venipuncture as follows: (a) from
healthy, non-pregnant adults who weigh at least 110 pounds. For these subjects, the
amounts drawn may not exceed 550 ml in an 8 week period and collection may not occur
more frequently than 2 times per week; or (b) from other adults and children, considering age,
weight, and health of the subjects, the collection procedure, the amount of blood to be
collected, and the frequency with which it will be collected. For these subjects, the amount
drawn may not exceed the lesser of 50 ml or 3 ml per kg in an 8 week period and collection
may not occur more frequently than 2 times per week.

3. [] Prospective collection of biclogical specimens for research purposes by noninvasive means.
Examples: (a) hair and nail clippings in a non-disfiguring manner; (b) deciduous teeth at time
of exfoliation or if routine patient care indicates a need for extraction; (c) permanent teeth if
routine patient care indicates a need for extraction; (d) excreta and external secretions
(including sweat); (e) uncannulated saliva collected in an unstimulated fashion or stimulated
by chewing gumbase or wax or by applying a dilute citric solution to the tongue; (f) placenta
removed at delivery; (g) amniotic fluid obtained at the time of rupture of the membrane prior
to or during labor; (h) supra- and subgingival dental plague and calculus, provided the
collection procedure is not more invasive than routine prophylactic scaling of the teeth and
the process is accomplished in accordance with acceptable prophylactic techniques; (i)
mucosal and skin cells collected by buccal scraping or swab, skin swab, or mouth washings;
(j) sputum collected after saline mist nebulization.

4. [] Collection of data through noninvasive procedures (not involving general anesthesia or
sedation) routinely employed in clinical practice, excluding procedures involving X-rays or
microwaves. Where medical devices are employed, they must be cleared/approved for
marketing. (Studies intended to evaluate the safety and effectiveness of the medical device
are not generally eligible for expedited review, including studies of cleared medical devices
for new indications.) Examples: (a) physical sensors that are applied either to the surface of
the body or at a distance and do not involve input of significant amounts of energy into the
subject or an invasion of the subject’s privacy; (b) weighing or testing sensory aculity; (c)
magnetic resonance imaging; (d) electrocardiography, electroencephalography,
thermography, detection of naturally occurring radioactivity, electroretinography, ultrasound,
diagnostic infrared imaging, Doppler blood flow, and echocardiography; () moderate
exercise, muscular strength testing, body composition assessment, and flexibility testing
where appropriate given the age, weight, and health of the individual.

5. [] Research involving materials (data, documents, records, or specimens) that have been
collected, or will be collected, solely for non-research purposes (such as for medical
treatment or diagnosis). (NOTE: Some research in this category may be exempt from HHS
regulations for the protection of human subjects 45CFR 46.101(b)(4). This listing refers only
to research that is not exempt.) Please refer to the OPRS Getting Started Page for more
information regarding the different levels of review.

6. [ Collection of data from voice, video, digital, or image recordings made for research purposes.
7. X] Research on individual or group characteristics or behavior (including, but not limited to,
research on perception, cognition, motivation, identity, language, communication, cultural

beliefs or practices, and social behavior), or research employing survey, interview, oral
history, focus group, program evaluation, human factors evaluation, or quality assurance
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methodologies. (NOTE: Some research in this category may be exempt from the HHS
regulations for the protection of human subjects 45CFR 46.101 (b)(2) and (b)(3). This listing
refers only to research that is not exempt.) Please refer to the OPRS Getting Started Page for
more information regarding the different levels of review.

XI. Protocol Components

A. Briefly state the research hypothesis being explored by the current research. Include a discussion of
the present knowledge relevant to the research and the aims and significance of the research. Cite
appropriate literature to support the relevance and importance of this research.

This research project is not scientifically positivist, so there are no formal hypotheses

being tested. However, it has a number of specific goals, including:

* Enhancing academic and popular understanding of how deliberative democracy
works in practice;

* Providing a systemic overview of PB in two urban environments;

*  Situating participatory budgeting in broader macroeconomic trends;

* Analyzing the relationship between neoliberalism and deliberative democratic
initiatives;

More specifically, my dissertation project will address four major shortcomings in the
literature on participatory budgeting. These are outlined in more detail below.

1) While there is some work on participatory budgeting in specific locations in Canada
(ex. Guelph, Toronto Public Housing, Montreal) there is no published academic research
on a number of more recent municipalities that have piloted or adopted this practice (ex.
Toronto, Hamilton). Moreover, the research that does exist tends to be limited to single
case-studies (ex. Pinnington, Lerner & Schugurensky 2009; Kim 2008; Patsias,
Latendresse and Bherer 2013) or compares municipalities with sub-municipal
organizations that have undertaken participatory budgeting initiatives (ex. Johnson
2009). Little existing research compares municipalities with municipalities in the North
American context.

2) There is no published comparative work on participatory budgeting that directly
compares and contrasts Canadian and American municipalities. Comparative work,
particularly in contexts where municipal government is structured differently, can
illuminate the influence of municipal and national structures in facilitating participatory
budgeting.

3) Existing work on participatory budgeting often focuses narrowly on the participatory
budgeting process itself, and fails to contextualize participatory budgeting in terms of
trends in municipal governance and budgeting more broadly (ex. Lerner & Van Wagner
2006; Fuji 2009; Kim 2008; Insua et al. 2008). The work that does attempf to provide a
more fulsome contextualization is limited in its examination of municipalities and does
not make explicit reference to governmentality or neoliberalism (Johnson 2009;
Briiutigam 2004; Patsias, Latendresse and Bherer 2013).
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4) This dissertation research will seek to conceptualize participatory budgeting in terms
of how decisions to participate or not participate in participatory budgeting projects can
illuminate as to individual and collective conceptualizations of democracy. While much
work on participatory budgeting focuses on the theoretical link between participatory
budgeting, deliberative democracy and representative democracy (ex. Patsias,
Latendresse & Bherer, 2013; Sintomer et al. 2012), little research examines participants’
self-understanding of the relationship between participatory budgeting and democracy
more generally.

B. Please describe in chronological order all the tasks/tests or procedures subjects will be asked to
complete in participating in this research. When the research requires collection of blood, other
biological fluids or tissues performed solely because of participation in the research, please indicate
the exact amounts and the frequency of sampling. Distinguish between tasks performed solely for
research and those being performed already for diagnostic/treatment purposes or provisions of regular
services.

The following steps are a sequential description of study procedures related to
conducting interviews with participants:

1) Initial contact: Initial participants will be identified through the Great Cities Institute
and personal networks. Participants, recommended through previous contacts
(snowball method), will be contacted via e-mail or telephone with a standard e-mail form
or verbal script to assess interest in participation in a 60 minute interview.

2) Screening for eligibility: If participants are interested in conducting an interview, an
"Eligibility Checklist" form and a “Documentation of the Informed Consent™ form will
be started for the participant.

3) Enrollment in study: if participants meet the study eligibility criteria for the study, a
60 minute interview will be arranged at a mutually agreeable time and date, in public
setting such as library, community centre or coffee shop.

4) Interview: Prior to beginning the interview, the PI will re-confirm using the
“Eligibility Checklist™ that the participant meets the inclusion/exclusion criteria for the
study. Prior to the interview, the PI will verbally go over the ICD with the participant.
The PI and participant will both sign and date two copies of the ICD One copy will be
kept by the participant, and one copy will be stored by the PI in a locked filing cabinet.

Once the interview begins, the PI will turn on the recording device. When the interview
draws to a close, after either approximately 60 minutes have elapsed, or interview guide
has been exhausted, the PI will thank the participant for their time and turn off the
recording device.

5) Follow-up: Each participant will receive an e-mail or telephone follow-up thanking

them for their time within 72 hours of the interview. They will also be asked if they are
aware of any other individuals who might be eligible and interested in participating in
the study.
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C. Please provide the location (name of building, address if off-campus and room number) where the
following research activities will occur:

1. Recruitment
Over the phone and via e-mail

2. Consent
Where the interview takes place, immediately before the interview, at a mutually
agreed upon public location convenient for the subject.

3. Study tasks, tests or procedures (if multiple locations, match each location with the procedure(s)
being performed there)
Interviews will take place at a mutually agreed upon public location convenient for
the subject.

4. Data analysis
PI's office at:

PI's private residence at:

D. Research Records

1. Indicate the type(s) of data being collected and/or recorded (check all that apply):
[{ Interviews/Questionnaires
Xl Audio recordings

Video recordings

Photographs

School records

Internet research data

Lab, pathology and/or radiology results

University of lllinois Hospital & Health System medical records

Physician/clinic/hospital medical records from sources outside of Ul Health System

Psychotherapy Notes

Billing records

Data previously collected for research purposes

Data containing no health information

Study-generated health information

Biological specimens

[] Other. Describe:

Ooooooooogdon
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2. Wil any biological samples or specimens be stored, for future (planned or unplanned) analysis
beyond the scope of the current research proposal?

X No []Yes If YES, complete and submit Appendix D1 with this application packet.

3. Will any identifiable data, or coded data where a master list to the codes exists, be stored for
future use or entered into an existing databank as a result of the research?

IXI No []Yes If YES, complete and submit Appendix D2 with this application packet.

4. Indicate the identifiable elements that will be collected and/or included in the research records.

Check all that apply.

] Names [ ] Social Security Numbers* [ ] Device identifiers/Serial numbers
X Phone numbers [ ] Medical record numbers [ 1Web URLs

X Street address [] Health plan numbers [ ] IP address numbers

[] City or state [ ] Account numbers [ ] Biometric identifiers?

[ ] Zip Code [ ] Fax numbers [ ] Vehicle ID numbers

(<] E-mail address [] License/Certificate numbers [ ] Facial Photos/Images

[] Financial account information (including student ID)

L] All elements of dates (except year) for dates directly related to an individual; and all ages over
89 and all elements of dates (including year) indicative of such age

[ ] Date of Birth

[] Any other unique identifier - Specify:

[] None of the identifiers listed above

1 Biometric Identifiers are observable biological characteristics which could be used to identify an individual,
e.g., fingerprints, iris/retina patterns, and facial patterns.

*NOTE: If social security numbers will be collected, explain below why they are necessary and
how they will be used:

5. Does the research involve the use and disclosure of protected health information (PHI)?

X No []Yes

Data is considered to represent PHI when an individual's health information, including billing
records, contains or is linked to one of the identifiers listed in #X1.D.4. above. For example,
health-related information is considered PHI if any of the following are true:

e The researcher obtains the information directly from a provider, billing records, health
plan, health clearinghouse or employer (other than records relating solely to
employment status);

e The records were created by any of the entities listed above and the researcher
obtains the records from an intermediate source which is NOT a school record or an
employer record related solely to employment status; OR

e The researcher obtains it directly from the study subject in the course of providing
treatment to the subject.

Health-related information is not considered PH/ if the researcher obtains it from:
e Student records maintained by a school;
o Employee records maintained by an employer related to employment status; OR
o The research subject directly, if the research does NOT involve treatment.
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If YES, please choose one of the following options:

a. [ ] If yes, AND all the following are met STOP and complete a Claim of Exemption form.
o the ONLY data collected will be from health information records that exist at UIC
and/or the Ul Health System at the time of IRB submission,
* no on-going or prospective collection of data will occur, and
¢ no identifiers will be recorded in the research record.

b. [] If yes, AND data collected from health information records will be prospective or on-
going, or identifiers will be recorded in the research record, please continue to
complete this application. Also include the use or disclosure of PHI in the
tasks/procedures section of the informed consent document(s). If the PHI will be
accessed at a UIC site, please submit a HIPAA Authorization document or request a
waiver of HIPAA authorization in section XVIII.

6. If subjects are to be selected from records outside the Ul Health System, indicate who gave
approval for the use of the records. If the records are "private” medical or student records,
provide the protocol, consent documents, letters, etc., for securing consent of the subjects for the
use of the records. Written documentation for cooperation/permission from the institutional holder
or custodian of the records should also be attached.

7. Will the Principal Investigator and/or other Key Research Personnel review the health information
records to identify potential subjects for the research?

X] No — Skip to question 8
[] Yes — Select one of the below:

[] If YES and the JBVAMC is a performance site: then waivers for the identification of
prospective subjects must be requested for this recruitment phase of the research; a
HIPAA waiver in Section XVIIl and a parallel waiver of informed consent under 38 CFR
16.116(d) in Sections XVI and XVII of this application form.

[] If YES, the JBVAMC is not a performance site, and the research is being conducted
outside the covered entity: then waivers for the identification of prospective subjects
must be requested for this recruitment phase of the research; a HIPAA waiver in Section
XVII and a parallel waiver of informed consent under 45 CFR 46.116(d) in Sections XVI
and XVI| of this application form.

[] If YES, the JBVAMC is not a performance site, and the research is being conducted
within the covered entity: then a waiver for the identification of prospective subjects
must be requested for this recruitment phase of the research; a waiver of informed
consent under 45 CFR 46.116(d) in Sections XVI and XVII of this application form. In
addition, a preparatory to research must be indicated in Section XVIII.

8. Will any research related information be put into the health information records or any other
permanent record of the subject?

KX No [] Yes

If YES, please explain:

Ul Health System policy requires that all research subjects who have clinical visits and procedures be
registered and that, at a minimum, a medical record containing the name of the research study, the
responsible physician, the procedure(s) being performed, the medication involved, and adverse
experiences be part of the permanent medical record so that, in the case of an emergency, the
subject’s involvement in a research study is known. Ul Health System policy also requires that a
copy of the research consent document, Release of Medical Information Form, and HIPAA
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authorization form be part of the permanent medical record. This must be disclosed in the informed
consent document.

E. Eligibility Criteria
Please provide detail regarding the inclusion and exclusion criteria for enrollment of subjects into this
study. Please include specific information regarding the procedures/thresholds that will be used to
determine whether someone is included or excluded (e.g., “subjects who may be pregnant based on a

positive pregnancy test”).

1. Inclusion Criteria:

1. Aged 18 or older

2. Meets one of the following criteria:

a) Resides in a neighborhood with a participatory budgeting project in Chicago or
Hamilton;

b) Has been employed in the past five years by the City of Chicago or City of Hamilton

¢) Is currently an elected councilor or alderman in the City of Chicago or City of
Hamilton;

2. Exclusion Criteria:
1. Under the age of 18
2. Non-English speaking

3. Who will assess potential subjects and determine their eligibility for the research? PI

4. How will initial eligibility be documented? Through the "Eligibility Checklist" form that
will be completed for each subject.

5. How will the subjects be monitored during the course of the research to ensure that they still meet
the eligibility criteria and how will their continuing eligibility be documented? Initial eligibility
will be confirmed in advance of the interview, but subjects will also be asked to
reconfirm all inclusion/exclusion criteria immediately before the interview.

F. Equitable Selection of Subjects
Federal regulations require that the selection of research subjects be equitable in order for the IRB to
approve the research. If a particular population will be excluded (for example: pregnant women or
non-English speaking subjects), you must JUSTIFY the exclusion of this population. NOTE: This
question does not refer to clinical trial exclusion criteria, unless entire populations are excluded (for
example: if the research is targeting African Americans, Hispanics, or children).

[ ] No subjects will be excluded based upon sex, race/ethnic group, or religion.
X The following population of subjects will be excluded from the research: non-English speaking
subjects, children
Justification for exclusion: Participatory budgeting is a written and verbal process of
policy consultation that requires proficiency in English for residents to
participate in Chicago and Hamilton. Consequently, it is unlikely that a non-
English speaking subject would be involved with participatory budgeting.
Minors are excluded because the participatory budgeting participants are
adults.

G. Will any portion of the research involve deception?
X No []Yes If YES, complete and submit Appendix J with this application.
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Xll. Research Subject Population
A. Subject Population

C.

1. Requested number of subjects: Total UIC: 40 (including JBVAMC subjects)
2. Total subjects enrolled at sites that do not fall under the responsibility of the UIC IRB: 40

3. GRAND TOTAL [UIC (item 1) + non-UIC (item 2)]: 80

Note: The total number stated here will be the total number of approved subjects and will appear
in the approval letter. If you are only extracting and/or analyzing case data, and not recruiting
subjects, this number will represent the number of cases you are analyzing. This is a specific
number and you must not exceed this number. To increase the approved sample size, an
amendment must be submitted and IRB-approved prior to recruiting and consenting, or accessing
the case data for, more than the approved number of subjects. If the research includes screening
procedures that may cause the subjects to be withdrawn after initial recruitment, be sure to
provide sufficient numbers to account for screening failures and other reasons for study attrition
(such as incomplete or flawed data).

Age Range (check all that apply):
[ ] Newborn to 17 years of age* - Complete Appendix B
[<] 18-64 Years
< 65+ Years

Indicate which populations below are the PRIMARY FOCUS of this research. Remember to take into
account the location in which recruitment will occur and where the research will be conducted. Also
note that additional information and/or safeguards will be required, as indicated below, when a
subject population has been designated as vulnerable (with an asterisk *).

Check all that apply:

[X] Adults: Healthy Subjects or Control Subjects

[ ] Adults: Patient Subjects

[] Pregnant Women, Neonates, Fetuses/Fetal Tissue — Appendix U must be included *

[] Prisoners — Appendix C must be included* - Please note that certain types of research with
prisoners approvable under the federal regulations may not be allowed under
lllinois state law.

[ ] UIC Employees*

[] UIC Psychology Student Subject Pool* - Appendix B must be included unless child students
will be excluded from the specific research drawing on Pool subjects; Appendix S must be
included.

[] Decisionally-Impaired* - Appendix V must be included *

[ ] Economically and/or Educationally Disadvantaged*

[ ] Vulnerable to Coercion or Undue Influence*

[ ] Students* - Appendix S must be included

[] Other: specify

Please note the groups listed directly above marked with an asterisk (*), as well as subjects under the
age of 18, are considered “vulnerable” and require special consideration by the federal regulatory
agencies and/or by the UIC IRB.

The appropriate Appendices (as indicated above) must be attached to this application. When
an appendix is not available for a vulnerable population checked above, provide a rationale for their
inclusion and what additional safeguards, if any, are in place to protect their rights and welfare:
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XIll. Reasonably Anticipated Risks and Benefits of the Research

A.

Identify all the reasonably anticipated risks or discomforts that may result from participation in this
research (actual and reasonably possible, current and future) and describe the expected frequency,
degree of severity, and potential reversibility of those risks (if known). Remember that risks can be
psychological, physical, social, economic, or legal. If any portion of the research involves review of
medical records, the potential for loss of privacy or confidentiality of health information should be
listed as a risk. Please note the risks listed here should correspond to the list provided in the lay
summary, protocol document and the informed consent document.

Residents and municipal staff will remain anonymous in any publications or reports
resulting from this study. I do not anticipate any psychological, social, economic or legal
risks, either now or in the future, as a result of their participation in this research.

Aldermen/councillors will be identified in reports and publications resulting from this
research. As a result, a direct risk to municipal councilors or aldermen is that their
perceptions of participatory budgeting may become known to a broader audience than
currently is the case and may attract negative public attention

Please identify the potential for benefits from the conduct of this research. Please note there must be
an expectation of benefit, either directly to subjects or indirectly from the potential knowledge to be
gained, in order for the IRB to approve the research. In addition, please note that anticipated risks
must be reasonable in light of the potential benefit to be gained. Please note that participation in
Social and Behavioral Sciences research (such as interviews, focus groups, surveys) rarely presents
a direct benefit to the subject. Unless a direct benefit to subjects is anticipated (such as an
educational benefit from a new curriculum, therapeutic benefit from a new service/therapy), please
state that no direct benefits to subjects are anticipated.

No direct benefits are anticipated.

Indicate how the knowledge gained from the study could produce a benefit to society or to others who
share the same disorder or condition. State this here and in the consent document.

A benefit to society, and an indirect benefit to participants, is that ultimately this

project aims to amass data and analysis that can contribute to a better understanding of
deliberative democracy and democratic initiatives.

Please indicate whether there are potential benefits related to an experimental intervention or
interaction that are only available in the context of the research. State this here and in the consent
documents.

No.

XIV. Research Procedures to Minimize Risk

A. Please indicate the proposed measures to minimize the possibility of coercion or undue influence on

potential subjects, particularly for subjects identified in XII.C as being vulnerable (for example: how
will you maximize the subject’'s autonomous decision-making; what if the investigator is also the
participants healthcare provider, what if the participant is enrolled in a class the investigator is
teaching, what if an employer/employee relationship exists).

All participants will be required to read and sign an ICD prior to the start of the
interview. The ICD explicitly states that a subject’s participation in the research is

voluntary and they may refuse to answer a question, stop the interview or withdraw
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from the study at any time without prejudice, that is, withdrawal will not affect their
relationship with the PI, York University or UIC.

In addition to being explicitly stated on the consent form, this information will be
verbally reinforced at the beginning of each interview.

AsThave lived and worked in Hamilton, Ontario, and have attended, by invitation,
some public participatory budgeting planning meetings, it is possible that some
subjects, will be known to me. I anticipate that the interviews will mostly be with
strangers; however, in the instance that I am acquainted with someone, I will, again,
stress the voluntary and confidential nature of the interview.

B. Describe the precautions taken to protect subject privacy during the initial identification of subjects,
subject recruitment, and collection of data from the subjects (for example: what precautions will be
taken to protect the subject from being recognized as a research subject if recruitment or data
collection occurs in a group setting or in public?).

Initial identification: given this study is using snowball sampling, it is likely that
subjects will be aware of other subjects who have been referred to the PI. Nevertheless,
the PI will not confirm or deny the participation of any subject in the study without the
express permission of the subject in question. The PI will strive to locate interviews in
an environment comfortable to the subject, which may include more private settings
(ex. office at UIC) or more casual public settings (ex. coffee shop).

C. Please describe the measures taken to minimize the risks (other than undue influence or breaches of
privacy and/or confidentiality) listed in XIILA. Measures may include screening of subjects by
qualified personnel, eligibility criteria, use of procedures already being used for clinical purposes,
qualifications and experience of staff performing procedures, specialized facilities or equipment,
medical or psychological services that may be required as a consequence of the research and
frequency of monitoring.

Measures to minimize risks include: PI receiving training in research ethics involving
human subjects; eligibility criteria to exclude vulnerable populations; and the use of
"Documentation of Informed Consent' forms to track the process of obtaining informed

consent.

D. Data Security Plan. This section asks you to describe provisions you will make to maintain the
confidentiality of the research data.

Coded data: data that has been stripped of all identifiers, but a code was assigned so that the
information could be linked back to an individual.

De-identified data: data has been stripped of all identifiers, so that the information could not be
traced back to an individual.

1. Indicate the type of subject identifiers (identifiable elements) that will be linked to the
research data (directly or indirectly via a code):

[ ] No subject identifiers will be maintained with the data (i.e., data are anonymous/permanently
de-identified; no one, including the study team, can identify a subject from the data. None of
the identifiers listed in XI.D.4. is included).
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X Indirectly with a code linked to the identity of the subject.*
Describe the coding method and specify who will have access to the code/master key and
how it will be protected against unauthorized access. Key should be stored separately from

study data: Each subject will a four digit numeric code using a random number
generator. This coding information will be stored on a coding key which will be
kept solely in hardcopy in a locked filing cabinet separate from other study data.
Only the PI will have access to the cabinet.

[ ] Directly, personal or private identifiers (identifiable elements) are maintained with the data.*
Justify the inclusion of direct subject identifiers:

*NOTE: Requires Consent and/or Authorization (if Protected Health Information is
involved) from the subject or a Waiver of Consent and/or Waiver of Authorization (if
Protected Health Information is involved) from the IRB.

[] Limited Data Set (Protected Health Information subject to the Privacy Rule that includes
elements limited to city, state, ZIP Code, elements of date, and other numbers, characteristics, or
codes not considered as direct identifiers). Requires a Data Use Agreement if investigator is
outside the covered entity and data is being shared outside the entity.

[ ] Limited Data Set as described above without zip code and birth date (health information in
this form negates the need for notification under the HITECH Act if a breach occurs). Requires a
Data Use Agreement if investigator is outside the covered entity and data is being shared outside
the entity.

UIC and/or outside agencies may require the use of a data transfer agreement that outlines the
procedures necessary to protect identifiable or coded data that will be transferred or shared
between agencies.

2. Electronic Data Collection: (This refers to the collection process through mechanisms such as
online surveys, computer-based surveys, computer-based tests, and/or collection of subject
contact and demographic information)

a. In which of the following ways will you be conducting electronic data collection: via the internet
and/or some other electronic means of data capture.

D4 Not Applicable — the study will not involve electronic data collection (Skip to question 3
Storage and Security Measures for Research Data)

[ Internet-based application/package
[] Non-internet based application (i.e. directly on a desktop/laptop).

b. Describe the mechanism by which the data will be collected:

[ ] REDCap [define host [ ] CCTS/IHRP [ ] Other (define): |

[ Qualtrics

[] Survey Gizmo [define plan [_] Personal [ ] Pre [ ] Dedicated/Enterprise]

[] Other - A thorough description of the characteristics of the application/tool must be provided.
This description should address the following elements if applicable: product/tool name,
host, security measures, encryption mechanism, and how collected data is maintained and

stored by the application/tool.
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NOTE: Any investigator who uses external survey software must provide evidence of a
business associate agreement hetween the University and the external survey software
provider. For more information, refer to the POLICY: Research Data Security.

c. Verify that the data collection application/tool(s) identified above will be configured so that it will
not collect or track IP addresses of the respondents. If you are tracking or collecting IP
addresses, please provide a detailed justification below.

[ ] IP addresses will not be collected or tracked
[ 11P address will be [ ] collected [ ] tracked — If IP addresses will be collected or tracked

provide justification:

d. Describe whether and how social media platforms will be used to collect data and/or
communicate with subjects:
[ ] Not applicable
[ ] Facebook — describe uses:
L] Twitter - describe uses:
[ ] Google/Google+ - describe uses:
[] Other [(define): ] — describe uses:

e. Describe how collected data will be transmitted/transferred from the electronic data collection
tool to a local computer or file server or other electronic storage medium.
Type of identifiers:
] Not Applicable — the data will not be transferred from the application noted above
[] As a De-identified dataset
[ ] As a Limited dataset with [ ] DOB [ ] ZIP code
[] With indirect identifiers (i.e., coded)
(] with direct identifiers

Format:

[ ] As an Encrypted File (define method):
[] Other (describe the means- i.e. coded data set without direct identifiers and key stored
separately and re-identified only when in use):

3. Storage and Security Measures for Research Data
a. In what format will information, including consent and other study documents, be maintained
(Please mark all that apply)?
D] Paper [ Electronic [X] Recording Media (photo, audio, video)
[ ] Subject Artifacts (such as classroom assignments, regular work products, lesson
plans)
[ ] Stored specimens

Indicate how data will be stored and secured. Please mark all that apply.
b. Electronic data.

[] Not applicable

[] De-identified data only (i.e., no personal identifiers, including 18 HIPAA identifiers, are
included with or linked to the data via a code)

[X] Password access

[ Coded, with a master list secured and kept separately

[] Encryption software will be used. Specify encryption software:

[] Secure network server will be used to store data. Specify secure server:

D4 Stand alone desktop/laptop computer will be used to store data
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