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Abstract

Regular public input into a city’s budget is mostly associated with Brazil’s successes, but
American communities are adopting the practice to varying degrees. This paper presents data obtained
from a public budgeting discussion in 2011, one discussion in a five-year old participatory budgeting
program taking place in the capitol of what is thought of as a very politically conservative state in the
U.S. The face-to-face, deliberative discussions resulted in residents recommending that taxes be
increased in order to preserve programs. In an era of concern that the American public will not willingly
pay for tax increases, the recommendation was surprising. Our work finds that the public welcomes the
invitation to participate in governance, has high levels of trust and confidence in government, and is
willing to endorse policy options that have been thought to be unpopular among the American public. In
this paper, we examine the relationships among trust and confidence, procedural fairness, and support
(i.e., legitimacy, loyalty, and satisfaction) variables, asking whether trust and confidence is impacted by
public budgeting and what aspects of trust and confidence, if any, make a difference when it comes to
supporting city government and funding city services. The results revealed most residents’
trust/confidence and perceptions of procedural fairness increased over the course of the day-long,
budgeting discussion. Not only did residents generally increase in unspecified confidence, but their
specific perceptions of city government trustworthiness (i.e., competence and benevolence) also
increased, as did specific perceptions of procedural fairness (government neutrality, sense of voice, and
being treated with respect). On the other hand, there was little evidence for pre-post discussion
increases in either diffuse or specific support for city government or city services. We provide possible

explanations for these findings, as well as discuss future directions for research.



Lincoln, the capital city of what is thought of as a very politically conservative state, Nebraska, is
one of a handful of U.S. cities routinely using a public input process as part of its budget
decisionmaking.’ In 2011, residents of Lincoln were invited to give budget input to Lincoln officials by
participating in a “Community Conversation,” a day-long, deliberative discussion (University of Nebraska
Public Policy Center, 2011). As part of that discussion, residents were asked to identify which programs
to eliminate in order to balance the City’s budget. Balancing the budget is a state law requirement.
Surprisingly, after considering the budget cut options, the residents recommended that taxes be
increased in order to preserve programs. In an era of concern that the American public will not willingly
pay for tax increases, the recommendation was surprising.

In this paper, we present findings from our empirical study of the 2011 participatory budgeting
discussions in Lincoln. Since 2007, Lincoln residents have been invited to provide input to City officials,
and at the same time the residents have participated in research designed to give insights into their
decisionmaking and the public participation process. Our work to date indicates the public welcomes the
invitation to participate in governance and responds positively by giving online input as well as in face-
to-face, all day discussions. In addition, the members of the public who participate in Lincoln’s budgeting
input activities have high levels of trust and confidence in government; they are mostly satisfied with
how government is performing; and, as noted, they willingly select policy options (e.g., revenue
increases) that have been thought to be unpopular among the American public by most in the media
and in politics (Herian, Hamm, Tomkins, & PytlikZillig, in press; Herian & Tomkins, 2012; PytlikZillig,
Tomkins, Herian, Hamm, & Abdel-Monem, 2012; Tomkins, Hoppe, Herian, PytlikZillig, Abdel-Monem, &

Shank, in press; Tomkins, Pytlikzillig, Herian, Abdel-Monem, & Hamm, 2010). In this paper we examine

! Lincoln is a town of about 250,000. It is the state’s second largest city, after Omaha, and it is capitol of the state
of Nebraska. Nebraska is a large state (almost 77 million square miles) with a small population (approaching only 2
million people, according to the most recent census in 2010), and one of least densely populated states in the
nation (23.8 persons per square mile) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). It is politically conservative, with an historical
antipathy to paying taxes and a political concern about government being too big, doing too much, or expending
too many of its citizens’ valuable economic capital.



the extent to which these observations are related and may be attributed to the use of public budgeting
processes.

The Porto Allegre public budgeting initiative (Or¢camento Participativo, or participatory
budgeting) that was started pursuant to enactment of the 1988 Citizen’s Constitution in Brazil is
generally identified as the first meaningful (and sustained — the practice continues today) effort to
involve residents in determining municipal budget issues (see, e.g., Abers, 1998; Abers, 2000; Baierle,
1998; Sousa, 1998; Wampler, 2004; Wampler & Avritzer, 2004). Subsequently, the practice has been
repeated in other Brazilian cities (e.g., Cornwall, Romano, & Shankland, 2008; Nylen, 2002). It has been a
successful practice, spreading across the globe and prompting valuable policy and theory developments
(e.g., Cabannes, 2004; Ebdon & Franklin, 2004; Franklin, Ho, & Ebdon, 2009; Kluvers & Pillay, 2009;
Robbins, Simonsen, & Feldman, 2008; Shah, 2007; Sintomer, Herzberg, & Récke, 2008).

One value underlying public budgeting is that it embodies participatory democracy. Another
value is the belief that it enhances the public’s trust and confidence in government (e.g., Organisation
for Economic Co-Operation and Development, 2009; Wang & Wan Wart, 2007; Yetano, Royo, & Acerete,
2010). Researchers have hypothesized that part of the increase in trust/confidence is probablywill
increase due to citizens’ feelings that, through participatory budgeting processes, the government is
acting in a fair and transparent manner, that they are being treated with dignity and respect and so on
(e.g., Herian et al., in press; Markell & Tyler, 2008; see also Yetano et al.). Surprisingly, however, there is
little empirical inquiry into whether public budgeting activities have the assumed laudatory impacts on
trust and confidence in government. Indeed, there is evidence from other contexts that perhaps trust
stems less from participation in decisionmaking than other factors (e.g., Mizrahi, Vigoda-Gadot, &
Cohen, 2010).

In addition to the question of whether trust/confidence is impacted, is the question of which

facets of trust/confidence may be impacted by public budgeting. Trust is commonly viewed as a



multidimensional construct, and there are many facets to trust and confidence in governmental
institutions. We investigate three main categories of trust-related variables in this paper, each of which
we assessed within the face-to-face, public discussions held in Lincoln in the spring of 2011. First, we
investigate trust and confidence variables. These variables include the endorsement of direct
expressions of trust/confidence which often do not specify the bases of that trust® (Hamm, PytlikZillig,
Tomkins, Herian, Bornstein, & Neeley, 2011), as well as perceptions of trustworthiness, which most
often include perceptions of competence, integrity, and benevolence (e.g., Hoy & Tschannen-Moran,
2003; Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 2006). Second, we consider indicators of procedural fairness. These
indicators include perceptions of having a say or a voice in decisions made by the institution,
perceptions of neutrality of the institution, and perceptions of respectful treatment (e.g., Herian et al.,
in press; Lind & Van den Bos, 2002; Markell & Tyler, 2008; Tyler, 2006b). Third, we consider indicators of
institutional support. These include both general or more “diffuse” support for the institution, and more
specific support for the City’s programs and services offered by City government. Perceptions of the
legitimacy of institutions are sometimes equated with diffuse support, as are loyal attitudes or
willingness to remain loyal and offer support to an institution even when dissatisfied (e.g., Gibson, 2008;
Gibson, Caldeira, & Spence, 2005; Tyler, 2006a, 2006b). Meanwhile, satisfaction is sometimes referred
to as an indicator of more specific and transient support that varies over time and situations (e.g.,
Gibson, Caldeira, & Spence, 2005).

As we investigate these three classes of variables, we ask not only whether these trust-related
variables are impacted by public budgeting, but what aspects of trust and confidence, if any, make a
difference when it comes to supporting city government and funding city services. That is, we look at the
relationship between trust/confidence, procedural fairness, and institutional support variables, in order

to see whether these variables might explain critical budgeting determinations, such as whether

® This is sometimes referred to as “unspecified trust.”



residents feel the city should maintain or decrease city services. In times of budget austerity, this issue is
one fundamental to governance and has significant impact on quality of life for residents (both in terms
of services that might be available to residents as well as taxes that residents will pay). As previously
indicated, the research we report on in this paper stems from data we have collected at the same time
we engaged in a public budgeting exercise for residents in Lincoln (University of Nebraska Public Policy
Center, 2011). In these analyses we ask whether there are certain specific facets of trust and confidence
in Lincoln City government, or other trust-related variables, that are especially likely to be responsible
for people’s willingness to support preservation of the City’s services.

Only a handful of researchers have focused on the conceptualization, measurement, and/or
development of trust and confidence (e.g., Cook & Gronke, 2005; Earle & Siegrist, 2006; Fehr, 2009;
Gibson, Caldeira, & Spence, 2003; Hamm et al., 2011; Hardin, 2006a, 2006b; Levi & Stoker, 2000; Tyler,
2006b; Tyler & Huo, 2002). This lack of attention is a critical weakness in the trust/confidence literature
(e.g., Nannestad, 2008). Moreover, the issue of trust and confidence has not been extensively examined
in the participatory budget context. In this paper, we also contribute to our understanding of trust-and-
confidence related constructs within the participatory budget context. Specifically, we examine trust
and confidence factors (unspecified confidence, trustworthiness), procedural fairness, and institutional
support (legitimacy, loyalty, and satisfaction). The research we have and others have conducted
suggests we should find increases in the public’s trust/confidence in city government in our participatory
budgeting study, because this is an instance in which the public is invited to meaningfully contribute to
fundamental policymaking (Herian et al., in press; PytlikZillig et al., 2012; Tomkins et al., in press;

Tomkins et al., 2010; Wang & Want Wart, 2007; Yetano et al., 2010).



Methods

Participants

Participants were invited to attend a “Community Conversation” about the City’s budget when
they completed an online survey about the same topic (University of Nebraska Public Policy Center,
2011). A total of 281 online survey respondents indicated they would consider attending the Community
Conversation, a day-long public deliberation, dialogue, and information/education® session. Those
individuals were contacted by e-mail, letter, and telephone, and asked to confirm their participation. A
total of 70 people confirmed their intention to attend prior to the event, and 60 individuals actually
attended. Of the total attendees, 61% were male, 98% were white, 76% had a college degree (this
includes 36% who also had a graduate or professional degree) and the average age was 54 years
(standard deviation = 18 years). Although Nebraska is typically viewed as a conservative state, the
majority of those attending the Community Conversation identified as liberal (57%) rather than as
conservative (18%) or centrist (26%).
Procedures

The Community Conversation on the budget was held on a Saturday in June 2011 at City Hall.
Upon arrival at the meeting, residents were randomly assigned to one of eight small discussion groups,
each one facilitated by a trained discussion moderator who had been recruited from organizations that
routinely provide facilitation for public or private purposes. The format for the Community Conversation
was based on the Deliberative Polling model, a public engagement method which has been used
successfully in a variety of other municipalities across the globe (see generally, Center for Deliberative
Democracy, 2012; Fishkin, Luskin, & Jowell, 2000; Luskin, Fishkin, & Jowell, 2002). Deliberative Polling

measures changes in opinions and knowledge about a public policy issue among individuals after having

> As part of the day, residents were provided information about the city’s budget, taxes, and relevant information
about city services that were in jeopardy of being reduced or cut, along with the costs associated with preserving
them (University of Nebraska Public Policy Center, 2011).
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had an opportunity to learn more about the issue and discuss it with others. As opposed to a survey,
Deliberative Polling thus provides individuals with an opportunity to consider their ideas with others,
and make decisions informed by other perspectives (Fishkin & Luskin, 2005).

Participants completed a pre-event survey at the beginning of the day. The Community
Conversation was then composed of the following activities: 1) A large group session in which the Mayor
provided a presentation about the City’s budget and City services; 2) a small group session in which
participants identified questions for City department heads about the budget and services; 3) a large
group session featuring a presentation by a business professor from a local university concerning tax
revenue and local economic development; 4) a question and answer session with City department heads
responding to participants’ questions; 5) a small group session in which participants ranked the select
City services in order of importance and identified whether they should be preserved or eliminated from
the budget; and, finally, 6) a large group session in which participants reported back on their discussion
results. In addition, throughout the day, residents were given the opportunity to video-record individual
messages that they would like the Mayor and City Directors to hear. The large group sessions were also
videotaped and played on the City’s television channel. Finally, at the end of the day, participants
completed a post-event survey containing many of the same questions asked on the pre-event survey.
Measures

Numerous trust-and-confidence-related constructs were assessed on both the pre and post
surveys. Table 1 lists the constructs, items, and reliabilities of scales assessing each related construct.
These items were drawn or adapted from existing sources such as the General Social Survey (GSS) and
other studies of trust-related constructs (e.g., Gibson et al, 2003; Hamm et al., 2011; PytlikZillig et al.,
2012; Tomkins et al., 2011; Tyler, 2006b; Tyler & Huo, 2002). As shown in Table 1, we assessed
unspecified confidence using three items that represented general expressions of confidence without

reference to the bases for that confidence (PytlikZillig et al., 2012). Perceived trustworthiness was



assessed with items pertaining to specific perceptions of integrity, benevolence, and competence, the
three components most often cited as important to assessing trustworthiness (e.g., Hoy & Tschannen-
Moran, 2003; Mayer et al., 2006). Perceptions of procedural fairness included assessments of whether
residents felt they had voice in government, whether officials were neutral (vs. biased), and whether
they treated residents with respect, in line with other research identifying components of procedural
fairness (e.g., Tomkins, 2007-2008; Tyler, 2006b; Tyler & Huo, 2002).

Assessment of support for City government was based on conceptualizations offered by
theorists such as Gibson and Tyler (e.g., Gibson et al., 2003; Tyler & Huo, 2002). Gibson, for example,
equates specific support for institutions with satisfaction with the institution’s performance and policies,
and distinguishes specific support from a more “diffuse” support that represents a deeper and more
stable commitment to support the institution (Gibson et al., 2003; cf., Easton, 1965). In this study, as in
our past studies (PytlikZillig et al., 2012; Tomkins et al., 2011), we assess two forms of diffuse support:
acknowledgement of the legitimacy of the institution in terms of its rightful holding and use of power,
and loyal attitudes reflecting a willingness to support the institution even in the face of non-preferred
policies or disagreement with the institution. In addition, we assess two forms of specific support:
satisfaction with City government, and a specific willingness to support City services. This latter construct
(not listed in Table 1) * was assessed in two ways: (1) as the total number of City programs that
participants were willing to fund, and (2) as the total cost of the programs implied by their program
choices. To assess these variables, residents were given a list of nine services,” descriptions of the usage

of each service, their costs, and some of the impacts of cutting each service (University of Nebraska

*The support for city services questions were, in full form, quite long due to the provision of background
information about the services. These questions are available from the authors upon request.

> These services were: (1) Neighborhood libraries, (2) Fire station, (3) Neighborhood pools, (4) Tree maintenance,
(5) Economic development, (6) City bus routes, (7) Nature Center, (8) Senior volunteer programs, (9) Non-injury
accident investigations by police officers.



Public Policy Center, 2011). They were asked to indicate, yes or no, whether they would like to keep

funding or stop funding for each service.

Table 1

Trust and Confidence-Related Constructs, Items, and Internal and Temporal Reliabilities

Construct
TRUST & CONFIDENCE

Unspecified °
Confidence

Trustworthiness

Integrity °

Benevolence °

Competence °

Items

Lincoln residents can count on the City government to get the
job done.

Lincoln City government can usually be trusted to make
decisions that are right for the residents as a whole.

| have a lot of confidence in Lincoln City government.

Most Lincoln City government officials are honest.

Most Lincoln City officials lack integrity. (reversed)

Lincoln City government officials have residents’ best interests in
mind when they make decisions.

For the most part, the decisions made by Lincoln City
government are made out of care and concern for Lincoln City
residents.

Lincoln City government officials are motivated more out of self-
interest than out of concern for Lincoln residents. (reversed)
Most Lincoln City government officials are competent to do their
jobs.

The Lincoln City government is made up of highly qualified
individuals.

The Lincoln City government is not very competent. (reversed)

PROCEDURAL FAIRNESS

Voice .

Neutrality °

Respect °

Public officials in Lincoln City government care about what
people like me think.

Residents have a great say in important Lincoln City government
decisions.

Citizens can influence the Lincoln City government’s decisions.
The decisions made by the Lincoln City government are biased.
(reversed)

Lincoln City government officials base their decisions on the
facts, not their personal interests.

Lincoln City government is overly influenced by special interest
groups. (reversed)

Lincoln City government officials treat residents with respect.

INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT

Legitimacy °

Lincoln City government officials are chosen using fair and
appropriate methods.
The Lincoln City government is a legitimate governing body.

e The Lincoln City government uses its power appropriately.
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Cronbach’s a (r)

.71, .90 (.80)

.91, .89 (.78)
78, .66 (.73)

.81, .88 (.68)

.80, .87 (.62)

.82,.91(.83)

.82, .89 (.70)

n/a(.71)

77, 57 (.71)



Construct Items Cronbach’s a (r)
Loyalty e Lincoln City government usually has good reasons for its .69, .81 (.79)
decisions, even when those decisions are not popular.

Citizens should support the Lincoln City government even if they

disagree with some of its specific decisions or policies.

Even when | disagree with a decision made by the Lincoln City

government, | still believe the government deserves respect.

The Lincoln City government is greatly in need of reform.

(reversed)

Satisfaction e | am satisfied with the Lincoln City government. n/a(.74)

Notes. Responses were on a 5-point scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Reversed items were recoded
so that 5=1, 4=2, 2=4, and 1=5. For the Cronbach’s alphas, Time 1 alpha is listed first and Time 2 alpha is listed second. The test-
rest correlation (r) is in parentheses after the alpha values. All test-retest correlations are significant at the p < .01 level or
higher. Ns = 55 to 58.

RESULTS
Was there a change in perceptions and attitudes over time?

Our first set of analyses investigates the impact of the participatory budgeting activities by
examining changes in our three types of variables (trust & confidence, procedural fairness, institutional
support), over time. To determine whether Lincoln residents’ trust/confidence in their City’s
government increased over time, we looked both at the average increase or decrease on specific
trust/confidence-related constructs, and the numbers of persons whose trust/confidence increased or
decreased. Table 2 shows the pre and post average scores on the primary trust and fairness measures.
As shown, nearly all of the indicators of trust and confidence in government and perceptions of
procedural fairness moved in a positive direction. The main exception was perceived integrity of City
government, which did increase, but not significantly. However, it may have been difficult to observe
changes in the integrity measure due to ceiling effects (Lincoln City government was already rated quite

high in integrity prior to the deliberation).
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Table 2
Change in participant trust and confidence and procedural fairness variables, from before to after day-
long public deliberation and dialogue

Mean SD

Constructs Mean N SD change change t df p

TRUST & CONFIDENCE

Unspecified Confidence
post-deliberation 3.80 57 71 26%** .43 453 56 .000
pre-deliberation 3.54 57 .60

Trustworthiness
post-deliberation 398 57 .62 .18** 40 3.49 56 .001
pre-deliberation 3.79 57 .58

Integrity
post-deliberation 410 56 .76 12 .54 161 55 .113
pre-deliberation 398 56 .68

Benevolence
post-deliberation 3.82 57 .75 .20* .57 257 56 .013
pre-deliberation 3.62 57 .69

Competence
post-deliberation 404 57 .60 21%* .51 3.15 56 .003
pre-deliberation 3.83 57 .56

PROCEDURAL FAIRNESS

Voice
post-deliberation 3.73 57 73 20%** 41 375 56 .000
pre-deliberation 3,52 57 .70

Neutrality
post-deliberation 3.73 57 .73 66*** .56 894 56 .000
pre-deliberation 3.06 57 71

Respect®
post-deliberation 400 55 .69 .15% 49 221 54 .031
Pre-deliberation 385 55 .52

®Assessed with a single item. *p <.05 **p < .01, ***p <.001

Because average score results can sometimes be affected by extreme changes of relatively few
individuals, we also examined the number of persons who increased, decreased, and did not change in
their trust in City government. First, we computed overall trust in government by averaging across all of
the individual trust and confidence items used in the scales reported in Table 2 at Time 1 (before the
deliberative and dialogue activities) and Time 2 (at the end of the day, after the activities) (Cronbach’s

alphas = .93, .94, at Time 1 and Time 2 respectively).
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The mean change score was .24, and the standard deviation of the change score was .40 (range
of scores =-1.00 to +1.14). We used .10 as a potentially meaningful amount of change and classified
those with 0 +/- .10 changes as no change, those with > +.10 as increasing in trust, and those < -.10 as
decreasing in trust. Using this definition, Table 3 shows that only 9 people decreased in trust (15% of the

sample). One-fifth of the sample did not change, and over half of the sample (64%) increased in trust.®

Table 3
Number of persons increasing or decreasing in levels of trust
Frequency Percent
Decreased (<-.10) 9 16.4
Change in Trust  No Change (-.10 <and < +.10) 11 20.0
& Confidence Increased (>+.10) 35 63.6
Total 55 100.0

Notes: Change in trust and confidence was assessed by averaging across all 14 of the trust and confidence variables items administered at each
time point and then subtracting the Time 1 score from the Time 2 score.

We next examined whether change in the diffuse and specific support variables also increased
pre to post the deliberation and dialog activities. As Table 4 shows, the results were the inverse of the
trust/confidence and procedural fairness results: Most of the support variables did not change
significantly from pre to post deliberation. Only one of the institutional support variables (loyalty)
increased significantly.

Table 4

Change in participant support for City government and City programs, from before to after day-long
public deliberation and dialogue

Mean SD
Constructs Mean N SD change change t df p
SUPPORT
Legitimacy
post-deliberation 402 57 .58 .03 45 49 56 .623
pre-deliberation 399 57 .59
Loyalty
post-deliberation 3.83 57 .65 J15%* 39 294 56 .005
pre-deliberation 3.68 57 .56
Satisfaction®
post-deliberation 3.79 56 .87 13 .60 155 55 .128

6 . .
In absolute terms, 10 persons decreased, 3 received a change score of exactly zero, and 42 increased.
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Mean SD

Constructs Mean N SD change change t df p
pre-deliberation 3.66 56 .82

Proportion of total programs funded
post-deliberation 75 54 .24 .03 .16 156 53 .124
pre-deliberation 72 54 .26

Total cost of programs funded
post-deliberation 2655.19 54 91855 154.07 589.48 1.92 53 .060
pre-deliberation 2501.11 54 921.42

®Assessed with a single item. **p <.01

What, if any, aspects of trust and confidence relate to the support of City government and support of

City services?

We were interested in the meaningfulness of the change in trust as it pertained to support for

city government or support for city programs. As shown in Table 5, both the trust and confidence and

procedural fairness variables were significantly correlated with diffuse and specific support for City

government, including support for City programs. This was true whether trust/confidence and support

was assessed before (Time 1) or after (Time 2) the deliberation and dialogue activities.

Table 5

Correlations between trust variables and support for City programs at pre and post deliberative and

dialogue activities

PRE-DELIBERATION SUPPORT

POST-DELIBERATION SUPPORT

Component Legitimacy Loyalty Satisfaction  Total Tot Legitimacy Loyalty Satisfaction  Total Tot
programs programs programs programs
funded cost funded cost

PRE-DELIBERATION

Trust & Confidence

Unspecified J3XER S JAHERE O JHEE O Q¥R 3@H ST7HEX O J4xEx gRFkXk 3@k 35%*
confidence
Trustworthiness® J8XEX L JGAKE TJAXEKX  ABH*RE ) ** B5*EX L GTHER JOR**E 35 .34*
Integrity J2xEX S JARE L JoAERE 3 .30* BE*EX  FpHEK gREkXk  ILkE .34*
Benevolence BOFEX L TFHEE phxEX A1x* 36*F LS5Q*Ek*  pOrAk* GoEkxk  28* .28*
Competence J4xEX pQ¥kE - p@¥kX  GIEEE  fprE* SE*EX O pprEK g3kAk 3wk .30*
Procedural Fairness
Voice JAXEX O JHERE O pL¥EX pOFERE g% SQrER L gARER goEkxk GQRER g7HE*
Neutrality JJE*EX O JeXEkE JLEEkX  GAEE 4G SQrEx o g3rEkk phREE 3pHE .33*
Respectb B8***  GQ¥kE - Ga¥Ekx  A1¥*k 3p** JOXEX g3xER . gOREE Qhr* A1**
Institutional Support
Legitimacy -- B5HEX L pYHER AHERX 41** JLXEX O JLRER . GOREE Q4 A2x*
Loyalty B5*** - J3¥E* A3¥* 38** SQxEkx gorE* p7FXE 4o** A0**
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PRE-DELIBERATION SUPPORT POST-DELIBERATION SUPPORT

Component Legitimacy Loyalty Satisfaction Total Tot Legitimacy Loyalty Satisfaction Total Tot
programs programs programs programs
funded cost funded cost

Satisfaction” BHLEHE FHE -- .25 .15 BV S b R 7 S ) .18
Total programs ABX¥X - AZ¥* )5 - 96*** .30%* .39*%*  30% BO¥**¥  75Exk
funded

Total programs A1** 38*%* 15 96*** - .24 .35%* .24 BlEx*k goHH*
cost

POST-DELIBERATION
Trust & Confidence

Unspecified J3HEE S JBAEE pTHEX ALHE 4)** BT HEE L BAREK gREkEEK  JOrEX JoHE*
confidence
Trustworthiness JeXEX  JOXkE 7 EkE 3gFx 35% JEXEX L gRkEk kAR 43rE A2x*
Integrity .B3*E*  G3EEE - g3kEE Q0% .22 B2*Ex  pQ*E*  pRF¥*  3IGHE .33*
Benevolence J3wER S JIHEE L pTHEX A ¥*k 40** 68*FX  gIkAk FgEkEk  QIrE A3**
Competence B4***  GeEEEk - gOor** 3% .26 JOXEx J4xE* ghEkxEk 3 4xE 34
Procedural Fairness
Voice B6 X p8¥*kE  GeXEX  go¥*k 3@ S7HEx O JoREx GEEREER 4T HEX 44*
Neutrality BB X p8¥*¥E  Ge¥EkX  go¥*k 3@ S7HER S JRER GEEREEK QTR EX 44**
Respect” B6*E*  p¥*E  glEREE 2O .27 B9FEX  JAxEx BIkXE 26 .26
Institutional Support
Legitimacy JAxE* GQ¥EEk - paq¥kk o 30%* .24 - JJ5¥*¥* p7*Ex 35k 34
Loyalty JAxEx O @Q¥*k*  7¥*k*  3g¥kk 35% J5*E* - B1¥** 38 37**
Satisfaction” B9FEX pTHEE F4xEE  30* .24 L7 HEE gL HE* - .33* 31*
Total programs A4xE - A2%*% 22 BO***  glHx* 35%* .38**%  33% - 97 ***
funded
Total programs A2%% A0%* 18 JJ5*E* gOH** 34** 37**%  31* 97 *E* -
cost

Notes. N = 52 to 59. “Includes the components of integrity, benevolence, and competence. bSingle item measures.
*p <.05 **p <.01, ***p <.001

Change Correlations

While Table 5 gave the simple cross-sectional and temporal correlations between our trust-
related variables and measures of support, and suggest that the two are related, we were especially
interested in the possibility that changes in trust-related-variables might relate to changes in support
from Time 1 to Time 2. Table 6 shows the correlations between the Time 1 and Time 2 changes in trust,
procedural fairness, and support variables.

As shown, changes in different aspects of trust/confidence and procedural fairness related to

changes in the forms of diffuse and specific support that were assessed. Specifically, changes in more
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diffuse support for City government (legitimacy and loyalty) was most highly related to changes in
perceptions of competence of City government. However, changes in perceptions of benevolence or
caring were also important to changes in reported loyalty, but not to changes in viewing City
government as legitimately holding and using its power. Pre-post deliberation changes in satisfaction
with City government were related to the trust/confidence variables (except integrity, which did not
change significantly from pre to post), and to perceived neutrality. Finally, changes in specific support
for the funding of City programs (when assessed as the total number of programs funded, not as the
total cost of programs) was most related to changes in perceived neutrality of City government and, to a
lesser degree, to changes in perceived trustworthiness and voice. Perceptions of voice only related to

support for specific programs and not to any of the other support variables.

Table 6
Correlations between change in trust-related constructs and change in support variables
Legitimacy Loyalty Satisfaction = Total programs  Total programs
funded cost
TRUST & CONFIDENCE
Unspecified confidence 17 .18 A3** 13 .09
Trustworthiness® 21 37%* A1%* .30%* 23
Integrity .06 -.01 -.02 .18 17
Benevolence .03 .29% .39%* .22 .14
Competence 34%* AQx* AS** .26 22
PROCEDURAL FAIRNESS
Voice .07 .02 21 27* .15
Neutrality .10 .19 Sex** .35%* 27
Respect” .04 .07 22 -.09 -.08
SUPPORT
Legitimacy -- .23 .09 .09 .02
Loyalty .23 -- .35%* -.04 -.05
Satisfaction” .09 35%* - .02 -.05

*p <.05, ¥* p<.01, ***p < .001. ®Includes the components of integrity, benevolence, and competence. bSingle item measures.
DISCUSSION
The present study advances research on trust-related constructs in deliberative (specifically,

participatory budgeting) public engagement contexts by looking at specific facets of trust/confidence,
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perceptions of procedural fairness, and institutional support as they change and relate to one another
over time. We find support for the idea that most residents’ trust/confidence and perceptions of
procedural fairness increased from pre to post the participatory budgeting activities. In fact, not only did
residents generally increase in unspecified confidence, but their specific perceptions of City government
trustworthiness (i.e., competence and benevolence) also increased, as did their specific perceptions of
government neutrality, and their sense of having a voice and being treated with respect.

On the other hand, our study found little evidence for pre-post deliberation increases in either
diffuse or specific support for City government or City services. Given that the trust and procedural
fairness variables are significantly correlated with support, engagement planners may wonder if
increasing trust/confidence or perceptions of fairness might also increase willingness to support City
services and even tax increases. This did not appear to be the case in our study. It is possible that, in our
study, support levels simply started out so high that it was difficult to go higher. In exploratory follow-up
analyses we divided our sample into those who came into the engagement with relatively high, medium
or low levels of trust in City government prior to the deliberative activities. We found that the third of
the sample with the greatest trust in City government prior to the deliberation was already supporting
(on average) more than 80% of the total programs. Thus, among this group, support for City services
was already quite high, and it would have been difficult to increase it further. When we restricted our
analyses to only those who began the deliberation with low to moderate trust in City government (and
lower initial support for services), there was a significant pre-post change in support when examining
the proportion of programs funded.

The only institutional support variable that significantly increased pre to post deliberation was
loyalty, defined as support for the institution even in the face of unpopular policies or personal
disagreement with the institution. This could be a potentially important finding because it might at least

partially explain why, even in the absence of increased support for City programs over the course of the
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deliberation, there was little resistance to an increase in taxes to support City services. That is, although
support for City services did not explicitly increase, willingness to accept (rather than resist) the City’s
decisions to continue those services may have increased.

Finally, the present study also explored the trust/confidence and procedural fairness variables
most likely to correspond to changes in diffuse and specific forms of support. A number of our findings
were consistent with prior research and theory. For example, satisfaction with City government
appeared to relate to most of the other variables (see Table 6, middle column), supporting the idea that
satisfaction is an easily influenced and situationally-volatile indicator of transient institutional support
(Gibson et al., 2003). In addition, unspecified expressions of confidence was more closely related to this
transient satisfaction than loyalty and legitimacy, which were expected to be indicators of a more
diffuse and stable form of support (as also argued by Gibson et al., 2003). We add to this literature,
however, the finding that increases in perceptions of the legitimate holding and using of power by an
institution relate more closely to increases in judgments of the institution’s competence than to
judgments of other aspects of trust/confidence or procedural fairness. In contrast, increases in loyal
acceptance of potentially dissatisfactory policies and decisions seem to depend more broadly on
increases in perceptions of both competence and benevolent motives of the institution (in this case, City
government). Meanwhile, when considering changes in support for very specific aspects of City
government, such as support for the services they provide, we found that increases in support for those
services were most likely to only be generally related to increases in perceived trustworthiness, and
even more related to increased perceptions of City government neutrality and having a voice in City
government.

Because our study did not use experimental methods such as random assignment to treatment
and control groups, and no inclusion of a group that did not engage in the participatory activities for

comparison, these findings are necessarily preliminary. Future directions for research include
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experimental studies attempting to manipulate specific variables that we assessed, and examining the
impact of these variables on different forms of support. For example, research might manipulate
perceptions of voice and neutrality and assess support for services, manipulate perceptions of
competence and assess legitimacy, and/or manipulate perceptions of benevolence and assess loyalty.
Despite the preliminary nature of the research findings, our work does provide support for
several important issues raised in the literature. The results are consistent with those who argue that
public participation in governance in general, and in budgeting in particular, have a positive impact on
the public’s trust and confidence, at least on some (critical) aspects of trust/confidence and related
variables. Our research findings provide more impetus to better understand the relationships of
trust/confidence, procedural fairness, and institutional support variables. Finally, this study along with
our other research supports the position that it will benefit the field to focus on the conceptualization,

measurement, and/or development of trust, confidence, and related constructs.
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