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Executive summary

Participatory budgeting, a process whereby citizens are given the power to decide how a public

budget should be allocated, is a growing phenomenon in the UK. So far it has been used mainly to

allocate smallcommunityfocused budgetseparate from mainstream fundinigut it is now also

beginning to be used on larger service budgets, which could have implications for many public

services. As a radical approach to devolved power, participatory budgeting & la¢dnt of the
I2PSNYYSyidQa F3ASYyRIF G2 3IABS O02YYdzyAGASa Y2NB &l &
government explicitly backs the approach and has announced that it wants to see all local

authorities use it in some form by 2012.

This study by Invotvand the Participatory Budgeting Unit (PB Uniths commissioned by Arts

Council England to explore the impacts of participatory budgeting on the arts. The Arts Council sees
participatory budgeting as having potential implications for its work in innglthe public and
stakeholders in decision making and in its work with local authorities. Collectively, local authorities
are the second largest funder of the arts in the UK and so any changes to how they allocate their its
funding could have considerahi@plications for the arts sector.

This report provides an early exploratiofithe trends,views concernsand predictions arounthe
current and future impacts of participatory budgeting on the arts. It nthpsscale and type of arts
projects that hae been funded by articipatory budgeting to date anite factors that have
contributed to their successes and failures, and builds on these findings to explore potential future
developments in participatory budgeting and how they may come to impact oriwarting.

In summary, the study found thairts projects fare well in the smafljrant, communityfocused
form of participatory budgeting The projects most likely to succeed are those that are seen to
benefit the community directly, provide value for mey are easy to understand and appeal to
G2GSNBQ SY2GA2yLFf NBalLRyaSo

The study also found thagarticipatory budgeting can bring a number of benefits for the localsart
sector, including

¢ new funding opportunities

e Dbetterinformeddecision making

e public sipport and ownership of publicly funded arts

e raising the public profile dhe arts

e educating people about the value of the arts

¢ helping art organisations get funding from elsewhere

e improving relationships between artists and communities.

It should be oted that the research on which these findings are based focuseshwall, local
participatory budgets. The arts projects that have bid for funding through these processes have
tended to becommunity arts projects with an explicit social or educationaliteBxamples include
drama groups targeting young people, crggnerational dancing events and music therapy in
sheltered accommodationit is difficultto predict how less communitjocused artforns would fare

in a public vote, or howthe arts sector aa whole would be affected if mainstream local authority
budgets were opened up to participatory budgetifidnis report looks at these uncertainties by
exploring four potential future scenarios in participatory budgeting, asking how they would affect
the arts and what the Arts Council may do to promote a successful outcome for the arts in each of
them.

! Communities and Local Government (20@®mmunities in Control: Real People, Real Pdwedon: CLG
2The PB Unit works across the WKptomote and support the implementation of participatory budgeting. Its main funder
is the government department Communities and Local Governmentw8&e participatorybudgeting.org.uk
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In summary, theeport argues that the arts sector should take note of participatory budgeting for
two reasons: aa source of learning for arts organisatis seeking taarry outtheir own public
involvement work and asa new, important phenomenonwhichmay have a significant impact on
how arts funding is distributed in the future

Althoughthis phenomenon is still in its infandyis is a good time fothe arts sector to start to

take notice of and monitor developmerstin participatory budgeting By keepin@n top of new
developments the sector can ensure that, should participatory budgeting come to have a more
direct influence on arts funding in thetfure, it will be able to deal proactively with any challenges
and opportunities this presents.

In this contexthe Arts Council could play an important role both by supporting the arts sector to
make the most of the opportunities offered by these processand by raising awareness among
public officials, citizens and service providers of the social value of thinamtder to promote
successful outcomes for the seciarparticipatory budgeting.
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1. Introduction

Participatory budgeting, a process whereby citizane given the
power to allocate a public budget, is a growing phenomenon in
UK, withover 60projects having taken place so faEommunities -
and Local Government explicitly backs the approach and has '~ ' * i )
announced that it wants to see all local auth@# use it in some
form by 2012 As a radical form of devolved power, participato
0dzZRISGAYy3 Aa |4 GKS KSEFENI 27

communities more say in decisions that affect them. '\ /

" . oA o . . o ' 5 ’ . N i
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made other institutions take notice. Although the approach has ‘,’ A AR 3

far been used mainly to allocate smalhmmunityfocused Poulton participatory budgeting event
budgets separate from mainstream funding structures, it is now
beginning to be used also on larger service budgets, whicld ¢c@ye implicatioafor manypublic
servicesThe growing impetus towards more inclusive decision making across the public sector
means that a growing number of institutions are now looking to participatory budgeting as a
potential source of inspiration faheir ownpublic involvementvork.

Against this backdrop, this study was commissioned by Arts Council England to explore the impacts
of participatory budgeting on the arts. The Arts Council sees participatory budgeting as having
potentially important inplications for two areas of its work: th@roject Wider Rangef Voices

whichis exploringapproaches to involving the public and stakeholders in Arts Council decision
making, and itsvork in partnership with local authoritie€ollectively,dcal authoriies are the

second largest funder of the arts in the UK and so any changes tthlegwallocatetheir funding

could have considerablenplicationsfor the arts sector.

Thisreport, which wagroducedby Involve with assistance from the PB Btovidesan early
explorationof the trends,expecttions thoughts and predictions arourttle current and future
impacts of participatory budgeting on the artsmapsthe scale and type drts projects that have
been funded by participatory budgeting to daexploresthe factors that have contributed to their
success and failureand seekso build on these findings orderto forecasthow future
developments in participatory budgeting may come to impactads fundingstructures

The research focused @avenparticipatory budgeting projectthat were selectedecausehey had
fundedarts-related projects. A total of 23 sersiructured interviews were carried out with local
authority public involvemenstaff, arts prdessionals, local authority arbfficers and elected
members. In addition, seven interviews were carried out with people from outside the case study
areas; this group includeatts officers working in national institutions, academics and participatory
budgeting experts. To test and reflect the issues unveiled through the interviews, a research
workshop was held with 15 attendees from national agencies;gmrernmental organisations and
private consultancie

It should be stressethat this study has been necessarily limited in scope astlbject areas still

at the early stages of developmemarticipatory budgeting is still new to the UK and at the time of
writing is undergoing a period of intense growth and experimentation. This means that the small
grant, communityfocused processdsoked at in this study may in a few years no longer be the

% This figurericludes the 34 pilot projects officially announced by Communities and Local Government.

* Communities and Local Government (20@8)ing More People a Say in Local Spending: Participatory Budgéting
National StrategyLondon: CLG.

®The PB Unit works emss the UK to promote and support the implementation of participatory budgeting. Its main funder
is the government department Communities and Local Governmentw8&e participatorybudgeting.org.uk

® For a more detailed methodology, see appendix 2.
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most common approach to participatory budgeting. Moreover, with the exception of a few
community arts projects funded at the very local level, there has been relatively little overlap
between paticipatory budgeting and the arts to date. A drawback of this for the purpose of this
study was that very few people had personal experiendeott participatory budgeting and the

arts; the majority of participants were familiar with either participatdmydgeting or arts funding
structures but could only speculate about the impacts of one on the otheverthelessthis study
was able to identify some important trends, opportunities and concerns that will be of help to the
Arts Council as it monitors amdsponds to the future development of participatory budgeting in the
UK.

If, as some people predict, there will be a trend towards opening up larger service budgets to
participatory budgeting, the impact on the arts could be significant, with a broaheyer of artists

and organisations becoming affected. Thesssibilitiesare explored in the report, but the analysis

is by necessity inconclusive at this stage. In order to build a more complete picture of the impacts of
participatory budgeting on arts fding structures it would be necessary to repeat the study in more
depthat a later stage

The report begins in chapt@by giving a broad overview of participatory budgeting and its role in
the UK todayChapter3 provides a background to the generaltdges and trends driving the public
involvement in the arts agenda. Chaptepresents the main findings of the researchowinghe

impact that participatory budgeting has had on the arts to date, the factors that mekerojects
successful in theserpcesses and what the research participants considered to be the main barriers
to participatory budgeting in arts funding. Chap&builds on this informatiomy presening four

future scenarios for participatory budgeting aagploringhow they might affect the arts. Finally,
chapter6 sets out some practical lessons for other forms of public involvement.

Definition of the arts

The definition of the arts used for this study is very broad and includes art exhibitions, literature,

street arts, carnivals, & G NS X f A0S YdzaA O S@SyiGaz RIFyOS:zT ONI

music groups among other activities.



2. What is participatory budgeting?

Participatorybudgetingallowslocal peopleto decide howto allocate part of a publibudget. The

tradition began in Brazil where it has been used successfully since the late 1980s. It has since spread
around the world and to date over 300 municipalities have used participatory budgeting in countries
including Venezuela, Canada, SpainnEeaChile and the UK

The UK context is unique in that central government heavily promotes participatory budgeting and
has announcethat it wants every local authority in England to implement it in some form by 2012
No other government in the worldas provided this level of commitment to participatory budgeting.
To supporthis work the government published a national participatory budgeting strategy in
September 2008and has appointed the PB Upiitan independent organisatiomg help local
authorities roll out the methodology across England.

Participatory budgeting remains relatively new to the UK pratticeis continually evolving, which
makes it difficult to agree a prescribed definitiohvehat it should look like. The following official
definition agreed by central government has bg@oposed as a means of providing clarity:

Participatory budgeting directly involves local people in making decisions on the
priorities and spending for a defined public buddétis means engaging residentdan
community groups representative of all parts of the community to discuss and vote on
spending priorities, make spending proposals and vote on them, as well as giving local
people a role in the scrutiny and monitoring of the process.

Participatory budjeting is not limited tdocal authority budgets. The term is used to describe any
process whereby citizens are involved in making spending decisions on a public budget, including
those taking place at the national levelloy service providers such heusing associatiasor

primary care truss. Parish councils, too, are
experimenting with participatory budgets:
Herefordshire plans to use participatory budgeting
in all its 133 parish councils. This is an interesting
context for participatory budgeting ginethe non
statutory nature of parish councils where
councillors, who are often unaffiliated to political
parties, hold the power to levy unrestricted parish
precepts. Parish councils also tetadbe closer to
the communities they serve, which can further
contribute to ensuringhey havestronger
community buyin to participatory budgeting than
other councils.

Newcastle children and young peopl@articipatory budget

To date however,participatory budgeting in the
UK has tended tbe local authoritybased andocused oreither small pots of money distributed at
neighbourhood level olocatauthority-wide budgets based around a broader thersach as health
or children and young people. Projects can:

e focus on specific grant pots, suchthe New Deal for Communities or Neighbourhood
Management Pathfinders

" Information fromwww. participatorybudgeting.org

8 Communities and Local Government (20@®mmunities in Control: Real People, Real Pquier

® Conmunities and Local Government (20@Biving More People a Say in Local Spending: Participatory Budgéting
National Strategy.

19 |nformation from:www.participatorybudgeting.org
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e use parts of mainstream council budgets devolved to local area committees for a specific
purpose, such as road improvements

e set local authority area wide priorities, agreeing projects and spend around an annual
revenue budgesetting process

e use pooled budgets frmm partners through the local strategic partnership to tackle particular
crosspartner themes or local area agreement indicators

e usetown and parish council precepts

e target local public services by focusing on wider local area agreerardtlocal strategic
partnership priorities and spending.

The final option, which is closer to the Brazilian model, is still new to the UK but there is significant
interest in this method. The PB Unit is beginning to see aaldly from the community grants pot
approachegowards more strategic participatory budgetinghich commissions mainstream

services rather than provides funds to the local third sector. An example isotigon borough of
Tower Hamlets, where the Local Strategic Partnership is providingriitigh ecross all areas of the
borough¢ approximately £250,000 for each aredor participatory budgeting. Budgets are focused
on public services and based on Local Area Agreement targets and local priorities.

These larger and more serviogiented participatoy budgeting processes are seen by some as more
meaningful than the community grant approachesich deal with smaller pots of moneyd have

no influence on mainstream budgetnd so have been criticised for being tokenistic. However,
although the smalyjrants approach is less likely to have a transformative effect on local power
structures, it is a good entry point to more advanced processes. It provides the opportunity to test
the methodology on a small and manageable scale before opening up largestbahgl services to
public scrutinyMoreover, the small grant approach can provide many of the same benefits as a
larger processhy:

e bringing diverse people togethandsupporting community cohesion

e KSEt LAY (G2 AYLINRGS LIS2 LExiBeQ af puliy BuSgstsditing/aRdh y 3
deciding between competing priorities

¢ inspiring local people and elected councillors and council officials to work together in new
ways

e empowering people, making them more interested in their local community and servic
and more likely to take part in other aspects of civic life

e ensuring that local services are better tailored to local circumstances, which can lead to
improved resident satisfaction with them as a result.

Whatever the format, participatory budgeting imost effective when conducted in an inclusive way,
helping bring about real change in the relationship between citizens, communities, local council
officials and elected councillat$ The PB Unihas developed values, principles and standards to help
couwncil officials and other practitionexsarry outparticipatory budgeting as effectively as possiile

This report looks at the current impact of participatory budgeting on the arts in Engiaritie
following chapters will show, arts projects have tendede well represented itocallybased,
smallgrants participatory budgets, but it is difficult to predict how the arts will be affected when
participatory budgetings applied in other contexts and on a larger scale. Hence, amhdhat
participatorybudgeting is still very new and evolving, it will be important to watch the emerging
picture and monitor the impact it will have on funding for the arts.

™ Communities and Lot&overnment (2008%iving More People a Say in Local Spending: Participatory Budgéting
National Strategy.
12 Available atvww.participatorybudgeting.org
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3. Public involvement in arts decision making z a summary of the
debates

Any attempt to understand t& potential impact of participatory budgeting on the arts must take

into account wider debates around public involvement in the arts and the impetus towards greater
citizen involvement in the public sector more generdllgis section summarises the debsite
surrounding public involvement in arts decision making, drawing both on the wider literakure
public engagement in public services and on the specific debates about public involvement in arts
decision making.

First, it is necessary to clarify whanigant by these terms. When people in the arts talk about

LJzof AO LI NIHAOALI GA2Y 2NJ Sy3al 3SYSy landiedcoSe I NB 2 T
consumerf art. There is a significanhgoingdebate about the role that public institutions should

play in encouraging broader public participation in the Atta key driver of this debate is that class

is a strong indicator of whichrt forms, if anya persorenjoys andarticipatesin.** Gender, age,

location, ethnicity and educational attainmenteaalso factors which affect thi8 Consequently,
thesedebatestend to be concerned with how people who are normally excluded from or

uninterestedin the arts can be encouraged to become more involwdtether by educating them

about the arts, bringing astto deprived communities, raising the profile of publits or funding

projects with a broader public appeal.

These debates are separate from the issupudilic involvement in decision makijmwghich is the
focus of this report. This topic has movediuK S I2 GSNY YSy i Qa f A&0G 2F LINA 2|
fast becoming an important consideration fartsinstitutions.

Froma public policy perspectiyéhe arts hold a unique position. In contrast with other policy areas

they exist not just to meed public need but to challenge and inspire peo@ad although thearts

sector relies heavily on public funding it is also moderated by a number of other mechanisms, such

as the interests and whims of artists, private businesses and public audienceg€ebhon

IJ2PSNYYSyd G2 adlre |G | daaasin ofdd v protéct itF iN@gNty hdsk S 0 dza A
allowed for an environment in which some arts funding institutions have been operating without the

same levels of accountability and transparetitat is expected of other public bodié$This is now

changing, with government, the arts community, the media and the general public putting pressure

on arts funding institutions to become more transparent.

The Arts Council has already taken steps tasdhis goal, most notably with the launch of the Arts

Debate in 2006. The Arts Debate was a major programme of research and consultation with artists,

arts professionals, members of the public, local government representatives and other

stakeholder$’. Anong other things the findings of the Arts Debate formed the basis of the Arts

| 2dzy OAf Qa O2 NI Hidedo theltevefopniedt biJa rew migsion statement: great

FNIG F2N SOSNE2y SO ¢KS OKIFffSy3asS oF ¥NQG KtBILINRIE D K/ 2
public involvemento a more ongoing dialogue with its stakeholdekscouple of recent publications
havehighlighted the importance of this challenge K S a Oa | a (SsippbriMEOclichdan a

the arts,"® which called for more inveement of artists, practitioners and other stakeholders in arts

funding decisionsand the Mcintosw S @A S¢g 2F | NI a / 2dzyOAf 9y 3Ifl yRQa

13 John Holden (200&)emocratic Culture: @ming up the Arts to EveryonBemos: London

14 catherine Bunting et al (200Byom Indifference to Enthusiasm: Patterns of Arts Attendance in Engis@ouncil
England: London

!> Catherine Bunting et al (2008)

18 30hn Holden (2008)

Y \www.artsdebate.co.uk

'8 Sir Brian McMaster (2008upporting Excellence in the Arts: From Measurement to JudgeB@MsS: London.

12



2007/08™ which criticised the Arts Council for not sufficiently taking account of its stakeh@lders

views and aspirationg he latter was accompanied by a separate communications review, which
SYLKIaAaSR 0KS ySSR FT2NJ GKS ! NIa /2dzyOAaf (2 0S02
just in the development of strategy but also in how policy atrdtegy is communicate® Another

influential factor has been the new Lottery policy directiwghich came into force in 200&hereby

the Arts Councik now required to involve the public and local communitiepoticies and decisions

relating to thedistribution oflottery money?*

These pressures form part of a wider trend towards more inclusive and transparent governance
which is changing the culture of decision making across the public sector. At all levels of government
and across policy fieldi,is now widely accepted that important decisions cannot be made without
input from the people and organisatiotisat will be affected by them. Recently, tiiend to involve

the public has become embedded in the legal framework, most notably in théngaskthe Local
Government and Public Involvement in Health 2007 (LGPIH) and the drafting of the Local
Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Bill (LDEDC), which is currently going through
parliament.

These developments are likely to haveignificant impact on local arts funding structumeer the

comingyear® ¢ KS [ Dt LI Ay NE Rdzlich RomiAkriE2000 ndkésdt alegal Ly @2t &
requirement for local authorities, currently the second largest funder of the arts in England, to
AYF2NXY: O2yadAZd yR Ay 20KSNJ gl eéa Ayg@g2f dS WNBLINE
them.”? The LDEDC Bill proposes an extension of this duty to a number of other partner authorities
includingthe Arts Council. The LGPIH also contaihsmmeasures to encourage more inclusive

decision making in local government. One is the duty toperate, which requiretocalauthorities

to consult and cepperate with all partner authoriti€din the development and implementation of

Local Area Agreeemts (LAAs]* For the Arts Council, this is of particular relevance because of its
collaboration with local authorities that are working towards targets under National Indicator (NI)

10: Wisits to museums and galler2sll 11:¥ngagement in the afnd N1110:Y 2 dzy’ 3 LIS2 L) SQa
participation in positive activiti€3 ®

Although the duties to involve and @perate are not prescriptive and the extent to which

institutions apply them is largely discretionary, they atil likely tobring about a change imow
artspolicyismad®@ ¢ NI RAGAZ2yFffesx OAGAT SyaQ YIFIAYy LRAYG 27
their role as consumers. The public audience has voted with its feet and the artists and projects that

have not been commercially viable have reliedprivate sponsors or public funding to sustain their

work.” Indeed, a key function of public funding for the arts is precisely to support those artists and
organisations that cannot support themselves, in order to ensure that excellenaathrive

irrespective of audience numbers and economic climate. This function is now at the heart of the
controversy surrounding public involvement in arts decision making. As the pressarson

institutions to open up to public scrutiny and input is growing, sceie asking whether giving

Y2NB LR SSNB (2 OAGAT Sya ¢ A kdsgugrdians af guail and Gagetyi K Sa S
Ay GKS INIad ¢KS I NIaA /2dzyOAfQa ! Nlia 5Sol GS T2 dzy

YCited in Alan Davey (2008)S GA S¢ 2F I Nlia / 2dzyOAf 9y3aflyRQa wS3dz08 NI & CdzyF
¢ Lessons Learnedirts Caincil England: London
WAttt YAN) OoHnanyo0 ! NIia /2dzyOAf 9y3afl yRQAE -2008 Eanizfutichtbrs C dzy RS R
wWSOASE 9ESOdziAGS {dzYYENE 3 {dzYYINE 27F RSiOZoVASGOREIIAZYEQ + Ot |
Engt YRQAa wS3dzZ I NY¥ @8 Cdzy RSR h NH §cessotisAeasiefrislOguii Englynd: yahdop G NI G S3 &
2 Emily Keaney (2009) Wider range of Voices: Towards an Involvement StraRegygr to the Executive Board, Arts
g:louncil: London (Available byquest from Arts Council England or the Department for Culture, Media and Sport.)

Ibid.
2 Communities and Local Government (200@¢al Government and Public Involvement in Health@i(k: London
2 Including the Art Council.
2 Available athttp://www.communities.gov.uk/news/corporate/legalduty
% catherine Bunting (200Public Value and the Arts in England: Discussion and Conclusions of the Arts Arébate.
Council England: London

13
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scepticism and ambivalencemany. The most common concerns raised were that public

involvement in arts decision making would change the landscape of arts funding, leading to a
ONRdzYLIK 2F L3R LJzt Aad |y Rartséfti @pense of@aalfyyigngvatRis y 2 YA y |
and diversly.”® These feelings were sometimes rooted in the belief that the general public lacks the

skills and knowledge to make good decisiabout the arts, concerns that were raised agyn

participants in this study

However, it should be noted that duringelirts Debate these fears subsided when artists and
members of the public were brought together to debate the issues. After discussing with the public
some artists moved from antipathy towards public involvement to a belief that the public should
have a rde in decisions about which arts projects receive public furfdidgany public participants

in the agr&;[s debate felt strongly that the public has an important role to play in the decision making
process’.

These findings reflect the fact thah the artsas in other policy fields, the mood on this subject is
changing. Increasingly, involving ordinary citizens in decisions about policy and funding priorities is
considered an important aspect of makiags governance structures more transparent,

accountabé and in tune with the wider movement towards more open and inclusive government
Other arguments in favour of public involvement centre on its educational benefits: how it can help
raise awareness about the arts and arts governance among the publidylgdeading to more
participation in the arts as a result. Proponents of public involvement argue that the risks and
concerns raised by the sceptics can be mitigated by learning from what has worked in other areas.
There is a vast amount of knowledge aablé today about how tinvolve thepublic, much of which

has been developed and applied successfully in highly complex policy areas such as science and
technology”® Seen from this perspective, the notion that arts decision making is too intricate for the
average citizen to engage with does not hold up and can come across as elitist, even slightly
reactionary. In the words of one commentator:

What is at work here is the belief that only a small minority can appreciate art, and that
art of quality needs tbe defended from the mob. If the mob gets its hands on the art,

the art will be destroyed. Therefore art must be kept as the preserve of the few, because
only the few understand and value®jt

Yet it would be wrong to present the debate as black and whitest commentators acknowledge

that there are benefits and risks to public involvement and that its value depends largely on how it is
applied.TK S | NI a subuSadytepio® $dades that most people felt thall degree of public
involvement is desirableout in specific contexts only or as a part of a broader process which
incorporates a range of views, including those of exg@rfEhis concurs with most good practice

advice on publiinvolvement the consensus is that doing it well requires consideralill, planning

and sensitivity to the people and issues at hdhd

The following chapters explore how participatory budgeting is affecting arts funding structures in
England. As a form of public involvement participatory budgeting is comparativelplratidoes
not just provide citizens with a channel to voice their opinions but gives them real power to make

% catherine Bunting (2007), John Holden (2008)

2 Opinion Leader (200Arts Council England: Public value deliberative reseArth Council England: London

% Creative Research (2007he Arts Debate: Findings of Research Among the General Radil€ouncil England:

London; Opinion Leader (2007)

2 3ee for example: Karin Gavelin et al (2@&jnocratic Technologie&volve: London; James Wilsdon and Rebecca Willis
(2004)See Through Sciend@emos: London

% john Holden (2008)

3 Emily Keaney et al (R@) The Arts Debate: Summary and Analysis of Consultation Responses. Executive SAntsmary.
Council England: London.

*nvolve and National Consumer Council (2(elberative Public Engagement: Nine PrincipleS: London
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decisions. Hence, although the direct impact of participatory budgeting on the arts has been limited
to date, these processes can still provideetul lessons for the arts showinghow citizens behave

in adecisionmaking exercise and how they weigh the importance of the arts against other public
services.

Examples of art projects that have been funded through participatory
budgeting

Flying Ducks Youth Theatre

Flying Ducks Youth Theatre is an independent organisation and registered charity based i
York. It works with young people in the local area and funds itself mostly through
membership, fundrasing and performance revenue.

The theatre company has successfullyapplied for small participatory budgeting grants
(between £500 and 1,500) for help with one-off costs such as set design and costume hire.

Pow-Wow
Pow-Wow is a notfor-profit social enterprise based in Manchester which works with
vulnerable groups such as children, young offenders and adults with learning difficulties.

Pow71 x ODPAAEAI EOAO ET OI AGOETI ¢ bOAI EA A0OOS
in their work with the aim of supporting community cohesion and increasing ownership of the
AOO x1 OEh AT A OEAU 1T £0A1T DPAOOT AO OP xEOE |

The project bid for £950 through a local participatory budgeting exercise but were not
succesful. However, their involvement in the process gave them new contacts within thg
council and they were later supported by a council officer to raise the funds elsewhere.

Space 109

Space 109 is a community arts centre in Walmgate, York, which is baseddmverted old shop.
The project aims to breathe life into a rurdown area and to build bridges across generations
through the medium of art.

The project survives on small grants and some local authority and lottery funding, and was
successful in biddingfor funds in the York Participatory Budgeting processes.

In York, much of the participatory budgeting takes place though postal votes, and the art
professional interviewed could not be sure how much moneyhad been received through
participatory budgeting, because frontheir perspective the funding process had not appeared
that different from the norm, andthey had not needed to present to a public audience.
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Stonecrabs

Stonecrabs is a theatreeompany which won funding through a participatay budgeting event
in Evelyn Ward in Lewisham, London. The project, called Time to Act, used workshop method
and fun-days in the Depford Estate of Lewisham to support integenerational relationships
and strengthen the local community.

The Time to Act poject was awarded £3,000 through the participatory budget and was also
supported through a partnership with the council and Timebank .

Stonecrabs raises its money from a variety of sources including the Arts Council, embassid
foundations and trusts.

Setting up a Drama Group

Two people with no previous artistic experience were keen to learn more about drama and
how to set up a drama group in their local arealhey used the participatory budgeting process
in Newcastle as a chance to raise funds for apen day in which local people could work with a
drama tutor and find out what would be involved in setting up a drama group.

They bid for £900 and were successful.
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4. Participatory budgeting and the arts 7 what has happened so far?

This chapter explores the current impact of participatdmydgeting on the arts in the UK. It looks at
the types ofarts projects that have received funding from participatory budgets, the factors that
have contributed to their success, the benefits experahbyarts organisations going through this
processand the risks and disadvantages that participatory budgeting may pose for the arts.

It is important to note that the research on which these findings are based focused on a particular
form of participatory budgeting at a time when the methodology was undergoing a period of growth
and change in the UK. Most of the participatory budgeting activities that have occurred in the UK
have been structured around smadhe-off pots of money that are separateoim local government
core funding streams, often described a¥ammunity grants pd® approach. This is now beginning
to change, as more local authorities are experimenting with larger and more sentésged
participatory budgeting processes, using nstifeam
funds. The PB Unit is predicting that this latter
approach will become more common over the coming
years something whicltould have a significant impact
on the arts. It is difficult to predict how the arts sector
as a whole would be affected if imstream local

authority budgets were opened up to participatory
budgeting. The next chapter explores these questions
in more detail by presenting future scenarios that
depict different developments in participatory

budgeting and their potential impacts dhe arts.

Southamptonparticipatory budgeting event

4.1 Type and context of arts projects getting funding

The majority of the case studies in this research used the community grants pot approach to
participatory budgeting. The arts projects that have bid for funding through these processes hav

tended to be communig F a SR LINP2SOGa GKFIG O2yG4NRodziS G2 | &
AUNRY3ISNI O2YYdzyAlASaQ 2NJ WINBSYSN) O2YYdzyAluArASaQo
groups targeting young people in deprived housing estates, €ross Key messageparticipatory

generational singingnd dancing events to improve relationships between budgetinginspires creative
teenagers and older people, music therapy in sheltered accommodation arf@lutions to local issues.
a musical to promote composin

As these examples demonstratbe community grants pot approach can inspire creative solutions
to local issues. It encourages individuals and organisations to think creatively about their
O2YYdzyAlleQad ySSR& YR RS@St2LI AYFAAYFGADBS LINR2SC
of the case studies looked attinis researchand there is noting to indicate that they are less
successful than other types of projects competing for funds. In fact, in one event in Lewisham, nine
out of ten arts projects that applied for funding were successful, and in
Key messageartsprojects ~ Newcastle Denton six out of seven arts proge@ceived funds. When 29
fare well in localevel participatory budgeting organisers were asked3fyW Consultir?@to list
participatory budgeting. the themes their budgets had been allocated to, 14 mentioned arts and
culture as a theméhat had been funded

% Also referred to as communititty or community chest.
% |nformation available atwww.sqw.co.uk
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Although these figures look impressiveisiimprtant

to put them into context. Gccess rates in this form of
participatory budgeting tend to be high overall and it is
not unusual for a large proportion of bidders to receive
some level of funding. The high success rates can be
attributed to a number of factors: participatory
budgeting may be new or unknown in the area and so
relatively small number of proposals are put forward
the quality and relevance of the proposals may be

vetted by the organisers before a longlist is presented
the publi; or it may simply be because the events are
run in a spirit of solidarity and shared goals, with

bidders and voters keen to distribute the money acrosg newcastle children and young people participatory budget
as many beneficiaries as possilda example of this is
how some processes have included a sessidh@end where the winning projects are asked to
donate part of their grant back into the pot in ordersbare the money between more projects

4.2 What makes a project successful?

Although this study looked at a small number of case study areas aotlable to prove that arts

projects do better than other initiatives in community grants pot approaches, there was a broad
consensus among interviewees thats projects tend to fare well in these events. This was seen to

be partly because arts organigats were considered adept at putting forward innovative solutions

to local issues, and partly because they were skilled at selling their ideas and presenting their
LINE2SOGa Ay glea GKFG Ol MhiskddtonlGksihtcdme didztherSy OS Q &
reasons put forward by research participations for the success or failure of a project:

e thelocal link
e providing \aluefor money
¢ thefluffy bunny factor

* being esyto understand Key messageprojects deemed most
likely to succeed in participatory
budgetingare those that a@ seen to
benefit the community directly, are value
One of the main factors seen to contribute to 2p2 S Ol Q& fardeGn®yS atreieasy to understand and
is being able to demonstrate a clear benefit to the local FLIISEE (G2 @2G08SNEQ
community. When asked why certain projects had failed to win

votes, respondents often referred to a lack of understanding of the local area or a failure to connect
with the voters anl persuade them that the community would benefit from the project

The local link

Whatit really boils down to is how well the organisations know their local communities

[...] youcan't be aloof, and | guess if you are seen in some way as being elitist and aloof

then[@d8 GKS& 1y26 &2dzNJ LINAYINE F20dza AayQid GKS
Council officer

Some interviewees expressed frustration at this strict focus on local benefit and claimed that it can
be limiting in some cases. They argued that-giigle arts organisations mayniss out on the
opportunities provided by participatory budgets because they are not seen as being sufficiently
locally focused, or that projects involving trips away from the local area, perhaps to attend an event

% For example in Bradford and Lewisham.
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or view an exhibition, may not be seenaworthy cause despite benefiting local residents. In the
words of two interviewees:

WS RA&OdzaaSR WgKIG AT | INRBdAzZLI ¢l yd G2 32 G2 0
Cityto view an exhibition or view a performance and then bring that experiemde b

GAGK GKSYQ X8 ¢KS& gSNB dz2artfte FREYlIYyd GKI
that. They wanted the likes of the BALTIC or the Sage or Dance City or whoever to come

into [the ward] and work with people in [the ward]. So it was quite closed, anohdl f

that quite frustrating at times.

[aN

Arts officer (local)

The risks are that the sort of projects that will get funded will be very locally bakéd
there was a city centre based project, | think it would be less likely to get funded even
though itmight have a benefit to lots of people because people will lobby for things in
their local area.

Participatory budgeting organiser

Given the communitgentric nature of the grants pot approadrts organisations bidding for funds

could increase theirlmances of success by researching the

community and its needs, working with local organisations and Key messageArt organisations could

focusing their efforts in areas where they have a strong local increase their chances of success by

connection. getting to know the local community
and working in partnership with local
organisations.

Value for money

Value for money was also raised as an important factor in deténgiwhich projects receive

funding. Excessive cost was the most common reason given for a project not being successful, with

intervieweesemphasiigthat voters tended to be particularly reluctant to support high

professional fees or higbost projects hat benefited smaller numbers of peopM/hen asked why a

particular project had been unsuccessful one interviewee explained:

I think it was because they were very extravagdimere was one for a banngr.] that
was£5000and | think it was the extragmnce of that project that really led to its
demisel] o0A3 OKdzyl] 2F (GKS 0dzRISG 61 a GKS FSSa F2N
it was the essence of the projetthink if it had been a banner for £500 it probably
would have..]L R 2 y Qias ihéfactttiat itAvas about an artistic project, | think it
was the budget.
Participatory budgeting organiser

It should be stressed, however, that the concerns about value for money were raised in the context
of limited budgets and a desire to digtute the money fairly and across as many projects as

possible. In some cases the pot of money available to be distributed was less than ££0,000
Consequently, projects that would be considered esf§éctive in another arts funding context may
appear expasive to voters in a participatory budgeting event, with only a small budget available and
many worthy causes to choose between. At the moment, these small grants make an insubstantial
impact on the community arts sector in general, but their role may bezmore significant should
these types of exercises continue to grow.

®The budgets allocated in the case study areas ranged from £6,000 to £500,000.
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The fluffy bunny factor

There was a general consensus among interviewees that bidders in a participatory budgeting
SESNDAES o0SySTAG FNRY | LigsHatforey/JH NI 2 O KJEIR yIti SDB 0 St e &
FtdzFfe odzyye Tl OG2NR® hyS SEFYLES IABSY 61 a GKI
involve children in their presentations on the voting day, were considered more likely to receive

funding

One of the things thadticks in my mind was a dance group ..y R G KS@ QR 3I20G | £ |
cute kids in sequins at the front of the meetiggSf f G KSe& O2dzZ Ry Qd FFAf NI
22YS02Re Stas RARYQO KI @8 a2 Yiyeé |ARAS RARYQ
an easy ride.

Participatory budgeting organiser

It was also pointed out that projects that appeared unlikely to find funding elsewhere might benefit
from sympathy votes and that, on the flip side, projects perceived to be already financially successful
may be less likelyotwin support. One interviewee mentioned a project that had missed out on votes
because it was seen as already successful in raising money from other sources:

LGiQa AyGSNBadGAy3a I Ol dz)]thd ydung people Saidztiat Bl f dzl G A 2 v
wereQi 3JI2Ay3 G2 @20S F2NI Iy ARSEF FTNRY (GKA& 3INERc
guite good at accessing other pots of money.

Participatory budgeting organiser

Most research participants qualified these observations by making clear that they werstgne
confident in the abilities of the public participants to award the money to the most deserving. It was
also felt that theuffy bunny factofand disproportionate influence of certain interest groups could
be mitigatedby careful planning, such ag building sufficient time into the process to enable
participants to fully understand and consider each proposal on its own merits.

Easy to understand

Finally, a number of interviewees and workshop participants voiced a belief that concepteahd

arts which could not demonstrate any direct community benefit would be less likely to be successful
in participatory budgeting exercises. W&ressed that proposals ne¢al be presented in a way

that iseasy to understand and that demonstratelear beneit for the community, and argued that
conceptualartforms would be less likely to tick these boxes

AG NBFftfe Aa |l dza (tBeadslanhny ddreSoElesd digddvabtagBdiny QG G KA Y
Fye glado 14 f£2y3 4 &82dz (YR GKA§]&2d@0NB (R2A W
Tl NI & QR 2 y Q. wherg Regsit down and meditate around in a circle.

Participatory budgeting organiser

Again, it should be stressdldat these comments were largely speculations; in reality, the vast
majority of artsprojects competing for funding in participatory budgeting processes have had a
social or educational remit and so it is not possible at this stage to predict how less community
focusedartforms would fare in a public vote. Previous research by the Arta€liduas

demonstrated that the majority of people place high importance onafte and see it as a powerful
medium for selexpression and for individuals to gain a better understanding of the world around
them.*’ The research also found that supposeddis betweerartswith an instrumental benefit

and what was consideredrt for aNJisgk&were too simplistic, and that most people recognised
the arts as having complex and ingvined benefits. This concurs with research into attitudes to

37 catherine Bunting et al (B3)
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public invovement in other policy areas, which have found
that decision makers and other professional groups often
underestimate the ability of lay citizens to think strategicall
and to grasp the full spectrum of needs and considerations}
that go into making decisi@about public funding. In fact,
evidence suggests that providélde public participantsire
given sufficient time to engage with a range of perspectiveges
and information sourceghey tend to be able tanake sound |
and insightful contributions even to thmost complex policy
discussiong®

— i e - =w

Southampton participatory budgeting event

4.3 Benefits of participatory budgeting for the arts

New funding

Asparticipatory budgeting provides grants to projects that do not fit easily into other policy agendas
or funding structures, it is feasible that a grdwih the community grants pot approach could

provide a boost for the community arts sector. This research suggests that this would not just
benefit established arts practitioners; some of these projects would be led by petwldadno

previous experiencef the arts who have simply spotted a need in their community and an
opportunity to do something different and creative to address it. In other words, participatory
budgeting can bring more people into the arts and open up opportunitieartsiprojectsthat

would not otherwise have received funding, or even been invented. Yet that is not the end of the
story. Beyond simply providing funding for new projects, the research identified a number of other
ways in which participatory budgeting can benefit stdiandarts organisations.

Key messageparticipatory budgeting can bring a number
of benefits for the arts, including:

Some interviewees felt that participatory e new funding opportunities

budgeting could generate better informed e better decision making

decisions, Ieadiqg to outcomes that match the o public support and ownership of didly funded arts
oz2YY dzf AU é Qa Yy S.S R.é. Y Ry 4%|Hg§ﬂ$§ﬁ)ll&: érofii'e 8fthé drfdJ2 a SR

to what funding officers and artistselieve e educating people about the value of the arts

the community needs and wanthis has the e |ning art organisations get funding from elsewhert

potential to providg grti;ts with a renewed e improving relationships between artists and
focus on the beneficiaries of their work and T e

could lead taarts projects and facilities which
are held in higher esteem by the community, thus increasing thmulawity of the artists and their
ability to receive future support. In the words of one interviewee:

Better decisions

Al YSKya GKFG 282dONB OK22aiAy3d LINRPa2SOila sKAOK
GAAKAY3I (2 62N] Ay a2 @2dzQNB whapebple2 T Ay ONBI & A

want, what people are interested in, what excites th&w just involving more people in

thatdecisionY  { Ay 3 LINRP OSaasx &2dzQNB 3ISGdAy3a Y2NB 27

that are relevant
Participatory budgeting organiser

% See for example Karin Gavelin et al (2007) and Stella Creas¥mgage for Change: the role of public engagement in
climate change policynvolve: London
*bid.
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Public suppo rt and ownership

Related to this, several interviewees argued that the participatory budgeting process can help
generate public support and ownership of the projects that are funded. Some suggested that this
has particular appeal in the context of publitiynded art, which is often vulnerable to public

scrutiny and criticism’ Involving members of the local community in deciding which projects should
be funded, perhaps even involving them in producing public workstefis happened in some of

the exampla looked at in this study, can therefore be a wapwifdinga sense of public ownership

of the projects or artwork in question, thus pegnpting such criticisms

Because the residents have been instrumental in its development and worked with the
artisti KSYasSt gSasx GKSNBQa 0SSy fSadaa 2Ll1aAirildrzy G2
place

Participatory budgeting organiser

| think if it was seen as something that had been chosen by your local community and
people had had a chance to be part of thatidiem, | think that would probably lead to
a lot more support forthartsi K & ¢ SNB Fdzy RSR® ! yR GKI GQa (GKS
LIS2LX S FSStAy3 GKIFGLGRS 2 [gotnéyng ek has]) khed LIN2 RdzOS R @
up from thearts establishments or theozincil.

Participatory budgeting organiser

Raised public profile

Another benefit mentioned by interviewees was that participatory budgeting can help raise the
public profile of local artists anarts organisationsbringing their work to the attention of &
media, local council, funding organisations and local residents. In the words of two interviewees:

One of the main benefits is actually promotion of the activity it€#ie of the things
that have come out of a lot of the more localised small seBlexercises is that people
weren't aware of the range of activities that are out there and the organisations that
are involved in creative industrips] | think there's a lot of opportunity for picking up
potential audiences or participants.

Participatorybudgetingexpert

oOPA2dzate AF @2dz 3ASG 6 NRSRXZ AGQa Lizi Ay GKS
name is up there.
Arts professional

Help getting funding from elsewhere

Related to this, winning an award can also give artistsaatgbrganisatians a positive reference

with which to demonstrate community support for their work. For some, participatory budgeting
can turn out to be an invaluable help in securing grants from other funders, as these two quotes
illustrate:

Community support is very partant. We use it in funding applicatioggto show]that
the community has always supported it, they back it.
Local politician

{2Y8 27 (GKS I NIa LINR280Ga GKFiG KIFI@S 683y O2YA
KIFIgS 320G 7Tdzy RAY 3 metirdudtthe dvalzliconntitted adaittey khaivQa O 2
0KSe Q@S 320 GKS NBAARSY(GaQ adzZll2NIL Ai0Qa o0SSy

Participatory budgeting organiser
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It was also argued that going through a participatory budgeting process camipipvethe
fundraisingcapacity of small or new arts organisations. Many participatory budgeting organisers
help bidders to develop their proposals and some interviewees suggested that even if projects were
not successful on the daly thentheir ideas were sufficientlgeveloped to have an improved

chance of receiving funds elsewhere.

Educating people about the arts

Some research participants felt that participatory budgeting can perform an educational function by
2LISYAYy3 LIS2LX SQa SeSa (okpesokiden@ymendzsd tBeFocial Bl + NI &4 =
educational benefits of the arts. This has potential implications beyond the individuals and projects
involved in the exercise as it can contribute to raising wider public awareness of the role that the

arts can py in strengthening communities. One interviewee said:

| think that some of the time the arts might be seen as quite a sort of soft issue and
therefore not a priority forfunding. 2 dz (Y262 AGQa YdzOK Y2NB A YLR2 NI
bench fixed ormake suieK I i G KS NRBIFRa KIFI@gSyQid 320 K2t Sazx o
[participatory budgeting] can sort of enlighten people as to the wider role really that the
arts can play in society.

Local politician

As explored in the previous chapter, engagement with thie &rstill deeply stratified, particularly by
social class, and significant efforts are being devoted to encourage a broader range of people to
enjoy the arts. Any attempt to raise public awareness of the arts through the medium of
participatory budgetings therefore likely to be a welkceived contribution to this agenda.

Better relationships

Some research participants suggested that participatory budgeting can help artiséstand

organisations connect with and better understand their audiences haduider public. It was

F NBdzZSR (KIFG 2yS NBlFazy ¢gKeé a2yYS LIS2LX S FSSt GKI
is ultimately founded in personal and reflective activity, which saemalienating for outsiders.

Seen from this perspective, tHaceto-face element of participatory budgetinghere artists

present their ideas to local people in the hope of securing their support, can be a way of building

links between local communities and artists and at best providing a mutual learning exqeeften

both.

It should be acknowledged, however, that just as participatory budgeting could improve
relationships between artists and local residents, so too could it lead to a deterioration of such
relationshipsThis applies inrgy situation where one up is asked to pass judgement on another,
in particular when that judgement has a financial valubijch makes the situatiosusceptible to
tension and feelings of injustice among those who lose Gobdsupport structures are therefore
neededto ensurethat the process runs smoothly and without confliahd thatthose whoare not
successfulre directed to other funding streams.

4.4 The arguments against

As these comments illustrate, many research participants were enthusiastic and intrigued by the
benefits that involvement in participatory budgeting can bring arts practitioners. However, when the
same people were asked what they thought of introducing participatory budgeting to mainstream
arts funding structures, their responses became more cautiOnequote sums up the ambivalence

felt by many:
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I think it has a potential to be a positive thing, but I think it needs to be very well thought
out and carried out because | think that voter has to be well infofmg¢d K S& Ol y Qi 2dza i
0SY WhKIsnic&l]f 2¥3dzfvySa (KIGQa gKIFIG LEB2LI S R2Y
[..] Rather than it actually being a well informed decidiohSo | think it could be
positive but there is that danger of it just being wishy washy.

Arts professional

The followng pages outline the main risks and disadvantages of introducing participatory budgeting
to artsfunding structures, based on the experiences and concerns expressed by the research
participants.Many of these concernsvere based on anecdotal evidence, gsgork andecond
handaccounts where interviewees relayed what they believed other people would think,@sdo
illustrated by this quote

| think, certainly not me, but there are professionals who have a huge amount of
professional jealousy about theaste and, certainly in terms of art, their knowledge,
SELISNASYOS yR SELISNIAAS 6KSNB (kKSe FSSt GKI
decisions than the publjc.] obviously a position not much shared by myself

Participatory budgeting organiser

Hence it should be stressed thathat follows are subjective beliefs baspartly2 y Ay 0§ SNIBA S6SS &
preconceptions about other people atidey should not be read as conclusive research findings.

However, hesecomments highlight the barriers to participatoopdgeting seen through the eyes of

the people who are most likely to be affected by it, and who therefore would most need to be

convinced of its value should an attempt to introduce participatory budgeting tareriunding

context be made.

Keyrisks and concerns

¢ the public lacks thekills and knowledge to make sound decisions about art funding

e participatory budgeting is undemocratic and susceptible to biased voting

e participatory budgeting is incompatible with innovation and risk taking in the arts

o the benefits of participatory budgieg do not justify cost and effort

e participatory budgeting tend to benefit only shdéerm projects and have no strategic impact.

Some researchatrticipants felt that the general public, and particularly young people, would lack
the skills, knowledge and experience to grasp the complex considerations that go into arts funding
decisions. In the words of one interviewie

| can quite understand thidhere is an argument that deciding where support should

best go is not a beauty contest on that level and therefore you may need technical

knowledge or professional experience or maybe it's best left to the experts.
Participatory budgetingxpert

It wasfelt that inviting ordinary citizens to make decisions abaris funding could skew the

outcomes in favour of more populiatts projects at the expense of quality, diversity and risk taking

in the arts. There were also concerns that participatory buihgetould encourage a more

prescriptive and instrumental approach to public art, where only projects with a broad public appeal
or clear social or educational purpose would be commissioned
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LQY I OSNE 1SSy 4 dzWIONDG &ND daiF ARG y¥IHENERA 3 KodkiS £ 287
elitist. | love very high quality art, by and large, and what always worries me about too
much participatory funding on those sorts of things is do you drive out the new or do you
make it even more difficult for the new than theghktly old?
Local politician

Some participants felt thgtarticipatory budgeting is a very prescriptigtecisionmaking tooland
believed thatthis makes it incompatible with the creative and highly-seffective nature of
practicing art One interviewe illustrated this point with a story

L ¢la GFElAYy3a G2 +ty FINIAad GKS 20KSNJ RFe& FyR
account the view of the audier?® I YR KS ¢Syid Wy2X AF L RAR (K
FNIAAGIQ odddBe LONMIY L IR2YIQAAGKNEDFIOKF G { KI ]
he had a vision and he kind of put it on and they liked it.

S
Arts officer (national)

Some intervieweewrere also concernethat participants in a participatory budgeting exercise are
most likely to wte for eyecatching, oneoff projects that will yield immediate results. It was felt that
community grants pot events in particular are unlikely to have any strategic impact on the local arts
sector, or provide the kind of loAgrm infrastructure supporthat would make a real difference for
artsorganisations

t S2LX S t20S (G2 IAGS GKAy3ITa F2NI I ALISOAFAO oAl
access or to do a specific job like art materials for the young people, but when you say
WgKIFG ¢ &emdnggiopavapai A YS YI Yyl 3ISND GKSe& R2y Qi sl y
actually the longierm infrastructure needs that are difficult, finding the money for the
rent, finding the money to pay somebody to manage aprdjett. G KAy 1 AdQa y20 a
infrastructure.

Arts professional

Another issue raised was that the public already plays a powerful role as audience members and
consumers of art, which prompted some interviewees to feel that granting more power to citizens is
not justified. It was arguethat the main purpose of publitindingfor the arts shoulde to support
excellence in the arts irrespective of its public appeal or commercial viability. To invite the general
public to make decisions about how funds are allocated was seen as an infringerntt@atfnciple

and a potential threat to the integrity of publicly funded art. In the words of one interviewee:

the market will always providelamma Miaand, you know, panto and that kind of

GKAYy3sS GKSNBQa y2 ySSR T a2dbrpdiic Subsdy tdpso 3 A Reé T2 N
on difficult and challenging [work] and contemporary dance and new writing in the

theatre on difficult and political subjects.

Now, the people that go, clearly their views are taken account of in a very absolute way
every dayat the box office [...] am not convinced why involving them would make
anything better.

Arts officer(national)

As this last quote illustrates, some participants felt strornlft participatory budgeting is

essentially no more democratdr in other wgys more valuabléhan the existing mode of decision
making. Many participatory budgeting events are open to anybody who would like to take part and
some interviewees felt that those who turn up to these events are not representative of the wider
population, and so have no more right to be making these decisions than the elected members and
public officers they are effectively replacing
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Local politician

It should benoted herethat these issues can generally béigated bydevoting time and resougs
to raising awareness about participatory budgeting within the community and supporting a wide
range of people to take part.

Several interviewees also mentioned that participatory budgeting can be susceptibleseul bia

voting because ofocal prejudice, community conflict or the dominance of particular interest groups
at the voting event. Again, some saw this as a factor that undermines the notion that participatory
budgeting offers a more democratic and inclusiveywéallocating funding

| think there was a clash of personalities with this person. The ideas that that person put
in on behalf of his group..] there were no issues there for them not to go through, but
0§ KS 3INERddzZLI RA RY (] witichwiaS very &ificMlt taieKphip tivEhdt
person.
Arts officer (oca)

Although those with experience of running participatory budgeting exercises were keen to point out
that these risks can be mitigated with careful planning and organisation, some inteesebjected

to the significant amounts of time and effort required to do the job well. They questioned whether
the benefits of participatory budgeting justify the costs and were unconvinced about its advantages
over other systems of allocating funds

It's important to remember that participatory budgeting is about opening up the whole
budget and upsetting, if you like, the framework that already exists.
Participatory budgeting expert

| would have to be convinced that it was better than what happens now.
Arts officer(national)

Again, itmust be recognisethat many other interviewees were highly enthusiastic about the value
of participatory budgeting and diéel that the benefits outweighthe costs. It was also pointed out
that the costs tend to reducever time as the organisers and community members become more
used to the process.

Given these concerngijowever,many research participants felt that applying participatory
budgeting tothe artswould constitute a radical step that the arts funding secttay not yet be
ready for. This included several participants who were supportive of public involvement in arts
decision making in general but drew the line at participatory budgeting

If the public make the decision about what outcomes they want foattseand then
there is a sort of certain level of officer involvement or expertise brought in about how
that could be delivered, then that would be slightly differ&d.maybe it's again going
back to a kind of participatory decision making as opposegzhtticipatory budgeting.
Council officer

However, although the concerns listed above are all valid, it would be rash to cite them as reasons
for not contemplating the use of participatory budgeting to allocates funding. Experiences from
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other policyfields show that most of the risks associated with public involvement can be shielded
against by carefully planning the processes and including sufficient time for citizens and other
stakeholders to engage with each otl@&perspectives before coming to arformed and considered
view. Participatory budgeting is a flexible approach and there is no reason why it could not be
successfully adapted to an arts funding context, provided that the barriers listed above are carefully
considered and addressed.

Practcal information on how arts organisations can use participatory budgeting as inspiration for
running effective public involvemertn be foundn chapter6.

27



5. The future

| think there are whole rafts of mainlifidgets that the public can be trusted to

allocatel GKAYy]l AGQa NBIffe OKFffSyaay3da FyR L GKA)
professionals to contemplate that as an eventual sort of outcome but | also think that

AGQa Foaz2fdziSte NARIKGD

Council officer

As explored in the previous chapters, participatory budgeting is on the national agenda and there is
support across government for increased involvement of the community in public spending
decisiors. It is expected that the use of participatory budgetddcal authorities will increase and

that there will be a move away from small grants approaches toward more strategic and service
oriented budgets’ Given that local authorities are the second largest funder of the arts in

England® it is useful to starto consider what these developments might mean for the arts.

Local authority arts funding is discretionary: it is up to each local authority to decide how much

money they invest in the arts and how that money is alloc&fe€onsequently, spending pattesn

and processes vary widely between authoritiegcal authorities support the arts not just though

direct funding of projects and facilities but also through the provision and maintenance oattgal
infrastructures in the form of venues, events and gog servicesA significant proportion of local

authority arts funding serves crosstting agendasfor example 68% of arts servidasEngland and
Walescontribute to the development of community wellbeing, exclusion and promoting equality

and 70% suppdli OKAf RNBY FyR @2dzy3 fIS2L)X SQa aSNBAOSa I

This flexibility means that there is a lot of scope for innovation and change in local arts funding
structures. In theory, at least, it could make them patrticularly suited to experimentation with
different forms of public involvement, including participatory budgeting. However, thestatutory
nature of arts funding could also make the arts sector particularly vulnerabth in economic
terms (in the sense that arts budgets may be more affected Bcessiof) and in terms of the
longterm objectives and stability of the sector. The discretionary nature of local authority arts
funding makes it difficult to build a clear picture of how much money local authorities spend on
different artforms and, mportantly, how funding decisions are made

Some commentators see this as a rationale for encouraging more involvement of the public and

other stakeholders in arts funding decisidfi§etsceptics mighargue thatinvolving the public in

decision makingnay not, in fact, improve transparency, but could instead further confuse this

picture.As we have seen in the previous chapthis research unveiled concern among some arts
professionals thagiving citizens the power to decide how money is spent cekidv the objectives

of publicly funded artsgiving more populist or communifpcusedarts projects an unfair advantage

over others. Given the significant role that local authorities play in supporting arts infrastructures at

the local and regional levahere were gquestions raised about how this infrastructure function and
20KSNE fSaa waSEeQ SyRSI@2dzNBR é62dzZ R FINB AT &dzmdc
0KS AYLI OG 2y partkl® of repilady fuhd2dioyg@nisdtions, whichrrently derives

*L Anja Rockg2008)t I NIi A OA LI G2 NE . dzZRISG A Yy I A 6 Ndtighd Adenti®B WiNRanchdsterS & DNJ a &
*2The National Organisation of Local Authority Arts Officers (Nalgao) estimates that the total local authority arts service

spend across England and Wales is £214,500,000 or just under £2.22 per head populatiotg&8e&8a9) ocal

Authority Budget Settlement Assessment Report 20084gao: Ammanford. Available ittp://www.nalgao.org

“ DCMS (2007 Guide to Arts Funding in Engldn@MS: UK Government

**Nalgao (2009)

45A(:(Drding to Nalgao, 71% has seen a decline in arts spend over the past two gkthosigh this is down from 75.9% in

2007/8. See Nalgao (2009).

“6 John Holden (2008)
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over 10% of its funding from local authorities? Would facilities based icaityes be at a
disadvantage if more and more decisions were made at the ward |éwvelhow would more
controversial, debatg@rovokingarts projects fare itheir fate was decided on by popular vote?

These are valid questions. Certainly, no attempt to allocate local autlatgyunds by participatory
budgeting should take place without them being considered. However, it is important to look at
these issues context and remember that participatory budgeting in the UK is still very much a
developing field. Its impact on the arts has been negligible to date and, depending on which
direction it takes over the next few years, this may continue to be the cassofme time. This is
therefore a good time for the arts sector to start to become aware of participatory budgeting: to
monitor developments, identify risk factors and, potentiatlgvote more efforts to building a profile
for the artswithin local stratgic partnerships and other bodies involved in delivering on local area
agreement targets.

On the following pages we set out four scenarios that illustrate possible future developments in
participatory budgeting and how they may affect the arts. It shdaddhoted that each of these
hypothetical developments assume that participatory budgeting continues to thrive and grow in use
in the UK. In reality, of course, there is no guarantee that this will happen. While it is the stated
intention of the current gogrnment that all local authorities should be using participatory budgeting
by 2012*" this may fall down the list of priorities as the economic and political climate changes.
Equally, it is possible that the economic downturn makes participatory budgeting relevani as a

tool for prioritising budgets when resources are scarce. It should also be noted that the four
scenarios are not mutually exclusigell four could happen in parallel.

We cannot forecast what will happen in the future but we can meashe attitudes towards
participatory budgeting among stakeholders in arts funding and experts in the participatory
budgeting field. Participants in this research were asked for their opinions, hopes and fears should
the nature of participatory budgetinghange and come to influeneets funding structures. What
follows is our analysis of their responsasdit is important to acknowledge that these scenarios are
based on the subjective thoughts and opinions of a select group of people. This refleataritigys

of experiencen the field. Many of these individuals only had experienceitbier participatory
budgetingor arts funding; at this early stage in the development of participatory budgeting in the UK
it is difficult to find individuals with sigmiant experience of participatory budgeting in specific policy
areas. Nonetheless, these are the people who are most likely to be involved in or affected by any
future participatory budgeting in the arts, and who therefore will most need to be convinciesl of
value.

*” Communities and Local Government (2088)ing more people a say in local spending:iBigettory Budgeting, A
National Strategy
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Future scenario 1: Small -grant participatory budgets continue to grow

In this scenario, the current model of participatory budgeting continues to grow, giving more and

more people a say in how money is spent in their neighbourhdbdre is great variation in how the

budgets are run and what topics they are addressing, with the common theme being that the vast

majority are small pots of money made available outside of mainstream budgets in the aim to

improve local communities. TRiSOSY I NA2 Aa Ay fAYyS gAGK GKS 32 FSNJ
authorities should be using participatory budgeting in some form by 2012, as set out in the 2008
Communities in Control white papér

It should be noted that some experts believe that tlsm of participatory budgeting is likely to

decline in popularity in favour of more strategic budgets covering larger areas (see scenarios 2 and

3). One reason given for this is that the funds distributed in small grant budgets tend to be additional
monies; they do not form part of mainstream budgets and so are more likely to dry up in a

recession. Another reason is that the approach can be seen as tokenistic: the exercises do not

challenge existindecisionY' | { Ay 3 LINRPOSaaSa 0dziewWSNBf aKBf # X%k y BHIS?
spending small amounts of money on eof projects.

Below we set out how this scenario would affect the Icodd sector, what role the Arts Council
could play in supporting the continued success of the art®inmunity grants poparticipatory
budgeting and the main challenges associated with this scenario.

How may this scenario affect the arts sector?
INIAadGa YR FINIGA&A 2NHIFIYyAAlF A2y ax

XYF® FAYR GKFG LI NI A @dkefdhding dp@ortuditieR far Sdakaytidts, LINRE S A |
in particular for communitybased projects.

XYFe FAYR GKFG GKS LI NGAOALN G2NB o6dzRISGAY 3T S
needs and interests of local communities, which can inspire future work.

X YI& SELSNASYOS | NI A arBugh thaiNBvdVemedt inkhgé G K SA NJ O
participatory budgets.

XYF® FAYR GKFG Y2NB LIS2LX S NS gAftAy3a (2 Sy:
received funding through a participatory budget.

XYF&8Z AT (GKSe& | NB & dzO O Sndl that befng ablg to demardstrit@ A OA LI ( ;
community support helps them in getting funding from elsewhere.

Ats2 FFAOSNBE Ay (20t FyR NBIAZ2YIt F28SNYYSy X

XYF® FAYR 'y AYONBFaS Ay LzotAO ¢l NBySaa 27
the projects tha go through the participatory budgets.

XYFe& SELISNASYOS | 3INBIFGSNI | LIWINBOALFGAZY FY2y3
sector of the role that the arts can play in strengthening communities.

...can collaborate with other local authority depaents in promoting participatory
budgeting events to the public by integrating music, dance and @hérrms in the
promotion and running of the events.

“8 Communities and Local Government (20@8)mmunities in Control: real people, real power.
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area.
XYIe 6802YS Y2NB I 6FNB 2F K26 (KSe FyR i
with the arts.

What role could the Arts Council play?

If the current model of participatory budgets continues to grow, the Arts Council could pbégy i r
promoting the success of the arts in these activibgs

raising awareness among artists aamts organisations of the funding opportunities that
participatory budgeting offers

e promoting the social value of the arts to participatory budgetingamigers to ensure that
arts proposals are not excluded at the vetting stage and, if appropriate, are actively
encouraged to apply for funds

e advising artists andrtsorganisations on how they can maximise their chances of success in
participatory budgetig exercises, getting to know the local communities, linking their work
to topical agendas, working in partnership with local organisations and s¢lamoladapting
their language and presentation to the audience

e encouraging local authorities to involvalture and leisure departments and the loeats
community in the running and promotion of participatory budgeting events, in order to
make them more engaging and attract more participants

Key challenge s

The ley challengsof this scenariare that:

e promotingthe arts in participatory budgeting may be hampered by the huge diversity in
practice around the country and the often poor communication of participatory budgeting
exercises beyond wartdvel, which can make it difficult to target effort wherastmost
needed

e thesmall grants pot approach fgarticipatory budgetings sometimes seen as tokenistic and
cannot change the hantb-mouth existence of many community arts organisations.
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Future scenario 2: Participatory budgeting in strategic ser vices

In this scenario, participatory budgeting is taken a step further, with strategic service budgets

opened up to public vote. These budgets are larger and tend to cover a larger geographical area than
the small grant pots described in scenario 1. Thddet allocation process is also longer and may

take a cyclical form similar to the Brazilian tradition of participatory budgeting. Budgets are explicitly
public service oriented, sometimes linked to Local Area Agreement targets, and the main recipients
of funds are traditional service providers. These are not new pots of money, but rather a reallocation
of existing budgets. They are usually either mainstream service budgets which are simply opened up
to public vote, or pots of money sourced from severastixg budgets.

Some authorities around England are already experimenting with this form of participatory
budgeting, such as Salfgnahich invited local residents to decide how liighwaysbudget would be
spent. Another example is Tower Hanglewhich & using £2.4nillion of Area Based Grant funds
devolved to Local Area Partnerships in 2009 for local people to decide how it should be spent based
on Local Area Agreement priorities and targets for the afée. funds are not to be spent on grants

for third sector organisations but rather to fund service provision in local areas.

Experts are predicting that this approach to participatory budgeting will become more popular,
perhaps to the extent that it will overshadow the small grant approach over thefaexyears.

Some commentators see these servargented processes as a more meaningful way of involving
the public in spending decisions, as the sums involved are more substantial and the process is
directly linked to public services and so can have hingpact on how people vieand relate to

their local area and public service provision. Another reason that seovieated participatory
budgeting may grow in popularity is that, contrary to small grant budgets, it deals with mainstream
budgets that araunlikely to be removed. They may, howevee, reduced, in which case

participatory budgeting provides a tool for involving local people in prioritising the $pgnotl

scarce resources.

It should be acknowledged that this type of participatory budgetawuires greater training and

capacity building around public budgets for local people, councillors and officers than the small grant
approach. For it to function well requires significant time and resources to educate participants
about public budgetingrad to help public servants appreciate the value of public input.

How may this scenario affect the arts sector?
I'NIAadGa YR FNIGA 2NHIFIYyAAlF A2y ax

XINBS fA1Sftfe 42 FAYR GKFG 06SOFdzaS GKAA F2N¥ 2°
services and primarilgllocates funds to service provideisoffers fewer funding
opportunities for small or on®ff communitybasedarts projects than the small grant
approach described iscenariol.

...may findmorefunding opportunities for arts projects that can demorate a clear link to
local service priorities.

...may findfewerfunding opportunities if local people decide to cut arts budgets in favour of

other public service budgets.

XYF® AYLINROGS GKSANI OKIyOSa 2F 3l Aykwithih | 0O0Saa
specific service areas or teaming up with established service providers to demonstrate how

the arts can add value to other service areas.
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...may find that some service areas, such as youth proyismmmunity wellbeingr
regeneration, lend themselves better to artselated bids than others.

...may find thatsuccessfuprojects are provided with more longer term or strategigport,

Y20Ay3 Fole& FNRY (GKS WKIEYR 2 Y2dzaiKkQ 02y OSNY:

Arts offices inlocalandreég2 y I £ 32 @SNY YSy i X

XYl & 7FAYR -otlieftediparticifatoly buddets can offer substantial new funding
opportunities forarts organisations with an explicit link to local service targets and thus that
they can serve an important role in promoting pagtahip working between arts
organisations and local service providers.

XYFe FAYR GKIFG KSartareded préjects tizbugh ghiBciparoiyA 2y 2 F

service budgets will make the local community, businesses and officers from other
departments moe appreciative of the role the arts can play in achieving social goals.

XOFLy O2fftF 02N GS 6AGK GKS GSIFYa 2NEBFYyAaAy3

cultural activities in the promotion and running of the events in order to attract more
interests and participation from the local community.

aSYOSNR 2F GKS Lzt AOX

Gl

XYFe&s AF INIa 2NBHIyAalGA2ya adOOSSR Ay odzit R

aware of the differentart forms andartsfacilities available in their local area ambre
conscious of how they and their community can benefit from involvement with the arts.

What role could the Arts Council play?

If participatory budgeting moves away from the siathnt approach to more serviesriented
budgets, the A @uncil couldhelp the arts community gain access to these funds by:

e supporting artists anartsorganisations to build a profile within a public service context,
including offering advice on how they work with public service providers in promoting
projects that appeali 2 G KS LJzf A 0Qa @208

e promoting the social value of the arts to participatory budgeting organisers and service
providers to encourage the inclusion arts-related initiatives in the bids that are put
forward for funding

¢ raising the profile othe artsand arts organisations in the wider public arena, so that people
recognise the added value that the arts can provide in addressing local priorities.

Key challenge s

Public serviceriented participatory budgets aresslikely to provide funding for indep&ent
organisations than the small grants approach, unless tlosorganisations can demonstrate that
their work contributes to public service objectivdéey challenges in this scenario would therefore
be:

e to help artists and arts organisations navig#tis new funding territory by supporting them
to profile their work within a serviceriented context
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to persuade participatory budgeting organisers and service providers about the value that
arts organisations can add to public services, includingwelktargeted arts initiatives can

improve the public appeal of a service proposal and so increase its chances of winning the
Lldzo £ A OQa @2GS o
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Future scenario 3: Participatory budgeting in local arts funding

This scenario is aviation on scenario 2, but concerns specific arts budgets. It explores what would
happen if local authority arts budgets were opened up to public vote. Given the popularity of
participatory budgeting and the nestatutory nature of arts funding, it is n@tconceivable that

over the coming years some local authorities will give their residents the power to decide how parts
of the local arts budget is spent. This scenario explores how such experiments may affect the local
arts sector.

How may this scenario affect the arts sector?
INIAadGa YR FNIGA&A 2NHIFIYyAAlF A2y ax

XYlFe FAYR (KFd (KSe& ySSR (2 RS@St2LJ F ONRIFRSI
win local authority funds, to a greater extent than if funding decisions were made without
public input.

XYFe& FAYR (KIFG GKS £20Ff | dziK2NAG&@ Q& LINRA 2 NR G A
input. This could, for example, mean that controversial or concepttiaprojects fare less

well than thoseart forms that have a broader public appeal or eatl benefit for local

communities.

XYFe8Z AT (GKSe& INB &adz00SaaFdzZ Ay | LI NIAOALI G
greater public interest and involvement in their work.

XYFe FAYR GKFG GKS LI NIGAOALIN G2 NBsiriodrieaISGAYy3a S|
needs and interests of local communities, which can serve as inspiration for future work.

XYFe8Z AT (GKSe& INB &adz00SaafdzZ Ay | LI NIAOALI G
community support helps them in getting funding from elsewhere

Atsofices Ay f20Ff FyR NBIA2ylt FJ20SNYYSy X
XYlIe 08 ljdSadA2ySR | YR ONX Gisfindiaddieisibris G KS  LIdzo |

changes the outcomes for the loaats sector, or disproportionally affects particular
sections of the sector.

X Y ¥ gain new insights into the priorities and interests of local communities, which can
inform future policy agendas and workstreams.

XYlF® FAYR Iy AYONBFaSR Lzt AO LINRBFAES 2F f 20l
public interest in and engagnent with local art.

XYFed SELISNASYOS | INBIFGSNI | LIWINBOALFGAZY 2F (K
businesses and in the public sector.

X Y | fixd that local communities become more appreciative of the value of public funding
for the arts and tle challenges inherent in budget allocation.

aSY0oOSNBR 2F (GKS Lzt A OX

XYF®& 06S Y2NB | OOSLIi Ay 3 I atKaciltiesliistBaddbeenA S 2 F |
funded through participatory budgeting exercises than other public art.
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with the arts.
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What role could the Arts Council play?
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If participatory budgeting is used to allocate local authoaitis funds, the Arts Council could
support local authorities, artists aratts organisations to gain maximum benefit from these

initiatives. They could do this by:

advising artists andrts organsations on how to maximise their chances of success in
participatory budgeting exercises, for example with tips on how to make the case for their
work to public audiences, demonstrating understanding of the needs of the local area and
local people, and agding their language and presentation style to a lay audience

helping artists and the widearts community understand the benefits that they can derive

FNRY GF1Ay3

002 dzy (i
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advising local authorities on when participay budgeting may be a suitable tool to use and

when it is not

advising local authorities on how to build information, education and deliberatituntheir
participatory budgeting activities to help the public participants make informed decisions.

Key challenges

Key challenges in this scenaai@ to:

convine the wider arts community and arts policy community about the value of

participatory budgeting

ensuee that participatory budgeting activities do not adversely affect the existirng

funding inflastructure and that it does not compromise the wider objectives of public

funding for the arts

construct participatory budgeting models that contain the right balance of information,
education, deliberation and flexibility to ensure positive outcomesitizens and tharts

community

ensuee that no factions of theartscommunity, such as regularly funded organisations or less
populist artists andrts organisations are disproportionally or adversely affected by the
introduction of participatory budgetig tools in funding structures.
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Future scenario 4: Participatory budgeting scaled up

This scenario explores what would happen if regional or natiarafunding institutions introduced
participatory budgeting methodologies into their own gratgcisionmaking processeiviting
members of the public to vote on which project should receive funds. Experimentation with this type

2 ¥

LINPOS&da KlFa | fNBlIRe KIFLLBKSRt §gLMiBapatLaxt t YRy a

where the public was invited teote on how a selection of Big Lottery grants were to be allocated.

How may this scenario affect the arts sector?
Artists andarts2 NA | yA &l GA2yaxX

XYFeX AT (GKSe& INB &adz00SaafdAZ Ay GKAa GeLsS 27
raised natioml profile and greater public interest and involvement in their work.

XYlI& FAYR GGKFdG GKS LI NIGAOALI G2NB 6dzRISGAYy3I S|
interests and priorities of the wider British public, which can serve as an inspiration for
future work.
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approval than those artforms that hawebroader public appeal or an explicit benefit for
wider society.

TdzyRAYy3 AyatAiddziazyax

XYF® 3AFLAY yS¢ Ayardakia Ayd2 GKS LINA2NRGASA |
inform future policy agendas and workstreams.

XYl & §E LISinfedqidise pliblic profile of and public engagement with the arts.

XYlF& SELISNASYOS 3 NB&Brisvioskidad fadibfiels thad hasiedzeahIarddd F 2 NJ
through participatory budgets.

X Y | fiad that the public becomes more appreciative of theuabf public funding for the

arts and the challenges of allocating budgets fairly.

XYlF& 06S [[dzSadA2y SR | YR ONMR iarksOnidadgdRcisibris (1 KS  LJdzo |
changes the outcomes for therts sector.
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area.

XYlFIe& 06S02YS Y2NB | gFNB 2F K2¢g (GKS@ & AYRAQDAI
involvement with the arts.
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What role could the Arts Council play?

If this scenario was toome abouf the Arts Council could play a lead role in ensuring that
participatory budgeting methodologies are used wisely and innovatively in order to achieve
maximum benefits for the arts community and wider sg without compromisinghe wider
objectives for publicly funded art. It could do this by:

working with participatory budgeting experts to develop models of participatory budgeting
that are suitable to a national decisionaking context and that involaufficient levels of
information, education and deliberation to ensure that the public participants can make
informed decisions

advisingother funding institutions on when participatory budgeting may be a suitable tool to
use and when it is not

educatirg arts professionals and policy makers about the value of participatory budgeting
and helping them understand the benefits that they can derive from taking on board the
LJdzo £ A 0Qa @GASsa |yR LINKA2NRGASE

advising artists andrts organisations on how they canaximise their chances of success in
participatory budgeting exercises, includimg givingiips on how to make the case for their
work to public audiences and demonstrating understanding of public value

Key challenges

The key challenges of this scenaare to:

convine the wider arts community and arts policy community about the value of
participatory budgeting

construct participatory budgeting models that work within a mixed economy context (where
the Arts Council typically onpart-fund any individial, activity or facility) to ensure that the
outcomes decided on by the public are guaranteed and not subject to match funding

ensuee that participants are representative of the wider public

ensuee that the benefits of the exercises reach beydhdse drectly involved.
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6. Practical lessons from participatory budgeting

Asthe previous chapters have showmany of the participants this research were sceptical about
the value of introducing participatory budgeting ants funding processs. They argued that the
purpose of publicly fundedrts should be to support excellence in the arts and to enable artistic
activity that is of public value but may not be commercially viable. Some research participants
expressed concern that giving membaf the public the power to decide haavtsfunding is

allocated would risk shifting the focus to more populist artists and projects and thus undermine the
ability of arts organisations to produce excellent work.

Despite these apprehensions, the reseapéinticipants were overwhelmingly supportive of the
notion that the public should have a role to playairts decision making. It was felt thatthough

strict participatory budgeting may be difficult to adapt to the particular contexdrtd funding,

there are other ways in which the public could play a part. For example, it was widely argued that
members othe public could be more involved in informing the strategic direction of arts funding
organisations by helping them understatigkir values and prigties. It was also felt that the fae®-
face element of participatory budgeting events, with citizens, policy makers and bidders coming
together to learn aboutheir ideas and priorities, is a highly powerful mechanism for building
relationships and supgpting learning between people from different backgrounds and sectors. In
the context of the arts, supporting more such interactions between artistsofficers and ordinary
citizens could be of great benefit to all involved.

These arguments correspomndth the! NIi a / 2 dzy OA f a3 discasged in chBpEBSvhidhO K
suggessthat more voices should be included in arts decision making but in ways which do not
AYFNARAY3IS 2y (KS I NI aQ “A kej message framahiskdbrgifiat tbe | Y R A Yy
Arts Council and other arts funding institutions could benefit from looking to participatory budgeting
as an inspiration for inventing and piloting new ways of involving members of the public in decision
making and agenda setting. This is nos&y that participatory budgeting could not be adapted to

suit an arts funding context; it is a flexible approach and can be adapted to suit a range of situations
and policy areas. However, if participatory budgeting is in the first instance usedrapiaation for

public involvement in therts, it could encourage new and innovative ways of channettieg
publicQdewson national level arts decision makinghile avoiding the pitfalls and risks of giving
members of the publiafinal say over fundingecisions. In this context, the Arts Council could lead

the way by capturing the learning from a wide range of policy fields and public engagement practices
and piloting new approaches to public involvement in arts decision making at the national, legiona
and local level.

This section will outline some of thiansferablelessons from participatory budgeting that will be

relevant to policy makers and practitioners conducting such experiments. It is not intended as a
comprehensive guide, but rather a sefion of the advice highlighted in the research. For more

RSGFEAf SR IdZARFYOS 2y LI NI AOALI G2 NePaddddRaArSoteA y3 6 S
O2YLINBKSYyaA@dS AYUGNRRdzOGAZ2Y (G2 LlzofAO Ay@d2ft dSYSy
textson this subjectPeopleand participation>! Deliberative public engagemegnine principle¥

andMaking a difference evaluating public participation in national governmé&ht

“9 Creative Research (2007)

%0 \www . participatorybudgeting.ay.uk/toolkit

L Involve (2005people and participatiomvolve: London

*2 Involve and National Consumer Council (2008)

*% Diane Warburton et al (200Rjaking a difference Evaluating Public Participation in National GovernmB@A:
London
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Support the people involved

In participatory budgetingas in any effective galicinvolvementprocess, it is imperative to ensure

that the people involved have the support and information they need to play their part in the
process. This means identifying the key stakeholder groups and considering what their needs might
be. The preise nature of the support needs will vary between groups and situations, but the list
below sets out some examples that are useful to keep in mind as a starting point.

Art professionalsmay need convincing of the valueraembers of thepublicbeing invdvedand
advice on how to present their work to the

Members of the publionay need information about howrts policy making andrts funding
works,andthe role and purpose of the organisation that has initiated the exeyeisd support

to build conficence to join in the discussionBhey may also need logistical support to be able to
attend the eventghysically such agrovision ofdisabled access, travel expenses, translators
and childcare.

Officials and elected membenway require persuading of éhvalue ofthe publicQ idvolvement
and training in listeningo theybuild confidence in handing over responsibility to the public.

All groupswill need clear information about the purpose of the exercise, what is expected of
them and what will happen wh the findings afterwards.

This capacity building element can happen in different ways; it can target each group individually or
be built into the engagement process as part of a collective learning experience. One interviewee
described seeing such a teing process unfold:

What worked well was when you had informed individuals, artists and arts development
workers working with them, listening to and engaging with a constant group of people,
a2 AlGQa y2id F OF&asS 2F 2dii (A LA f Ay Adza 2SBS0 Rez @
journey together and bringing in more people around that. | think the keys to the longer
term success was that it was about getting experts [not in a] patronising way, getting a
group of people in and growing together.
Arts officer(national)

Allow time for learning and discussion

Many participatory budgeting exercises take place in a single event, where a long line of bidders
present their project ideas and the participants cast their vote, all within the space of a few hours.
The® can make for fagioving, lively events; people involvedgarticipatory budgetingpften

aLSI 1 2F GKS W3 NPBdsthe fBofeSNHilds up tgwariildti fifdBmhdufcement
of the winners. However, becausethese processes participantsveato take in a lot of information
and make a large number of decisions in a short space of time, the risks are that they will become
prone to fatigue, waning interest and kngerk voting. This is one of the arguments against using
participatory budgetingn the arts: some interviewees felt that to make sound decisions abdst
funding and policy, participants would require more time to learn about the subjects than the
community grants pot model allow¥he moreongterm participatory budgeting process that are
favoured in Brazil and elsewhei@nd which are noveginning to be used in the U&llow more

time for learning and discussion and so are arguablydeseseptiblgo these problems.

% See for &ample the videdParticipatory Budgeting in the UK: the story sq &amilable at
www.participatorybudgeting.org.uk
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Hence, vinen dealing with a complex policy areadmcisiormaking structure, time for learning and
deliberation is crucial. Giving participants the opportunity to think and discuss before casting their
judgement can helgpeducekneejerk reactions and bias. This can be achieved by providing
accessible informatioto participants before and throughout the process, devoting a substantial
part of the exercise to facilitated discussions between participants and by running reconvened
events, thus allowing participants to go away and think about what they have leamtebef

returning, discussing the topic again and finally coming to a consideredView

Invest staff time and resources

Although the pots of money made available in participatory budgets in the UK have as yet been

relatively small, the amount of officer timmoney and other resources going into the preparation,

promotion and running of the events have been considerable. This is not unusualpglolax

involvementtakes time and costs money. This is particularly true if, as in participatory budgeting,

the process involves interactions between decision makers, service providers and citizens as
2LI2aSR (2 o0SAy3 NHzy o0& SEGSNYI t -makdngiastmtiont y G & I

Lessons from other policy fiefishrave shown that theublic involvemat processes with most

impact are those where decision makers and service providers are directly involved in the exercises,

sitting down with participants and hearing first hand their ideas and concerngrticipatory

budgeting, the presence of decisiamkers in the process not only helps by giving them insights into

GKS O02YYdzyAlASaQ 02y 0SNYy paticijatmy bulpetyicand éndoiragdd A 8 S i K
the use of this technique in other areas, budgets and situatibng.@2 f @S Q& hhadrsioivn NB & S| NX
that it is only by personally experiencing these interactions that decis@kers can fully appreciate

GKS NAOKySadaa 2F RAaOdzaaAz2ya lnaRayihat s codstltatiorS 2 T (K €
report or a list of recommendations sitypcannot convey.

For many institutions this requires a culture shift away from sepingic involvements something
conducted by dedicated communications teams or external consultants and making it an integral
part of the job description for policypnakers at all levels.

Measure and communicate outcomes

One of the things that make participatory budgeting popular among those who take part is its
instantaneous nature. Participants are not only involved in making a decision, they also get to see
the funding being awarded and may even be able to follow the work of the winning projects in their
community afterwards. This cdre a rewarding and inspiring experience, leaving those involved
with a feeling that their contribution really made a difference.

In other forms of public involvement, keeping participants informed of the outcomes is not always as
easy. And yet this is one of the most important aspects of any involvement process. Providing
feedback to participants helps them feel that their contributisrvalued, ensures that they

understand why some recommendations are taken forward and othersot, and increases the
likelihood that they will be willing to take part in a similar initiative again. Evaluating and measuring
outcomes is also a useful wiyr the institution to ensure that they keep track of the achievements

of their public involvementvork and capture lessons for future projects.

°° Involve and National Consumer Council (2008)
5 Karin Gavelin et al (2007) astella Creasy et al (2007)
LYATR

Ibid.
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It is vital, therefore, that evaluation and feedback are planned intopthiglic involvemenprocess
from the outset to ensure that sufficient time and resources are set aside for completing these
important tasks™®

O(1T OOAOG &£ O AT OOOAOS

A key message from the research is thablic involvementvorks best when the process is tailored

to the context and purpose dhe individual situationParticipatory budgeting in its current form is

as much a community building exercise as a budget allocation tool; it is a method created specifically

for working with local communities to address local needs. This is not to ahpdlticipatory

budgeting methodologies cannot be adapted to other contexts; indeed, experiments in national

level participatory budgeting hel £ NS R& G 1Sy LX I O0Ss F2NJ SEFYLX S A
t S2LX SQa aAffAz2ya LNPatiaodbudgingi@ridtitabledoral & Of S| NJ
situations and that when it is used in contexts other than local public sector, significant care and
consideration must go into making it fit for purpose. This is an important point jpuklic

involvanent. All too often officials¢ constrained by a lack of time, resources or imaginagon

recycle the engagement methods that they have used in the past without sufficiently considering

whether they are reallyhe best option in the new situation. Thisdften a false economy and may

at worst lead to ineffectugbublic involvemenprocesses and a waste of time for all involved. In

goodpublic involvementthe choice of method is always guided by the purpose of the exercise, the

people involved and the le¥ of complexity of the topic.

The following formul® is useful for keeping in mind the different elements of a succegsioiic
involvementexercise

This is the key message for any participation process, that the purpose, context and audience are
carefully considered in the design and delivery of the activity. Participatory budgeting is not
intended to bea one-sizefits-all model;indeed the process varies greatly from country to country
andregion to regiondepending on the needs of the communifyhe following chapter will conclude
on the findings of this research and where this leaves us in terms of how best to make use of
participatorybudgetingin the arts.

%8 Diane Warburton et al (2007)
*nvolve and National Consumer Council (2008)
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