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0 ABSTRACT

Recent experiments in participatory democracy, such as Iceland’s 2013 Constitutional Reform
process to Chicago’s annual participatory budgeting process, have empowered members of the
public to directly make policy decisions. These new participatory democratic institutions depend
on citizens having capacity to organize new institutions and the capacity to participate in them.
This makes the question how communities might build capacity to organize new participatory
democratic institutions arguably the single greatest challenge to realizing an empowered vision
of public life.

This dissertation examines what capacities are needed to organize new participatory
democratic institutions and presents an organizing model that demonstrates how communities
might leverage existing assets to design training processes, tools, and organizational structures
towards building those capacities. Based on two case studies conducted over a 9-month
campaign to build capacity for participatory budgeting in a new community, the Participatory
Democratic Organizing Model argues that communities need technical, government, and
grassroots capacity to organize new participatory democratic institutions, and that university
assets can be leveraged to conduct pilot participatory democratic processes that build technical
and grassroots capacity in the short term. By building on existing relationships with government
officials and consistently communicating expertise gained from pilot work, the grassroots and
technical capacities developed from pilot participatory democratic processes can be connected
to government capacity to formally kickstart a new municipal participatory democratic institution.

Study 1 examines how grassroots organizers might leverage university assets to design
training processes, tools, and organizational structures for a pilot participatory democratic
process that begins building capacity for participatory budgeting. In this design research study, |
found that a sociotechnical approach for supporting separate-but-bridged participation pathways

for decision making and policy development both helped decrease time, knowledge, and



motivation barriers for community representatives engaged in agenda setting and decision
making, and built capacity among organizers, students, and volunteers recruited and trained to
support the more resource-intensive policy development “bridging” pathway to continue
organizing to institutionalize participatory budgeting beyond the 3-month pilot campaign.

Study 2 examines what capacities are needed to formally organize a new participatory
democratic institution, and how a participatory policy development pilot might be connected to
building those capacities. Specifically, Study 2 presents the design of a grassroots campaign to
build capacity for participatory budgeting (PB) in a new community. By building on the capacity
developed over the policy development pilot, seeking policy feedback from experts in
community groups, and consistently communicating interest and expertise to government
officials, | found that grassroots organizers and pilot developers were able to build technical
capacity to formally organize a new participatory democratic institution. In addition to this
technical capacity, | also found that grassroots capacity—having a base of committed, trained
volunteers to support outreach, facilitation, and policy development—and government capacity
of a supportive city council, staff, and at least two staff dedicated to the new institution also need
to be built to start new participatory democratic institutions.

This research advances theoretical knowledge in learning sciences, political science,
organizational and institutional theory, and human-computer interaction. For learning scientists,
the Participatory Democratic Organizing Model extends community-engaged learning models to
teach learners how to impact local policy decisions. For political scientists, this research
addresses a gap in the literature on building capacity to support participatory democracy and
provides a concrete organizing model for community members to build capacity for empowered
democratic participation. For institutional and organizational theorists, this model presents a
core set of organizing principles by which future researchers and practitioners can compile an
organization dedicated to participatory democracy from scratch. Finally, for sociotechnical

designers and human-computer interaction researchers, this work contributes a methodological



approach that extends participatory design approaches for infrastructuring to community-based

participatory researchers designing to organize new participatory democratic publics. Practically,
this research provides concrete design principles that can guide future community organizers in
identifying existing grassroots assets, bootstrapping to build additional capacity, and investing in

training the people for whom that democracy was designed.
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“The paradox [of participatory democracy] is that although participation in democracies helps
people increase their capacities, those who have not yet had the experience of participation will
sometimes not have sufficient capacity to bring off a successful democracy. What they need is
precisely what, because of their need, they cannot get.”

- Jane Mansbridge, “Practice-Thought-Practice,” from Deepening Democracy: Institutional
Innovations in Empowered Participatory Governance (ed.s Fung & Wright, 2003, p.177)
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1 INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND

1.1 The need to empower democratic participation

Citizen participation is key to a functioning democracy. For democracy to deliver on its promise
of being for the people, by the people (demokratia, or people’s power), citizens need to
participate in their governance. Citizen participation is often portrayed as crucial to efforts to
strengthen the quality of democracy in an era of political polarization, decline in civic knowledge,
and institutional distrust.

However, not all democratic participation empowers citizens in their governance.
Democratic institutions relying on electoral processes often restrict the power to make policy
decisions to a small, select group of elites, leaving the power to influence policies for the vast
majority of citizens relegated to their constitutional right to vote (Gilens & Page, 2014;
Landemore, 2020). From the relative infrequency of elections (Landemore, 2020) to widespread
restrictions on voting rights (e.g., felon disenfranchisement, gerrymandering, voter identification
laws; Phoenix et al., 2016; Fraga, 2018) to legitimate questions of whether elections truly
represent public opinion or hold officials accountable (e.g., Mansbridge, 2010; Fearon, 1999;
Landemore, 2020), ordinary citizens remain extremely limited in the political power they can
exercise from their constitutional right to vote. At best, voting rights allow citizens to consent to
the decisions made by those in power or protect them from misuses of power, but they do not
ensure the access of ordinary citizens to agenda-setting power, nor the power to develop the
policies they consent to being governed by (Landemore, 2020, p.136). This is, of course, to say
nothing about all the members of the democratic public who do not even have the legal right to

vote but who participate in public life and are affected by policy decisions nevertheless.
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1.2 What makes participatory democracy empowered?

Political science scholars have focused on developing models and examining new institutions of
participatory democracy that empower members of the public to go beyond voting in their
democratic participation. These participatory democratic models expand public access to the
power to deliberate, set policy agendas, and make binding policy decisions (Arnstein, 1969;
Fung, 2006; Fung, 2015; Landemore, 2020). Citizen participation is empowered on three
dimensions in these models: inclusivity, or who participates; communication and decision
making, or how participants interact in making a democratic decision; and authority, and extent
of authority, or how well decision-making power is redistributed to lay members of the public
(Arnstein, 1969; Fung, 2006; Fung, 2015). Below, | briefly review these dimensions of
empowerment and key ways in which political scientists have examined how design choices for

public engagement opportunities can affect empowerment.

Dimension 1: Inclusivity (who participates)

Perhaps the single most defining aspect of participatory democracy is its aim of inclusivity:
expanding the arena of governance to members of the broader public beyond an authorized set
of decision makers (typically elected representatives or administrative officials).

However, designing participatory democratic institutions that aim to be inclusive is no
straightforward task. First, maximizing mass patrticipation is not always desirable. For example,
scholars have pointed to shortcomings in models of participatory democracy premised on “mass
participation at all times,” rather than leav[ing] it up to citizens to determine how much and how
often they are willing to participate in politics at any point in time” (Landemore, 2020, pg.14). Not
all members of a polity might be willing or interested in participating, which leaves open the
question of how participatory democratic processes can be designed to empower effective
forms of citizen representation, rather than relying on direct or mass participation. A potential

approach is “open mini-publics,” or large, jury-like body of randomly selected citizens gathered
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to define laws and policies in connection with the larger public,” in which segments of the public
are not intentionally restricted from participation, such as through the use of lottery-based
recruitment methods (lottocratic representation; Landemore, 2020, p.90-92).

Moreover, inequities in democratic participation can often result from imbalances in
education and reputation. When governance structures are premised on participation that is
open to all, existing inequities in power and resources (such as status and knowledge) inevitably
result in unintentional barriers to participation. lllustrations from Athenian examples of direct
democracy, for example, have highlighted the irony that it was only highly skilled professional
orators who proposed motions or participated in debates (Landemore, 2020, p.70). Similarly, in
technological approaches like crowdsourcing, which theoretically opens participation to all, even
fewer people tend to participate despite the illusion that participation is open to all (Ibid, p.95).
More problematically, this illusion can endanger values of representativeness in making it even

more difficult for minority and marginalized, under-resourced individuals to be heard.

Dimension 2: Communication and decision making (how do participants communicate
and make decisions)
The majority of public forums are not designed to support empowered participation vis-a-vis how
democratic decisions are made. For example, take public hearings and community meetings.
The vast majority of participants in these ubiquitous democratic venues do not put forward their
own views at all. Instead, “they participate as spectators who receive information about some
policy or project, and they bear witness to struggles among politicians, activists, and interest
groups” (Fung, 2006, p.68). As a “spectator” in these designs, participants may still passively
participate in the sense that they will receive information upon which they may act later, but they
are not actively participating in communication or decision making.

When it comes to communication and decision making methods that empower

democratic participation, deliberation, a mode of decision making premised on the public
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exchange of arguments and consideration of alternatives to figure out what participants want
individually and as a group, is widely considered to be the ideal (Cohen, 1989; Fung, 2006;
Habermas, 1998; Mansbridge et al., 2006). While deliberation is heavily favored by democratic
scholars, even argued by some as a defining factor of democratic legitimacy (Cohen, 1989),
deliberation is not always employed as the key decision-making method in forums of public
engagement. Instead, in venues like public meetings and town halls, public officials commit to
no more than receiving the testimonies of a limited number of participants, which they may or
may not take into account in their own deliberations (Fung, 2006, p.68). The public version of
deliberation favored by most scholars in support of participatory democracy, by contrast, argues
that the “deliberative exchange of reasons and arguments among free and equals”—not only
those of a certain status like public officials or skilled orators—must be present for a democratic
decision or policy to be legitimate at all (Landemore, 2020, p.138).

While deliberation has an outsized influence in participatory democratic theory, it is
important to note that deliberation as a method of decision making is costly and requires
intentional design to ensure participants are prepared to make informed judgments and share
them in exchange with others. To ensure participants have the background knowledge to make
informed arguments, deliberation practitioners typically provide participants with background
materials (Crosby & Hottinger, 2011; Dienel & Renn, 1995; Fishkin and Farrar, 2005; Kennedy,
1994; Lukensmeyer and Brigham, 2005; Warren & Pearse, 2008) and structure participant
discussions in small groups (Burkhalter et al., 2002; Clark & Brennan, 1991; Diehl & Stroebe,
1991; Gastil, 1993; Johnson & Johnson, 2011) and trained facilitators (i.e., Fung & Wright,
2003). Common sources of participant inequities like status, power, knowledge, and skill can
have an outsized influence in democratic deliberation. If a deliberative goal is to create diverse
participant groups in which the opinions of participants from different backgrounds are shared
and considered, participants with lower levels of education, literacy, or perceptions of

self-efficacy may be apprehensive in contributing to the discussion, which could lead to biases
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in deliberative decisions down the line. Training for deliberators and facilitators, as well as
careful consideration of how participant and facilitation processes are designed, can potentially
address these threats to equitable participation (Mansbridge, 2003). This does, however, speak
to some of the high costs of deliberative decision making that ought to be accounted for in

choosing this method in participatory governance.

Dimension 3: Citizen Authority (what they participate in doing)

Perhaps the most telling measure of empowered democratic participation is the scope of
decision-making power redistributed to members of the public. Specifically, this dimension asks
how citizen participation is linked to changing policy or public action (Fung, 2006). In many
participatory venues, people do not expect to influence policy or action, but instead participate
to derive personal benefits, such as fulfilling a sense of civic obligation or gaining important
information (Fung, 2006, p.69).

In the literature on citizen participation, the scope of citizen authority is a question of
power. Sherry Arnstein’s seminal 1969 Ladder of Citizen Participation presented citizen power
as the critical difference between empty ritual and real power to affect outcomes in the process:
“the redistribution of power that enables the have-not citizens, presently excluded from the
political and economic processes, to be deliberately included in the future” (Arnstein, 2019, p.
24). Arnstein lays out a typology of eight levels of participation to illustrate the complexities of
this issue. From the bottom rungs of manipulation and therapy “contrived by some to substitute
for genuine participation” (Arnstein, 2019, p.25), to the topmost rungs of delegated power and
citizen control, in which citizens obtain the majority of decision-making seats or full managerial
authority, Arnstein’s seminal typology called attention to the deceptive ways in which public

participation can be manipulated by the design choices of those in power.
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These three dimensions of empowered democratic participation highlight opportunities identified
by political science scholars for increasing the capacity of members of the public to change
policy and political outcomes. However, even if empowered opportunities for democratic
participation exist, people will not be able to effectively participate if they have not developed the
capacity to participate—that is, learned the knowledge, skills, and dispositions required to
participate in these unfamiliar democratic activities. This presents us with what political science
scholars have deemed “the paradox of participatory democracy”: while democratic participation
helps people increase their capacities (such as empowering them to enact policy or political
change), “Those who have not yet had the experience of participation will sometimes not have
sufficient capacity to bring off a successful democracy” (Mansbridge, 2003, p.177). Atits heart,
this paradox is a learning problem: How can we expect members of the public to have the
capacity to participate if they have not had authentic experiences of empowered participation in

their democracy?

1.3 Building people’s capacities for empowered democratic
participation: Limitations of existing organizational approaches to

authentic community engagement

Learning scientists and scholars of political science and civic education are increasingly
interested in designing authentic learning environments that build learners’ capacities for
democratic participation by engaging students directly in their communities. This move towards
community-engaged learning focuses on deepening students’ civic engagement by taking their
learning out of the classroom and working directly in partnership with community-based
organizations (CBOs) (Allen & Reiter-Palmon, 2019). For example, service learning models

engage students in their communities by connecting them with volunteering, service, and
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community development experiences (Dierberger et al., 2019). Other consulting-based or
community internship models (Willness, 2019) ask CBOs to scope research, writing, or design
tasks for students to produce end-of-term reports, which the CBO may or may not implement
following conclusion of the term. Similarly, policy educators have experimented with experiential
learning models in which students are paired with local government agencies to conduct
research and produce policy memos or reports (i.e., BU’s Metrobridge Program; Harvard’s Field
Lab in Urban Politics; Hughes, 2022). Finally, political science educators have drawn from
community organizing models to teach students political organizing in partnership with politically
engaged CBOs (Josephson, 2018).

While these experiments in community-engaged learning provide students with authentic
opportunities to work with their local communities and ensure that learning experiences are
mutually beneficial for students and community partners, learners typically serve as external
research consultants, volunteers providing community service, or, at best, volunteers on
organized political campaigns, rather than authentically building their own capacities for
empowered democratic participation. As reviewed above, participatory democracy should
empower learners on three dimensions: (1) Inclusion, or being empowered to make policy,
political, and governance decisions regardless of their prior background, knowledge, or political
experiences; (2) Democratic communication and decision making, or being empowered to make
policy decisions through democratic deliberation; and (3) Citizen Authority, or being empowered
to ensure their participation directly results in policy or public action. Each of these dimensions
requires learners to build, and authentically practice, different empowered democratic
capacities. Dimensions 1 and 2 both require learners to build capacities to authentically engage
in democratic practices beyond voting, like deliberation and policy development. The third
dimension is much more complicated for learners, because opportunities in which citizen
participation directly results in policy or public action—that is, the participatory democratic

institutions themselves—often do not exist. Consequently, this dimension requires an extra step
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of learners building the capacity to organize and demand formal opportunities from current
authorities (e.g., elected officials) that give citizens direct decision-making Authority.
Unfortunately, existing CBO engagement approaches do not typically empower learners
to participate on all (or sometimes any) of these dimensions. Next, | outline different CBO
engagement approaches and their limitations vis-a-vis building learners’ capacities for

empowered democratic practice along these three dimensions:

Engagement Approach 1: Community service & nonprofit consulting

One engagement approach is to have learners work on service projects in their community (i.e.,
volunteering at a local homeless shelter), or on research, communication, or design tasks (i.e.,
producing community reports). The majority of community-engaged learning models, including
service learning (Furco, 1996), engaged civic learning (Weaver, 2019), community internships
and other experiential education approaches (Metrobridge, Urban Field Lab), fall under this
CBO engagement approach. These opportunities, while authentically engaging learners with
their local communities, do not build learners’ capacities for building political power or taking
policy or public action.

For example, CBOs that participate in engaged civic learning courses identify community
development needs, to which students apply content knowledge and research skills they
develop in the classroom to conduct research and write reports on behalf of community partners
(Weaver, 2019, p.67). In one example undergraduate course, community activists aiming to
restore a local park, work with teams of students to guide and mentor them on their projects,
which included a report on a community survey, a report on water quality and soil analysis, a
historical literature review, planning a community bird-watching event, and developing a social
enterprise business plan. Similarly, in a practicum course focused on developing students’
governance and leadership skills, community-based nonprofit boards of directors partner with

undergraduate students for an academic year placement, and students participate as non-voting
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members of these boards. Students in the course produce individual reflection assignments and
applied deliverables that “contribute to the organization and its governance,” such as
developing board orientation manuals or a well-researched guidebook to assist the board in
effective governance (Willness, 2019, p.291).

CBOs in these examples directly engage students in important aspects of community
development and organizational governance, but they are ultimately not engaging learners in
empowered democratic practices that directly impact policymaking. For example, while CBOs in
these examples do sometimes make organizational use of some, if not all, of learners’ research
and reports, even towards political ends—such as using students’ report of community surveys
in meetings with government entities—the students themselves are not engaging in empowered
democratic practices outlined by the dimensions above. While serving as research consultants,
learners are not included in political or policy decisions, either in deciding what the policy
issue(s) are, nor participating in strategic decision-making of how to politically achieve those
goals. They are not in actuality deliberating with members of the CBOs; even in the governance
practicum, where students do serve as non-voting members of nonprofit boards, their aim in this
engagement is to learn and observe decision making practices such that they can produce a
report after the fact on best practices, rather than deliberating because they have responsibility
for implementing the decision. Most importantly, they are not practicing citizen authority or
learning to build power through political action. Even when working with advocacy-oriented
CBOs, learners producing research and reports are not part of analyzing existing power
structures or pathways to policy implementation; rather, they are at best learning to help CBOs
gather data to support their political argumentation—many steps removed from direct

participation in power building activities.

Organizational Engagement Approach 2: Political and Policy Advocacy Groups
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Political and policy advocacy groups, such as those that work on issue-based campaigns, do
engage learners in power-building activities. Whether by mobilizing community members to
work on existing campaigns, or giving them the opportunity to organize others, advocacy groups
offer learners authentic opportunities to engage in policy and public action. However, these
CBOs, on account of being either issue-based and/or politically partisan groups that primarily
operate by building power to influence members of the public or public officials, present some
limitations with regards to the inclusivity of their campaigns and direct citizen authority the CBO
is training learners to engage in.

Communities often have a range of political or policy (issue-based) advocacy groups
ranging from local chapters that campaign to elect representatives from the Democratic or
Republican Party, to local environmental or housing advocacy groups. While less research has
been dedicated towards investigating the learning and training processes employed in or with
these political or policy CBOs, the studies that exist emphasize the role of community organizing
techniques to engage learners in building political power (Josephson, 2019; Han, 2014).
Community organizing teaches learners to engage in skills like relational organizing, leading
issue meetings, preparing public narratives, building relationships, planning and carrying out
public actions, mobilizing community members to support an action, and assessing the results
of a campaign (Josephson, 2019; Ganz, 2009). For example, in a recent pedagogical
experiment that aimed to teach students community organizing in partnership with a local
affordable housing CBO, students directly contributed to door knocking campaigns; talked to
and documented problems faced by tenants experiencing tenants’ rights violations; and
attended a public action attended by city officials, community members, and leaders of the
organization to press city officials to follow up (Josephson, 2019). Eventually, the city issued
more than 1,000 code violations, which students in the class followed up by requesting and

successfully conducting a meeting with city officials to gather additional information.
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While engagement with political and policy advocacy groups can provide learners with
authentic experiences in community organizing and directly contributing to public and political
action, these CBOs may still present limitations to inclusivity (who participates) and the kinds of
direct authority participants can practice. For example, politically partisan CBOs, while they may
not explicitly exclude individuals who do not share their political ideologies, may not be
considered acceptable or legitimate to all learners such that they would likely at least implicitly
create tighter self-selection criteria for participation. Moreover, while advocacy CBOs do present
opportunities to authentically learn how to build political power to take public action or influence
policy decisions, they still fall short on training learners with skills and opportunities to directly
exercise citizen authority (Han, 2014). By virtue of focusing their efforts on campaigns that
ultimately influence public opinion or officials to change their behavior (“Communicative
influence,” Fung, 2006, p.69), these CBOs are not focused on teaching learners both how to
build political power and, more importantly, how to use that power towards shifting the agents of
democratic authority to themselves—that is, how to both build and exercise direct citizen
authority (Fung, 2004; Fung, 2006; Fung and Wright, 2003). For example, learners typically do
not practice or build skills in democratic deliberation needed once they have the opportunity to
exercise direct power. In this sense, advocacy organizations that organize campaigns to
influence public officials to change the actions they take are not in actuality focused on shifting
the locus of power, since the elected officials are still the ones who can make plans and policies
on these issues. By contrast, participatory democracy, in its most empowered form, aims to
empower citizens to directly exercise political authority, rather than relying on elected officials to
bend to the public will.

To truly engage learners in learning and practicing skills of empowered democratic
participation, we need CBOs that not only train learners with the skills and experiences to build
political power (at least in the cases where no participatory democratic initiative already exists

for them to ‘plug into’), but also train them to (1) organize to get direct decision making authority,
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then (2) practice communication and decision-making skills like policy deliberation towards
exercising that authority once that authority is achieved. In other words, we need learning
environments that train learners how to both organize opportunities for and to practice skills that

empower authentic democratic participation.

1.4 Building capacity for new participatory democratic organizations:

The paradox within the paradox of participatory democracy

Unfortunately, it is not clear from the literature whether community-based organizations that
empower authentic democratic participation—that empower any and all members of the
community to organize and practice direct democratic authority—exist, and if they do, they
remain rare. There is no established “census” of participatory democratic institutions (Fung,
2015, p.214), making it even more unlikely to find some mapping or quantification of CBOs that
either organize or support participatory democratic institutions. Nonetheless, the pattern of
“substantial growth in participatory innovation in recent years” (Fung, 2015, p.514), particularly
vis-a-vis geographical expansion of initiatives like participatory budgeting, suggests an urgent
and major gap in the literature as to how new CBOs are created and designed to build
communities’ capacities for participatory democracy. This problem presents a unique flavor of
the paradox of participatory democracy: When few, if any, organizations exist to provide
opportunities for participatory democracy, communities need to build capacity to create them
from scratch. What capacities are needed to create new organizations that empower learners in

authentic democratic practice, and how might a community build those capacities?

1.4.1 Institutional entrepreneurship & capacity building

“Creating a new organization requires not only resources, but also ideas or models on how to

organize.”
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—Richard Scott, “Institutional Construction,” from Institutions and Organizations, p.134

Institutional and organizational scholars have called this problem institutional
entrepreneurship—when “actors who have an interest in particular institutional arrangements
[...] leverage resources to create new institutions or transform existing ones” (Maguire et. al.,
2004, p.657, as quoted in Scott, 2014, p.117). When fields are in their early stages of
development, researchers and practitioners must “compile” a new organizational model from
scratch (Suchman et al., 2001, p.359). The organizational field for participatory democracy is in
early stages of development because, as explained earlier, few, if any, key organizations that
produce similar services and products yet exist towards engaging members of the public in
empowered democratic practices (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). Consequently, individuals who
want to organize new organizations for authentically engaging community members in
empowered democratic practice cannot simply copy routines, structures, and activities from
other organizations that already exist. Instead, they have to “compile” a new organizational
model from scratch, whereby technical consultants, such as researchers, might attempt to distill
an organizational model by observing existing practices (Suchman et al., 2001, p.359).

The goal of this dissertation is to contribute a new organizing model for participatory
democracy. Specifically, this dissertation aims to contribute new organizing models towards a
particular subtype of institutional entrepreneurship known as “technical and organizational
population-level institutional entrepreneurship” (Scott, 2014, p.117; Aldrich & Ruef, 2006):
combining existing human and technical assets within a community in novel ways to create new
forms of organizing and innovative organizations in the underdeveloped organizational field of
participatory democracy. As such, this organizing model aims to contribute to ongoing
examinations by institutional scholars and political scientists on the bottom-up processes of

institutional construction and change, specifically by deepening understanding of political
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processes actors on the ground take to change the rules and frameworks of existing democratic
institutions (Holm, 1995; Scott, 2010, p.236-238).

| focus on capacity building as the core process that needs to be supported for this
organizing model to function. Creating new community-based organizations dedicated to
empowering democratic practice requires capacity building. While there is no hard and fast
definition of capacity building (Chaskin, 2001; Cuthill & Fien, 2005), literature on community
development (Eade, 2007) and collective action (Briggs, 2008; Stone, 2001) broadly defines it
as the process by which people’s capacities to enact collective change in their communities is
strengthened.

By this definition, capacity building should be considered at multiple different
levels—micro, or individual, meso, or organizational; and macro, or local, national, or
international structures (“levels of social agency,” Chaskin, 2001, p.297-298). At the micro-level,
capacity building involves building the skills, knowledge, motivations, and dispositions
necessary for individuals to be able to effectively enact change (Han, 2009; Schlozman et al.,
2018). This includes both individual capabilities and motivation—both the resource dimension
and the dimension of “effort, will and choice, or ‘agency’” (Briggs, 2008, p.13)—which are
needed for organizing contexts “where expectations of stakeholder participation are relatively
high and the power to get things done is decentralized and fragmented” (Briggs, 2008). At the
meso-level, capacity building involves what resources organizations need and how they ought
to be deployed to enact change (Soule & King, 2008; Han, 2014; McCarthy and Zald, 1977,
2001). Finally, at the macro levels of local, national, or even international structures: capacity
building involves the extent to which different sectors—business, educators, government
officials, nonprofits, and others—act collectively around a matter of collective import (Cuthill &
Fien, 2005; Eade, 1997; Briggs, 2008; Stone et al., 2001).

However, to achieve the goal of creating new participatory democratic organizations, we

need to understand: (1) what existing assets in a community can be leveraged towards the
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process of capacity building, (2) what training is needed, and how to design learning
environments for building learners’ capacities for empowered democratic practice, and finally,
(3) how to methodologically approach the design of such novel learning environments from a

sociotechnical perspective in the context of participatory democracy.

1.4.2 Leveraging existing assets to build capacity for participatory democracy

Building new capacity in a community requires leveraging assets—actors, resources,
socio-cultural factors, and relationships—already present within the community, yet it is not clear
what assets are important for a community to have for capacity building. High-level descriptive
frameworks have been developed based on examinations of previous community development
efforts that map, at a high level, key assets involved in capacity building (Eade, 1997; Chaskin,
2001; Cuthill & Fien, 2005). These frameworks typically outline key actors like government
partners, CBOs, and individual citizens; resources like human and social capital, physical
infrastructure, and financial resources; socio-cultural factors like a sense of community,
commitment, ability to solve problems, supportive organizational culture, and sound information;
and relationships like functional relationships (e.g., planning, production of goods, governance
and decision making) and strategic relationships (e.g., leadership, organizational development,
etc.) through which capacity is built within a community towards outcomes like the ability of
community stakeholders to implement activities.

However, these high-level frameworks do not provide detailed models of what existing
assets of community members can be leveraged towards capacity building, particularly in the
context of organizing new participatory democratic institutions, nor how to identify them. For
example, identifying the need for government partners or CBOs for capacity building does not
help someone on the ground identify which government officials and CBOs might be better
suited for capacity building, especially in the context of organizing new participatory democratic

institutions. At this high level of description of “government partners,” it wouldn’t for example be
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clear whether a grassroots organizer ought to focus their efforts on partnering with the Mayor or
city staff, just as it would not be clear which CBOs within the community might be more
interested in the problems and goals associated with participatory democracy.

Moreover, while these frameworks may also provide some high-level insight into
strategies for building capacity, again, these strategies are described at too high of a level for
individuals to understand how to deploy them to leverage existing assets on the ground.
Strategies for capacity building identified in previous frameworks have included "leadership
development, organizational development, community organizing, and fostering collaborative
relations among organizations” (Chaskin, 2001, p.299). Each of these high-level strategies
might focus on “programmatic approaches (job training and placement, structuring access to
financial opportunities) or more procedural ones (voter registration, block club organizing) [and]
also operate through any of a number of means, including informal social processes, organized,
community-based processes (e.g., work of CBOs and associations); and formal, targeted
efforts.” Strategies described at this level are not specific enough to apply to a specific context.
Specifically, the framework’s argument that “[capacity building efforts] may also operate through
any of a number of means, including [...] organized, community-based processes (e.g., work of
CBOs and associations)” essentially describes the entirety of the problem space tackled by this
dissertation. In other words, this description is still far too high-level and descriptive to translate
to strategies for identifying and leveraging existing organized, community-based assets to build
capacity for participatory democracy from the ground up.

Finally, these frameworks do not distinguish between top-down (e.g., driven by elected
officials already in power) versus bottom-up processes (Scott, 2010, p.236), which makes them
particularly difficult to apply to participatory democracy contexts, which, by nature of being
participatory, require special attention to bottom-up capacity building. Organizing new
participatory democratic institutions requires capacity building from both top-down and

bottom-up. Many of the institutional design choices outlined by the three dimensions of
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empowered participatory democracy in Section 1.2 require government officials to make. In
particular, design choices on the dimension of Citizen Authority require government officials to
devolve power (Wampler, 2007) and, moreover, develop policies and processes that facilitate
and support citizen participation in local governance (Cuthill & Fien, 2005). Some of these
choices, therefore, cannot be made by citizen participants. From a participatory perspective,
however, there are also plenty of botffom-up capacity building processes required for
participatory democracy, by which community members have the agency to “coproduce” needed
institutional change with governments (Briggs, 2008; Ostrom, 1996; Waddell and Brown,

1997 )—community organizing processes, for example, that are key to ensuring those in the
community who should be allowed to participate (inclusion) have the power (authority) and
capacity to participate. Previous capacity building frameworks acknowledge the need for these
different actors to be involved but do not make distinctions between capacity building processes
that can, and many times should, be conducted by grassroots agents rather than by government

officials already wielding power.

1.4.3 Designing learning environments for participatory democracy

Even after understanding what assets are needed and how to leverage them, researchers and
practitioners still need to understand what specific training builds capacity for new participatory
democratic organizations, and how to design learning environments that authentically provide
that training.

Existing capacity building frameworks sometimes describe the need and role for training,
but they do not go into detail about what that training is, let alone how to design it for outcomes
of capacity building. These frameworks often mention “training,” in broad strokes, as one of
many key strategies for capacity building. For example, training programs are cited as “an
entry-point for capacity building” when working in parallel between government and

non-governmental structures, such as when CBOs and locally-based NGOs run education
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programs to provide individuals with the capacities needed to support government-run programs
(Eade, p.43-44). Job training is also referred to as a programmatic approach to capacity
building, compared to more procedural ones like “block club organizing” (Chaskin, 2001). These
frameworks do not go into detail about examples of these training programs, let alone what
outcomes they aim to support towards capacity building. At such a high level, learning scientists
and designers cannot draw concrete insights about learning outcomes related to capacity
building—a particular challenge since building “capacity,” broadly defined, is the goal of all
education—what specific processes, tools, and organizations structures ought to be designed,
and how to shape them for particular contexts like participatory democracy.

Recent scholarship on how civic organizations train activists might provide us with some
insights into what training is needed to build capacity towards empowered democratic
participation. However, these descriptions remain at too high a level (meso, or organizational
level) for learning scientists and designers (who operate at the micro level of individual learners
or groups of learners) to design training activities, tools, and structures. Literature on civic
organizing begins to dive into the role of training resources for achieving political and power
building outcomes (Han, 2014), which are critical to empowered democratic participation. For
example, research into civic organizations that have effectively achieved political outcomes
emphasizes the importance of creating leadership structures that help newcomers gain skills
and responsibilities towards helping the organization take collective action (Han, 2014;
McKenna & Han, 2008). This literature argues that organizing effective collective action that
changes political and policy outcomes requires people to have their interests, skills, and
motivations transformed for activism, empowering them to take on tasks of increasing
complexity and responsibility (Han, 2015). As a result, organizers at the high end of
engagement and leadership in these organizations commit not only to achieving outcomes (like
shepherding a campaign), but more importantly also commit to taking responsibility for

developing others in the organizations as activists and leaders, having personal accountability
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for the long-term health of the organization by developing stable volunteers, activists, and
leaders who continuing to move up the ladder (The Activist Engagement Ladder [Han, 2014, p.
34-35, Fig. 2-2]).

While this research provides insight into some of the key outcomes designers should
train organizers to do towards effectively building political power, it is still unclear how learning
environments can be designed towards supporting these outcomes, specifically in the context of
training learners to build capacity and organize new participatory democratic institutions. For
learning scientists to design learning environments towards supporting these outcomes, we
need a micro-level understanding of processes, knowledge, skills, and dispositions required to
support capacity building. Furthermore, it is not clear how to translate these insights about civic
organizing into the context of organizing new participatory democratic institutions. As opposed
to organizing campaigns that center around an issue or a candidate, “participatory democracy”
is @ much more abstract and arguably esoteric organizing goal. Prior research indicates that
people are motivated to participate in civic efforts not out of an abstract desire to strengthen
democracy but in being motivated by problem solving for results (Barber, 2003; Bolan, 1969;
Briggs, 2008). Organizing to realize new participatory democratic institutions is not immediately
tied to a single motivating, tangible issue or current event. Thus, it is unclear how organizers
might build their volunteers’ motivation or skills to organize a new participatory democratic

institution.

1.4.4 Sociotechnical approaches to capacity building

Designing novel learning environments for supporting capacity building for participatory
democracy necessitates a sociotechnical approach that integrates social, technical,
organizational, and institutional design. As such, this dissertation also aims to contribute a
detailed case study of a sociotechnical approach to designing across micro-, meso-, and

macro-levels towards building capacities that enable “design-for-future-use” (Ehn, 2008;
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Bjorgvinsson et al., 2010; LeDantec, 2016), specifically in the context of organizing new
participatory democratic institutions.

In supporting the building of future capacities for institutionalizing participatory
democracy, designers need to take a sociotechnical approach that goes beyond designing
social and technical resources to also consider organizational and institutional dimensions of a
community’s ongoing capacities to participate in burgeoning, and future, democratic institutions.
Scholars have called this sociotechnical approach one of infrastructuring, or the work of
“building on the sociotechnical relations present in community settings and styl[ing] the design
work to develop capacities to act through those relations” wherein the design goal “is the
support of local infrastructures that are reconfigurable by the community so that [...] capacities
are in place to manage [...] future conditions,” even as issues and relationships in the
community evolve (Ehn, 2008; LeDantec, 2016, p.85). Infrastructuring focuses on building the
future capacities of publics that are bound by common cause in confronting shared issues
(Dewey, 1991) and a shared set of commitments, relationships, and dependencies in doing so
(Marres, 2007). A sociotechnical approach guided by infrastructuring is focused less on
designing products, and instead shifts the focus towards “new sets of relations [...] and enabling
new abilities to act” (LeDantec, 2016, p.86). This does not, however, mean that designed
technologies and user interactions around those technologies are not important, but rather that
in designing to support capacity building, the designer’s focus is on developing persistent
relationships and creating conditions in which solutions to future issues can be considered.
Moreover, the shift in the goals of design towards capacity building across a community also
translates to a shift in the nature of design work and the positionality of designers, such that
stakeholders across the community who are engaged in the work of capacity building through
social and technical relations are also engaged in the ongoing work of design, rather than only

specially trained individuals called designers (Fischer & Scharff, 2000; LeDantec, 2016).
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Building on the sociotechnical approach of infrastructuring, in asking how learning
environments can be designed to support capacity building outcomes for new participatory
democratic institutions, we also need to ask how, if at all, this sociotechnical approach to design
shifts when a public bound by shared issues and attachments does not quite exist, requiring
researchers first to focus their design activities on organizing. Previous scholarship has
examined infrastructuring in the context of participatory design in partnership with existing
publics bound by shared issues and attachments, including those of homeless single mothers
and their children at a local shelter or social and housing justice activists (LeDantec, 2016). This
work focuses on designing to support infrastructuring with existing publics by working alongside
members of these publics to identify issues, attachments, and opportunities for technologies
and services designed to build the public’s future capacities to act. These contexts first assume
designers are working in partnership with existing publics who already share at least a
preliminary interest in similar issues. Moreover, these are not organizing contexts, in the sense
that researchers’ participation in studying and designing to support capacity building has not
involved both designing and participating in the organizing activities necessary to shift existing
structures of political power as is the case in organizing new participatory democratic
institutions.

To understand how sociotechnical approaches to infrastructuring can apply to organizing
new participatory democratic institutions, design and human-computer interaction researchers
need to understand how to design sociotechnical systems to support contexts in which a public
has not yet formed. Secondly, participatory researchers also need to understand whether and
how they can employ design techniques like infrastructuring towards organizing contexts in
which capacity building towards becoming a public needs to occur before we can build the
public’s future capacities to act on shared issues and attachments. With regards to the latter, a
methodological question remains as to what a sociotechnical approach like infrastructuring that

integrates social, technical, and institutional capacities in community-based design looks like
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when applied to a setting in which the researchers are not just participating in, but in fact
leading, an effort to organize new participatory institutions. For example, what role does the
design of organizational and institutional structures play in a sociotechnical approach to design
in the participatory democratic context? How does the role of the researcher shift when capacity
does not yet exist for researchers to be co-researchers with an existing public—as typically the
case in participatory design (LeDantec, 2016) and participatory action research (Lawson et al.,
2015)—such that they are willing to participate directly as co-investigators, but rather the
researcher needs to be involved in the organizing work to build capacity towards the
community’s interest to engage in more participatory methods of community-based research

and design?

1.5 Overview of Studies

This dissertation asks, What capacities are needed for a community to organize a new
participatory democratic institution, and how might a community leverage existing
assets to design learning environments for building those capacities?

This dissertation presents an examination of a 9-month campaign to build capacity to
organize a new participatory democratic institution by leveraging existing university assets and
designing training processes, tools, and organizational structures for building further community
capacity. In doing so, | examine capacity building from a first-person lens, in which my research
team and | investigated these questions while building capacity to organize a new participatory
budgeting process from the ground up. As such, my research team and | served as lead
organizers of “The Open Democracy Project,” a university-based organization that supported a
number of civic organizing campaigns, one of which aimed to institutionalize participatory
budgeting in our city. | discuss some of the benefits and limitations of this approach in Section

1.5.1.
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In Chapter 2 of this dissertation, we focused on building capacity for running a pilot
participatory democratic process by leveraging university assets to organize a pilot policy
development process and organizational structure. This chapter asks, How might we design
training processes, tools, and organizational structures for a pilot participatory democratic
process that builds technical capacity for participatory budgeting? By technical capacity, | refer
to building the technical knowledge, skills, organizational structures, and motivation for
implementing key democratic practices like policy development, deliberation, agenda setting,
and voting. This study is premised on the principles of open democracy, which applies principles
of participatory democracy through the design of deliberative mini-publics that empower
members of the public to deliberate over setting and ratifying a participatory policy agenda. Our
design approach to capacity building in Chapter 2 assumes a fully grassroots approach to policy
development—that is, leveraging university assets (to which we have immediate access; see
Section 1.4.2) with the goal of producing policies without relying on governmental institutions to
devolve power to begin practicing democratic processes like deliberation, policy development,
or agenda setting.

Using design-based research methods (Easterday et al., 2018), | investigated how we
might build capacity to support open democratic policy development by designing and deploying
a set of deliberation activities, tools, and facilitation techniques (a sociotechnical system) that
aim to lower the time, motivation, and knowledge barriers for members of the community to
equitably participate in setting, developing, and ratifying a democratic policy agenda. To address
this issue, my research team and | designed and deployed a pilot policy development process
that featured two one-hour deliberative caucuses with members of the university community for
agenda setting and ratifying policies. These caucuses were supported by a separate
volunteer-driven policy development process, technology that captured caucus participants’
deliberative reasoning and allowed policy developers to turn them into issues to incorporate,

and training guides for policy developers.
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This exploratory study presents early design principles for how a small group of
motivated members of a university community can organize grassroots resources to carry out
pilot deliberations for open democratic policy development. Findings from this study suggest
that deliberation designers can significantly decrease the time and policy knowledge
requirements for community members participating in deliberative discussions by providing
deliberation participants with a list of potential policy seeds that they can modify and design new
policies from, supporting moderated small group discussion focused on each community
member’s top policy idea, and taking a ranked choice vote of group opinion at the conclusion of
the deliberation. Furthermore, findings also suggest that by supporting a separate pathway for
policy development based on the policy agenda they develop and ratify in two successive
deliberations, open democracy designers can help community members participate directly in
the policy development process without committing more than two hours.

Most importantly, findings from this study suggest that recruiting, training, and building a
student-based organization of volunteers committed to open democratic policy development
(that is, developing policy memos based off of community members’ deliberations) provides an
effective motivational pathway for grassroots capacity building. Half of the policy developers
who participated in developing policies did so through an undergraduate civic engagement
course, while another half of the policy developers participated through a volunteer graduate
student association focused on science policy outreach. In follow-up interviews with 4 of these
graduate student volunteers, they expressed a personal interest in policy development as a skill
and potential career path. All expressed value in having a real-world opportunity to apply their
interests and gain experience. Additionally, all but one of the undergraduate students who
participated in policy development for this study stayed on with the campaign (for Study 2), with
two undergraduate members even recruiting friends to join the team. These findings suggest
that policy development to support open democratic policymaking is, in and of itself, an

educational opportunity that students with an interest in policy research, writing, and democratic
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community engagement would be enthusiastic to support. Moreover, policy developers’ interests
in recruiting new members to join the grassroots effort suggests that the pilot policy
development campaign holds promise as a mechanism for organizing.

In Chapter 3 of this dissertation, we built on the capacity developed in the pilot open
democratic policymaking process to build additional capacity from other stakeholders in the
community beyond the university to effectively organize participatory budgeting (PB), a
participatory democratic institution that importantly includes binding mechanisms for
implementing citizen-driven policies related to budgeting (Gilman, 2016; Shah, 2007; Wampler,
2007). This chapter asks, What capacities are needed to formally organize a new participatory
democratic initiative, and how might we connect a participatory policy development pilot to
building these capacities? Our design approach to capacity building in this chapter expands to
include formal and community stakeholders (i.e., local government officials, community-based
organizations) beyond our pilot grassroots organization of motivated student volunteers.

In this study, we initially designed an organizing campaign towards achieving the
short-term goal of developing implementable community-driven PB policies. Across four months
of community-based participatory research (Izumi et al., 2010; Lawson et al., 2015), my
research team and | organized a grassroots campaign centered around our pilot policy
development work, in which organizers and policy development volunteers developed
implementable policy 1-pagers, sought policy feedback from community experts while also
educating them about PB, and advocated for a formal leadership role in the PB process by
consistently communicating our commitment and technical expertise to City Council members.
Using sequential process tracing, | found that by building on the capacity developed over the
policy development pilot, seeking policy feedback from experts in community groups, and
consistently communicating interest and expertise to government officials, grassroots organizers
and pilot developers were able to build technical capacity to formally start a new participatory

democratic institution. In addition to this technical capacity, | also found that grassroots
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capacity—having a base of committed, trained volunteers to support outreach, facilitation, and
policy development—and government capacity of a supportive city council, staff, and at least
two staff dedicated to the new institution also needed to be built in organizing new participatory
democratic institutions. Ultimately, organizers’ initial campaign to develop implementable
community-driven PB policies led to the unexpected organizing outcome of serving as technical
assistant leads in organizing a new participatory budgeting process in a legitimately recognized

partnership with the city.

1.5.1 Community-Based Participatory Research & Research Positionality

This dissertation is the result of over 9 months of community-based participatory research
(CBPR) (Duke, 2020; Izumi et al., 2010; Lawson et al., 2015), in which my research
team—including the principal investigator and 1-2 colleagues—and myself served as lead
organizers of the campaign. Community-based participatory research, as employed in this
study, is a kind of participatory action research (Duke, 2020; Lawson et al., 2015). As such,
CBPR can recast researchers’ role by empowering them as social change agents, emphasizing
goals of knowledge production in service of practical problem solving (Lawson et al., 2015, p.6).
CBPR stresses the collaborative participation of community collaborators to yield robust,
contextualized data for research, as well as practical outcomes like mutual capacity, skill
building, and creation of initiatives to bring about sustainable change with, and in, the
community. | discuss the specific ways in which these studies are based within different
communities (e.g, university community, municipal community), and involve different kinds of
collaborative participation of members of those communities, in the methods sections of each
individual chapter. Each study also specifically outlines the intended community-based action,
as well as how our understanding of what the goals of that action ought to be, that we as

co-researchers with these communities aimed to collectively achieve through our research.
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As with any participatory research method, this deeply embedded, first-person approach
to studying the unique question of organizing new participatory democratic institutions presents
unique benefits and limitations. With regards to the core university-based grassroots
organization we built over the two studies, it is important to note that researchers had a special
role in participating in and recruiting individuals to this organization through their positionality in
the university. First, as university researchers with special access to grant funding and campus
resources, we acknowledge that we were in a privileged position even at the outset of the
campaign; | discuss the extent to which this positionality as university researchers presents a
limitation to the model in Chapter 4. Additionally, as will be discussed in more detail in the
methods section of each study, many, though certainly not all, members of the university-based
organization participated through an undergraduate course taught by the principal investigator
of the research team. While this does present limitations on the kinds of claims we can make
about voluntary participation, several members of the organization, including those in leadership
roles (like Policy Leads) did participate solely on a voluntary basis. This population allows us to
draw preliminary conclusions about voluntary participation. More importantly, while a
course-based participation pathway does present limitations as to the nature of their
participation, students in the course were not required to choose to work on this particular
campaign; in fact, only a small portion of the students in the course worked on this campaign, as
others chose campaigns in partnership with local advocacy organizations. Secondly, these
students were not required to stay engaged with the course or campaign beyond a quarter, and
had the option of opting out of the campaign or class at any point.

Nonetheless, participants’ positionality as members of the university community does
require special consideration vis-a-vis practical applications of this model. | discuss the
contribution of a university-based organization, with both curricular and extracurricular pathways

of participation, for doing this work further in Chapter 4.
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1.6 The Participatory Democratic Organizing Model

Based on the two studies across the dissertation, | present the Participatory Democratic
Organizing Model (Figure 1.1). This model argues that communities need technical,
government, and grassroots capacity to organize new participatory democratic institutions, and
that university assets can be leveraged to conduct pilot participatory democratic processes that
build technical and grassroots capacity in the short term. By building on existing relationships
with government officials and consistently communicating expertise gained from pilot work in the
absence of technical consultants with prior experience, the grassroots and technical capacities
developed from pilot participatory democratic processes can be connected to government

capacity to formally kickstart a new municipal participatory democratic institution.
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Fig. 1.1 The Participatory Democratic Organizing Model. To build capacity to organize new
participatory democratic institutions, communities need to build technical, government, and grassroots
capacity. University assets can be leveraged to conduct pilot participatory democratic processes to build
initial technical and grassroots capacity in the short term, which can be bootstrapped to government
capacity to formally kickstart a new participatory democratic institution.

This model is premised on a theoretical and practical gap in understanding how to

support the “start up” phase of institutional entrepreneurship—when members of a community,
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without the formal support of governments or the technical resources of experienced

consultants, have to work together to build the resources, motivation and knowledge, and

training and organizational structures for taking collective action to realize new participatory

democratic institutions from the ground up. During the start-up phase, learning and organizing

challenges are particularly acute because a core group of volunteers need to be trained,

motivated, and organized to build capacity for realizing broader democratic goals of empowered

participation. This organizing model argues that grassroots organizers can leverage university

assets to design novel learning environments to address capacity building challenges in the

organize-up phase by:

Recruiting an initial base of policy students or individuals highly interested in learning
about local policy implementation, to build an initial volunteer base for building a
grassroots organization;

Running pilot open democratic policy deliberations, to provide the organization with a
concrete community-driven policy agenda upon which to build further commitment from
the broader community towards implementing;

Designing tools and training materials for deliberation facilitation, policy development,
and volunteer recruitment, to provide volunteers with tools to record and track
community needs and to develop their knowledge for carrying out open and empowered
participatory democratic practices;

Designing organizational structures focused on leadership, coaching, training, and
mentorship, to provide volunteers with needed support and build social bonds for
collective action; and

Communicating expertise and interest, and applying pressure as constituents to
policymakers, to connect technical and grassroots capacity built from pilot efforts to

formal policy implementation pathways via elected officials.
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This organizing model emerged from the findings across 9 months of this grassroots campaign.
As such, my primary aim in this dissertation is theoretical hypothesis development (Beach &
Pedersen, 2013; George & Bennett, 2005). Rather than conclusively stating a normative answer
to the question of how new communities ought to build capacity to organize new participatory
democratic institutions, this dissertation seeks to (a) highlight a gap in literature in learning
sciences, political science, and institutional and organizational scholarship towards attending to
issues and processes of capacity building, and (b) provide a model for scholars and
practitioners alike to build on and further experiment with. With the concrete design principles
presented in this emergent model, my hope is that future researchers and organizers can
continue refining this hypothesis while simultaneously scaling grassroots efforts to construct

new people-powered structures of democracy.

1.6.1 Theoretical Contributions

Towards the theoretical goal (a), this model aims to address theoretical gaps in learning and
political sciences, as well as in institutional and organizational scholarship, towards the role of
capacity building in creating new participatory democratic institutions and the need for new,
interdisciplinary methodological approaches that cut across micro-, meso-, and macro-levels of
analysis to build capacity to organize new participatory democratic institutions.

For political scientists, this model builds on increasing interest in studying experiments in
participatory democracy, from Iceland’s 2013 Constitutional Reform process (Landemore, 2020)
to new participatory budgeting processes around the world (i.e., Does & Bos, 2021), to
contribute new theoretical understanding of how citizens can organize new participatory
democratic institutions from the ground up. Researchers have frequently cited growing interest
by governments around the globe for adopting participatory democratic processes like
participatory budgeting (Fung, 2016; Gilman, 2016; Wampler & Hartz-Karp, 2012), mirrored by

growing academic interest towards studying these experiments as demonstrated by a 2012
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special issue of the Journal of Deliberative Democracy dedicated to participatory budgeting
(Wampler & Hartz-Karp, 2012). However, existing political science research into participatory
democratic institutions largely examine these efforts, and their associated participation
outcomes, after implementation. By contrast, this dissertation contributes a detailed empirical
investigation of the “start-up” phase for new participatory democratic institutions: when members
of a community, without the institutional support of governments or the technical resources of
experienced consultants, have to work together to build the resources, motivation and
knowledge, and training and organizational structures for taking collective action to realize new
participatory democratic structures from the ground up. During the start-up phase, learning and
organizing challenges for citizen community members are particularly acute, as individuals are
required to build new capacities, individually and collectively, to organize for the political
changes that are necessary for them to participate in empowered democratic ways (that is,
opportunities that are Inclusive; that allow them to make deliberative decisions; and give them
direct authority over policy outcomes).

For learning scientists, this model extends existing models of community-engaged
learning to present a model of learning-through-organizing that provides learners with authentic
opportunities for empowered democratic practice when no existing organizations can provide
those opportunities for them. Existing models of community-engaged learning, including service
learning and experiential learning, have presented approaches to providing learners with
authentic experiences in partnership with existing community-based organizations (CBOs).
These models, however, are limited in providing learners with authentic engagement in learning
and practicing skills of empowered democratic participation, which require CBOs to train
learners to organize (that is, in many cases to themselves create new organizations) to build
political pressure for new participatory democratic institutions, but moreover that train them to
practice the democratic sKkills like policy deliberation and development such that they can make

democratic policy decisions once those participatory democratic institutions are created. The
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Participatory Democratic Organizing Model presents a model for learning scientists to design
novel learning environments that provide authentic opportunities to engage in learning through
organizing, by which learners are simultaneously practicing democratic skills and applying them
towards organizing to build political power for new participatory democratic institutions.

For design and human-computer interaction researchers, this dissertation aims to
contribute a detailed case study of a sociotechnical approach that integrates social, technical,
organizational, and institutional design towards organizing to build future capacity for
participatory democracy. This dissertation builds on the sociotechnical approach of
infrastructuring, in which design interventions are deployed in community settings to build
communities’ capacities for future collective practices and action (e.g., Ehn, 2008; LeDantec,
2016). The organizing model contributed by the two studies in this dissertation similarly presents
components of technical capacity, which includes sociotechnical dimensions of designed tools
(e.g., the online platform DeliberationWorks) and processes to support participatory democratic
practices like policy development and deliberation, integrated with grassroots and government
capacities that need to be built in conjunction with community members to develop their future
capacities for using sociotechnical tools. In particular, the methodological approach to
sociotechnical design demonstrated in this dissertation contributes an approach to organizing
for capacity building—when communities with and for whom designers intend designs to be
used do not yet have the capacities to use them (capacities here including abilities and
motivation). The organizing model presented by this dissertation contributes a methodological
approach to sociotechnical design that advocates for designers to attend closely to institutional
and organizational dimensions of capacity building—such as designing organizational structures
or institutional pathways for building capacity among government and grassroots
stakeholders—even before attending to social and technical dimensions of designing traditional

products, services, and systems for use and practice.
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Finally, for institutional and organizational scholars, this model presents a new
organizational model for constructing new participatory democratic institutions from scratch. In
doing so, this research also contributes a new methodological approach to institutional
entrepreneurship that truly considers and analyzes capacity building across micro-, meso-, and
macro-levels of institutional construction. Institutional and organizational scholars have
developed high-level frameworks for institutional construction and theorized about bottom-up,
entrepreneurial processes for actors on the ground like grassroots organizers in negotiating and
inventing new organizations that then support the construction of new institutions like
participatory budgeting (i.e., Scott, 2014). While these frameworks point to the need for
analyzing processes across micro-, meso-, and macro-levels for institutional construction,
including the need to separate top-down and bottom-up processes within those levels, these
frameworks remain far too abstract to apply to a new context or translate into principles for
design or practice. The Participatory Democratic Organizing Model both presents a new
organizational model with concrete design principles for designing organizing strategies and
learning environments towards capacity building outcomes and contributes a concrete example
of micro-, meso-, and macro-levels of institutional construction. At the micro-level of individual
capacity building, the Participatory Democratic Organizing Model draws on principles and
techniques from learning sciences to present strategies for training learners the skills required
for empowered democratic participation, such as organizing, deliberation, and policy
development. At the meso-level of organizational capacity building, the Participatory Democratic
Organizing Model presents principles by which grassroots organizers can build new CBOs
dedicated to empowered democratic practices. Finally, at the macro-level of institutional
capacity building, the Participatory Democratic Organizing Model presents three different
macro-level capacities that communities need to build—technical, grassroots, and government
capacity—to construct new participatory democratic institutions, and concrete strategies for

building those capacities.
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1.7 Research Context: Bringing Participatory Budgeting to a New
Community

This dissertation presents an organizing model that emerged across 9 months of
community-based participatory research in the context of organizing participatory budgeting in a
midwestern US city, which | call Anderstown, with a large research university and a total
population of approximately 77,500 residents. Anderstown’s population is approximately 65%
White (approximately 17% Black and approximately 12% Hispanic/Latino) and highly educated
(67% with a Bachelor’s Degree or higher). The median household income in Anderstown is
$82,335 (US Census, 2021). Anderstown is widely considered to be a politically progressive
community, with a history and reputation of experimenting with progressive economic and social
policies.

Having received $43 million in federal American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) funds to
address the impacts of COVID-19 on the community, Anderstown City Council members
announced in Fall 2021 the allocation of approximately $3.5 million of those funds towards
implementing a Participatory Budgeting process for the first time. Participatory Budgeting, an
empowered participatory democratic reform started in Porto Allegro, Brazil, in 1989, and
adopted in local and regional governments across the globe since, is a process by which
members of a community are given authority over how they would like to spend a set amount of
municipal or regional funds (Fung, 2006; Fung & Wright, 2003; Gilman, 2016; Wampler, 2007;
Lerner & Secondo, 2012; Shah, 2007).

Participatory Budgeting offers a unique context for studying empowered participatory
democratic governance as a municipal-level institutional reform that:

1. Opens participation to nearly all members of the community (defined more
specifically by community members leading the “rulebook” design of each PB

process, but typically with very few restrictions);
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2. Promotes some degree of community deliberation over what projects ought to be
funded by having budget delegates choose and develop projects and presenting
developed projects to community members;

3. Gives community members authority over nearly every part of the process, from
designing the rules for the process to developing proposals to voting on projects
to implement in the final ballot; and

4. Includes a binding mechanism by which government officials are held
accountable to implementing the decisions made by community members
through this participatory democratic process.

In contrast to the majority of existing PB efforts (Hagelskamp et al., 2016), Anderstown’s use of
ARPA funds presented a unique opportunity and a unique challenge as a PB funding source did
not limit the community to implementing only capital expenditure projects. This presented the
possibility of funding programs, services, and any kind of project that fits within the US Treasury
Department’s guidelines for COVID-19 relief funds (that is, broadly addressing the impacts of
COVID-19, particularly on populations and services disproportionately impacted by the effects of
the pandemic). The funding source also had a unique timeline; all funds from the City’s
ARPA-allocated funds were required to be allocated by December 2024 and all funds required

to be spent by the end of 2026.
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Fig. 1.2 Timeline of grassroots campaign and two studies. The two studies of this dissertation take
place in the 9 months between when the Anderstown City Council officially announced their intention to
adopt a new participatory budgeting process (October 2021) and when the Council voted to allocate funds
to hiring a “Technical Lead” for PB (June 2022).

The two studies of this dissertation take place in the 9 months between when the
Anderstown City Council officially announced their intention to adopt a new patrticipatory
budgeting process and when the Council voted to allocate funds to hiring a “technical lead” for
PB in early June 2022 (Figure 1.2), marking the official start of the design and implementation of
participatory budgeting in Anderstown. This period of time, which | call the “startup phase,” was
effectively a liminal space. Officially, this period of time was dedicated to the City Council’'s
search for and hiring of a technical assistant, an external consultant who would partner with the
City to guide further implementation of the PB process. Functionally, for other members of the
community with an active interest in starting PB, it was unclear what, if anything, advocates

could do to support this participatory process. The two studies of this dissertation were
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motivated by our firsthand experience of this uncertainty, and effectively serve as our answer to

this theoretically and practically unexamined question.
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2 Designing An Open Democratic System for Participatory

Policy Development

Abstract

Open democracy is a branch of participatory democracy that applies its institutional principles to
the design of deliberative mini-publics that empower members of the public to deliberate over
setting and ratifying a participatory policy agenda. Open democracy ideally supports equitable
participation—that is, provides equal opportunities for members of the public to serve as
representatives, regardless of their existing resources for participation. However, existing open
democratic models may not fully foster equitable participation because of tradeoffs between
representation and participation—those with less time, existing knowledge, and motivation, who
are typically less represented in civic activities more broadly, are often precluded from
participating in time-, knowledge- and commitment-heavy deliberations to shape policy
agendas. This design research study presents the design of a sociotechnical system that aims
to increase equitable participation in open democratic policy development by inviting community
representatives to set and ratify a policy agenda over two one-hour deliberative caucuses, while
shifting the resource-intensive work of policy development to policy students and volunteers
using an community representatives’ policy priorities from the deliberative caucuses. Our design
aimed to decrease time, knowledge, and motivation barriers for community representatives by
prioritizing their participation in crucial decision making processes, while an organizational
structure, an online platform for scribing and policy development, and training materials
supported a more resource-intensive participation pathway for students and volunteers
interested in practicing policy development skills. Over a 3-month design research case study of

policy development for participatory budgeting, we found that a sociotechnical system designed
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to support (a) separating agenda setting and voting deliberations from the policy research and
writing process, and (b) “bridging” work of policy developers to develop policies based on
community representatives’ deliberation, helped community representatives set and ratify a
policy agenda in a total of 2 hours’ time, without prerequisite knowledge about policy areas or
high motivation to commit to policy research and development. For students and volunteers
supporting policy development, our design also unexpectedly built grassroots capacity to
continue working towards formally implementing policies after deliberations concluded. This
study contributes early design principles for supporting equitable participation in open
democratic policy development, specifically by designing sociotechnical systems that support
“separate but bridged” processes of agenda setting deliberation and policy development, and
separate participation pathways depending on individuals’ time, knowledge, and motivation for

policy development.

2.1 Introduction

Open democratic models allow members of the public to deliberate on a policy agenda, rather
than only consenting to ones made by elected representatives. A key distinguishing feature of
open democracy is “the possibility to shape, and deliberate about, the political agenda [...]
having the first say, and indeed a say anytime we want. Democracy [...] must begin at the start
and never cease. It must be open” (Landemore, 2020, p.14). In this definition of democratic
governance being “open” to members of the public, open democratic models present a new
approach to public participation in democratic representation. That is, ordinary members of the
public are empowered to participate in setting and shaping policy agendas, rather than consent
to those developed by elected officials. Moreover, barriers for serving as decision-making
representatives are removed such that access to power is open, equitable, and inclusive to all,

rather than only to the select few who win election to public office.
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In practice, it is challenging to balance participation and representation to foster
equitable participation. Prior democratic scholars have argued that there is always a “forced
choice” between “political equality, deliberation, and mass participation” in participatory
democratic reforms such that designing to support any two of these ideals will routinely
undermine the third (Fishkin, 2011; Fishkin, 2020). In recognition that a perfect balance between
participation and representation may remain an unachievable ideal, this study focuses on
addressing two limitations to equitable participation in existing deliberative designs. First, efforts
to engage members of the public are not often designed to empower them to do more than
discuss developed policy options. Second, participants are often required to commit large
amounts of time (a full to many days, sometimes offset by stipends), learn a large amount of
information, and be highly motivated in order to deliberate across setting, developing, and
ratifying a policy agenda. Together, these limitations pose challenges to equitable participation
in deliberation for open democratic policy development because members of the public are
often precluded from exercising power in deliberations and, when they are included, must
overcome limits of time, knowledge, and motivation that disproportionately impact members
from marginalized and low-income populations (who typically lack the free time and resources to
dedicate to participation) (Schlozman et al., 2012).

To support equitable participation in open democratic policy development, we developed
a process that featured two one-hour deliberative caucuses with representatives from a
university community, held one month apart, for setting a policy agenda and ratifying policies
developed based on that agenda. The policy writing and research process was conducted by a
separate group of policy students and volunteers, who were recruited and trained to develop
comprehensible 1-page policy briefs that represented community representatives’ policy
priorities as captured on DeliberationWorks, an online platform designed to bridge the output of

the deliberations with the policy writing process.
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This design sought to support equitable participation in open democratic policy

development in two ways:

First, to empower community representatives to equitably participate in setting and
ratifying policies while lowering time and knowledge barriers, our system featured two
one-hour deliberative caucuses with community representatives, in which
representatives were supported with policy seed ideas collected from the community and
facilitated discussion to ensure all representatives, regardless of prior policy knowledge,
could advocate for their policy priorities in setting the group’s policy agenda.

Second, to empower community representatives to equitably participate in policy
development while lowering time and motivation barriers to the research and writing
process, we shifted the resource-intensive work of policy writing and research to a group
of students and volunteers recruited and trained to collect policy ideas and write briefs
that represented community representatives’ policy agenda. These policy developers
used the DeliberationWorks online platform to develop comprehensible 1-page policy
briefs that represented community representatives’ policy priorities and key questions.
Community representatives checked whether the developed briefs fairly represented

their deliberation in a second Voting Caucus.

Findings from a 3-month deployment of the system provide early evidence suggesting that a

design that separates deliberative caucuses for agenda setting and ratifying of policies from

policy writing and research processes not only allows members of the university community to

participate in an open democratic process with limited time commitments and knowledge

prerequisites, but moreover supports unexpected capacity-building benefits for individuals

specifically motivated by an interest in policy research and writing. The 3-month Open

Democratic Policy Development process resulted in 8 developed 1-page policy briefs based on

community representatives’ policy agenda, and high levels of agreement on the top policies to

recommend to city staff for implementation.



59

2.2 Background

2.2.1 Balancing empowered participation and democratic representation: Equitable

participation challenges in open democratic policy development

Open democratic models empower public participation in setting, developing, and ratifying
agenda, and democratic representation in deliberating to develop policies. In open democratic
models, the power to set, develop, and ratify a policy agenda is open to all, “ensur[ing] access
of ordinary citizens to agenda-setting power rather than just allow[ing] citizens to consent to
power” (Landemore, 2020, p.136). Open democratic models aim to open representation to all
citizens, by removing barriers, like those created by elections, to serving as a representative—-a
“kind of ‘standing for’ that is an activity open to all on an egalitarian and inclusive basis”
(Landemore, 2020, p.86). This definition of democratic representation offers a contrast to
democratic models premised on mass participation, because it allows for citizens to be
authorized to act in a way that promotes the interests of those represented and holds
representatives accountable to those represented, rather than requiring everyone having to
participate all the time. Inclusivity here is key; this conceptualization of democratic
representation is premised on the act of exercising power, particularly as a representative, being
open to all—which is to say that efforts should be made to remove any barriers to becoming a
representative, and in the ideal sense of the concept, representation should be an act of will (or
interest) in serving as a representative.

Compared to other participatory democratic models premised on mass participation,
open democratic models aim to open public access to political power by giving everyone equal
opportunities to serve as representatives, without requiring them to do so. By opening access to
activities like serving in deliberative mini-publics, and complementing them with less

resource-intensive participatory avenues like voting or crowdsourced policy feedback, open
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democracy “considers citizens’ time and attention as scarce resources that must be used
wisely” (Landemore, 2020, p.206). That is, open democratic models focus on allowing citizens
to choose to participate in affecting policy outcomes through different empowered avenues
depending on their level of interest, time, and motivation, rather than a presumption of “frequent,
mass, and direct participation of the public as a whole” (Landemore, 2020, p.206). While
increasing access to representation does not address the “forced choice” tradeoffs highlighted
by previous democratic scholars between mass participation, political equality and deliberation
(The “Trilemma” of democratic reform; Fishkin, 2011; Fishkin, 2020), it still addresses limitations
to participatory democratic models premised on mass participation. Specifically, this approach
presents members of the public with different opportunities to participate in setting policy
agendas without requiring the same resources from everyone—but importantly does not limit
the opportunity for anyone to practice power as a representative should they choose to serve in
that capacity.

Despite the promise of open democratic models for empowering community participation
in setting and ratifying a policy agenda, previous deliberation efforts have not been designed to
foster equitable participation in policy development. This is often because they encounter
limitations to empowered participation and democratic representation, including:

e [ imitations in scope of citizen participation: First, community members are often limited
in the scope of the decision they are empowered to make through deliberations, thus
restricting their participation in agenda setting.

e [imitations to democratic representation in agenda setting: Second, representation in
policy development activities is often restricted to individuals who are willing and able to
commit one to several days of their time, learn a large amount of information, and be
highly motivated in order to deliberate across setting, developing, and ratifying a policy
agenda. This limits democratic representation by placing time, knowledge, and

motivation barriers to inclusive participation in serving as a representative.
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2.2.2 Limitations in scope of citizen participation in deliberative decision making

Existing deliberation efforts limit the scope of the decision that participants are able to make.
They often do not empower community members to participate in setting a policy agenda, or to
connect agenda setting to the iterative process of policy development. The root of this limitation
in the scope of deliberative decision making may be traced to the history of scholarship on
democratic deliberation. Since the outset of scholarship on deliberation, democratic deliberation
has often been studied as an idealized form of public discourse, with democratic benefits like
increasing consensus and supporting a more engaged and informed electorate (i.e., Habermas,
1998; Mansbridge, 1983). But open democracy seeks to promote these deliberative ideals
among an empowered public, in which citizens are not just deliberating to consent to policy
decisions made by elected officials, but whose agenda-setting power allows them to shape and
change policies through deliberation (Landemore, 2020). In practice, it is difficult to ensure that
the output of public deliberation is incorporated into the development of implementable policies,
because it is unlikely that citizen deliberators have the requisite level of knowledge, expertise,
and commitment to develop implementable policies. Yet it is also not clear what information from
citizen deliberators would be useful to actually incorporate policies, particularly when the
deliberative effort was not initially requested or sanctioned by government actors to begin with.
Deliberations often circumvent citizen participation in agenda setting by presenting
deliberating citizens with fully developed ballot measures (Kriplean et al., 2011), rather than
empowering citizens to determine what ballot measures ought to be developed in the first place.
Notable examples include Oregon’s Citizens’ Initiative Review (CIR) panels prior to general
elections (Gastil et al., 2018) and the Australian Citizens’ Parliament (Carson et al., 2015),
Canadian Citizens’ Assemblies (Warren & Pearse, 2008), and Deliberative Polls in China
(Fishkin et al., 2010; He & Warren, 2017; Leib & He, 2006). In most of these cases, a state or

national government determines the need for public deliberation on specific issues or ballot
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measures. Subsequently, they authorize efforts to bring random, representative samples of
citizens in to deliberate on policies that were developed prior to an election. For example, in the
2010 Oregon CIR, citizen panels were assembled to write pro-con rationales for supporting or
opposing two statewide ballot measures, one on an initiative to set a 25-year minimum sentence
for multiple counts of felony sex crimes and toughened penalties for repeat DUIs, the other on a
measure establishing medical marijuana dispensaries (Gastil et al., 2018). In other cases, as in
Deliberative Polling, scoped policy options are developed by outside experts before being
presented to random samples of deliberating citizens (i.e., Fishkin, 2011, p.162).

Alternatively, some deliberation efforts forego empower citizens on having any impact on
policy at all, focusing instead on having citizens produce “statements,” policy recommendations,
or on capturing the group’s ideal policy, rather than producing implementable policies
(NextGenlL, American Democracy Project, 2014; Minnesota Community Assembly Project,
n.d.). Many deliberative efforts result in group “statements” of opinion, which may then be
shared with lawmakers or other citizens prior to a broader public vote. For example, deliberation
participants in Oregon’s Citizen Initiative Review Panels produce “Official Statements” for
Voters’ Pamphlets that are distributed to all voters before general elections, rather than
developing policies (Gastil et al., 2018). Other Citizens’ Juries, like Minnesota’s 2017 Willmar
Community Assembly, may have citizens deliberate on earlier stage policy ideas, such as
proposals to use ranked choice voting in elections or a public electoral funding model, and
produce a final report and group statement (Center for New Democratic Processes, n.d.).
However, political pathways for implementing these early stage proposals are unclear, such that
these policy ideas often only remain ideas, stagnating after democratic deliberation.

Some ambitious efforts have aimed to expand the scope of citizen decision making in
deliberation, such as Iceland’s Constitutional redrafting (Landemore, 2020), California’s Citizen
Redistricting Commission (Sonenshein, 2013), Canadian Citizens’ Assemblies (Warren &

Pearse, 2008), and Deliberative Polls in China (He & Warren, 2012; Leib & He, 2006). For
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example, the British Columbia Citizens’ Assembly in 2004 involved an assembly of 160
near-randomly selected citizens who were tasked with assessing and redesigning the province’s
electoral system (Warren & Pearse, 2008). These efforts are impressive in scope but come at a
much greater cost; Iceland and California’s processes both took several years to complete and
multiple referendums and electoral processes to approve authority for citizen commissions,
choose citizen commissioners, and ultimately approve final decisions (Landemore, 2020;
Sonenshein, 2013). Such costly and extensive processes are only achievable with the backing
and legitimacy of state or national governments who sanction participatory efforts.

Despite these costly and high-profile examples, however, few deliberation efforts have
resulted in citizens actually exercising any legal authority (Barrett, Wyman, & Coelho, 2012),
indicating that there remains a wide gap in understanding how deliberation efforts can be
designed to empower citizen participation in setting a policy agenda, especially if those
deliberations have not been formally sanctioned by governmental institutions. Researchers have
noted that in large part this disconnect between deliberation and empowering citizen
participation in shaping a policy agenda is because “the connection between deliberative civic
engagement and the policy-making process remains, to date, quite informal and dependent on
the disposition of public officials and politicians to hear (and act upon) the recommendations that
emerge in such forums” (Barrett, Wyman, & Coelho, 2012, p.201). This suggests a different but
related challenge to designing deliberations to empower agenda setting: persuading public
officials to devolve agenda setting power to citizen deliberators. Because the few examples of
deliberation resulting in policy change (and even some that do not) are all lengthy, expensive,
state-sanctioned efforts, it remains unclear whether and how deliberative processes can be
designed to help citizens participate in shaping an open democratic policy agenda prior to the
backing and resources of formal government institutions. Without examining the possibility of
designing grassroots deliberation efforts that result in feasible policies without institutional

support, we run the risk of open democratic innovations only being possible as expensive efforts
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formally sanctioned by government actors, without investigating the possibility of deliberation
designed as a grassroots approach to bringing open democratic innovations to communities at

the local level.

2.2.3 Limitations to democratic representation in agenda setting

The high resource demands on citizens to participate in the challenging work of policy
development presents a different set of limitations to democratic representation. Existing
approaches to empowering citizens in policy development typically require individuals to be
willing and interested in committing large amounts of time, have pre-existing knowledge, and
importantly be highly motivated to do this work, thus posing a risk to the kinds of policy priorities
represented during the development process. Moreover, accountability mechanisms are not
usually in place for ensuring that those who can participate take responsibility for representing
the interests of those who may not have the time, knowledge, or motivation to participate,
creating a gap in understanding how to incorporate principles of democratic representation into
open democratic policy development.

Existing approaches to participatory budgeting (Public Agenda, 2016) and crowdsourced
policymaking experiments in Finland (Aitamurto & Landemore, 2015) have been designed to
bring ordinary citizens into the policy development process. However, these approaches often
accept trade-offs in who participates in developing policies, because the prolonged work and
responsibility of synthesizing, researching, and writing policies requires time and expertise. As a
result, the actual responsibilities of writing and developing policies ultimately either rests with
government actors (in the case of crowdsourced policymaking), or citizens with vested personal
interest, knowledge, and resources to develop the specific ideas they are interested in
championing (in the case of participatory budgeting). In either case, no participation pathways
effectively exist for individuals who may not have the time, knowledge, or motivation to work on

policy writing, thereby inequitably limiting access to representation. This trade-off between open
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participation and effectiveness is common in open democracy. Features of open democratic
governance that increase citizen participation often accept trade-offs in the feasibility or
effectiveness of resulting policies, recognizing that participatory citizen processes aimed at
effective decision making largely rely on extensive involvement from a relatively small number of
citizens willing to invest many hours and to acquire substantial expertise in specific policy areas
(Fung, 2006, p.73).

Crowdsourced policymaking technologies aim to increase participation pathways for
citizens to participate in earlier parts of policy development, including proposing, voting, and
commenting on policy ideas (Aitamurto & Landemore, 2015; Aitamurto & Saldivar, 2014). These
technologies offer a powerful means of opening policy development to public participation,
including submission of ideas, evaluating, and in some cases even informing the drafting of
policies (Landemore, 2020). Crowdsourcing approaches offer the potential of developing better
proposals with the “wisdom of the crowd” (Benkler, 2015). They have even been demonstrated
to afford opportunities for large group deliberation as online users read and respond to each
other’'s comments (Aitamurto & Saldivar, 2014; Aitamurto & Landemore, 2015).

Yet even in crowdsourced policymaking, democratic representation in agenda setting
remains limited. The citizens whose ideas are crowdsourced in the process are not ultimately
the ones responsible for developing their ideas into fully written proposals, and there are no
mechanisms in place to “check” that their priorities were properly represented in the policy
agenda (Aitamurto & Landemore, 2015; Landemore, 2020). In some cases, crowdsourced ideas
are evaluated by the crowd and checked by experts but ultimately turned into a report for
government actors with recommended next steps (Aitamurto & Landemore, 2015). In others,
ideas generated from the crowd are passed onto another group of citizens who have higher
levels of responsibility (endowed by a governing body) to draft the policies (Landemore, 2020).
It is not clear that crowdsourced policymaking would empower people with less knowledge,

motivation, and time to have their priorities represented, because there are no clear
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accountability mechanisms to check against misrepresentation of their ideas by other expert or
government policy developers.

Existing models of participatory budgeting (PB) offer another alternative for
representation in policy development, in which citizens are responsible for developing budgeting
proposals from idea to an implementable ballot initiative. In most models of PB, citizen
delegates develop proposals (Gilman, 2016; Public Agenda, 2016). Since these citizen
delegates are self-selected, only those who are highly motivated and have the time and financial
resources to volunteer 2-3 hours/week for about half a year can set the policy agenda. This
typically results in a much smaller, dedicated group of volunteers, known as “budget delegates,”
who are committed to drafting and redrafting policy proposals; on average, a group of
approximately 30-40 volunteers, often divided into smaller topical committees of 5-10 each, are
responsible for the work of proposal development (Public Agenda, 2016). These volunteers may
deliberate in their smaller committees to develop proposals, but since proposal developers are
usually recruited from initial community assemblies for idea solicitation (Public Agenda, 2016),
ideas solicited from members of the public who do not have the resources, knowledge, or
motivation to commit to the prolonged time commitment of serving as a budget delegate have a
higher likelihood of not being prioritized or equitably considered during the policy development
process. Furthermore, public transparency into the proposal development process of PB is low,
as communication and feedback with members of the public who are not serving as budget
delegates and not members of city staff typically occurs only after proposals are chosen, fully
fleshed out, researched, and developed to be presented on the public ballot. This means that
participation in decisions made by budget delegates during the development of proposals is
typically restricted to the highly committed volunteers and city staff with the expertise, resources,
and motivation to participate in the prolonged process.

While these approaches make significant headway in increasing citizen participation in

policy development, they still encounter significant tradeoffs with regards to which policies are
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developed and who sets the policy agenda, as only citizens with high knowledge, motivation,
and ample free time to spend on volunteering to improve policy ideas get to champion policy
ideas they are personally invested in and passionate about. It is unclear whether the design of
these approaches can address time, motivation, and knowledge barriers to equitable

participation in policy development.

2.2.4 Design Approach: Separating agenda setting deliberation from policy

development

One approach that might support equitable participation (to balance public participation and
democratic representation) in agenda setting involves separating processes for setting and
ratifying policy agendas and processes for developing policies. This approach could facilitate
democratic representation by having a random selection of community members participate in
deliberation for agenda setting, while a different group of community members who may have
more time, motivation, and expertise are tasked with developing policies based on the agenda
earlier set by community members.

This design was employed in Iceland between 2010-2013, during which randomly
selected citizens participated in a National Forum in Summer 2010 to set values for reforming
the Icelandic Constitution. This National Forum was followed by a constitutional assembly of
“ordinary citizens without prior experience in politics” (Landemore, 2020, p.160), who was
responsible for writing the Constitutional draft. A popular referendum on the draft Constitution
proposal was then held in October 2012. While Iceland’s Constitutional Reform process
suggests that separating agenda-setting deliberation and policy development processes could
be a promising approach to balancing equitable participation and democratic representation,

questions still remain with regards to what mechanisms, if any, were in place to ensure
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participants in agenda-setting deliberations had their priorities represented by the second group
of individuals responsible for policy development.

This approach offers multiple pathways for participation, which were each deliberative in
different ways. The largest and perhaps most familiar deliberative setting was the National
Forum, a one-day event held on November 6, 2010, in which 950 randomly selected Icelandic
citizens were invited to deliberate on set values to incorporate into the Constitution. Participants
were divided into 8-person moderated small groups. They spent the first half of the event
brainstorming potential constitutional values that were aggregated into eight different themes.
They spent the afternoon in different small groups having concrete discussions between the
themes. Finally, participants returned to their initial table to share their experience and draft up
to five recommendations, from which each table selected three through voting. Organizers
asked each table to summarize their recommendations, advice, and requests to those who will
continue to finish work towards a new constitution. Organizers also asked participants and
facilitators for their individual recommendations. The output of the National Forum was
synthesized in a 200-page report, along with expert recommendations and two blueprints for
constitutional proposals, and presented to the 25 members of the Constitutional Council.

Separately, a 25-member constitutional “assembly of amateurs” was in charge of writing
the draft Constitution, drafts of which were regularly posted online for public feedback and
accountability. The 25-member Constitutional Assembly was comprised of “ordinary citizens
without prior experience with politics. In fact [...] incumbent professional politicians were
excluded by law” (Landemore, 2020, p.160), selected through an election process. Deliberation
was central to the Council members’ work. Council members were separated into smaller
committees tasked with writing different parts of the Constitution, then reconvening to intensely
debate proposals from other committees. In the process of drafting the Constitution, the 25
council members also regularly posted online the version of the draft they were working on.

Anyone interested in the process could post feedback on social media platforms, posting on the
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Council’'s webpage, or using e-mail or postal mail. While again, the Council could choose what
feedback to attend and respond to such that it is not clear how much the information from
crowdsourcing informed the Council’s work, further research does suggest that about 10 percent
of public suggestions had a causal impact on the content of the draft (Hudson, 2018).

Iceland’s 2010-2013 experiment in Constitutional Reform is considered one of the first
and most ambitious experiments in wide scale open democratic governance and most
innovative in creating multiple participation pathways, of varying commitment levels, that allow
citizens to impact policy outcomes (Landemore, 2020). From posting online feedback to draft
constitutions, to getting selected to participate in the one-day agenda-setting National Forum, to
getting elected to serve as a representative in the multi-month work of drafting the Constitution,
Icelandic citizens could directly participate in policy development and potentially act as
democratic representatives to a degree of political empowerment scarcely seen before. To be
sure, many of the most directly impactful deliberation pathways did require other selection
mechanisms like random or electoral selection, though the online crowdsourcing phase opened
low-commitment participation opportunities to nearly anyone with interest. The online
crowdsourcing phase also provided a low-bar mechanism for transparency and accountability in
the policy development process, as Constitutional Assembly members were subject to at least
posting drafts of their proposal iterations and receiving public feedback.

While Iceland’s Constitutional Reform process suggests that separating agenda-setting
deliberation and policy development processes could be a promising design approach to
creating different participation pathways to balance equitable participation and democratic
representation, the process did not clearly put ratification mechanisms in place for
representatives to “check” that information produced in deliberative agenda setting actually
shaped constitutional development. While the crowdsourcing phase arguably created some
feedback loops for checking the work of Constitutional Assembly members, the feedback at that

stage would not inform agenda setting, thus leaving researchers with a gap in understanding
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what design mechanisms, if any, were in place to help citizens check that their agenda-setting
deliberation did shape policy development in a representative manner. Moreover, questions
remain about what, if any, mechanisms were in place to translate the results of the agenda
setting deliberative process into informative output for policy development, as well as how the
process supported equitable participation in ratifying the policy agenda. For example, it remains
unclear how the 200-page report from the National Forum was used by the Constitutional
Assembly, nor whether and how Constitutional Assembly Council members were required to
incorporate public feedback into their iterative development of the Constitution draft.
Additionally, this process was highly resource- and time-intensive. In addition to being
sanctioned by Iceland’s government, the process took three years to carry out, required an
enormous amount of financial resources, and ultimately resulted in a (referendum-approved) bill
that was stalled in implementation due to turnover in the elected parliament. A practical question
remains in whether the design approach of separating agenda-setting deliberation from policy
development could be replicated into a different context in which no government resources are
allocated towards the effort and citizens are not incentivized to participate, or to represent the

policy priorities of a different group of citizen representatives in policy development.

2.3 Research Question

The purpose of this study is to understand how to design an open democratic deliberative
system (that is, a process, tools and technology, and organizational structure) that lowers time,
motivation, and knowledge barriers to allow citizens to equitably participate in developing a
policy agenda they set and in ratifying developed policies.

To achieve this goal, my research team and | designed and deployed a process that
featured two one-hour deliberative caucuses with representatives from the community for

setting and ratifying a participatory budgeting policy agenda. These caucuses were supported
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by a policy research and writing process conducted by a separate group of policy students and
volunteers, technology that “bridged” deliberation to policy development by capturing caucus
participants’ deliberative reasoning and allowing policy developers to turn them into issues to
incorporate, and training guides for policy developers on how to do so. By having short
caucuses for supporting community representatives’ deliberation and "separate but bridged”
processes for the more resource-intensive tasks of policy research and writing, our design
aimed to empower community representatives to deliberate to set and ratify policy agendas in a
short period of time and without prerequisite knowledge about policy areas or the high
motivation needed to research and write policy briefs. Our design also aimed to build capacity
among a small group of policy developers to develop succinct, comprehensible policy briefs that
represented community representatives’ policy agenda within a 1-month period between the two

caucuses.

2.3.1 Intervention

More precisely, the research question in this study was a set of hypotheses called a design
argument, which presents causal hypotheses articulating how predicted features of a designed
environment are mechanistically linked to specific desired outcomes (van den Akker et al.,
2006). Below, | describe the specific design arguments we employed across the sociotechnical

system for open democratic policy development to achieve equitable participation outcomes.
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Fig. 2.1 Open Democratic Policy Development Process. The design of our open democratic
sociotechnical system involved two one-hour caucuses separated from but bridged to a period of policy
development. This process was carried out by a grassroots organization of approximately 20 student
volunteers and supported by DeliberationWorks, an online platform for recording policy rankings and
questions from community representatives’ deliberations.

Recruitment: To recruit a diverse sample of 10-20 community members to serve as community

representatives in both the Agenda Setting and Voting Caucuses, organizers and a student

outreach team solicited ideas; conducted outreach through a variety of avenues, including

in-person canvassing and on social media; and sent multiple follow-up requests for additional

information like demographics and RSVP information to remind community members and more

accurately gauge likely attendance at both events.

Table 2.1. Open Democratic Policy Development recruitment design arguments.

Recruitment Design
feature

Mechanism

Hypothesized
Outcome
(confirming
evidence)

Hypothesized
Challenges
(disconfirming
evidence)

Prepared script for
idea solicitation to
conduct deep
canvassing

Community members
have a personal
interaction with
organizers that
engages and

Community members
sign up to attend a
caucus

Deep canvassing
interaction takes
more volunteer time
and training but may
not result in more
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persuades community
members to attend a
deliberative caucus

recruited participants

Social media, digital
and physical posters

Community members
quickly learn about
the event and core
reasons for
participating

Community members
sign up to attend a
caucus

High potential reach
but few of those
reached ultimately
attend caucus

Sending follow-up
requests as structure
tests (follow-up
interest form,
demographics
survey, RSVP form)

Community members
answer multiple
increasingly large
"asks" throughout the
recruitment process,
which (a) reminds
them about the
caucus to keep it top
of mind; (b) checks
likelihood of showing
up; (c) generates
needed info for
organizers; (d) keeps
communication
channel open
between participants
and organizers

Organizers can
gauge likely
attendees and plan
according to
“organizer math”
(Indivisible Guide,
2020)

Organizer math is
wrong (too many
people respond
relative to showing up
or too many show up
relative to organizer
math estimates);
organizers not able to
send all follow-up
structure tests;
people don’t respond
to any structure tests

Invitations sent by
Outreach Team to
the same community
members who
attended Agenda
Setting Caucus,
inviting them back to
read and ratify
policies developed
based on their
specifications

Community members
motivated to attend
another caucus to
evaluate more
developed policies

Community members
who attended first
caucus will come
back to vote on
policies in Voting
Caucus

Community members
don’t come back,
community members
express
disinterest/do not
value coming back,
invitations not sent
out or subject to
coordination mishaps

Agenda Setting Caucus: To empower community representatives in setting a policy agenda,

outreach volunteers invited a sample of community members to attend a one-hour “Agenda

Setting Caucus” to deliberate over a large pool of draft policy seed ideas collected from

canvassing conversations and policy developers’ research on existing policies. Trained

moderators facilitated small group discussions in which community representatives were asked
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to select one policy idea to advocate for and prepare their reasoning to share with other
representatives. Participants discuss tradeoffs and concerns about each other’s ideas before

ranking all presented ideas for policy development.

Description of service design

Our Agenda Setting Caucus was held on the evening of November 30, 2021. A few days before
the Caucus, all community members who responded to the RSVP form were e-mailed a list of
over 70 policy seed ideas, spanning 10 policy areas. Each policy seed contained a one-phrase
summary of the policy idea (i.e., “Explore Renewable Energy Options”) and a 1-2 sentence
explanation of what the idea would entail (i.e., “Increase renewable energy supply options for
city customers not eligible for Aggregation, such as Community Solar Subscriptions,
development of a municipal alternative retail electric supplier (ARES), Power Purchase
Agreements, etc.”). Organizers designed a facilitation and small group moderation guide
(Appendix 2), which we also used to provide light training. Two organizers served as facilitators
for the event, and we additionally recruited another volunteer graduate student to help with
moderation.

When they arrived at the caucus, community representatives were first given 10 minutes
to review the packet of 73 policy ideas. To make it easier for them to choose where to begin in
the large packet of ideas, facilitators encouraged them to first choose a policy area of interest
and then choose one policy idea in that area for which to advocate to the group.

In small groups, community representatives then participated in a moderated
deliberation about which of the existing 73 policies they want to advocate for. Community
representatives could also propose a new policy idea. During the moderated small group
discussion, community representatives were divided into two small groups of 4 community
representatives in one group and 6 in the other, each with a moderator and two scribes. Based

on prior literature, we expected that these smaller discussion groups would help ensure that all
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members of the group would have ample time to speak, discuss ideas with one another, ask

questions, and clarify confusions (Burkhalter et al., 2002; Clark & Brennan, 1991; Diehl &

Stroebe, 1991; Gastil, 1993; Johnson & Johnson, 2011). Moderators were trained to ensure that

all community representatives spoke, that no one dominated the conversation, and that

discussion was focused and relevant. Scribes were trained to capture which community

representatives supported what policies, and community representatives' questions, concerns,

and suggestions for improving policies. Moderators asked community representatives to share

their reasons for choosing their policy and what suggestions they had for making the policy

more concrete. community representatives were encouraged to respond to each other’s

reasons.

After small group discussions, community representatives were brought back together in

the full group to share and listen to all policies for which the small groups advocated. All

community representatives then completed a ranked choice vote of all policies they supported

implementing. This policy agenda was shared with the policy developers to further build into

1-page policy briefs.

Table 2.2. Open Democratic Policy Development Agenda Setting Caucus design arguments.

ideas (shared with
participants before
Caucus)

browse through many
ideas and policy
areas; each individual
can pick one to
advocate for

preliminary policy
ideas to develop
within 1 hour

Agenda Setting Mechanism Hypothesized Hypothesized

Design feature Outcome Challenges
(confirming (disconfirming
evidence) evidence)

Large pool of seed Participants can Can settle on a list of | People don’t

understand policy
ideas; people not
satisfied and don't
agree with policy
areas; people can'’t
choose policies to get
behind

Small group
discussions

Everyone gets to
share at least one
policy idea; everyone

Relative consensus
on list of prelim policy
idea

Not everyone gets to
speak; not everyone
gets to forward an
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can comment on each
other’s; major
concerns can be
raised; trade-offs can
be discussed

idea; major concerns
are not raised; no
discussion occurs;
participants don’t
react to each other’s
ideas at all

Ranked Choice Vote
at End of Caucus

Participants can
prioritize ideas,
organizers can gauge
ideas with highest
consensus

Prioritized list of
policy ideas to move
forward for
development

People don'’t vote;
little consensus
results of RCV;
people don’t
understand ideas well
enough to vote
(especially for ideas
advocated by groups
they didn’t discuss in)

Scribing technology
(DeliberationWorks)

Captures questions &
concerns from
participants so policy
developers have list
of questions and
concerns to develop
policies from

Policies developed
that incorporate
participant
comments/concerns

People’s questions
not captured;
questions don’t make
sense (policy
developers
confused); policy
developers don’t look
at/use questions;
policies don’t
incorporate
participant ideas in
development

Policy Development: To develop policies representative of community representatives’

priorities, organizers recruited a team of students and volunteers interested in policy research

and provided them with training, structured check-ins, editors and a group structure to help them

take the list of chosen policies from the agenda setting caucus and develop 1-page policy briefs

over a one-month period. To make sure policies were developed to represent community

representatives’ priorities, volunteers used the DeliberationWorks platform to identify and

incorporate participants’ questions, concerns, and suggested edits as recorded by scribes

during the Agenda Setting Caucus.

Table 2.3. Open Democratic Policy Development design arguments.
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Policy
Development
Design feature

Mechanism

Desired Outcome
(confirming
evidence)

Potential
Challenges
(disconfirming
evidence)

Weekly or bi-monthly
meetings with policy
developers recruited
based on interest in
policy writing +
undergrads in civic
engagement class,
directed by 2 policy
leads that assign
volunteers to policies
to develop, provide
training and
feedback

Volunteers have
structure, support,
information they need
to develop policies

8 policy memos
developed within 1
month

Volunteers do not
have skills, interest,
or knowledge to
develop policies in
assigned areas;
volunteer efforts not
coordinated;
communication
among policy
volunteers
disorganized;
information not
shared team;
volunteers not
committed; design
will only work with
class involvement

Ranked list of policy
ideas from
community members
in Agenda Setting
Caucus

Community members
and policy developers
have public record of
policies, votes,
questions, and
reasons

Policies developed by
policy developers in
accordance with
community members’
priorities

Policy developers
won’t want, or be
able, to develop
policies outside of
their area of
expertise, may not be
interested in
developing policies
they didn’t choose
(seems random), not
enough
time/resources to
develop policies on
voluntary basis within
1 month, policy
1-pagers may not be
comprehensible or
comprehensive for
community members,
policy 1-pagers may
not have useful
information for voting

Community
members’ recorded
questions and
suggested edits

Policy developers will
create issues based
on comments and
questions in Issue

Issues will be
incorporated in
updated versions of
policies (policy

Policy developers will
not reference

community members’
comments and edits;
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captured in Tracker tools 1-pagers) policy devs won'’t use
DeliberationWorks the information

Voting Caucus: To empower community representatives to check whether the developed policy
briefs accurately represented their priorities, outreach team members invited the same
community members back to deliberate and vote on developed policy briefs. At the Voting
Caucus, community representatives first completed an initial ranked choice vote to identify
areas of high agreement and disagreement among the group. Moderators used individual
differences identified in the initial vote to facilitate policy discussion, before asking community
representatives to rank their supported policies one more time. The goal of the Voting Caucus
was to determine which policy proposals are both feasible for implementation and receive the

highest support from community representatives to pass onto City Council.

Description of service design

All community representatives who attended the Agenda Setting Caucus were invited again to
the Voting Caucus, another one-hour deliberation during which representatives were asked to
vote on the final policies to recommend for implementation by the City Council. Representatives
were sent a PDF of all eight 1-page policy briefs two days before the Caucus and asked, if
possible, to review the policies before attending the Caucus.

The Voting Caucus was held on the evening of February 9, 2022. Community
representatives were asked to arrive ten minutes prior to the starting time. Upon arrival, a
facilitator (first author) directed community representatives to a table with other community
members, a volunteer scribe, and a discussion moderator. After a brief reintroduction to the task
and individual re-introductions in their group, community representatives were given 15 minutes
to review the 1-page policy briefs and input their initial ranked choice vote. Community

representatives were instructed to individually input their vote on the DeliberationWorks online
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platform or ask the scribe to input their votes for them, and to only vote for policies they would
be in support of implementing as described in the policy briefs as is.

Following the initial vote, the moderator reviewed the ranked list of initial votes with the
group. The group proceeded to moderated deliberation on their rankings, with the moderator
specifically calling on individuals with “dealbreaker” (anyone who ranked the top 3 group policies
low in their individual rankings), “middle” (anyone who voted policies ranked in the middle of the
group vote highly in their individual rankings), and “outlier” (anyone who voted for the bottom 3
group policies highly in their individual rankings) votes, to direct the group to deliberate over
potential differences and potentially increase consensus building. The moderator was trained to
call on these individuals and ask them to share why they ranked policies out of line with the
group’s rankings the way they did. They were also asked to share anything they think would
convince others to change their rankings.

Following approximately 15 minutes of deliberative discussion, representatives were
asked to take a final vote on the DeliberationWorks platform, which included ranked choice
voting features to quickly present community representatives’ rankings. The moderator then
announced the group’s final ranked list of policies, which the facilitator explained would be
presented in a final report, along with their remaining questions and concerns, to the City
Council to help them start their Participatory Budgeting process. Community members were
then directed to complete a post-survey and the event concluded.

In addition to the caucus of community representatives invited back from the Agenda
Setting Caucus, another “mock” caucus group of policy developers, scribes, and community
members also discussed the final proposed policies and held a separate final vote. The purpose
of this secondary group was (1) to invite policy developers to experience the deliberation
process for themselves and potentially increase their motivation to continue volunteering with
the campaign, (2) to have “backup” deliberation participants in the event that not enough

community members from the Agenda Setting Caucus returned, and (3) to “stress test”
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DeliberationWorks scribing and voting technologies. Data from this mock group is not included

in this study but is included in a forthcoming study focused on scribing technology (Umbelino et

al., forthcoming).

Table 2.4. Open Democratic Policy Development Voting Caucus design arguments.

Voting Caucus
Design feature

Mechanism

Desired Outcome
(confirming
evidence)

Potential
Challenges
(disconfirming
evidence)

Packet of developed
1-page policy
memos sent before
caucus and time to
briefly read before
discussion

Caucus participants
provided with info and
time to evaluate
updated policies

Informed discussion
about policies;
participants able to
take RCV before
discussing with
understanding of all
policies in PDF

People don't read or
understand policies,
can’t or don’t want to
do initial RCV, people
don’t feel policies
represent the policy
ideas they advocated
for

Initial Ranked Choice
Vote (RCV) of
policies presented in
DeliberationWorks

Moderators quickly
view this info on DW

Moderators call on
participants based on
RCV Info

RCV info not
captured or
understandable in
DW; info not used by
moderators to direct
discussion

Moderation rules:
Moderators focus
discussion on
dealbreakers:
anyone who ranked
the top 3 policies
low; Middle: anyone
who voted middle
policies very high
(within their top 3);
and Outlier: anyone
who voted for bottom
3 policies very high

Surfaces relevant
disagreements for
discussion

Changes group
opinion closer to
CONsensus;
disagreements
productively
surfaced, expression
of potential changes
to individual opinion

Moderation rules not
followed for directing
discussion,
discussion naturally
veers in different
direction, moderator
cannot direct
discussion on these
rules

Final RCV (in
DeliberationWorks)

Community members
reaffirm or adjust their
opinions about final
policy
recommendations
based on discussion

Community members
reach consensus
about policies that
receive highest
support and are
feasible to

Final policies chosen
are not feasible;
community members
can’t agree on final
policies; major
disagreements in
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recommend for rankings
implementation

2.3.2 Technical & organizational support

To facilitate the “separate but bridged” design approach, the broader open democratic
sociotechnical system also featured an online platform, DeliberationWorks, designed to support
policy developers’ activities in capturing and incorporating community representatives’ policy
priorities; and an organizational model for policy development and outreach volunteers that
included four leadership tiers to facilitate coordination across organizing, training, editing, and

writing tasks.

DeliberationWorks: To record community representatives’ deliberative reasoning for policy
developers to incorporate and to increase transparency into the development process, we
designed and deployed DeliberationWorks, an online platform with features for recording and
tracking deliberative discussion, policy editing, and amount of support for policies (Fig. 2.3, 2.5,
2.6). The platform captured and displayed (a) all policy ideas, who proposed them, and
community representatives’ reasons for supporting them; (b) results of all votes taken during
both caucuses; and (c) a public library of all policy ideas in development. Capturing and
displaying this information on an online platform that anyone can view and comment on
provides transparency into the policy development process, and also provides an accountability
mechanism for policy developers to ensure they are representing community representatives’
policy priorities.

While DeliberationWorks as a technology served a core role in facilitating the “separate
but bridged” sociotechnical approach contributed by this paper, the role of the platform in this
paper is primarily in supporting the broader design approach rather than to be a core technical
contribution in itself, which is the focus of other papers (i.e., Lu et al., in progress; Umbelino et

al., submitted). Consequently, the design features in the platform will be discussed to the extent
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that they are supporting the broader systems design, as demonstrated in the design argument

tables above.

Grassroots organizational model (organizers, outreach team, policy developers): To carry
out the open democratic policy development process as a grassroots effort, we developed a
leadership structure that included three organizers and an outreach team of 3 undergraduate
students, in addition to the team of 15 policy developers (See Fig. 2.2). All members of the
grassroots organization were faculty, graduate, or undergraduate members of the university,
with approximately half of them (all the graduate students) participating in the organization as

volunteers and the other half through an undergraduate civic engagement course.



Organizers (3)

collect participant data

Oversee process, train and prepare
guides/templates/guides for all
team members, manage event

logistics, coordinate across teams,
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Outreach Lead
Check in with outreach

Policy Leads (2)
Lead full group policy

students, conduct development meetings, lead
canvassing trainings, plan and conduct trainings,
canvassing sessions coordinate between Writing
groups & organizers
Writing Group Lead Writing Group Lead ‘ ‘ Writing Group Lead
Lead small group
writing sessions,
provide editing
feedback and
research support
Outreach Team (3) Policy Developers (3 Policy Policy
Canvass, recruit groups, 2-4 developers | | Developers (3-4) Developers (2-3)
community members to per group)
caucus, send follow-up e- Research and write 1-
mails page policy memos,
collect and edit seed
ideas

Fig. 2.2. Open Democratic Policy Development Grassroots Organizational Structure. The Open
Democratic Policy Development process was carried out by a team of approximately 20 individuals, all
faculty, undergraduate or graduate students at our university. These 20 individuals were distributed
across organizing, policy lead, writing group lead, policy development team, and outreach team roles.
Note that individuals sometimes served multiple organizational roles (i.e., the Policy Leads also served as

Policy Devel

opers).

The distributed leadership structure with team leads coordinating between organizers and

students and volunteers offered multiple pathways for participating in the organization. Two

other members of my research team, including the principal investigator also teaching the civic
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engagement course, and | served as the lead organizers in the campaign. At the second
leadership level were Policy Leads and the Outreach Lead, who were both responsible for
coordinating with other members in their task-specific teams. The Outreach Lead was a
graduate student member of our research team, while the two Policy Leads were graduate
students recruited through our climate action work prior to this study. At a mid-tier of leadership
between policy developers and Leads were “Writing Group Leads,” who served as the primary
point of contact between 2-4 person policy developer groups and the Policy Leads, often
provided informal training and research help given their previous experiences in policy research,
and were also responsible for editing completed policies. Finally, new organization members
and undergraduates from the civic engagement course participated at the level of task-specific
Outreach Team or Policy Development Team levels, in which they were responsible for
recruitment or policy development goals aligned with the overall campaign.

Each campaign group met regularly each week to check in on campaign goals, share
best practices, and/or conduct light trainings. To ensure policies were developed with the right
kinds of information and Writing Group Leads and Policy Leads had a standardized template for
checking their quality and consistency, we also developed a guide for checking
DeliberationWorks for feedback on policies, and provided a template for policy briefs modified

from existing PB efforts.

Overall, these processes, tools, and structures aimed to support separate but bridged
processes for deliberative agenda setting and policy development, so that community
representatives could participate in short, low-commitment deliberations that allow them to both
set, inform the development of, and ratify a participatory policy agenda, and policy developers
could practice policy research and writing while developing briefs that represented community

members’ policy priorities.
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2.4 Methods

| conducted a design-based research study (Easterday et al., 2018), powered by process
tracing analyses to evaluate causal explanations for events observed in a case study (see
Analysis section for details; Collier, 2011; Beach & Pedersen, 2013) to develop both an effective
intervention and empirically grounded design model that can help guide the design of future
deliberative processes and tools to support open democratic policy development. In line with
calls for design research to actively intervene in addressing social problems (Bilandzic and
Venable, 2011; Cole et al., 2005), | took an action research approach to investigate authentic
challenges in supporting equitable participation in open democratic policy development. While
serving as Lead Organizer throughout this process along with the other members of my
research team, | recruited, trained, and coordinated among policy students and volunteers to
build capacity for policy development to support participatory budgeting in a new community.
Our organizing goal, like our research goal, was to develop implementable participatory
budgeting policies through a community-driven process. We ultimately aimed to get these
policies on the participatory budgeting ballot.

Design-based research studies can take different forms depending on the goals and
stage of the research, ranging from relatively open-ended development studies to controlled
experiments (Easterday et al., 2018). As this is an exploratory study, in which design challenges
and opportunities for supporting equitable participation in open democratic policy development
are unknown, the primary goal of this development study is for hypothesis generation, rather
than validation of proposed design features. In development studies, researchers design and
implement a complex learning environment based on predictions drawn from prior research and
refine these predictions based on empirical evidence gathered during implementation to

produce a design model grounded in empirical data (Plomp, 2013; Sandoval, 2014).
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This paper aims to present exploratory conclusions from a 3-month single case study
detailing the field deployment of the Open Democratic Policy Development system (Eisenhardt,
1989; George & Bennett, 2005). Case study methods are particularly valuable for fostering new
hypotheses and theory building, especially given a concept like “equitable participation” that
requires detailed consideration of contextual factors (George & Bennett, 2005). Close analysis
of observable patterns from this case study effectively allowed me to generate new hypotheses
and emergent theories closely tied to empirical evidence (Eisenhardt, 1989; George & Bennett,
2005). For example, my observations of within-case participation patterns, triangulated with
interview data, allowed me to discover new hypotheses regarding policy developers’ motivations
for participating in a supportive writing and research role, compared to community
representatives’ motivations participating in the caucuses. | discussed these emergent theories
and alternative explanations with the other members of my research team and other members
of the organizing team (e.g., Recruitment Team members and policy developers), while also
conducting retrospective interviews with policy development volunteers to triangulate my own
understanding of the design hypotheses.

Case study methodologies rely on thick analysis, in the sense that inferences rely on
detailed knowledge of cases to carefully rule out alternative explanations until one stands up to
scrutiny (Collier et al., 2011; Coppedge, 1999). My knowledge of details in this case was
strengthened by my role as an organizer in the process, as facilitator at the two deliberative
caucuses, and as a member of the teaching team for undergraduates who participated in the
project as part of their civic engagement course (see Participants and Policy Development
Findings for more details). To counter some of the bias that may have resulted from my role in
these capacities, | additionally conducted formal and informal interviews with Policy Leads and
Writing Group Leads throughout the process, which provided me with additional perspectives on

the experience in the process.
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2.4.1 Research Context

| designed and implemented the process, tools, and technologies for supporting open
democratic policy development in the context of bringing participatory budgeting to a
midwestern US city with a large research university and a total population of approximately
75,000 residents, which | call Anderstown (See more information about the research context in
Section 1.7).

As Anderstown did not have prior experience implementing PB and my research team
and | have had experience designing and researching deliberative technologies and processes,
we were motivated in designing and testing a pilot process for addressing limitations to
equitable participation in open democratic policy development, as reviewed in the Background
section. Specifically, we aimed to develop a process, tools, and technologies to address barriers
in time, knowledge, and motivation for community representatives’ participation in developing an
implementable policy agenda. We intended to continue gathering additional feedback and
political support on this policy agenda from other community members and city staff as the
official PB process started.

As the efforts described in this study were not formally designated by city officials, we
treated this as a formative, exploratory study publicly conducted as a grassroots effort to start
the City’s PB process with the university population. In light of the fact that PB had been
officially announced by the City Council and efforts to start the process in early stages as this
research was conducted, we treated the design of the process and results of the study as both
formative and authentic to the PB process. We treated the university population in this study as
a convenient mini-public of relevant individuals for this problem context. We e-mailed
information collected throughout this process, including the resulting developed policies, to
student community members recruited by the Outreach Team, including those who expressed

interest but could not attend a caucus; organizing, recruitment, and policy development team
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members; as well as to city officials and city staff. Our grassroots pilot held with individuals

across a large university aimed to demonstrate to City officials the importance of accounting for
some of the design challenges and features for bridging deliberation with policy development as
demonstrated in this study, as well as to demonstrate what could and could not be done without

the resources or formal support of government institutions.

2.4.2 Data Collection

Video and audio data

To understand the 8-10 community representatives’ deliberation activities during the Agenda
Setting and Voting Caucuses, | collected video and audio data of both caucuses, a total of 6
hours of video and audio data. Video cameras and audio recorders were placed on separate
tables next to community representatives during their discussions, to limit interference with their
deliberations.

As research questions focused on understanding the quality of community members’
deliberative dialogues during small group discussions, specifically the policies advocated for by
each community member and other caucus participants’ arguments for and against those
policies, analysis focused on transcripts of video and audio data. These transcripts were divided
into segments based on policy discussed and community representative speaking, to examine
equity of community member participation in discussion and frequency of different policies
discussed. Within these segments, | analyzed community representatives’ discussion using in
vivo coding to understand their rationale for selecting policies and their arguments in response

to others’ chosen policies.

Survey data
To collect additional information about each community representative’s demographic factors,

collect data on how they learned about the caucus, and gain insights into their perceptions of
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their deliberation experiences and developed policies, | administered two surveys to all recruited
community members (N=63), including those who did not ultimately attend as representatives,
one to collect demographic information before the Agenda Setting Caucus, the second to collect
participant feedback and perceptions after the Voting Caucus. The first survey, for collecting
demographic information, was a