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he digital world changes our analog world, us, our lives, our society, the political sphere,
T governance, democracy but also our expectations and approach to reality. Remember when
we used to think that the digital world was separate from the analog world? Have the
digital and the analog now become the same world? Remember looking for information in pre-
Google days? Remember the fear of internet addiction? How much time spent on the internet

means addiction? Could you work without the internet?

Digitalisation can provide an open world, allowing us to find what we are looking for, enabling
communication, sharing, participation and collaboration. It makes data and information available
and accessible. But for many it is information overload. We know that the amount and complexity
of data and information is going to stay and increase, so in the interest of all citizens, society,
democracy, freedom and fariness, we need to find ways that help us deal, display, visualise this
information. Then we will be able to work with and understand what is available.

The digital world and digitalisation lead us to set high expectations and to demand changes that
are to be made quickly. The ,reality” is that change is slow. We ask for government to be , open
government”, but for public administrations and politics to change they need to undergo a cultural
change that is also set at a slower pace. ,Slow” has disadvantages and advantages: on the one
hand, by being slow we miss the trial&errors necessary to advance and push for change, but on the
otherhand, slowness allows a reflexive process and avoids the traps set by fads.

The NSA scandals cast a large shadow on our digital world. And it ,really” is a shadow: what is
known in English as ,data trails”, the German-speaking world calls , Datenschatten” (,data
shadows”). Thinking about digital society and digital life means considering the opportunites and
the freedom it offers, but also security concerns, data protection rights and thus data trails, cookies,
crumbs and shadows. In addition, such issues and concerns may also be a cultural issue, meaning
that we are more or less free in different countries, so that ,a land of the free” may be ,a land of
the digitally unfree”.

Is our digital world too complex? Are you disillusioned with open government? What should be
the pace of change? Are we free in a digital world? Join us to answer such questions and engage in
the discussions at CeDEM14 — there are enough opportunities at the the popular CeDEM tracks
,E-democracy and E-Participation”, ,E-Voting”, ,Bottom-Up Movements”, ,Social and Mobile
Media for Public Administration”, ,Open Data, Transparency and Open Innovation”. We have
introduced new tracks that consider philopsophical, ethical, technological and human issues, the
roles of design and visualisation of information: , Technology and Architecture”, ,Rethinking
Information Visualization for the People”, ,Freedom and Ethics in Digital Societies” and , Design
and Co-creation for E-Democracy”. The papers submitted to this year’s CeDEM conference reveal
that all over the world, experiments are being made, approaches are being tested. We see the
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bottom-up push for fast change and the slow top-down approaches — revealing that cultural
change is occuring?

In addition to these CeDEM14 tracks, the conference offers a , Reflections” track containing short
papers selected by the chairs, workshops, an Open Space that allows participants to democratically
choose and organise in barcamp style the topics to be dicussed, the viewing of the film , Blueberrry
Soup” followed by a discussion with the filmmaker Eileen Jerrett. Enough opportunities for you to
present and hear new ideas, engage in conversations, discuss opportunities, network and enjoy the
CeDEM conference!

We are pleased that our CeDEM community is getting bigger, reaching more countries and
continents. We know that this is due to the continued efforts and support by track directors,
programme committee members, reviewers, honorary board members, keynotes and participants
who are committed to the CeDEM and its success, as well as the authors who contribute their work
and ideas. Many thanks!
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making Process: A Study on the Marriage Equality
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Abstract: Research has shown that exposure to both traditional and social media content can
have a marked effect on public opinion and civic and political engagement. Moreover, in a
democracy citizen participation in social media can influence the outcomes of the law-making
processes. In this paper, we examine the interplay between newspaper articles, twitter posts,
and events related with the same-sex marriage bill in Maryland that was signed into law in
March 2012 and then voted on in November 2012. We describe the data collection procedures
and study the volume of participation on twitter and the quantity of newspaper articles and
editorials on the issue. In addition, we also study the sentiment expressed in this outlets. We
find that participation in social media and newspaper media show different characteristics in
reaction to different events. We also find that Maryland citizens express mostly supportive
opinions on social media with regard to the marriage equality issue.

Keywords: E-Participation, Text Analysis, Social Media, Sentiment

Acknowledgement: This project is partially funded by the School of Emerging Technologies at
Towson University

Introduction

can have a marked effect on public opinion, knowledge and learning, and civic and
political engagement (Althaus & Tewksbury, 2002; Eveland, 2003; Messing & Westwood,
2012; Moy, Torres, Tanaka, & McCluskey, 2005; Xenos & Bennett, 2007). Pundits, journalists, and
academic researchers have spent the better part of the past decade examining what factors
influence public support for marriage equality (Watkins, 2013). In fact, a wealth of previous
research has documented the connections between conservative religious and ideological

ﬁ wealth of research has shown that exposure to both traditional and online media content

predispositions and opposition toward same-sex marriage (Author, 2009; Brewer, 2008; Brewer &
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Wilcox, 2005; Campbell & Monson, 2008; Ellison, Acevedo, & Ramos Wada, 2011; Olson, Cadge, &
Harrison, 2006; Sherkat, De Vries, & Creek, 2010) and the influence of exposure to framed media
content on public support for both civil unions and same-sex marriage (Brewer, 2002, 2003; Price,
Nir, & Cappella, 2005). Numerous polling organizations have documented the rapid shift in public
opinion with Gallup first noting majority support for same-sex marriage in the United States in
May of 2011 (Newport, 2011) which makes this issue worth studying from the viewpoint of e-
participation.

Traditionally, researchers have relied on manual content analysis to discover important features
(e.g., frames, bias, and public sentiment) present in traditional news and social media content
(Binder, 2012; Nisbet, Brossard, & Kroepsch, 2003; Pan, Meng, & Zhou, 2010). This approach to
content analysis means that researchers end up coding only a small selection of traditional news
stories or social media content (e.g., tweets) in the attempt to define key features. This also limits
the viability of longitudinal studies to look at these features during the law-making process on a
issue. This is because the length of time that a typical law-making process may take precludes
manual analysis of large quantities of social media content generated during the period.

This paper is part of a larger project on computational social science to make sense of large
streams of news and social media data, analyzing the traditional news and the sentiment
expressed in social media coverage in relation to legislation. In this paper, we focus on the
coverage of the same-sex marriage issue in Maryland (a mid-atlantic U.S. state) and the
participation of citizens on twitter as the law on same-sex marriage in Maryland is signed,
challenged, and voted in the general elections.

Specifically, we explore the following questions:

1. What are the volumes of traditional media coverage and social media participation as the
events leading to the law unfold? Is there any interaction between them?

2. What are the sentiments expressed in traditional and social media as law-making
activities and the events surrounding them progress?

The next section provides the context on issue of same-sex marriage in Maryland. Section 2
presents a review of literature on the study of opinion traditional media and social media
participation. Section 3 presents our research design. Section 4 presents and discusses the results
and the last section concludes and presents future directions.

How a Bill Became a Law: Maryland and Same-Sex Marriage

The legislative debate over extending marriage benefits to same-sex couples in Maryland began in
January 2011 with the introduction of the Religious Freedom and Civil Marriage Protection Act (SB
116) in the State Senate. Approved by the Senate on February 24, 2011, the bill then moved to the
Maryland House of Delegates, where it was sent back to committee after it appeared that there
would not be enough votes to ensure its passage before the end of the legislative term.

Formal political activity on the issue remained relatively quiet until July of 2011 when Maryland
Governor Martin O’Malley announced his support for same-sex marriage and his intention to
move the bill forward during the next legislative session. Some speculated that O’Malley’s
ownership of the issue was reflective of a sea change in public opinion toward same-sex marriage
that was starting to take hold in various states across the country.
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The legislation was reintroduced on January 23, 2012, newly renamed as the Civil Marriage
Protection Act. The new bill had stronger protections for religious organizations that might be
opposed to performing same-sex marriage ceremonies. The Maryland House of Delegates
approved the legislation on February 17, 2012 followed by the Maryland State Senate on February
23, 2012; Governor O’Malley signed the bill into law on March 1, 2012. In the meantime, opponents
of the legislation began gathering enough signatures to force the issue onto the November 2012
ballot---what would later become Question 6. Certified as a ballot measure by July 2012, the
ensuing debate over same-sex marriage captured considerable media attention with religious
leaders, celebrities, athletes, and politicians weighing in to advance their positions on the issue. In
a close contest, Maryland voters approved the legislation in November 2012, voting yes on
Question 6 by a margin of 51.9% to 48.1%, becoming the first US state to approve same-sex
marriage at the ballot box (Elections 2012, 2012; for articles on key dates mentioned above, see
Timeline: Same-sex marriage debate in Maryland, 2012).

Relevant Work on Traditional and Social Media

Traditional Media

A handful of research efforts have examined how the mainstream media has covered same-sex
marriage and gay civil rights issues with a particular emphasis on cataloguing the volume of
coverage received in order to measure the issue’s place on the public media agenda. All of these
efforts have relied on a traditional approach to content analysis; the scholars begin by gathering
relevant newspaper articles from a particular bounded time period and manually code a subset of
this retrieved content in order to make generalizations about the way the issue is treated by the
press.

Li and Liu (2010) examined articles published in five U.S. national newspapers (New York
Times, Washington Post, Los Angeles Times, San Francisco Chronicle, and The Boston Globe)
between February and March of 2004. The researchers gathered 209 relevant articles using a Lexis
Nexis keyword search for the term “same-sex marriage,” and coded for key news values like
balance and fairness. They conclude that the overall coverage was fair and balanced.

Another 2010 study also examined the framing of the same-sex marriage debate, this time
comparing the ideological framing of coverage published in The New York Times and The
Chicago Tribune (Pan, et al., 2010). They examined two years of content published between
November 2002-November 2004 (treating the November 18, 2003 legalization of same-sex marriage
in Massachusetts as a pivotal reference point). 219 stories were culled from both papers between
2002-2003, while 1,308 articles were pulled during the second half of the sampling time frame.
Their results suggested a difference in the coverage offered by The New York Times and The
Chicago Tribune after the November 2003 Massachusetts decision, with the New York Times
promoting activist coverage and the Tribune emphasizing moral objections to gay marriage.
However, these and other studies did not focus on the interaction of news media coverage with
social media participation on the issue.
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Social Media (Twitter)

In recent years, there have been several studies to analyse content on twitter with a focus on
sentiment, relevance of tweets, and classification into multiple content categories. Table 1 shows a
representative study in each of these areas along with the classification techniques they have used,
number of categories, sample size, and accuracy achieved.

Table 1: Representative studies for content classification on twitter

Techniques Categories Sample Size Accuracy
Chrzanowski & Levick, 2012 SVM Voted Democrat, 7.5 million 82.1%
Voted Republican
Sriram et al., 2010 Naive Bayes News, Opinions, Deals, 5,407 ~90%
Events, Private
Messages
Irani et al., 2010 Naive Bayes, J48, | Spam vs. Not Spam 1.3 million ~70%-85%
DecisionStump
Go, Bhayani, & Huang, 2009 Naive Bayes, Max | Positive Sentiment, 359 ~80%
Entropy, SVM Negative Sentiment

Chrzanowski & Levick (2012) attempted to predict the voting behaviour of twitter users based
on their posts, classifying them as either republicans or democrats. They used a supervised
learning technique known as Support Vector Machine (SVM) to learn from a large sample of
collected tweets. Sriram et al. (2010) attempted to classify tweets into several categories including
news, opinions, deals, events, and private messages through the use of a probabilistic classifier
known as Naive Bayes. In Twitter Sentiment Classification using Distant Supervision (Go,
Bhayani, & Huang, 2009), the authors attempt to classify the tweets” sentiment as either positive or
negative. To accomplish this, the authors introduced several concepts to process Twitter data that
included the steps necessary to be able to uniformly process data by normalizing it and reducing
excess characters, emoticons, uniform resource locators (URL), and usernames.

In the field of political communication research, recent efforts to analyse Twitter content have
suggested that use of the microblogging service varies across user types (elite or high-end users vs.
average citizens), issue contexts, significance of the electoral contest (national vs. regional race),
and the devices used by citizens to tweet out relevant messages (Binder, 2012; Larsson & Moe,
2012; Park, 2013; Veenstra, Iyer, Hossain, & Park, 2014). Specially, Binder (2012) found that tweets
regarding the complicated issue of nuclear risk were more likely to include links to stories from
traditional news web sites while Veenstra et al. (2014) offered evidence of a higher presence of
included URLs for those posting from computers, rather than from mobile devices. In a related
vein, research by Himelboim et al. (2012) also highlighted the importance of sharing traditional
news content among Twitter users following state-wide election contexts. Researching the use of
Twitter given a set of controversial issue contexts (e.g., global warming, health care reform,
immigration, etc.) recent work has also offered evidence of selective exposure to consistent
ideological content with homogenous network clusters driving the discussion of a range of issues
(Himelboim, McCreery, & Smith, 2013). Depending upon the specificity of the topic, both liberal
and conservative Twitter clusters were present; on more generalized, broader issues the dominant
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clusters emphasized conservative political sentiments. Again, none of these studies have looked at
the interaction between citizen posts on twitter with traditional media and a long-term law-
making process.

Research Design

In this section, we describe the methods to obtain newspaper and twitter data on the same-sex
marriage issue and the techniques used to identify sentiment in the articles and posts.

Acquisition and Analysis of Newspaper Data

A Lexis-Nexis keyword search was conducted using the search terms, “gay marriage,” or “same-
sex marriage,” and “Maryland.” Articles published between January 1, 2011 — December 31, 2012
were gathered from three major national papers including The New York Times, The Washington
Post, and The USA Today. Given the interest in focusing on the issue attention cycle in Maryland,
articles were also downloaded from the same time period from The Baltimore Sun, the state’s
leading newspaper, using the ProQuest database. A total of 983 articles were downloaded from the
two-year period (156 from The New York Times, 372 from The Washington Post, 33 from The USA
Today and 422 from The Baltimore Sun). A team of coders manually evaluated all of these articles.
The articles were evaluated first for relevancy, whether the coverage was deemed to thematic or
episodic in orientation, the opinionation of the coverage (pro, con, mixed, or neutral), the
dominant and secondary frames present in the coverage (e.g., morality/religion, equality, personal
story, public opinion, political event, or other), the speakers quoted in the article (official, elite, or
ordinary), the context of the story (national, regional, state, local), and the type of story (news,
opinion-official, opinion-unofficial).

Two trained coders evaluated the same subset of 174 articles from the full database of 983, or
around 18% of the sample to test for intercoder reliability. Robust intercoder reliability results
were achieved for article relevancy (Scott’s pi = 0.86; 81 of 174 articles deemed relevant or 47%),
article type (Scott’s pi = 0.86; categorizing between news, opinion-official, and opinion-unofficial)
and geographical context (Scott’s pi = 0.74).

Acquisition and Analysis of Twitter Data

It is a challenge to identify relevant items from the large quantities of data that social media sites
like Twitter provide. Though there are several ways to obtain tweets from Twitter, most methods
do not provide the capability of doing keyword searches for specific issues like ‘same-sex
marriage” with the option of subsequently obtaining historical postings. However, it is possible to
obtain historical postings for individual users if their usernames/screen-names are known. Thus,
given a set of users, we can obtain all the tweets posted by them over time. It is important to be
careful in the selection of users so as to get generate a seed set of individuals who are genuinely
interested in the issue. To do so, we identified a seed-set of organizations who were posting on the
issue of same same-sex marriage in Maryland (using simple searches on the Twitter website). We
followed their twitter accounts to identify more organizations that followed them. This iterative
procedure led to a set of 34 seed organizations — all of which were manually confirmed to be
organizations posting on the same-sex marriage issue. After developing the list of seed set
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organizations, we then used the Twitter API (https://dev.twitter.com/) to identify all the
individuals who followed these organizations. We considered these individuals clearly interested
in the issue since they followed our seed organizations.

Once the users were identified, we used the Twitter API methods to download all the tweets
posted by the users (along with meta-information for users like location, names, etc.). Generally,
the Twitter API limits downloads to 350 method calls (one method call can download a few
hundred tweets) an hour. We designed a system to respect this limit and work continuously and
iteratively for weeks in a failsafe fashion to download tweets. For each tweet we downloaded all
relevant information available including, the text, posting date, and location (if available). Table 2
shows a summary of the dataset. Since these are all the tweets posted by the users, there is still a
need to identify tweets that are relevant to the issue by searching by keywords (this is discussed
later in the paper).

Table 2: Summary of Twitter dataset

Total tweets 9,256,819

Average number of tweets downloaded per day ~ 55,000 - 60,000

Total number of followers 63,955

Date Range 03/13/2008 -12/12/2012

Results and Discussion

For this paper, we looked at a smaller subset of our newspaper and twitter datasets that were
specifically focused on the same sex marriage issue and clustered around the major events related
with the passage of the same-sex marriage law. We examined the interplay between the volume of
social media participation and traditional media publication along with the sentiment expressed
by citizens in both through the signing, challenge, and vote on the law.

Dataset Curation

Newspaper articles: Of the 983 newspaper articles, 440 or approximately 45% were deemed by the
team of coders to be relevant, meaning that the main focus of the article was the debate over same-
sex marriage. Articles that discussed the same-sex marriage issue as just one piece of the Maryland
legislative agenda were treated as non-relevant as were batches of letters to the editor that
addressed a range of issues. Of the newspaper articles coded as relevant, two-thirds were classified
as straight news stories, while the other one-third of the content was split between official opinion
pieces (authored by the editorial board, a regular columnist, invited guest, etc.; approximately
26%) while the remaining seven percent were written by unofficial sources.

Twitter posts: For the purposes of this investigation, we focused only on tweets from
organizations that were located in Maryland and tweets from users who disclosed their locations
in Maryland. This lead to a collection of 6,287 relevant posts from 4/09/2009 to 12/19/2012,
mostly centered around the timeframe during which Maryland enacted, signed, and voted on the
same-sex marriage law.
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Volume of Newspaper Articles and Twitter posts

Figure 1 plots the number of newspaper articles and tweets in the curated dataset against
significant events in the same-sex marriage law in Maryland. These events are listed in Table 3. As
shown in the figure, the volume of traditional news and social media coverage generally increased
throughout 2012, with larger upticks in coverage corresponding with the unfolding of major
events in the legislative cycle. Of course, some events generated a more significant media response
than other events. For example, the initial passage of the law in February 2012 generated more
buzz on social media and via traditional outlets than the debate and hearings driving the prior
legislative consideration of the law. President Obama’s declaration of support for same-sex
marriage in May of 2012 resulted in considerable media attention as well. Once Question 6 was
certified as a ballot question in July 2012, discussion of the issue increased on Twitter, with
traditional news coverage following suit during the final weeks of the election cycle (September
and October 2012). Not surprisingly, a large amount of attention was devoted to the issue in
November 2012 when the law passed, with coverage tapering off by December 2012 after the
drama of Election Day had faded.
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Figure 1: Relevant Newspaper Articles and Twitter Posts plotted Against Significant Events in the ”Same-
Sex” marriage issue in Maryland

Table 3: Timeline of 2012 Maryland Same-Sex Marriage Debate Events

Month Event

Jan-12 Bill reintroduced in state legislature by Gov. O’Malley
Feb-12 Bill hears and passage of law

Mar-12 O’Malley signs Civil Marriage Protection Act into law
May-12 President Obama declares support for same-sex marriage
Jul-12 Ballot petition for Question 6 certified

Nov-12 Maryland voters pass marriage equality/Question 6
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Sentiment Expressed in Newspaper Articles and Twitter posts

Figure 2 plots the number of pro/con twitter posts and pro/con newspaper articles against the
events listed in Table 3. The sentiment in newspaper articles was determined by manual coding
and sentiment expressed in twitter posts was determined using a Naive Bayes algorithm (that
achieved a 90%+ accuracy over 8 runs). We ran the classification algorithm over the data from
January 2011 to December 2012 that included 6,233 tweets, with 3,957 of them being classified as
positive, 180 being classified as negative, and 2,092 being classified as neutral. When examining the
sentiment it appears that the bulk of the discussion by Twitter users concerning the same-sex
marriage debate in Maryland was positive in orientation, with the volume of positive tweets
generally increasing throughout the spring, summer, and fall up until the November 2012 election.
Only a marginal amount of the collected tweets expressed a negative sentiment or opposition to
the marriage equality law. In contrast, traditional news content was fairly evenly split between
articles expressing positive sentiment or support for the marriage equality law and neutral articles
that simply reported on the unfolding political events rather than adopting a stance or choosing a
side on this particular issue debate. Interestingly, this tone in media coverage differs significantly
from the results of a 2013 report issued by the Pew Research Center’s Journalism Project that
documented a focus on supportive issue coverage throughout media outlets and a corresponding
emphasis on the civil rights frame in traditional media coverage (Pew, 2013). Conversely, the
report chronicled a more mixed set of reactions on Twitter with an almost equal split between
tweets urging support for same-sex marriage and tweets opposing marriage equality. The report
also noted that more than 40% of the Twitter content was mixed or neutral in opinion, with the
overall discussion more closely reflecting the national public opinion climate for this particular
issue debate (Pew, 2013). Overall, this contrast in sentiment underscores the importance of looking
more closely at particular issue contexts like the Maryland case and that the public opinion climate
for marriage equality varies by regional affiliation. For example, with the recent October 2013 court
decision legalizing same-sex marriage in New Jersey, a very clear pattern of support has emerged
on both the East and West coasts of the United States, while the middle of the country and the
South remain more resolute in their opposition toward marriage equality (Weigel, 2013). As these
analyses show, the sentiment present in the debate over marriage equality in Maryland differed
significantly from the national perspective.
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Figure 2: Newspaper articles and Tweets expressing positive (pro) or negative (con) sentiment on the same-
sex marriage issue/law

Conclusions and Future Directions

Research has shown that exposure to both traditional and social media content can have a marked
effect on public opinion, knowledge and learning, and civic and political engagement. Moreover,
citizen participation in social media influences the outcomes of the law-making processes in a
democracy. In this paper, we examined the interplay between newspaper articles, twitter posts,
and events in the same-sex marriage bill in Maryland that was signed into law in March 2012 and
then voted on in elections in November 2012. We studied the volume of participation on twitter
and number of newspaper articles. In addition, we study the sentiment expressed in this outlets.
We found that participation in social media and newspaper media shows different characteristics
in reaction to different events. In some cases traditional news coverage follows social media while
the reverse is true for other events. We also find that Maryland citizens express mostly supportive
opinions on the marriage equality issue on social media which is different from national level

studies. This is point to differences in citizen participation based on the states and political climates
they live in.

In future work, we plan a deeper study on the opinions expressed on twitter and their
relationship with the bill making and legal process. In addition, we plan to use well-tested
automated coding techniques for newspaper articles and twitter posts. Other questions include
identifying influential individuals who are opinion leaders in social media, and studying the
participation levels of groups with different ideological orientations.
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Abstract: Online-comments provide the chance for interaction and deliberation in societal mass
media discourse. This paper uses Kersting’s (2014) four areas of democratic participation to
conclude about the democratic usability of online-comments: representative, direct,
deliberative and demonstrative participation. The study asks whether debates via online-
comments correspond to the deliberative ideal or if they tend to be individual demonstrations
of opinion and group identity. This paper analyses online-comments on three professional news
sites in Germany while applying an extended Discourse Quality Index (DQI). Results show that
online-comments analysed could not meet high deliberative standards. They are predominantly
relatable to the sphere of demonstrative democracy. As a consequence online-comments may
enable interaction and could help to disclose problems of political process. As such they could
play their part in a setting of blended democratic innovation.

Keywords: Online-comments, Democratic Innovation, Online-Deliberation, Demonstration, e-
participation

Introduction

he striking purpose of the internet for modern democracy is the rise of countless diverse

I instruments to publish information and opinion by individuals. These instruments enable
individual participation in mass media discourse, which is a central assumption for the
idealized public sphere deliberative democrats describe. One important form of individual
participation in mass media discourse is the online-comment. The online-comment leads amongst
the other Social Media-instruments to the hybridization of user and producer, what Bruns (2009: 4-
5) calls the produser. Produsers are no longer constrained to be passive. They can contribute their
individual point of view and emancipate themselves. Former consumers start to produce content
and to distribute information. This development might provide the chance for interaction and
deliberation in societal (mass media) discourse (Habermas 2008: 161). Online-comments can play a
crucial role for the emancipation of the produser: Most of the different Social Media occurrences are
not able to appeal to a huger audience permanently. The high amount of digital voices
democratizes the public sphere on the one hand but fragments attention at the same time. Online-
comments show the advantage to be connected to professional news sites. Webpages of
professional news media companies remain the central source for political information of the
citizens after a short phase of decentralized news production on the internet (Papacharissi 2011: 15;
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Trice 2010: 190ff). User-generated-content by itself and especially online-comments face a rapid
spread through the online-media landscape and impress increasingly strategies of media
companies. This leads to a co-production of medial content and public sphere through the produser
(Buffel 2008: 138ff). After mentioning the special characteristics of online-comments it seems
compelling that an analysis will provide important insights for the debate about the democratic
potential of Social Media.

This paper contributes to the debate by mapping online-comments in current debate about
political participation and the role of the internet in this regard. From a theoretical point of view,
Kersting’s model of democratic participation online and offline is used: representative-, direct-,
deliberative- and demonstrative democracy follow separate logics and subsume different actions
and instruments of political participation this paper explains in Chapter 3 (Kersting 2014: 60-64).
The main research question of this paper asks whether online-comments tend to show potential for
fulfilling the deliberative ideal or if they show more demonstrative character?

A deliberative debate is characterized by the reciprocal search for mutual understanding
through the exchange of arguments. In contrast demonstrative participation is focusing on
expressivity. Main goals are to express political opinion and the belonging to a certain group
(Kersting 2014: 62-63). Compelling studies showed who gets involved in deliberation and who
participates online. Cook et al. (2007:41-43) and Neblo et al. (2009: 35) found evidence that most
people who engage in deliberation are well educated and hold superior social capital. But findings
also suggest that those most interested to deliberate are those disenchanted by standard
representative politics. Studies on digital participation show that younger people play a crucial
role. This emphasizes that participants in online-deliberation are not only those typically active but
also those not reached by conventional participatory instruments' (Emmer et al. 2011: 217-218;
Schlozman et al. 2012: 511). If it is known who is deliberating, it is tantalizing how is deliberated.
This question is crucial: The broad range of digital “third spaces” (Wright 2012: 11) returns the
chance for heterogeneous deliberation in mass media discourse but public sphere does not seem to
develop as enthusiastically expected. Small range information bubbles with exclusive and
homophilous character are apparent (Farrell 2012: 39; Habermas 2008: 161; Kersting 2014: 80ff).

The study looks at online-comments connected to articles on webpages of three German
newspapers. These articles are dealing with analogue and highly controversial topics, explained at
the beginning of the empirical section of this paper. This paper places online-comments in the
theoretical model and gains implications for the debate about Social Media in political science. For
analysis, it uses an integrative design of content analysis, which is derived from deliberative
democratic theory (Discourse Quality Index). The aims of this paper are twofold. First, it provides
a more clear understanding of the communicative action that takes place in the third space of
online-comments. Second, online-comments are located in a convenient area of democratic
participation what will give us an idea of their democratic usability.

' Of course it should not be neglected that recent research states a relevant digital divide in the political
use of the internet. At the same time it shows democratizing potential by activating those not reached by
conventional channels. Schlozman et al. (2012: 487ff) discussed this ambiguity in detail.
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Decline of Participatory Support and Promises of Digital Age

From a normative perspective broad participation is central for the legitimacy of democracy (Dahl
2006: 37). Empirical research states a deep alienation between the sovereign and its representatives.
Even if the system of representative democracy is not in question itself, politicians and political
scientists go hand in hand by measuring the fact that political participation, interest and trust in
the system are declining (Gabriel/Neller 2010: 78ff; Hay 2011: 1-25). Next to the decline of
conventional political participation, we face the spread of informal political participation since the
1970s. New forms of protest are recognized and the citizens develop new spaces to introduce
themselves into political discourse and decision making. Citizens participate increasingly
individual, cause related and without taking part in long time commitments. Especially the
internet plays a crucial role to facilitate the loose co-ordination of individuals in this regard (Hay
2011: 1-25; Kersting 2014: 56-60; Schlozman et al. 2012: 530-533).

Generally, political participation has to be defined as an act to influence political decision-
making (Kersting 2008: 23). Concerning this matter participation in societal discourse or
deliberation is labelled as unconventional and not institutionalized political participation
(Barnes/Kaase et al. 1979; Kersting 2009: 27; Schaal/Ritzi 2012: 139-140). The proliferation of the
internet and especially the so called Social Media-instruments has created a broad range of chances
for participation in societal discourse. Therefore the democratic potential of the internet is
controversially discussed in political science since its origins (Abbott 2012: 77ff; Wright 2012: 6).
Political scientists agree that the internet will lead to profound changes in the character of politics
and political communication. But they disagree about the significance and character of that
transformative process. Fung et al. (2013: 30-33) explain that hope for a renaissance of ancient
Agora-democracy through digital technology is driven by the recognition of a deficient public
sphere before the proliferation of global internet access. Especially deliberative theory touched
discourse about the democratic potential of the internet. From this perspective online-comments
may contribute to a more deliberative public sphere. Like mentioned above, they hold potentially
mass media reach. If selected journalistic articles deal with controversial societal topics, the
readership is potentially heterogeneous, because access is free and open for different opinions.
People are able to react to one another but they could act individually, issue-related and without
any commitments. Moreover, journalistic hosts look for basically respectful behaviour in the
discussion. To sum up, online-comments fit current participatory needs (Schlozman et al. 2012:
511) and have formal potential to enable deliberative discussion. While “we are frequently driven,
when examining the impact of technology, to a choice between utopian and dystopian scenarios”
(Papacharissi 2011: 9-10), analysis of online-comments provides insights about the participatory
behaviour of people engaging in societal discourse in this special setting which is characterized by
its heterogeneous many to many communication. As third space online-comments enable
discourse and connection of individuals, but not necessarily fulfil Habermasian preconditions
(Farrell 2012: 39; Papacharissi 2011: 15; Wright 2012: 7ff). In the context of the dichotomy between
utopian and dystopian thoughts, the internet and its potential for interaction and maybe
deliberative communication have inspired a lot of research, even on the deliberative capacity of the
special participatory instruments. However, results remain ambivalent (Kersting 2005; Kies 2010).
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Spheres of Political Participation

Political participation comes across in diverse forms and through heterogeneous instruments.
These diverse forms could be related to four different spheres of democratic participation,
characterized by different intrinsic logics and specific participatory instruments online and offline:
representative democracy, direct democracy, deliberative democracy and demonstrative
democracy (Kersting 2014: 60ff). In the following they will be presented briefly.

The principle of representation is characteristic for modern, liberal democracies and senior to the
other spheres of democratic involvement. All other forms and instruments are subordinated. The
representative democracy is a vote-centric conception of democracy. This means that
representatives and parties on the different levels of policy making should be elected via majority
rule. It includes exclusively conventional forms of political participation. Those are by nature
decisive and institutionalized. Besides elections party membership as well as seeking for and
holding an office, direct contacts to politicians, engagement in election campaigns and digital
analogies like internet-voting or contact to politicians via E-Mail or facebook and the growing
range of voting-advice-applications show a great variety of traditional and digital actions (Kersting
2012: 17-18; 2014: 66-68). Representative participation faces a severe crisis and is gradually
declining. However, elections remain clearly the most used instrument of political participation
(Gabriel /Neller 2010: 89-91; Hay 2011: 12-16).

Direct democracy is the second area of democratic involvement, which is vote-centric. But in
contrast to the representative logic, direct democracy is issue-oriented and produces decisive
decisions by circumventing the representatives. In this way direct democracy weakens the power
of elected representatives and awards political veto-power to the citizens. Decisive referendums
and citizen initiatives are the central instruments. On the internet, the importance of e-petitions is
growing and offers completely new possibilities for mobilization, especially for side issues and
minorities. Referendums and citizen initiatives have a lower voter turnout than elections, but since
they are established in Germany they face a rapid growth (Kersting 2012: 18; 2014: 61-62).

The third sphere, deliberative democracy has its origins in the deliberative turn of democratic
theory in the last decade of 20th century. Its nature is talk-centric, because deliberative democracy
bases on normative ambitious discourses (Kersting 2014: 62). Deliberation means a special mode of
communicative action which is often explained in contrast to strategic action. Free and equal
people communicate and search for political decision through the exchange of arguments and not
through bargaining. Preferences are not fixed in deliberation. People are willing to change position
for the better mutually acceptable argument (Bachtiger et al. 2010: 36; Gutmann/Thompson 2004:
7; Steiner 2012: 4-5). Dialogical or deliberative democratic innovations are not decisive and
influence political discourse and inherent perceptions of the participants. They are often
implemented to solve manifest or latent moral conflict. Modern advisory bodies, citizen juries or
open forums show concrete examples of this concept. Diverse influential empirical studies showed
that deliberation could be effectual and had inspiring effects on people’s opinion and levels of
information (Bachtiger et al. 2012; Fishkin 2009; Steiner 2012). In contrast, on the internet exclusive
homogenous group discussion with sometimes radicalizing character is observable. Discussion is
often dominated by aggressivity and monologues (Kersting 2014: 72-74). But more optimistic
findings show that it is possible that people change opinion, gain new information and slide to the
common good in a relevant manner through digital discussion (Fishkin 2009: 169-175; Kies 2010:
114-115).
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The last and fourth section of democratic participation is called demonstrative democracy.
Political disenchantment, individualism and societal change of values all together lead to new
forms of symbolic participation and political demonstrations. People shift astray from political
long-term commitments and support event performances. Demonstrative participation is not
institutionalized and has mostly unconventional character but is diversified. The demonstration is
the typical occurrence. Civil society protests like flash mobs, conventional political actions like
writing letters to the editor and illegal or even violent political protest are demonstrative too.
Online activities like changing the profile picture in a social network or like- and share-activities
are demonstrative like other potential forms of digital slacktivism. Digital vandalism
(Anonymous) could be labelled so too (Christensen 2011: 3-4; Kersting 2012: 18; 2014: 76-79). The
widening variety of protest and unconventional participation as such could be interpreted as a
symptom of political disenchantment and can count for a growing importance of this sphere
(Gabriel/Neller 2010: 90-93, Hay 2011: 1-25, Rucht 2007: 719-720).

It is the aim of this paper to find out about the main communicative characteristics of the online-
comment. Participation in societal discourse via online-comments is not decisive, unconventional
and counts as talk-centric. This begs the question if the contributions could fulfil (more or less)
deliberative preconditions and could be integrated into the correspondent sphere. The other
possibility is that the contributions tend to be more expressive and could called demonstrative. In
the following the research design of this study is presented, which will guide us to explicate this

mapping.

Research Design

This paper asks if contributions and debates via online-comments could fulfil the ambitious
deliberative preconditions. Deliberation is often designed as the best method to handle moral
conflict (Gutmann/Thompson 2004: 10-12). According to this, this study sets up a descriptive
quantitative content analysis and analyses three highly controversial debates emerging from
analogue conflicts about values and identity. The study looked at debates about the renaming of
public spaces in Germany. These were discussed in the context of memory politics in several
communities in Germany. A lot of streets and places in Germany are named after important
persons from a time before the origin of the Federal Republic. The historical role as a door opener
for the Hitler regime of General Hindenburg (president in Weimar Republic) for example is
increasingly critical interpreted and renamings were discussed or politically decided. The
renaming of public spaces touches the local identity of the citizens. This leads to protest and a
bigger amount of political participation. The cities of Garmisch-Partenkirchen, Essen and Kiel
witnessed such conflicts in 2013. This paper analysed the webpages of the most important
professional news media on the local level in each case: merkur-online.de, derwesten.de and kn-
online.de (see an overview in Table 1). Issues and platforms of the debates had similar importance
on the local level. Totally 129 (=n) comments were coded. In Essen, a response-function is included
on derwesten.de. It is used frequently and similar to the normal comment. It was decided to code
and treat the answers like comments.
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Table 1: Selected cases

. . 3  Number of 4  Phase of conflict
1 Webpage 2 City, Inhabitants, Comments
pag Party of Mayor
Garmisch- 100% coded Referendum decided
merkur-online.de Partenkirchen, 26.000, (n=43) against a renaming
local-conservative
Essen, 566.000, Social 7,9% coded Referendum decided
derwesten.de . . .
Democratic (n=542)) against a renaming
. Kiel 240.000, Social 34,1% coded City council decided for
kn-online.de . .
Democratic (n=126) arenaming

Note: N=129 | Total 43-542

The Discourse Quality Index (DQI) was applied for quantitative content analysis. The DQI was
originally developed for the analysis of parliamentary debates. But it is adaptive for all kinds of
deliberative debates and was mentioned positively by Jiirgen Habermas himself (Habermas 2005:
389). It operationalizes the distinguishing normative criteria of deliberation in an ordinal scale and
mentions the discursive quality of the single contributions — in our case the online-comments
(Steiner et al. 2004: 170). This paper implements an extended version of the DQI, which includes
alternative forms of communication derived from empirical influenced discourse. The already
discussed categories of storytelling and bargaining as well as the exploratively developed
categories of individualism and rhetoric are included. There for this paper gains insights about the
specific characteristics of online-comments and contributes to the harmonization of theoretical and
empirical research. Following Bachtiger et al. (2010: 42-47) it relaxes the strict separation of
deliberation and other modes of communication what leads to a more complex and even realistic
understanding of the participation that takes place. A wider understanding of deliberation
exempts empirical deliberative research from the narrow preconditions for deliberation that are
exclusionary and broadens the deliberative program. They argue further, that this wider
understanding is potentially more manageable for more scholars, is less remote from the
deliberative practice and is more problem-driven and empirically grounded. This is particularly
adequate in case of this study, as it transfers the DQI on a very new area of analysis.
Corresponding studies showed that this attempt is promising since DQI categories proofed
applicable for online-deliberation (Kersting 2005; Kies 2010: 95-100). In the following the categories
used will be explained briefly. The classical categories of the DQI won’t be discussed in detail
because they seem to be mutually accepted and the group around Jirg Steiner and André
Béachtiger discussed their basic categories sufficiently in a number of publications (Steenbergen et
al. 2003; Steiner et al. 2004; Bachtiger et al. 2010; Steiner 2012; Bachtiger et al. 2012). This paper
follows the traditional DQI-instructions in coding a comment, if it implies a demand?2 (Steiner et al.
2004: 170).

High justification rationality is a central assumption for high deliberative quality. The argument
constitutes the currency of deliberation. Because of that the DQI measures the syntactic structure of
the argument. The DQI analyses common good orientation, because classical deliberative reasons

2 A demand is a proposal by an individual [...] on what decisions should or should not be made.”
(Steiner et al. 2004: 170)
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involve systemically a common good orientation and exclude particular interests. The DQI
captures this differentiation. Respect is a main constituent of deliberation and requirement for
deliberative discourse. It is measured if degradation or explicit respect is expressed or if
contributions remain neutral. The DQI measures Respect towards Groups and additionally
Respect towards counterarguments. It does so, because deliberation is an interactive process of
reason giving and accepting. Consensus is merely an aim, so the DQI measures if contributors
search for mutually acceptable compromise as a precondition for universalism. They call that
category constructive politics (Steenbergen et al. 2003: 24ff).Each category is ordinal scaled. Zero
represents the lowest deliberative quality.3

Story telling runs contrary to the Habermasian ideal of deliberation but prominent contributors
to the deliberative debate integrate story telling in their concept of deliberation. Especially Iris M.
Young shows important functions of storytelling for deliberation. Story telling could generate
empathy and credibility and contributes in this way indirectly to the deliberative justification.
Especially people who are not so familiar with the communicative mode of argumentation are
enabled to take part in the discussion what maximizes the inclusiveness of deliberation as an
important normative criteria for deliberative democracy (Steiner 2012: 57-65; Young 2000: 71-77).
Story telling could be called deliberative if it serves as justification: “to make a point—to
demonstrate, describe, explain, or justify something to others in an ongoing political discussion.”
(Young 2000: 72) This study measures if stories are told and whether they serve as justification
which is positive from a deliberative point of view.

Bargaining and arguing are very often seen as dichotomic communicative actions, having their
origin in the dichotomy of communicative and strategic action. Particularly the reception of the
deliberative theory of Jirgen Habermas abetted this thinking (Holzinger 2001: 243-245). But
deliberative empirical research seems to fail to process this differentiation. Naurin especially
blames the DQI for failing to keep up the strict differentiation (Naurin 2007: 564). This happens
because the dichotomy of bargaining and arguing is not logically complete. Bargaining and
arguing deal with different kinds of conflict. Bargaining handles conflicts of interest and arguing
serves conflicts of value. In common communication both kinds of conflict are mixed (Holzinger
2001: 245). Because of this it seems adequate to analyse both kinds of communication. Moreover it
makes sense to differentiate as well between a cooperative and a confrontative version of
bargaining. Naurin introduces the categories of integrative bargaining and distributive bargaining.
Integrative bargaining does not include any coercion or threats. It is defined by respectful offers
and mutual search for win-win situations. This paper follows this distinction into a positive and a
negative category of bargaining (Naurin 2007: 562, 563).

Rhetoric and deliberation often build a second dichotomy in scientific discourse but there are
several efforts in integrating it into deliberative concepts. Garsten (2011: 162-174) elaborates an
integrative way in handling rhetoric. For him rhetoric integrates emotions into the discourse what
seems to be inevitable: The common speech situation is unthinkable without emotions. Dryzek
argues that rhetoric is even necessary for deliberation. But there are some hazards of rhetorical
communication. Because of that it seems necessary to differ between a useful form of rhetoric and
a not useful form. But Dryzek points out, that categorical tests of rhetoric are limited, because of
their ignorance according to the systemic context in which rhetoric takes place. He emphasizes to

3 The code book, including the codes for each category, coding instructions and standard examples is
available as online appendix from the authors.
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ask whether rhetoric contributes to the functioning of a deliberative system as a whole (Dryzek
2010: 321-323, 335). According to that the study measures if there is rhetoric (binary coded) as an
indicator for emotional behaviour . The analysis is limited on the obvious use of rhetoric as
outstanding stylistic device like rhetoric questions, obvious irony or sarcasm, dramaturgy and
exaggeration.

Individualism operationalizes self-expression. People engage increasingly in individual manner,
selecting the participatory instrument which fits their wishes and goals in the specific moment in
best manner. Especially on the internet people seem to behave strongly expressive (Kersting 2014:
56-60; Schlozman et al. 2012: 511, 530-533). By operationalizing the reference to the self through
the use of first person singular personal pronouns the degree of individualism and self-expression
in the debate is figured out.

Similar to traditional DQI, Storytelling, bargaining and individualization are ordinal scaled.
Zero represents lowest deliberative quality, the highest number represents absence. The only
exception is rhetoric, which is nominal scaled.

Results: No Deliberative Dialogue but Demonstration of Opinion

Statistics presented in this chapter show how the comments analysed rate against the different
indicators of deliberative discursive quality. They indicate a low quality of deliberation at large,
comparable to studies of citizen deliberation (Bachtiger et al. 2012: 38-40) or digital deliberation
(Kies 2010: 114-115). But the different indicators differ in their deliberative quality and show
specific potentials of the online-comment as a participatory instrument. To start with the quality of
justification, justifications are predominantly not sufficient from a deliberative point of view. Only
14% (data rounded) of the contributions were sophisticating. Bachtiger et al. (2012: 18-20) set up
the threshold for good deliberation on this level so that it has to be concluded that debates via
online comments mostly fail to be called deliberative with respect to the level of justification. But
analysis makes also clear that only a minority of posts does not include a justification (24,5%).
People do not refuse the argument as main instrument of persuasion. The most alarming indicator
from deliberative perspective is the respect provided by contributors. Only few showed explicit or
balanced respect. Positive statements about other groups of interest were almost completely
absent. 50% of the speeches showed evidence of negative statements to other speakers or groups.
We see the same picture with regard to respect for counterarguments. More than 40 per cent of the
speeches showed disrespect towards counterarguments. But it is also conspicuous that a distinct
majority of 61% mentioned other arguments, even though in mainly negative ways. Our findings
about the use of respectful speech are very interesting. Only 13% of the posts showed evidence of
respectful speech. But there is no connection to less disrespectful behaviour. Rather it seems that
respectful speech is used in case of decided disrespectful behaviour. It can be concluded that the
use of respectful speech couldn’t tell us anything about the deliberative quality of online-
comments. These results reflect the polarizing character of the debates chosen for analysis. It could
be assumed that online-comments provide a forum for emotional behaviour that couldn’t be
expressed in other, more regulated circumstances. The de facto anonymity4 of the contributors
supports this assumption. Taking these characteristics into account, the low quality of respect and

* This paper talks about de facto anonymity, because on the analysed webpages people had to register
only by E-Mail address. People use nicknames.
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the developable quality of justification indicate a protest oriented behaviour and not the intention
to collaborate in deliberative discourse. This observation is maintained by the content of debate
when protest is defined as nonconventional, interrupting daily routine and protestors are
characterized by addressing public opinion over representatives or public administration, mostly
to articulate contradictions or dissatisfaction (della Porta 2011: 2432). This is almost always the case
in the debates looked at. People advocate their group of common interest massively, even
including disrespectful communicative instruments. Communication and decision-making is not
fostered. This is typical for demonstrative participation (Kersting 2014: 62-63). With regard to these
indicators it is very interesting to focus on the inclusiveness of the justifications. Only 8% of the
speakers justified their arguments by reference to own or group interests. This does of course not
result in a majority of posts referring to shared interests or the common good. But 36% is a
respectable amount of speeches advancing common good oriented justifications. More than one
third complies with the thresholds corresponding to Bachtiger et al. (2012: 18-20). But this pleasant
result from deliberative perspective doesn’t coercively contradict the objections above.
Demonstrative behaviour does not exclude a common good orientation. Most participatory
instruments of demonstrative democracy include common good orientation. Political
demonstrations against nuclear power or war are justified by links to an overwhelming common
good. They face broad acceptance and participation in society. Meantime people engage more in
demonstrations than in political party membership (Gabriel/Neller 2010: 90-93). Digital
slacktivism maybe lacks effective political influence, but it is mostly intended by a will to support
a common interest or the interests of socially deprived (Christensen 2011: 3-4). Online-comments
seem to join this range of activities. Here, deliberative and demonstrative democracy are
intermingling. Concerning constructive politics, noteworthy efforts to come to a shared conclusion
weren’t observable. That could be interpreted as well as a result of the controversial topic of the
debates and as an indicator of low deliberative quality but there is also another explanation.
Bachtiger et al. (2012: 17-18) do not measure constructive politics in their analysis of citizen
deliberation as the participatory setting does not produce binding decisions. This applies also for
online-comments. It seems compelling to resign the analysis of constructive politics for online
deliberation if it is not directly connected to political decision making.

The four additional categories showed interesting results. First, bargaining was nearly excluded
from the communication. This makes sense, because the debates dealt primarily with conflicts of
values and not of competing interests about public goods (Holzinger 2001: 245). This shows that
arguing and bargaining are not condemned to intermingle. In distinct conflicts of value there
seems to be no space to bargain. One third of the contributions included stories. It becomes clear
that on the one hand stories are an instrument of a larger group but not of the majority. On the
other hand results show that there is a great variety of stories. 7% of the stories do not have any
connection to an argument. 8% of the stories serve as only justification for the point made. 19% of
the stories hold deliberative standards most, while supporting a concrete argument. We see a
similar result for the individualization of talk. At first it is observable that there isn’t a vast
majority referring to itself. 33% of the contributions have a dominant or inferior due of self-
expression through personal pronouns. It is an interesting insight that there is no notably effect on
deliberative quality observable. At last it became obvious that distinct rhetoric is very common in
writing online-comments. 71% per cent showed the presence of rhetoric. A strong connection to
the quality of deliberation was not obvious. There are posts including rhetoric with a very low
level of deliberation as well as with higher level. That confirms that the use of rhetoric has to be
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analysed with focus on its systemic effects (Dryzek 2010: 335). The presence of rhetoric couldn’t
serve as an indicator for (non) deliberative online-comments. Resuming, results from additional
indicators provide mixed implications. The significant amount of individualization and
storytelling could be interpreted as an argument for the expressive use of online-comments.
Increasing self-expression is a main characteristic of demonstrative democracy (Kersting 2014: 62-
63). Telling stories could support deliberation but it is also a way of introducing emotions into the
debate (Young 2000: 71-77). This counts for the use of rhetoric as well. All together these indicators
show a big amount of expressive, emotional behaviour. But it is also true that for every indicator
there isn’t a vast majority using the comments in a decided demonstrative way. Deliberative
stories prevail these ones clearly missing deliberative standards. Rhetoric and individualization do
not determine low deliberative quality and even the absence of bargaining is preferable for
deliberative democrats5.

Conclusion: The Online Comment and Blended Democracy

It was the aim of this paper to map online-comments in an overarching theoretical framework to
conclude about its democratic usability. Moreover it should provide a basis to locate the online-
comment in the debate about the democratic potential of online participation. This paper used
Kersting’s four types of participation: representative, direct, deliberative and demonstrative
participation. It was reasoned that discursive participation online should be ideally related to the
sphere of deliberative democracy but that there is strong evidence that it is maybe more suitable
with the sphere of demonstrative democracy. The study applied an extended version of the DQI to
measure deliberative quality of the sole contributions. It is striking that online-comments could not
meet high deliberative standards in controversial debates. Especially disrespect is extremely
prevalent. While the quality of justification is not very sufficient and efforts to find compromises
are nearly absent, the levels of common good orientation and argumentative interactivity are much
higher. Our additional categories showed a relevant amount of self-expression, but only rhetoric
was used by a vast majority. To sum it up, online-comments analysed in our study are
predominantly relatable to the sphere of demonstrative democracy. Self-expression, protest and
out-group-hostility dominate justification rationality and search for mutual understanding. But it
is also evident that this does not determine total absence of deliberative quality. It seems possible
that mass media publicity leads to stronger common good orientation. That is of course not a
revolutionary but a delectable result from the perspective of democratic and even deliberative
hopes. Moreover, the interactive potential of online comments seems to mobilize exchange of
arguments, what is a very desirable outcome. But the research design was merely descriptive so
that this paper only could set up rough assumptions for explanation. In a next step it ought to be
very fruitful to set up an explanatory research design. Online-comments on professional news
media webpages come up in different appearances and connections. A larger comparative study
makes sense here and will light up if further research has to find a meaningful political use for
digitally metamorphosed demonstrative “dialogue” or a proper framework for deliberation.
Taking the results into account, political usability of mass media online-comments is debatable
but should not be underestimated. Online-comments can provide an outlook on the polarizing
potential of a special issue. Just as well they could deliver some information about the current

> The tabular results of the 129 comments coded are available as online appendix from the authors.
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polarization. But it is important to keep in mind that digital participation and the readership of a
special media platform is not representative. Online-comments could give voice to minority
positions and might have limited egalitarian effect. But the amount of disrespect and the low
justification rationality indicate relevant potential for radicalization. Though, common good
orientation and efforts to justify positions denote some democratic potential. Demonstrative
behaviour could help to disclose problems of political process like mismanagement or corruption.
It is less prone to influence and manipulation of political and economic actors. And it may
highlight best practices. Meanwhile participatory democrats perceive protest behaviour as a
necessary element in modern democracy (Rucht 2007: 720). Results become extra interesting
integrated into a systemic understanding of (deliberative) democracy, where deficits of one part
could be balanced by another (Mansbridge et al. 2012). In recent years there is a trend that diverse
forms of political participation were blended. Online and offline participation is combined. People
decide situational for participation and a special instrument. Representative democracy has to be
complemented from the other spheres wherever it fails to produce acceptable input- and/or
output-legitimacy. Online-participation shows great potential for the creation of group identities,
mobilization and dispersal of information. But it still lacks in question of deliberation and
sustainability. The analysis of online-comments underlines this conclusion. That is why democratic
innovation should integrate various forms of political participation, traditional and online as
blended democracy (Kersting 2012: 21; Kersting 2014: 82-83). This paper provided some evidence
of the role online-comments could play here.
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Abstract: The EU-co-funded project CITI-SENSE defines citizens’ observatories as communities
of users that participate in both environmental monitoring and environmental governance. This
paper concentrates on the latter dimension. It introduces the current challenges faced by this
project in developing said observatories, as well as the general approach used to deal with
them. It then proceeds to sketch four different future scenarios, which permits to identify the
probable consequences of these observatories under each of them. It is argued that in those
contexts where citizens’ observatories are expected to play a limited role, their beneficial
consequences for democracy are straightforward and the risks associated to them slight. In
contrast, a more ambitious objective such as integrating them into governance mechanisms
might not only be impossible in some places, but also normatively undesirable.
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Citizens’ Observatories and the CITI-SENSE Project

ITI-SENSE is a collaborative project partly funded by the European Seventh Framework
Programme (FP7), involving 28 partner institutions from Europe, South Korea and

Australia. It is one of the five Citizens” Observatories Projects which are being supported
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by FP7 under the topic ENV.2012.6.5-1 “Developing community-based environmental monitoring
and information systems using innovative and novel earth observation applications”.! CITI-
SENSE, in particular, started in October 2012 and lasts over a period of four years. Its main
objective is to develop citizens’ observatories, which are intended to empower citizens to
participate in environmental governance and to support and influence societal and policy
priorities, as well as the associated decisions. These observatories are defined as

“communities of diverse users that will share technological solutions, information products and
services, and community participatory governance methods using appropriate communication solutions
(e.g., social media), and who will by these activities complement established environmental data and
information systems and improve local decisionmaking about environmental issues” (Bartonova &
CITI-SENSE Consortium, 2012)

The basic idea behind this concept is that the citizenry can, and should, be involved in
environmental monitoring, data production and interpretation, and decision making on
environmental matters. Namely, CITI-SENSE seeks to develop and test sensors for distributed
monitoring of environmental exposure and health associated with outdoor air quality and the
physical environment, as well as the quality of indoor environment in schools. These sensors
should also enable community evaluation and planning of public spaces. In this regard, one of the
distinctive elements of CITI-SENSE’s approach is that said sensors are expected not only to collect
‘objective’ data, but also citizens” perceptions of their immediate environment, that is, ‘qualitative’
or ‘subjective’ data. Moreover, the project aims at developing and testing information and
communication technologies (i.e. platforms) with which to process the data gathered through the
aforementioned sensors. The third goal is to transform these data into useful information products
for citizens. To accomplish this task, the project seeks to engage citizens in defining what they
consider to be wuseful information products. Finally, concerning citizen participation in
environmental governance, the objectives are to learn from citizens” experiences and expectations,
raise environmental awareness, motivate citizens and stakeholders to participate in the decision
making process, and provide a transparent link between this decision making process and the
citizenry.

To establish these observatories, CITI-SENSE is currently working with citizens, non-
governmental organisations and public representatives, as well as with representatives of the
established environmental information collection systems, aiming at identifying current priorities,
interests and needs. The consortium also works with the technological community to find out how
to meet these needs. Although the project is structured to address all these issues, due to space
limitations, in this paper we will concentrate solely on the participatory dimension and leave aside
all those questions regarding the development of new technologies and the technicalities related to
the collection of environmental data.

The reasons justifying the creation of citizens’ observatories, as well as participatory
environmental governance more generally, are based on both practical and normative
considerations. As for the former, it has been argued that citizen participation has the potential to
enhance the efficiency of public policies. Through citizens” involvement in governance networks,
local knowledge and information about citizens” interests, values and concerns can be inputted
into the decision making process, allowing decision makers to draw from a larger set of

! For more information on these projects, visit www.citizen-obs.eu.
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information and permitting them to consider a greater number of interests and perspectives. This
should lead to more inclusive decisions as well as reduce opposition and implementation
problems. Besides, participatory governance might foster compromise among stakeholders and
lead to more creative solutions. There are, furthermore, normative reasons for promoting citizens’
observatories. The most important one is that engaging citizens in governance networks, and
therefore enhancing their voice, is a way of acknowledging and respecting their moral and political
autonomy.

All these considerations are, however, rather abstract and generic. Ultimately, it is an empirical
matter whether participatory arrangements in a specific context actually live up to the practical
and normative expectations put on them. So only with hindsight is it possible (if at all) to assess
adequately whether citizens’ observatories are in fact capable of delivering what they promise. In
any case, it is already possible, and sensible, to reflect upon what the probable outcomes of these
citizens’ observatories might be under different scenarios. These considerations, although
speculative, are relevant as they address the problem of the second-best (Goodin, 1995); that is to
say, they help to identify what the consequences of political ideals and their institutionalisation (in
this case through citizens” observatories) might be in a specific context. In this way, they enable us
to assess whether citizens’ observatories really constitute a desirable institutional innovation in all
(probable) settings or, in contrast, whether under specific (and also probable) circumstances their
pursuit should be tempered given their probable consequences under these specific conditions.

In the remaining of this paper, we will, first, present how CITI-SENSE is currently trying to
implement the concept of citizens’ observatories, the challenges it is facing and the general strategy
adopted to deal with them. As stated earlier, we will concentrate solely on its participatory
dimension. In the second part of the paper, we will assess the probable consequences that citizens’
observatories might have under different scenarios conceived of as ideal-types (in the Weberian
sense of this expression). Some consequences about the desirability of citizens” observatories under
these different scenarios will be drawn.

CITI-SENSE’s Approach to Creating Citizens’ Observatories

In this CITI-SENSE project, ‘empowerment initiatives’ (Els) are used to develop and test citizens’
observatories. Els concentrate on the measurement of just one or few elements of the immediate
environment, and they, too, seek to engage citizens and stakeholder in the monitoring of their
environment, raise environmental awareness, and provide channels through which societal and
policy priorities can be influenced. Els related to three environmental issues of societal concern are
being organised at the moment. These include:

¢ Community planning of public spaces including issues such as noise prevention, thermal
comfort and urban landscape perception. An EI on this issue will be held in Vitoria
(Spain).

¢ Quality of indoor environment in schools. Oslo (Norway), Belgrade (Serbia), Edinburgh
(Scotland) and Ljubljana (Slovenia) are the locations where Els on this topic will be held.

e Environmental exposure and health associated with urban air quality and the physical
environment. Els on this issue are being organised in Barcelona (Spain), Belgrade
(Serbia), Edinburgh (Scotland), Haifa (Israel), Ljubljana (Slovenia), Oslo (Norway),
Ostrava (Czech Republic) and Vienna (Austria).
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This heterogeneity of locations, although beneficial in some respects, poses a crucial challenge.
On the one hand, a robust demonstration of the feasibility of the concept of citizen’s observatories
and of the technical solutions developed for them requires that they are tested in a wide variety of
settings and in relation to different environmental and governance issues — in this regard, this
heterogeneity should be welcomed. However, it also creates considerable difficulties. Not only do
these locations diverge as regards their political culture and political system, but different
environmental issues are also expected to attract different social groups and stakeholders, with
different expectations, different ways of engaging the public and interacting with political and
administrative authorities etc. This is connected to another challenge, namely what can be called
the myth of best practices.

This challenge is related to the difficulty with which good practices and participatory
institutions travel (for a discussion of this problem, see Smith, 2009). Whereas some of these
participatory institutions such as deliberative polls have been organised successfully in a wide
variety of places, others, for instance participatory budgeting, have been ‘exported’” with less
success. This is probably related to the fact that the first kind of participatory-cum-deliberative
institution, deliberative polls, is based on a model of intensive participation during a short period
of time (usually one or two weekends), during which participation is closely supervised by trained
facilitators. Participatory budgeting, in contrast, requires not only prolonged participation, but if
we pay attention to successful cases such as Porto Alegre’s, it also demands greater involvement
on the part of social actors as well as greater social self-organisation. For example, the existence of
a vivid civil society and experienced political activists willing to ‘teach” newcomers how to
participate effectively has been cited among those factors which make Porto Alegre Participatory
Budgeting so successful (Baiocchi, 2001). In this regard, citizens” observatories and Els resemble
participatory budgeting more closely than deliberative polls, namely they extend over a long
period of time and are thus dependent upon a number of contextual factors which cannot be
modified at will or neutralised through the use of trained facilitators. Attention to these contextual
factors means that there are no ready-made solutions or a set of good practices which can be
applied straightforwardly to every case. Granted, it is usually possible to learn from other
participatory institutions and locations, and to draw from them some lessons as to how these
institutions should be, or should not be, set up. The point, however, is that concerning some
participatory institutions, these lessons that one can draw from other cases provide almost a ready-
made formula which can be applied to a wide variety of settings. In contrast, they offer less
guidance regarding other participatory institutions which are more sensitive to contextual
variations. The latter is the case of participatory budgeting and, presumably, of citizens’
observatories. This means, then, that regarding the organisation of citizens” observatories and Els,
we are always forced to attend to the specificities of each setting and think anew what can be most
feasible in each context.

Apart from this, a survey conducted among El-coordinators reveals that there are a number of
challenges specific to the different locations where Els will be held. In some places, local
governments not only refuse to take measures toward better air protection, but also voice doubts
over the very significance of air pollution. Moreover, some public administrations are reluctant to
share data on air pollution and noise levels, and they are unwilling to share their decision making
capacity with citizens. Besides, in some cities industrial actors question publicly the health impact
of environmental degradation, while portraying environmental protection as causing
unemployment and leading to economic inefficiency. This results in a decline of public interest in
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air pollution and readiness to support public action. Last but not least, underestimation of air
pollution and distrust and general feelings of political disaffection can lead to difficulties in
involving and retaining a sufficiently large number of EI participants.

In order to respond to these challenges, CITI-SENSE draws from previous participatory
experiences and research on this topic, but for reasons mentioned earlier, it has to do without
recourse to simply copying and pasting best practices and ready-made models of citizen
participation. In contrast, the general strategy has to be more flexible and complex enough to allow
for the specificities of each EI. At the moment, this general strategy consists in creating ‘learning
organisations” within the CITI-SENSE consortium, as well as converting the whole consortium into
a learning organisation. This, we believe, should deliver this required level of complexity and
flexibility.

Taking this concept from Senge (1990), O’Farrell & Anderson (2010) have extended it beyond the
realm of economics. They define learning organisations

‘as organizations that share and develop knowledge, resources and ideas towards a common
goal and are constantly transforming themselves in order to meet this goal. They are typically informal
temporary groups, assembled to focus on a particular problem, however they are not excluded from
being attached to formal institutions (depending on the nature of the problem). Such organizations
would serve to make research socially relevant and user-informed and simultaneously serve the ends of
stakeholder empowerment.”

In a nutshell, learning organisations are expected to promote mutual learning through
cooperation and interaction among different actors in an iterative process. The basic idea is that Els
are implemented in parallel fashion, each focusing on its own challenges and solutions, but at the
same time communicating with the others. Els are structured in different iterative cycles or cycles
of participation: a pilot study, the main study, an optional awareness study or follow study etc.
The partners of the CITI-SENSE consortium, in turn, are divided into specific Work Packages and
expected to monitor and provide common solutions to the Els in terms of technological devices,
practical guidance and advice, as well as assistance tailored to the specific needs of each case.

This learning organisation approach to implementing Els and citizens” observatories shifts the
focus from identifying best practices and developing standardised models of citizen participation
to managing communication and mutual learning within the CITI-SENSE project. For this
purpose, several measures have been agreed:

1. Implement the Els in parallel fashion, so as to maximise mutual learning opportunities.

2. Develop surveys and semi-structured questionnaires intended to collect information
systematically from the El-coordinators and the participants in these initiatives. These
tools are especially oriented to monitor progress and detect challenges and potential
risks early on.

3. Semi-structured interviews and informal conversations both online and offline are also
expected to contribute to monitoring progress and detecting challenges and risks.

4. Elaborate and disseminate documents and semi-structured forms providing a common
but open framework to guide these diverse Els.

5. Prepare and distribute documents disseminating within the CITI-SENSE consortium the
most relevant information collected from each EI
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Future Scenarios: Perils and Promises of Citizens’ Observatories

Ideals such as citizen participation and public deliberation have usually been conceived of as
“regulative” standards; that is to say, as ideals “to which, all else equal, a practice should be
judged as approaching more or less closely”, even when these standards are admitted to be
“unachievable in [their] full state” (Mansbridge et al., 2010, p. 65). The problem, however, is that
all other things are not usually equal, which brings to the fore the problem of the second-best
(Goodin, 1995). In a nutshell, what the theory of the second-best states is that first-best ideals may
well be undesirable guides to action under non-ideal conditions, given their probable
consequences under these non-ideal circumstances. For instance, citizens” active participation in
politics (first-best ideal) might well be unwelcome when there are heightened ethnic tensions (non-
ideal conditions), for it might trigger inter-ethnic violence. In these cases, one can argue for second-
best ideals (e.g. forms of consociational politics among elites) instead of trying to maximise first-
best standards. In principle, the problem of the second-best can arise in relation to any normative
ideal or, as is the case with citizens’ observatories, when one promotes new institutions in order to
pursue some normative standards. This is the reason for foreseeing future scenarios, for they
provide a way of predicting under which probable (non-ideal) circumstances Ccitizens’
observatories are likely to lead to undesirable outcomes and, hence, under which circumstances
one should instead pursue second-best standards.

Given the challenges mentioned thus far and the locations where Els are being held, four
possible scenarios for citizens’” observatories can be identified. The first one is, obviously, that of
failure. Certain factors cannot be changed nor counteracted easily; for instance, the influence
exerted by major industrial actors or citizens’ belief that environmental regulation might increase
unemployment or their feeling that environmental governance is not a sufficiently relevant matter.
The upshot of all these elements might be the failure of citizens” observatories — i.e. we might not
succeed in creating them in the first instance or we might create citizens” observatories which are
too weak, that is, whose policy and societal influence is negligible or which are easily co-opted and
manipulated to legitimise decisions already taken.

Failure, however, is an ever present and well known risk when trying to institutionalise new
forms of participatory governance, so there is little theoretical interest in dwelling upon this
possibility. More interesting are the three remaining scenarios, since they allow to assess the perils
and promises of citizens’ observatories in more detail. Borrowing from Chambers and Kopstein’s
(2006) introduction to the notion of civil society, we will distinguish the following possible
scenarios:

1. (failed institutionalisation of citizens” observatories);
2. citizens’ observatories against the state;

3. citizen’s observatories in dialogue with the state;

4. citizens’ observatories in partnership with the state.

As regards the second possibility, this scenario is likely in those locations where strong
industrial or political interests hold sway over environmental policies and/or public authorities
are unwilling to cooperate or enter into dialogue with (non-industrial) stakeholders, citizens and
associations interested in environmental issues. Although relating to public authorities in an
agonistic way might not look like a promising scenario at first sight, it might have positive
outcomes. Essentially, it might empower citizens’ voice, promoting both greater accountability and
responsiveness to citizens” demands.
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As regards responsiveness, however, at close examination it can be objected that public
authorities are not obliged, nor should they be, to cooperate with, or satisfy, all social groups
interested in a specific topic as they might not represent generalizable interests. Thus,
responsiveness per se shall not be considered an asset — what matters is to promote the
responsiveness of the political system to the right demands and for the right reasons.

Concerning accountability, it can be argued from a normative perspective that public authorities
are obliged to give satisfactory reason for their decisions no matter what, essentially because the
justification of collectively binding decisions amounts to acknowledging the moral and political
autonomy of citizens and their concomitant “right to justification” (Forst, 2007). In practical terms,
in contradistinction to normative ones, it can be objected that too much accountability might be
counter-productive as it might foster blame-avoidance behaviour on the part of public authorities,
inhibiting creative thinking as well as risk taking, and encouraging conformity to routines
(Papadopoulos, 2008). In the case of citizen’s observatories, however, this is an unlikely scenario
given the weak issue salience of environmental matters among Europeans. For instance, according
to a recent Eurobarometer (n° 79, May 2013), only 4% of EU citizens regard “the environment” as
one of “the two most important issues facing [their country] at the moment”, in stark contrast to
other topics such as “unemployment” (51%), the “economic situation” (33%) or “rising
prices/inflation” (20%). Even before the beginning of the economic crisis in 2008, environmental
issues did not rank high among Europeans’ primary concerns — just 3 to 7% of the interviewed in
2006 and 2007 considered them to be among the two most important issues facing their countries.
In this scenario, then, citizens’ observatories can be expected to promote greater, but not excessive,
accountability.

Besides, they can be expected to produce reliable data on air pollution, noise levels, thermal
comfort, etc., which can be made available to inform public debate, raise environmental awareness
and identify socio-environmental problems. In sum, in this ‘citizens” observatories against the state’
scenario, the contribution of citizens’ observatories to public life can be regarded as mostly positive
and worth pursuing.

In the third possible situation, i.e. citizens’ observatories in dialogue with the state, they can also
be expected to empower citizens’ voice, promote greater public accountability and possibly greater
responsiveness, contribute with reliable environmental data to public debate, raise environmental
awareness, and identify environmental problems. As regards their effects on the efficiency of the
political system, concern can be voiced over the risk of slowing down the decision making process
with so much ‘talk’. This is, for instance, one of the negative effects of participatory and
deliberative processes pointed out by local authorities in England (Lowndes et al, 2001, p. 212).
Nevertheless, it is also true that according to this study by Lowndes et al. almost two-thirds of the
authorities surveyed reported that their experience of participation initiatives was largely positive
— so this risk of making the political system more inefficient should not be overstated. In fact, the
opposite case has also been made: greater deliberative interaction with public authorities can input
new perspectives into the decision-making process, stimulating creativity and efficiency (e.g. Fung,
2004). Then again, it should be granted that this is not always the case either — as Mendelberg
(2002, p. 177) puts it, “two heads are not better than one. Two heads can become better than one”.
In the final instance it is an empirical matter whether citizens’ observatories can actually enhance
the problem-solving capacity of the political system or whether they will simply slow down the
decision making process.
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Be it as it may, one of the most important assets of this scenario is that in it, citizens’
observatories can be expected to provide a channel through which the citizenry can influence the
decision making process while retaining the autonomy of both the state and civil society. Unlike
the latter, that is, unlike those citizens and associations participating in citizens’ observatories,
public authorities are endowed with the legitimacy that derives from having been authorised by
the citizenry through free, inclusive and fair elections. The crucial point is that free elections
provide a means of attesting in an undisputed way the representative claim of public authorities.
Furthermore, through them, political representatives are held accountable for their decisions, at
least in principle. In contrast, although there are good reasons to see many citizens” associations,
groups and individuals as representative of widely shared interests and concerns (Urbinati &
Warren, 2008), we lack the means of settling controversies over their representative character in
case they are questioned — which they usually are. Moreover, neither individuals nor citizens’
associations are accountable (neither in principle nor in practice) to the citizenry as a whole. Last
but not least, for all the controversies about the concept of civil society, political theorists still
admit that the existence of a sphere of liberty, solidarity and cooperation independent from the
state is fundamental for a well ordered democratic society: it contributes to protecting civil and
political liberties, as well as the critical scrutiny of political power, and it allows social actors to
organise themselves for political or non-political purposes in a relatively free and spontaneous
way (Cohen & Arato, 1992).

In conclusion, citizens’ observatories in dialogue with the state are able to channel communication
between civil society and public authorities, while preserving the autonomy of both spheres. They
can, furthermore, input the perspectives of social actors into the decision making process, while
restricting decision making to public authorities who are accountable and whose
representativeness can be gauged in an undisputed way. Finally, it is an empirical matter whether
citizens’ observatories will enhance the efficacy of public decisions or whether they will simply
slow down the decision-making process, but this risk is largely offset by the contribution of
citizens’ observatories to public life in terms of promoting public accountability, producing reliable
environmental data, raising environmental awareness, identifying environmental problems and, as
argued at the beginning of this paper, allowing citizens to express their concerns and interests,
respecting in this way their moral and political agency.

The fourth possible scenario is the most ambitious one, in the sense that it expects citizens’
observatories to be granted some formal or de facto decision-making capacity in the formulation of
public policies, and possibly an active role in their implementation and evaluation. Paradoxically,
this scenario offers the greatest benefits, but it also poses the greatest risks.

On the positive side, it can be argued that engaging citizens in policy making is a way of
avoiding paternalism and allowing social actors to take responsibility for their own affairs.
Besides, it might enhance the efficiency and efficacy of public policies. First, it might be a way of
engaging “key stakeholders” and taking their interests and concerns into account. As Bryson (2004,
p- 23) puts it, “Key stakeholders must be satisfied, at least minimally, or public policies . . . will
fail.” Second, it has been argued that engaging citizens more directly in policy-making enhances
the efficiency of public policies as it allows to approach collective problems in less bureaucratic
and more flexible and creative ways. Yet, this is an empirical matter, and empirical evidence is
split in this regard (e.g. Blanco & Goma, 2002; Fung, 2004).
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On the negative side, concerns over the representativeness of social actors participating in
citizens’ observatories as well as over the difficulty with which this representativeness can be
gauged in an undisputed way, raise doubts about the desirability of involving citizen’s
observatories directly in public decision making. In fact, empirical research suggests that
environmental issues are particularly interesting for ‘post-materialist’ citizens, which means,
younger citizens and citizens who have been socialised in a context of economic security, that is,
middle and wupper-class individuals (Inglehart, 1998). In other words, granting -citizens’
observatories too much influence over public policies might mean granting younger, middle and
upper-class citizens too much influence over the policy process, to the detriment of older and
poorer citizens. Moreover, several risks have been associated with an increase in the number of
actors involved in decision making. Political theorists, for instance, cite as characteristics of
governance networks the “dilution of responsibility” and the erosion of the “imputability of
actions” (Rummens, 2012, p. 39) — which, in turn, might weaken citizens’ support of public
authorities, as they increasingly fail to understand opaque governance processes. ‘Comitology” in
the EU is a case in point. Besides, a crucial argument questioning the desirability of this fourth
scenario is related to what we argued earlier about the importance of preserving the autonomy of
both the state and civil society. Apart from privatisation and third-sector bureaucratisation,
Chambers & Kopstein cite the danger of compromising one of civil society’s main functions,
namely scrutinising state activity. According to them, “the problem is that in taking on state
functions, civil society may begin to act and look like the state” (Chambers & Kopstein, 2006, p.
375).

Empirical research suggests, however, that the problems associated with this fourth scenario
might not be so acute. For example, from their study of drug policy in Switzerland, Wilti et al.
(2004, p. 108) conclude that “Drug policy is likely to remain under the scrutiny of popular and
representative control when it comes to deciding on fundamental questions, no matter how
decisions are made”. In the particular case of this study, criticism of governance mechanisms is
considered “relevant, albeit not entirely justified” (Walti et al., 2004, p. 83), although, as the authors
suggest, this might well be the case because of the deliberative and participatory setting of Swiss
democracy, which “may simply provide sufficient safeguards against the potential democratic
drawbacks of governance mechanisms” (Walti et al., 2004, p. 108). This echoes our earlier
discussion of the significance of contextual factors for citizens” observatories and participatory
processes more generally.

Conclusion and Future Work

CITI-SENSE is a four-year, EU-co-funded project seeking to develop and test the concept of
citizens’” observatories, which are defined as communities of citizens’ involved in environmental
monitoring and environmental governance. To achieve this goal, empowerment initiatives are
being organised in a number of mostly European cities, focusing on the quality of indoor
environment in schools, environmental exposure and health associated with air quality and the
physical environment, and community planning of public spaces. Given that these Els require
prolonged citizen and stakeholder participation, which makes them more sensitive to contextual
variations, a flexible and learning-by-doing approach has been adopted vis-a-vis their
organisation.
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The first results from pilot studies, concentrating especially on the technological solutions
developed for these citizens” observatories, are expected to be available by October 2014. More
reliable data on these technological solutions, as well as on the engagement strategies deployed
and the participation of citizens and other stakeholders in these observatories, shall be available by
October 2015 approximately.

As argued in the introduction to this paper, ultimately it is an empirical matter whether citizens’
observatories will actually live up to the practical and normative expectations put on them. So,
only with hindsight will it be possible to assess (if at all) whether they are indeed capable of
promoting the normative goals that they are intended to promote. Nevertheless, in this paper we
have taken seriously the normative dimension of citizens’ observatories and, associated to this, the
problem of the second-best; namely the possibility that first-best values might provide bad
guidance for action under non-ideal circumstances. To deal with this question, four probable
future scenarios have been foreseen. We have contended that in those contexts where citizens’
observatories will be able to play only a limited role —i.e. oppose the state or be in dialogue with it —
their beneficial consequences for democracy can be expected to be straightforward and the risks
associated with them quite limited. Paradoxically, in those other contexts where citizens’
observatories will be able to play a more active role in the formulation, implementation and
evaluation of public policies, their contribution to democracy might be more ambiguous, possibly
resulting in serious democratic shortcomings. This, however, needs not be the case in all settings.
However, our discussion suggests that integrating citizens’ observatories into governance
mechanisms might not only be highly unlikely in some locations, but also normatively undesirable
unless we have good reasons to believe that contextual conditions offer enough safeguards against
the possible democratic drawbacks of citizens’ observatories and governance mechanisms.

It is a well-known idea that empirical research cannot resolve normative controversies, as claims
to empirical truth and normative rightness are of a different nature (Habermas, 1999).
Nevertheless, this does not foreclose the possibility of empirical research enlightening normative
discussions in several ways (Thacher, 2006). Future research shall address the following questions
if it is to be useful for debates about the normative issues raised in this paper. First, it shall assess
the validity and reliability of the data produced by citizens” observatories, as well as evaluate how
this data is communicated (if at all) to the general public and used to inform public debates.
Besides, it should analyse the influence of citizens’ observatories on policy-making and on the
relation between public authorities and the citizenry, concentrating, in particular, on whether the
policy recommendations of actual citizens’ observatories inform public policies, and whether these
observatories encourage public authorities to provide ‘better” justifications for their policy
decisions (in the eyes of the citizens). Equally important is to study who participates in these
observatories, with a view to determining whether they help to correct, or in contrast reproduce,
existing inequalities in political participation. A methodologically more challenging question is to
study what happens with public responsibilities once citizens’ observatories are in place, which
should help to find out whether responsibilities for policy decisions are indeed diluted, as critics
convincingly argue, and if so, under what circumstances. Last but not least, future research shall
pay attention to two interrelated issues; namely how the efficiency of environmental policies is
affected by citizens” observatories, and second, whether they diminish the public contestation of
political and policy decisions on environmental matters, as authors such as Chambers and
Kopstein fear.
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To conclude, our discussion also suggests that we should be prepared to face normative trade-
offs when setting up citizens’ observatories. For instance, these institutions might well contribute
to engaging citizens in policy-making and encourage them to take responsibility for public affairs,
but this is likely to come at the cost of reinforcing inequalities in political participation. We have
claimed implicitly that political equality should prevail over the former goals, but strictly speaking
we have not provided an argument why this must be the case. These are controversies which
neither empirical research nor experimentation with novel institutions can solve, and which shall
continue to foster normative speculation.
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Introduction

overnments have, as one of their objectives, to deliver public services to their citizens

regarding their general interest. To perform these services, public bodies typically use

several cross-organizational business processes, transactions and resources operating on

an Information and Communication Technology (ICT) platform. Service-Oriented
Computing (SOC) is the computing paradigm (Papazoglou, 2003) leveraging the technical value of
solutions in the public service area. Current trends in improving the relationship between
governments and citizens aim at exploiting the development of tools and collaborative platforms
for supporting formal analysis, conceptualisation, modelling, implementation, publishing, and
further provision of e-services.

In this sense, previous work defines a systematic methodology, named COCKPIT, for
empowering the role of citizen in the service design and delivery process (Taher, Heuvel,
Koussouris and Georgousopoulos, 2010). The COCKPIT methodology relies on open innovation
strategies to capitalize citizen involvement in public sector, materializing them into ICT
components integrated into a SOA architecture (Christos et al. 2013). It comprises the definition of
a governance model to the design, construction and operation of public services based on a co-
production approach to shape public service offerings around the citizen’s experiences; a formal
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representation (metamodel) to express the structural and behavioural characteristics of public
services while keeping in mind the balance that should be achieved between government and
citizens; and an integrated toolkit architecture providing the main functionality to support citizen
involvement over this service-oriented architecture.

However, citizen involvement in public service design through ICT does not consist of an easy
target, being often kept to a minimum in most situations. One reason for this is that information
technologies are deployed internally to public organizations, not for interaction with the citizens,
as IT tools for business process modelling are still too difficult to be leveraged by citizens with no
IT background. Another reason is that citizen participation is usually addressed optimistically,
with the assumption that the ready availability of an interaction channel during service provision
will promote participation. The issue addressed in this research is that interaction tools should be
carefully designed if the intention is to effectively provide citizen participation and empowerment.

Recent work discusses the extension of the COCKPIT methodology to refine its potential to
strengthen government-citizen ties in public service delivery (Araujo et al., 2013) This extension
takes into account different government-citizen relationship support aspects — collaborative
interaction, public services information transparency and understandability, and social memory
management. The present paper details the proposed extensions by describing how the
governance model can be refined in its flexibility to cope with different government-citizen
interaction levels or behaviour, adapted to each application context. As a result, it is expected to
start the definition of an approach to identify high-level requirements for effective and adaptive
government-citizen interaction support aligned with distinct participation contexts.

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. Section 2 describes the COCKPIT
methodology for public service design and delivery, focusing on its governance model, metamodel
and supporting ICT infrastructure. Section 3 highlights the aspects to be considered as a strategy to
systematically build stronger government-citizen ties for eParticipation solutions. Section 4
proposes how requirements for citizen engagement can be designed while progressively
increasing participation levels. Section 5 concludes the paper outlining issues for future work.

The COCKPIT Citizen-Centered Methodology for Public Services Design
and Delivery

Before detailing the COCKPIT methodology, it is important to explain that this paper uses the
term “public service” or “service” to address a set of electronic services provided over service-
oriented architectures (SOA) in the public domain. Service design and delivery are common
electronic services governance activities, i.e. activities related to exercising control over services in
a service-oriented architecture (SOA). In public domains, public service design and delivery
process entail the activity of planning people, infrastructure, communication, and material
components of a service in order to improve its quality, the interaction between the service
provider and citizens, and the citizen’s experiences (Kousouris, et. al. 2007).

The main purpose of the public service design activity is to create a service to meet citizens”
needs and expectations. To make the service design and delivery traceable to service providers and
consumers, a governance model, a reference model and an integrated ICT toolkit have been
defined for the COCKPIT methodology (Christos et al. 2013).
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The Governance Model

The COCKPIT Governance Model (Koussouris et al., 2011)(Kokkinakos et al, 2012) aims to present
a more participative approach to decision-making for service design and deployment, with the use
of advanced ICT tools and technologies, where services are built by citizens for citizens and are
subject to rapid changes on the fly and optimisation, based on active and real-time monitoring of
their impact on society, as they are expressed by the majority of citizens through the new
communication media offered in a Web2.0 internet.

It spans four different layers (or stages) based on the logical flow of a service lifecycle - from its
conceptualisation to post-operational evaluation — from which public bodies may have direct
feedback in fine-tuning or revamping their services (Figure 1): i) Service Conceptualization and
Implementation Decision: opinion mining is proposed as a direct way to collect citizens’ opinions on
the services under consideration. This stage comprises elements which may result in a decision to
investigate the deployment strategy for a service; ii) Service Modelling: citizens” opinions, selections
and preferences are translated to service requirements and features, while being presented with a
visual representation of their decisions’ outcomes; iii) Service Deployment: highly sophisticated
profiling mechanisms for services may be provided to automatically adjust themselves to citizens’
preferences; and iv) Service Delivery Evaluation: opinion mining is once again used, to directly
assess citizens” opinions and receiving feedback.

The Meta-model

The Public Service Formal Representation (Taher and Heuvel, 2011), COCKPIT Meta-Model, was
proposed to deal with the integral parts of every service description - to formally describe what the
service is able to do, and how the consumer is able to consume what the service provides. The
COCKPIT meta-model underpins the public service governance model supporting iterative
development of public services; starting from identifying abstract citizen needs, and subsequently
aligning them with the public body strategy, law and regulation through a stepwise reconciliation
and refinement process until they can be modelled, simulated, and evaluated (Taher and Heuvel,
2011). Services are described following a service description template based on previous
methodology, which guided service selection and the modelling procedures (Lampathaki et al.,
2007) and various eGovernment service delivery projects for local administrations (Koussouris et
al., 2007). COCKPIT Meta-Model has been organized into a stratified architecture comprising
layers, each of which focuses on a particular aspect, taken as a view, of overall service
representation (service concept view, service stakeholder view, service requirement view, service interaction
view, service operation view, service cost view).
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The COCKPIT ICT toolkit (Kokkinakos et. al., 2012) consists of a number of distinct loosely-
coupled components, following the SOA paradigm, andincluding (Figure 2): i) Opinion Mining:
automatic extraction of ctizens” needs on public service delivery from Web 2.0 mass collaboration
applications based on ontology-based opinion mining techiques; ii) Policy and Law Retrieval Tool: a
document repository system with advanced search mechanisms to support maintenance, searching
and retrieval of documentation related to policy and legal frameworks; iii) Citizens” Deliberative
Engagement Platform: a front-end interface for deliberative dialogue between citizens and public
service decision-makers through the use of specific forums for the public services under
design/development; iv) Service Engineering Tool: the core module where the design of public
services primarily takes place; v) Service Cost & Value Estimation Tool: capitalises upon the input of
service architecture models, value categories and cost factors to create service cost and value
models; vi) Service Simulation and Visualisation Tool: supports the execution, visualization and
interactive simulation of the models generated by the Service Engineering Tool.

COCKPIT sets forth the basis of an innovative approach to engage citizens in the public service
delivery decision-making process. The issue arising is how this can be adapted to improve its
effectiveness to support citizen engagement when used in different participation contexts. Citizen
participation cannot be treated as an absolute aspect. There can be a variety of participation
contexts bearing different supporting requirements. The challenge is how to balance different sets
of functionalities at each interaction component so as to cope with different citizen-government
collaboration levels.
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Figure 2: Conceptual view of COCKPIT integrated toolkit architecture (source: Christos et al., 2013)

IT Requirements for Citizen-Government Co-Participation

The challenge of designing tools to support government-citizen interaction lies on how to identify
effective requirements for ICT support, taking into account the specific characteristics of every
interaction context — the expected participation level, public organization policies and strategies;
social, cultural and economic aspects of the target audience; regulations; and IT infrastructure
available. It is very common to see a government-citizen interaction platform relying on general
and popular social software products — wiki, blogs, social networks etc — or relying on very simple
communication channels, such as ‘contact us’ and ombudsman processes (Olphert and
Damodaran, 2007).

Our view to address this issue is to avoid believing that a unique solution will be adequate for
all citizen-government co-participation contexts (Slaviero, Garcia and Maciel, 2011)(Scherer and
Wimmer, 2011)(Scherer and Wimmer, 2012). Effective IT support is the result of careful
requirement identification, similar to that which has been done for information systems
development over the years.

Towards a framework for citizen-government IT Requirements identification

The literature suggests that citizen participation should follow an increasing scale where, at each
level, citizens are empowered in their possibilities for participation, discussion and decision-
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making in government processes and issues (Gronlund, 2007). Through this scale, different
relationships between government and citizens can be configured, in which, at the lower levels,
government and citizens have very distinct responsibilities and roles; and at higher levels, roles
and responsibilities are mixed and interchanged. Initiatives to provide interaction between
government and citizens should start with practices and tools which provide basic participation
levels, being continuously improved to reach higher participation levels.

Diirr, Araujo and Cappelli (2009) suggest an approach to systematize virtual environments
specification and development of to support electronic participation combining decisions on a
desired participation level and the identification of different sets of supporting requirements
grouped into three key aspects: i) Collaborative support: advanced and suited collaboration
requirements regarding communication, coordination and awareness functionalities, for each
interaction context (Magdaleno, Araujo e Borges, 2009) ii) Transparency of information: requirements
that suggest the ability of an organization to publish information according to access, use,
presentation, understanding and auditability characteristics (Leite and Cappelli, 2010); iii) Social
Memory: requirements for managing social memory, past discussion and decisions (Conklin, 1996).

A scale to establish closer ties between citizens and between society and government through
public services is proposed, starting from service provision, following a gradual increase in citizen
participation through opinion gathering, service accountability, deliberative decision making, and
finally, direct participation in service design and delivery issues. Orthogonally, an in-depth view
of collaboration, transparency and social memory requirements could provide tool designers with
a source of ideas on where to classify the participation level of a specific public audience.

Requirements might also be impacted by existing culture and specific domains which can
determine different audience profiles — education, age, nationality, experience etc. These aspects
will not be discussed in-depth in this paper, although it is recognized that this step is absolutely
essential for cutting out the frontiers of effective target audience participation, as well as to help to
prescribe which participation level may be expected and identify citizens” goals. Public policy
making, economic and social studies methods could be customized and systematized to be
included here as part of this approach (Hoefsted, Hoefsted and Minkov, 2010).

Organizations and service providers’” business goals — compliance with rules, image
improvement, service relevance/obligation, strategic advantages for participation and disclosure
etc - are also input for requirements identification and analysis. Strategic and business goals are
usually dealt with in policy making, strategic management and business process management
initiatives (Dumas et. al, 2013) with their corresponding artifacts — strategic plans, enterprise
architecture descriptions and business process models being the main source of information for
requirements definition (Sharp and MacDermott, 2008). Although outside the scope of this paper,
this research recognizes the need for integrating business goals and business processes analysis
into an overall methodology for designing co-participation tools.

Service domain analysis (Hjerland and Albrechtsen, 1995) may also be a source of requirements,
particularly if we consider domain concepts, vocabularies and specific practices. Domain experts
might be a fair source of information about the specificities of the domain in this case, which
should also be another dimension to be organized into a methodology.

The literature on IT requirements definition (Sommerville and Sawyer, 1997) classifies

requirements into two basic types - functional (input and output functions available to users) and
non-functional (users and technical expected quality) — and in different levels — business
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requirements (high level user need definition) and system requirements (low level inputs
definition, processing and outputs for each business requirement identified). The main concern of
this paper is firstly on ICT artifacts and their business and functional requirements identification,
i.e., which functionalities the ICT tools should have to adequately support users in public service
design co-participation.

At a glance, the systematic approach could start with the decision on which participation level
should be targeted, considering the service providers” goals, citizens” needs, existing culture and
the specific service domain. For each participation level, a set of collaboration, transparency and
social memory requirements could be elicited, defining the scope of a supporting tool (Figure 3).
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Figure 3: Sources of ePartcipation support requirements

Evolving Citizen Participation Requirements for Public Service Design
and Delivery

The systematic approach is illustrated in this section by showing how it could be applied to the
COCKPIT governance model (Figure 1) and its integrated ICT toolkit (Figure 2) so as to cope with
the identification of detailed ICT functional requirements for the design of citizen-government co-
participation supporting tools according to each participation context (Figure 3). The goals of each
participation level are mapped into the objectives of each COCKPIT’s governance model stage.
This leads to the identification of a set of high-level support requirements to enhance COCKPIT
ICT toolkit components, considering collaboration, transparency and social memory aspects. The
requirements described are not exhaustive, whereas the whole idea is to demonstrate how a
structured view of participation levels and requirements dimensions can help designers think
about functionalities.

Participation levels and their corresponding requirements are not independent of each other.

ICT solutions for citizen-government co-design can merge goals and requirements of more than
one level. The point here is mainly to structure the designers” and policy makers” knowledge on
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what should be provided, establishing a framework for public service co-design support
specification. The framework provide a path to evolve ICT solutions with improved participation
requirements whenever it is recognized that citizens can follow the proposed progression.

Addressing Public Service Provision. At this level, access to online services comprises the basic
objective (access). This implies government/service providers present information about public
services and their execution, while citizens can request their use without having to go to a
government agency. At this stage, citizens have very limited or no possibility of direct
collaboration. Citizens can use mechanisms to follow the service provision process, being informed
of service status on predefined and specific points (interaction). They can pose pre-classified
comments (votes, suggestions, praise, criticism etc) about public services via narrow, directed,
often one-way channels like “Contact us” or ombudsman online offices (possibility to comment).

In COCKPIT governance model , these requirements would affect primarily the Service
Deployment Requirements stage. They could encompass service availability and follow-up
through a web portal for use by the main agents; a channel to directly input doubts (collaboration);
and a list of most-asked questions about service provision and delivery (social memory). Service
Delivery Evaluation could be addressed in a “passive” mode with the publication of opinion
mining results performed over the most-used social media channels by the area citizens.

Finally, transparency could be achieved by providing information details about service
objectives, outcomes and process; enhancing citizens” possibilities to criticize the service being
delivered (understand the service). Social memory is reduced to structuring information about the
most frequent interaction purposes. In summary, requirements for this level encompass a
participation expectation where citizens are more concerned in having the service provided
without great hurdles, directing their interaction to spot activities involving doubts or complaints.
Citizens are not really willing, or not skilled, to participate and/or service providers do not
envision participation as a strategic issue.

Service Conceptualization and Implementation could also be addresed for service transparency
and understanding matters by providing links to the most relevant laws, policies or strategic plans
justifying or motivating the services available. If these requirements were to be implemented into
the COCKPIT integrated toolkit (see Figure 2), the focus would be on the service provision itself,
on the opinion-mining tools and on the policy and law retrieval tool, where refined requirements
could be identified, based on the main business goals and skills of the target audience and
specificities and less understandable aspects of the application domain.

Addressing Public opinion. Tools must be scoped in order to cope with citizens willing to
participate not only with their complaints and doubts but also with suggestions and viewpoints
about the service. Collaboration among citizens about the service is permitted, thereby creating
possibilities to share experiences, information and ideas (sharing comments); and different ways
for summarizing and visualizing information shared among citizens (social memory) are provided
(organize comments), so as to raise citizen awareness of public opinion in respect to the service.

The goal here is to improve citizens” possibility to describe their experiences with the service
delivery - Service Delivery Evaluation. This could be reached both by allowing them to enrich their
comments as well as by sharing experiences and viewpoints with other citizens (collaboration). In
the toolkit, requirements for the Citizens” Deliberative Engagement Platform could be refined, for
instance, to provide ways to input opinions directly associated to specific aspects of the service
being rendered. Information sharing among citizens brings new requirements on how this
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information can be organized in order to be both useful for process improvement as well as useful
for citizen collective understanding of service users” opinions and suggestions (transparency and
social memory). In the COCKPIT toolkit, requirements for opinion mining could be refined so as to
present richer information about social conversation on the service — organization of tagged
themes and most commented topics could be possible improvements).

Addressing Public Service Accountability. Transparency is the main dimension at this stage. After
being provided and skilled on bringing opinions, citizens may feel even more interested in service
details and evolution. Information retrieval about service outcomes and underlying execution
(process) are welcome. Citizens would be interested in service evolution and how this affects their
daily activities, which brings the need of one being aware of decisions taken and the changes
performed in the service (visibility of decisions). Naturally, service changes should be provided in
a easily-understood format to citizens, in addition to their impacts on service performance
(understand changes). Process description and simulation are key to this understanding.

Changes can be related to service definition, implementation and delivery (Service
Conceptualization and Implementation, Service Modeling and Service Deployment stages). Being
aware of changes (transparency) will lead to citizens” comments, which can be again collected and
shared (collaboration and social memory). The issue is how to explain services to users, both in
terms of their definition as well as their execution and changes. Ideas to face this challenge have
been addressed, for instance in Diirr, Araujo e Cappelli (2011) and Engiel, Araujo e Cappelli (2011).
The Service Simulation & Visualization and the Cost & Value Estimation tools could be refined,
where alternatives for understanding the service and its underlying process could be provided.
This information, associated with the Deliberative Engagement requirements provided at the
precedent participation level could leverage citizen participation by making both their
understanding as well as their possibility to comment more precise.

Addressing Deliberative Decision Making: At this stage, citizens are able to express their opinions
considering different aspects of the service, including its evolution and change (change
evaluation). Together with service providers, citizens may decide on how to prioritize service
changes which will then be deployed and made visible to society (participation on decisions).
Collaboration is deployed at this level in terms of more sophisticated ways of following and
commenting on service changes, even technical ones.

Decisions about service design and delivery are shared with citizens” representatives who have
the required skills to discuss service design (Service Conceptualization and Implementation and
Service Modeling stages). Government and citizens” representatives should have channels for
sharing and discussing artifacts and opinions (collaboration) while experts and decision makers”
suggestions and deliberation (social memory) should be provided for citizens” awareness in an
understandable manner (transparency). The challenge here is how to easily explain service
changes to citizens. Moreover, how to explain the relationship among changes, policies & laws,
and service design deliberation activities. Requirements to cope with this issue would probably
lead to different functionalities on the COCKPIT Citizens” Deliberative Engagement Platform.

Addressing Direct Decision Making/Co-design: This final stage comprises the co-design of public
services. Requirements here could be similar to those available in open source software
development communities, where citizens could directly suggest improvements to public process
service definition and implementation. Therefore, citizens are provided with more sophisticated
views about each player’s participation (citizen or government) and its impact on service change
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(awareness of participation); they are allowed, and have ways to collaboratively design/test new
ways of service execution (service innovation or co-design).

Citizens are provided with a high level of empowerment both for direct deliberation about
services (Service Conceptualization and Implementation and Service Modeling) and for co-
designing and participating in service innovation (collaboration and social memory). Effective co-
design and co-creation of services will probably demand new requirements from the Service
Engineering Tool, especially for supporting this design community/ecosystem. An essential point
in this view is that requirements can be progressively added while following higher participation
level goals, i.e. requirements on a specific level should comprise the set of requirements of the
levels below it. Following this path, it is argued that citizens will progressively be able to perform
their role as participative agents in the public service design and delivery more consciously.

Conclusion

The particular message this paper aims to bring forth is that there is no single platform or set of
tools or functionalities which will effectively support all the existing different citizen-public
administration dialogue contexts. Being opportunistic and relying on social media for obtaining
data on citizen opinion comprises a good strategy, but worthless if citizens do not use this media,
or else if the information obtained is not effective enough to help decision-making. This ongoing
research argues that citizen engagement is a progressive path and, most importantly, the manner
by which ICT is provided for this support can be an instrument for improving citizens” education
on democratic and participation activities, as well as for evolving public administration into more
transparent, collaborative and democratic organizations.

The variety of citizen-public administration dialogue contexts makes us understand that
building supporting tools for this collaboration requires approaches for ICT requirements
elicitation at least commensurate with what has been done for the identification of organizational
information systems requirements. This paper addresses this issue by discussing the overview of
an approach to identify requirements for citizen engagement support in public service design and
delivery according to desired participation levels. The approach was illustrated to envision
enhancements into the COCKPIT governance model and integrated ICT toolkit to extend them in
order to increase participation.

The contribution of this paper lies on outlining a framework for balancing goals, requirements
and the desired or expected citizen participation level in different public service delivery contexts.
This primary description of the framework and its use leads an open path to the definition of a
sound methodology for designing co-participation tools. The definition of such methodology
incorporating the following: methods for business goals, culture and domain analysis; detailed
functional requirements specification procedures; non-functional requirements specification
methods; and integration with SOC methodologies, subject to future research work.

Future work also comprises the specification and use of participation tools integrated into the
COCKPIT or other SOA infrastructures based on its governance model, metamodel and toolkit.
This could bring enhancements to COCKPIT formal specification and implementation
infrastructures so as to allow for flexible composition of e-services aligned or compliant with an
expected participation level.
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Finally, the convergence of open innovation, the large scale use of mobile ICT, and the future of
service composition and adaptation in the cloud renders the context of public service delivery a
special kind of “systems-of-systems” (Nakagawa et a., 2013). Approaches for dealing with its
emergent behaviour and the need to dynamicaly adapt its supporting requirements and
architecture shall be an issue for the near future.
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Introduction

ommunity or hyperlocal-level democracy is important; it has a place in community life

alongside hyperlocal media and other local third sector and campaigning groups. This is

the non-"political” level of politics, concerning local planning, street lighting, annual fétes,

potholes and road crossings. Following partially from Metzgar, Kurpius and Rowley
(2011) we define the emerging term ‘hyperlocal democracy’ as ‘the smallest official levels of
democracy: geographically-based, community-oriented, and intended to promote civic
engagement’. This definition serves to distinguish these units which must be given audience by
higher tiers of democracy, from pressure groups which can be ignored by those in power.

In the light of the now well-established opportunities offered by the internet we became
interested in how community-level government uses the internet to engage with citizens. A
motivation for this report is to put some facts in place to validate expectations of performance: and
gain an initial understanding of the actual level of use of the internet by CCs. This paper
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establishes an evaluation framework which is applied in a survey of the use of the internet by
Scotland’s Community Councils (CCs) and contextualised in references to other European
examples of its use. The report concludes by suggesting an agenda for further research.

Literature Review

This section broadly uses the classic description of levels of e-participation with their consideration
of the requirements for successful e-democracy and e-participation, to identify factors that are
relevant to the evaluation of e-participation and citizen engagement in hyperlocal democracy.

Concepts of E-Democracy/E-Participation

E-participation generally defined as being about the use of internet technologies to support the
engagement of citizens with day-to-day governmental activities and decision-making, as opposed
to periodic voting in traditional representative democracy. It has been suggested that despite
nearly 15 years’ research and intervention, e-participation is only slowly beginning to materialise
(e.g. (Norris, 2010) (Freeman & Quirke, 2013)). There are several models describing the different
levels of e-participation e.g. (Macintosh, 2004) (Mulder & Hartog, 2013), but all start at the lowest
level with one-way information-provision by governments to citizens, with further levels leading
up to full active two-way participation.

Although it is acknowledged that the existing digital divide may lead to e-participation acting to
increase democratic equality (Macintosh, Coleman, & Schneeberger, 2009), it is still possible to
suggest that e-participation will increase in significance, even though it will not engage everyone
or solve every problem with democracy (Grofe, 2013). Instead, it can help with communication
between increasingly online citizens and politicians, and hence can help with politicians” decision-
making, and can include those who don’t vote but do have political opinions. Some also suggest
that e-participation will supplement traditional democratic processes when government
information, civic participation and regulatory transformations intersect (Freeman & Quirke,
2013).

Other necessary qualities for successful e-participation mechanisms are eligible participants,
communication mechanisms and actual influence on policy (Fung, 2006). Even countries which
have high commitments to — and relatively high success rates in — e-participation, forums fail if
they run up against technical limits, absence of issues for discussion, weak sense of community
and lack of real influence (Griessler, 2012). Further, permanent adoption of e-participation is likely
only when there are clear financial and/or organisational benefits (Molinari, 2012). In short, e-
participation tools by themselves are not a solution to the problems of (hyperlocal) democracy.
Instead, governments and politicians need to risk ceding control to open processes and discourses
(Freeman & Quirke, 2013) offline as well as online, while those who aim to ‘fix" democracy by
technical means are exhorted to get to know how to communicate with, not just at, their audiences
(Lupia, 2012).
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Communication: Hyperlocal News and Hyperlocal Politics?

The initial rung of e-participation is a one-way relationship in which government produces and
delivers information to citizens (Macintosh, 2004). In this area, the often close relationship between
local representation and community/citizen journalism needs to be remembered (Bruns, 2010): the
topics that are addressed by citizen journalist such as local planning often overlap with politicians’
interests (in fact, at this level, they may be the same people). The role of a pre-prepared platform
(e.g. myHeimat.de) can be important in allowing representatives to focus on communication,
rather than the details of technology. Such platforms can also provide resources to engage,
motivate and train contributors — accepting that levels of activity will differ, and will vary over
time, and also that the model may be better suited to small towns and rural communities —
residents of larger cities do not have the same identification with their suburbs (Bruns, 2010).

Information consumption is essential to citizenship: most people use the internet as an
information-gathering medium rather than a medium for dialogue or a tool for change. Although
they appear to ‘lurk’ (Cruickshank, Edelmann, & Smith, 2010) a lack of evidence of online
engagement is not evidence that there is no interest: communication can be taking place on a
multiplicity of channels on and offline, public and private (Saglie & Vabo, 2009).

All these in different ways allow communication not just from government to citizens but
attempt discussion and engagement between these parties. While decision-making remains
ultimately with governments, the official channels which are at or near the top rung of the e-
participation ladder (Macintosh, 2004), often seem to about big-city or national concerns. Even so,
these channels may have little impact (C)stling, 2011), perhaps reflecting their lack of influence
(Griessler, 2012).

Local Geography of Representation

As already noted above, technology has often been found to provide further channels for the self-
efficacious to communicate with power (Saglie & Vabo, 2009), thereby reinforcing the digital divide.
A further challenge is therefore for society is to empower local government in deprived and
marginalised areas of the country; this includes dealing with their geographical range. The digital
divide has a double role to play — acting excluding both ordinary citizens, but also their
representatives who themselves may not have the necessary skills and motivations to take
advantage of the technology.

Larger geographical size (and numbers of constituents) can provide motivation for
representatives to use technology by creating efficiencies of scale (Saglie & Vabo, 2009). On the
other hand, citizens in smaller communities have been found to have higher incidences of internet-
based participation, despite relatively poor connectivity. Younger and more educated people are
more likely to use internet technologies.

At the hyperlocal level, the motivation to become a community representative might be different

from political representation: for instance joining up can be a good way to get to know people
(Nyseth & Ringholm, 2008).
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Hyperlocal Democracy - a Kind of Voluntary Organisation?

Given the local and small scale nature of hyperlocal institutions, it is useful to look at other
community groups for models of online engagement, local third-sector groups for instance who
exist in a context of other local groups, official and unofficial, competing for space with
governments agencies established at local level. This can be seen as part of the ‘new governance
process” which has been characterised by deliberative processes, informal channels and multiple
organisations (Bingham, Nabatchi, & O'Leary, 2005).

Many charities have websites. Most of these are about raising awareness and providing
information, rather than acquiring new supporters, raising funds or allowing beneficiaries/clients
to interact (Goatman & Lewis, 2007). Charity websites can be useful for staff and fieldworkers, e.g.
for submitting reports. Others have specific functions such as providing information about the
charity, contact details, downloads, newsletters and news, feedback, links to other websites and
campaigning and lobbying.

It seems clear that many of these are similar to the uses of an ‘ideal” hyperlocal democratic
presence. For example, it may be a priority to recruit new members and to provide information
and feedback. They might use member-only systems to discuss confidential items outside of
meetings. Small charity website development is subject to similar pressures, such as decisions over
whether (and how) to outsource development or to keep it in-house. It could even be argued that
local bodies compete for attention and funds in a similar ways to charities (Winterich, Zhang, &
Mittal, 2012).

The Scottish Context

Context and Historical Background

Community Councils (CCs) are the lowest level of local government in Scotland, which in turn is a
semi-federated constituent nation of the United Kingdom. Scotland has a population of 5.3 million;
local government being divided into 32 Local Authorities (LAs) with populations varying between
20,000 and 600,000 and ranging between densely populated urban areas and remote rural
communities.

All local authorities are obliged to develop schemes for CCs: the purpose of CCs is to represent
small areas within local authorities. Their members (‘Community Councillors’) are unpaid
volunteers, they have limited powers and small budgets: enough to hire a monthly meeting room,
pay for some stationery and little else. In terms of impact, CCs have had mixed success at best
(Goodlad, et al., 1999).

Not all possible CCs are actually active: in 2011, out of 1369 possible CCs, only 1156 existed,
covering 84% of the population; this level of (in)activity has been the case since at least 1999 (Ryan
& Cruickshank, 2012, p. 18). Uncontested elections and unfilled posts have been a feature of CCs
throughout their existence. Community Councillors are generally aged over 40, and often are not
representative of the demographics of their areas (Goodlad, et al., 1999). All this has combined to
reduce their democratic legitimacy.

On the other hand, past research has showed that web-based tools can enable and encourage
Scottish community councillors and citizens to participate, that there is significant appetite for
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such tools and that electronic documentation is readily used given web access and relevant skills
(Whyte, Macintosh, & Shell, 2006). An appetite for online engagement by citizens certainly exists in
the UK. For example, 14% of UK adults have taken part in online discussions of civic or political
issues (Office for National Statistics, 2011).

Although this paper focuses on the Scottish experience, it is worth contextualising the discussion
with a review of two countries with some similar characteristics to Scotland: Austria and Norway.
In both, municipalities actively use the internet to communicate with their citizens: for instance, in
2008, 98% of Austrian Gemeinden' had websites. Of these, 80% were under the “official’ Austrian
Government ‘.gv.at’” domain (Centre for eGovernment, 2009). As early as 2003, 90% of Norwegian
kommuner’ had websites (Haug & Jansen, 2003) and by 2011, 58% of kommuner had social media
presences too — the major provider was Facebook, used by 38% of kommuner (Volan, 2011). Despite
this, online engagement by citizens has not been widespread (Saglie & Vabo, 2009) showing that
being active online should not be expected to be a panacea. This is in line with Grofe’s (2013) more
‘realistic” expectations for e-particiapation.

Representation and Service Delivery

Democratic government is about improving citizens” lives through responsive, accountable
delivery of services, but Scottish CCs have no obligatory service-provision duties. Instead service-
provision is associated with the 32 local authorities, central government and the arm’s length
outsourced organisations they fund, such as development companies and third sector
organisations (Scottish Government, 2011).

CCs have three statutory representative roles relating to providing a channel for community
opinions, and comments on building planning and (alcohol) licensing: even these lead to conflict
with other locally powerful interests such as developers and higher levels of government who
often see community objections as blocking their agendas (Parker, 2008).

Scottish CCs are largely composed of volunteers and exist in a context of other local groups,
official and unofficial, competing for space with NGOs and other government agencies, which are
often established at local level but exclude CC representatives. In this way, CCs in some ways
appear and behave like third sector pressure groups. Indeed the City of Glasgow Council is
explicit that CCs are not actually part of government (Glasgow City Council, 2013, p. 4) - and so
are seen as NGOs or pressure groups, albeit ones with elevated rights of audience.

By contrast, the smallest local government units (often generically labelled municipalities) in
other European countries generally provide services, and raise income to enable this. For example,
Austria’s Gemeinden provide services such as water, sewerage and recreation facilities. Gemeinden
are funded from federal taxes, local taxes and charges, and even have a voice in European matters
(Osterreichischer Gemeindebund, 2013).

! Austria is not too dissimilar to Scotland, having a population of 8.3 million and a large proportion of
remote mountainous regions. Austria has 9 Bundeslinder (‘federal states’), divided into 84 Bezirke
(‘districts”) and 15 Statutarstddte (‘statutory cities’). Bezirke are subdivided into Gemeinden (‘parishes’), of
which there are 2346

* Norway has a population of 5.0 million. Its local government structure has 19 fylker (‘counties’), divided
into 434 kommuner (‘municipalities’).
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Similarly, Norwegian kommuner provide services such as primary and lower secondary schools,
nurseries and kindergartens, some social services, local land-use planning, roads and harbours,
and work on agricultural and environmental issues. In 2003, kommuner spent approximately £20
billion on these services. Kommuner received 42% of their income from local income and property
taxes and 47% from grants from local government and other sources (Ministry of Local
Government and Regional Development, 2003).

In summary, although Scottish CCs have a function as representative institutions, they have no
function in delivering (state or government) services. This creates a challenge for fitting in with
conventional models of democracy and government. In terms of the use of technology, we have
potential for e-participation without e-government.

Evaluation Framework

From this, one could expect that CCs online presences to be amateur (that is both lacking
professional “polish” and being voluntary and potentially part-time, piecemeal activities), to be
based on free platforms and to concentrate on local news and issues, planning and licensing issues;
however reflecting CCs’ low profile, there has been a lack of concrete data on their actual online
activity.

A survey of their internet presences allows evaluation of channel choice and the role of
hyperlocal media, the extent to which they CCs as a government or community website, their
place in the e-participation ladder and the impact of context - geography, deprivation and
demographics. Service delivery function is not a feature of Scottish CCs so could not be
investigated.

To this end, an evaluation framework was established for analysing websites using easily
established indicators:

Level of activity: The existence and timeliness of content is an indicator of the weight given to
the internet as a channel. Websites can be deemed up-to-date for our purposes if they have been
updated in the previous two months, to allow for holiday breaks and minutes not being put online
until they had been approved at succeeding meetings.

Content type (News, local information, minutes, information on planning documents). This
allows measurement of similarity to NGO organisation and also the CC’s place in the e-
participation ladder, including the extent to which CCs are using the internet for achieving
influence (primarily through effective participation in the local planning process).

Hosting decisions (self, community or LA) give a further indication of how the CC is presenting
its place: as part of government, as part of community/third sector activity or as an independent
body.

Finally, demographics of the locality can be indicator of likelihood of the digital divide being a
significant issue. Although interesting, demographics of councillors is not available through an
internet survey.
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Research Approach

In July 2012, lists of known Scottish CCs were used to search Google. If a relevant-seeming hit
appeared in the first two pages, the URL was investigated and the hosting and content categorised
using a simple framework based on the above, looking for the presence of minutes, local area
information, news and planning process. To ensure completeness, Local Authorities” CC Liaison
Officers (CCLOs) were asked to validate the lists of CCs as some LAs listed online only those
which were active. This led to the identification of additional websites.

To identify possible drivers and meaning behind this data, representatives of seven CCs were
interviewed; this also enabled limited follow-up of previous research (Whyte, Macintosh, & Shell,
2006).

Analysis of Findings

Level of Activity

The results of our survey are summarised in Table 1 below3. 1156 CCs were found to function to
some extent, of a potential 1369 (i.e. 85% exist). Of these, only 658 (57% of existing CCs) are online
in any way; only about a quarter (307 or 27%) of all existing CCs were found to be up-to-date by
our loose definition.

Table 1: Community Councils” online presences: total

Inactive | Active with online presences... Total

CCs ...missing ...out-of-date ...up-to-date CCs

Total number 213 498 351 307 1369
Percent of all 16% 36% 26% 22% 100%
Percent of active NA 43% 30% 27% 100%

This level of use of websites compares adversely with the 98% of Austrian Gemeinden and 90% of
Norwegian kommuner.

Content Type

Looking at the content CCs with active web presences chose to include, content included minutes
(recorded on 87% of active online sites), local area information, news, planning and ‘other’. Only
38 CCs (12% of active online sites) had information to support engagement with the planning
process, despite this being core to their mission. LA-hosted presences tended to have only minutes
and CC contact details.

Only 50 (4%) of all CCs had Facebook pages - compare this to the 58% of Norwegian kommuner
which use social media.

* A more detailed analysis is available elsewhere (Ryan & Cruickshank, 2012)
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Variations Between LAs and Between Community Councils

Given Scotland’s geographic and demographic diversity, a range of behaviour would be expected,
and this was the case: the level of CCs with websites varied between LAs: in one, 100% CCs had
online presences; 88% of these were up to date. At the other end of the spectrum at another LA,
only 13% of CCs had presences, of which 3% were up to date.

However, we did not find a simple relationship between urban/rural measures and online
effectiveness: while large/urban areas might have more resources for online communication,
people in small and hence tight-bound (rural) areas are more likely to be involved with local
politics (Saglie & Vabo, 2009). Therefore factors to explain this variation must include more than
geography and demography and need to be investigated further — factors may also include policy
and personality: it may be that some LAs have particularly effective Liaison Officers, or have a
more proactive attitude to supporting their CCs. This needs to be investigated further.

Hosting Decisions

It was found that up-to-date internet presences can be naturally grouped into two categories that
cover the majority of circumstances (86% of the CCs which are active and up-to-date). The first
group can be described as community-driven: this was largest segment in which online presences
were under the direct control of their CC or members of the local community, generally using free
hosting services. Community-driven presences had a wide range of content and almost all (93%)
were updated monthly. One interpretation is that CCs who have the drive to keep their sites up to
date are similarly empowered to have wider ranges of content, hence informing their constituents
and others outside their area. This fits the model of CC acting as third sector organisations.

The second was LA-hosted CC presences, found in 6 LAs. These almost always contained simply
their minutes and contact details, though they were updated monthly. In short, although up-to-
date and ensuring a presence for all the LA’s CCs, the content was limited and inflexible, being
restricted to a centrally imposed template.

Conclusions and Discussion

It might be expected that the majority of CCs would use online methods to reduce the costs of
connecting with citizens where possible — acknowledging that they are still obliged to connect with
offline citizens — if only because this could increase efficiency and decrease operating costs. Yet the
opposite seems to be the case.

We found little evidence of activity, and much evidence of inactivity. There is some evidence
that the internet is being used for communication — and there is some evidence that CCs work best
in the context of other hyperlocal media activity, but the average CC is hardly on the first rung of
the e-participation ladder (Macintosh, 2004). CCs are largely not using the internet as a tool for
consultation or hence (e-)participation. In particular, the areas where there is a clear duty to gather
and represent community viewpoints to other levels of government — planning and licencing — the
internet’s potential to engage is not being used, visibly at least.

It would seem that Griessler’s (2012) influence condition is broken: so it can already be expected
that there will be little or no effective (e-)participation associated with CCs. Without budget to
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employ professional web-designers or set up sustainable e-participation schemes, CCs run up
against the technical limits barrier, and by being tacitly restricted to spatial planning and licensing
issues (and by being further limited by their voluntary and hence part-time nature), CCs might be
considered to have a lack of issues. Civic enthusiasm is not high according as evidenced by the lack
of contested elections.

That is, CCs lack real power so are unlikely to set up e-democracy/e-participation schemes,
even if they had the required expertise and budget. There is an understandable reliance on free
services such as blogs and LA-hosted pages. Further, there is no obvious financial advantage for
CCs to set-up e-participation, thus failing one of Molinari’s (2012) criteria.

Service delivery: as would be expected, no was evidence found - but evidence (e.g. of voluntary
activities) was not specifically sought.

Scotland’s CCs provide an unusual example of representation without taxation or government
duties. It may be that the consequences can be seen in low levels of citizen engagement with the
Councils, and low levels of engagement by CCs with new open forms of communication provided
by the internet. Nevertheless, it is hoped that this paper will be a contribution to the emerging
study of hyperlocal (e-)democracy across Europe, if only to highlight some of the restrictions and
limitations that can be encountered at this level.

Although this is more than a problem of e-participation, it seems likely that there are lessons
from this field that could be applied to improve the process from the bottom up, even while a
broader dialog on the purpose and function of CCs continues.

Research Limitations

The approach taken in designing the research can be situated in the e-participation tradition,
which historically has had an assumption that technology can be used to solve problems (in this
case) with democracy, and that direct participatory democracy is superior to representative
democracy (Susha & Gronlund, 2012). This approach to modelling the success of e-participation
also tends to measure technological maturity rather than impact on citizens’ lives or democratic
practices.

Further Work

The work here has thrown up a number of additional research directions:

Where is the engagement? It cannot be assumed that a weak or non-existent online presence
automatically implies lack or engagement with citizens in other ways, for instance it is possible
that online activity also takes place elsewhere, e.g. via closed mailing lists or Facebook groups.

What are the drivers? Further work could provide analysis and explanation at the institutional
and individual level; both need to be addressed (Saglie & Vabo, 2009). This could include the
processes and factors behind the choices made by individual CCs and Councillors to use internet
technologies — and their relationship with local third sector and community groups.

What are the patterns of change? We intend to resurvey the situation in early 2014, looking for

both overall changes and changes within LAs. We are also building tools to contextualise CCs
within geographic and demographic factors — these will allow comparison with previous research
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in similar contexts, for example (Saglie & Vabo, 2009) and insights into other factors influencing
CCs’ online performances.
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Abstract: Core elements of high quality of governments are high levels of participation on the
input side and high degree of impartiality on the output side of the political system. When
governmental practices are digitalised both these dimensions are challenged. This paper argues
that there is a need to complement the study on the quality of government by including the
implications of the new and growing practices of eGovernment. We have in this paper used
Easton’s flow model of political system in combination with Rothstein’s quality of government
model and have accommodated these to include some eGovernemnt dimensions, with the aim to
start a conceptualisation of the quality of eGovernment. Our arguments conclude that
eGovernment has a potential to further improve and strengthen the quality of government in
general and in particular regarding input-side participation and impartiality in implementation
of policies at the output side. But these improvements rely on that the design of the systems is
coherent with democratic values and efficient administration.

Keywords: eGovernment, Quality of Government, Impartiality, Public E-Services.
Introduction

he increased use of ICT in governments and not at least the government’s on-line relations
I to its citizens can even challenge the ideas of quality of government, since it has a
potentially re-frame governmental practices and relations to citizens. Governments seek to
improve their governance strategies and enhance trust and support for their policies. This is made
through both high participation of citizens and openness on the input-side and high quality and
trustworthy public services on the output-side of the political system. Quality of government
(QoG) is in general terms seen as a form of good governance. Good governance is more normative
expression and a related concept that is used in many disciplines, providing a modelling of
empirical analysis of for example economic growth (Jamali, Wandschneider, & Wunnava, 2007),
conflict solving and prevention of civil war (Oberg & Melander, 2005), public administration and
bureaucracy (Evans & Rauch, 1999).

Quality of government is often framed in normative approach focusing on procedural rules. On
the output-side of public services a particular focus is put on the impartiality principle in the
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exercise of public authority. Impartiality as a basic principle has key implications on the public
administration as a key service provider in the relations between citizens and government. The
core meaning of impartiality is to treat citizens equally and base decisions on objective criteria,
rather than on the basis of bias, prejudice, or preferring the benefit to one person over another for
improper reasons. The principle focuses on impartial behaviour, and it has, for governments,
implications on how the public administration is framed and how administrative activities are
conducted and organized.

Quality of government is a key issue for legitimate governmental power. The increased use of
on-line relations among governmental agencies also demands new ways to gain legitimacy
through quality of government. These new governmental institutional arrangements and the tools
provided the new technology we will argue here have a potential to improve impartiality and
thereby quality of government. Impartiality has shown to be a key component in Quality of
government, in particular in extensive welfare states (Rothstein & Teorell, 2008a).

Thus there is a need to elaborate on the meanings of quality of eGovernment and how better
governmental activities and governing structures are achieved through the use of information
technologies. We will address these challenges through a search for a conceptualisation of Quality
of eGovernment by focusing on impartiality in particular in public e-services.

Aim of the Paper

In this paper we aim to initiate a conceptualisation of the quality of eGovernment. Two main
assumptions are guiding this discussion. Firstly, that quality of government is fundamentally re-
shaped by emerging eGovernment practices. Secondly, that impartiality in e-services, as a core of
quality of government, has a potential to be even further improved by the development of
eGovernment.

Outline of the Paper

This paper proceeds in three main steps. First, in this introduction we will also discuss some
methodological considerations. In the next section, we discuss the general model of the political
system and how eGovernment can be added to that model and open for new conceptualisations. In
the third section we add and deepen the meanings of quality of government and relate it to the
meanings of legitimacy of government. In the fourth section we combine the concepts to search for
a conceptualisation of quality of eGovernment at both the input and output side of the political
systems. Finally, we draw some more general conclusions and open up for further questions on
how and where quality of e-government can be conceptualised.

Methods for a Conceptualization

Overall the method can be described as emerging from three steps. Firstly, the inspiration for the
paper emerges from the experience of several case studies and field-works in relation to
eGovernment in Sweden (Jansson, 2013a; Wihlborg, 2014). We hereby take off from a context
where eGovernment is developed in relation to high quality governments with extensive public
services and generally high trust in government (Rothstein, Samanni, & Teorell, 2012).
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Secondly, the conceptualisation will relate eGovernment to the field of quality of government,
and thus enter into discussions related to normative political science. By this we find a lack of
perspectives on the influence of technology and the social constructivist approach of technology
that underlines most eGovernment studies. In spite of these ontological differences we try to
combine the approaches. By discussing QoG in the context of eGovernment and vice versa, we will
hereby hope to fill a part of the theoretical gap identified in the field of eGovernment research
(Bannister & Wilson, 2011; Heeks & Bailur, 2007; Susha & Gronlund, 2012).

From Government to eGovernment

The introduction of eGovernment is not just about adding new information technological tools to
established models of governments. It has been argued that it is a fundamental change of the
grounds of governmental institutions and structures (Dunleavy, Margetts, Bastow, & et al., 2006;
Fountain, 2001). In order to make this clear we will take off from a basic model of the government
in the political systems and than add to this some implications on how the use of information
technologies can extend such a model. We do this by starting in the classical model of the political
system as it was described by Easton (Easton, 1965). Than we add the eGovernment into this
classical model of the political system to ground the discussion of eGovernment in a basic model of
the political system.

Easton’s Classical Model of the Political System

A political system is defined as a set of processes through which values are authoritatively
allocated in a society, operates in a constant and dynamic relation with its environment. This
classical model of the political system distinguished input processes and variables from output
processes and variables in relation to its surrounding environment (Easton, 1965). Figure 1
illustrates this model, which is also called a ‘flow model” due to the continuous processes that feed
in and out the system through information and reaction feedback loops. The political system is
thus conceived as a perpetual conversion process. It shows how governmental institutions are part
of the society and how the political relies on the interplay of governmental and non-governmental
actors and activities. The model takes in demands and support that are shaped in the environment
and produces outputs out of them, in form of decisions, actions and policies.
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Figure 1: A simplified flow model of a political system (adapted from Easton 1965)

In this model input of demand and input of support are considered as most important
components into the political system. Political demands represent the most sophisticated form of
input based on wants, needs, interests, motives, expectations, preferences, ideologies and cultures
of the members of the society. Political demands differ from other types of demands due to their
authoritative claim on resulting authoritative, binding solutions that would apply on the entire
society. Support is the other major components that influences the relations between the political
system to its environment (Easton, 1965). Support is defined by favourable actions and attitudes of
the members of the society towards the political system, and more specifically towards the political
community, the regime and the authorities (Easton, 1965). Without support for the political
system, demands cannot be processed into outputs and vice versa, failure to respond to the
demands will influence the level of support.

Legitimacy is perceived by Easton to be central in assuring stable support for the government
and assures compliance and approval from society with respect to the adoption and
implementation of outputs in general. Legitimacy is rooted in the individuals beliefs that the
political regime is morally right and appropriate (Easton, 1965). Legitimacy is a key aspect of
quality of government that is gained through the demands and support at the in-put side of the
system.

Networked Governance as the Setting of eGovernment

Contemporary processes in the political system are most often characterized by networked
governance (Serensen & Torfing, 2007, Torfing, 2012). Networked governance is a way of
describing the contemporary fundamental shift from government to governance including private-
public partnerships and flexible and open forms of policymaking. Networked governance is a
complementary structure for traditional governmental structures. It has to function in addition to
hierarchical government structures, where governmental actors and agencies can play a more
dominant role than other actors of the networks (Serensen & Torfing, 2007; Torfing, 2012). In a
networked context there is a continuing negation of meanings and resources in contrast to the
more stable and given setting in a governmental context (Pierre & Peters, 2005).
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Networked governance is an open and collaborative form of governance (Kooiman, 2003)
collaboration of private and public partnerships is a core aspect of the networked governance,
focusing on the complex policy making through horizontal interaction among actors and
organizations. This structuring of governance opens for eGovernmental arrangements and new
institutions. It is involving private-public partnerships and active participation among citizens and
users of public services.

eGovernment - More than Just Adding ICT to the Political System

eGovernment initiatives and programs are common today in most states in the Western world.
They are commonly intended to strengthen a citizen-centric government and make public
administration more cost-efficient (Worrall, 2011). The still emerging information technologies are
re-framing societies and promote networked structures new forms of transparency and
arrangements of the information society (Castells, 2001, 2008).

There are different definitions of eGovernment and they all relate to the contextual setting
where they are used. In these settings eGovernment (Fountain, 2006; Heeks & Bailur, 2007) and
digital era government (Dunleavy et al., 2006) appear as new labels of how governments interact
and approach citizens. eGovernment is here used as an overview labelling to refer to all use of ICT
within governmental organisations and authorities (OECD, 2003). Since eGovernment often uses
and builds on ICT-systems similar to process management in firms, e-commerce has been a
reference point. According to this view, eGovernment is meant in terms of the e-services provided
by public authorities and the technical infrastructure connected to that (Brown 2005).
eGovernment can also be seen as an all-embracing descriptive definition of all types of electronic
use and on-line activities in relation to governmental institutions. Such a meaning of eGovernment
includes all aspects of e- in relation to governmental institutions as e-democracy, e-services, e-
administration and e-participation.

In practice eGovernment has emerged after the widely spread use of New Public Management
(NPM) in western democracies and is considered as adding value with the implementation of the
ideas of user-choices, result-orientation, transparent and effective and efficient public
administration. Researchers have argued that the concept of digital era government as a form of
eGovernment has a potential of “being widely adopted or forming a coherent new direction for
government” (Dunleavy et al., 2006). NPM in combination with widespread digitalisation of public
services provide thus also a ground for shaping the quality of government. The examples inspiring
this study are brought from the Nordic welfare states but governments from advanced
democracies worldwide engage increasingly in similar types governance arrangements.

Implementation of eGovernment is often associated with increased citizen availability to public
e-services, but it also implies a fundamental organizational change of public organizations
(Gronlund, 2001; Lindblad-Gidlund, 2010; Worrall, 2011). The development of eGovernment will
also require changes in urban and social planning. A common development of eGovernment is
one-stop government function as the single entrance — both on-line and through physical offices —
to local government regardless of demands (Andrews & Van de Walle, 2013; Jansson, 2013b).
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eGovernment in the Political System

Following Easton’s model of the political system, we mean that eGovernment is exercised at the
input and output sides of the system (See Figure 2). eGovernment activities may include
everything from simple information provided by governmental agencies to more advanced
services like making income tax declarations, application for welfare or public procurement in
relation to the different actors in society. eGovernement happens in the internal processes of the
political system, where for example information systems, databases, platforms are shared between
the governmental agencies, that can be called “through-put”. The internal use of ICT in
governmental bodies has in most governments been a take of for the development of
eGovernment. At the input side, eGovernment is practiced in various forms of e-democracy and e-
participation activities aiming to facilitate citizens” and other societal actors’ access to power. But
here our main focus is on how public e-services can improve impartiality through exercise of
public administration and services.

Environment

= T}\e Political Systenf ;o=

: e-Government : B

Inputs
synding

Feedback

Environment

Figure 2: eGovernment in relation to the political system (Based on Easton, 1965)

All these processes take place and frame eGovernment in a networked governance context.
Hereby the governmental agencies are far from the single drivers of the development of
eGovernment and cannot be fully accountable for the development of eGovernment, neither on the
input nor at the output side of the political system. Hereby legitimacy and trust in government can
be developed and thereby also improve the quality of government.

Quality of Government

Quality of government (QoG) has been a hot topic for research during the last decades (Acemoglu,
Johnson, & Robinson, 2012; Carter & Bélanger, 2005; Easterly, 2002; Kurtz & Schrank, 2007; La
Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes, Shleifer, & Vishny, 1999; Thomas & Streib, 2003). High quality of
government is shown to be a main source of economic growth and high social trust (Alesina &
Zhuravskaya, 2011; Dahlstrom, Lindvall, & Rothstein, 2013; Ngendakuriyo, 2013; Rothstein &
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Teorell, 2008b). In contrast low quality government institutions have tremendous negative effects
on the health and wealth of societies.

Rothstein’s QoG Model

The conceptualization of quality of government has emerged through studies of performance and
evaluations of different models of governments. In contrast to previous conceptualisations,
Rothstein’s model of QoG builds on a pronounced normative foundation rather than taking into
account the practices and outcomes of governmental activities. Rooting the assumptions in modern
political philosophy on democratic theory and theories of justice, Rothstein and his colleagues
argue that the quality of government should be treated as a normative problem (Holmberg &
Rothstein, 2012; Rothstein & Teorell, 2008a, 2008b).

Similarly to Easton’s logic, Rothstein’s model (2007) consider inputs and outputs as fundamental
dimensions that connect the government to its society. By associating with citizens” participation in
democratic structures and access to political authorities and the pertaining regulatory principle of
political equality at the input side there is a potential for quality of government to improve if it is
organized with equality, democracy and transparency as basic principles. In an extension of the
analysis and model Rothstein and Teorell (2008b) further argue that the corresponding and
complementing principle at the output side of the system where the authority is exercised, it
should be the impartiality principle. Both these two normative principles are legitimizing the
power of government. Their normative QoG model requires both democracy in the access to
power and impartiality in the exercise of power (Rothstein & Teorell, 2008b).

This model of QoG, we argue, also has a potential to guide a further modelling of how quality of
eGovernment can be achieved and what aspects of quality of eGovernment can be further
developed. In order to show this we also have to address the underlying conceptualization of
legitimacy of governments, since it outlines pre-requisites for quality of governments.

Legitimacy and QoG

Rothstein and his colleagues argue that the output side legitimacy is based on the daily decisions
made by street-level bureaucrats in governmental authorities that essentially affect the citizens’
day-to-day lives and thus have a direct effect on their support and confidence in the government.
In these daily practices impartiality, in particular in the personal meetings of street-level
bureaucrats and citizens, is essential for governmental legitimacy. Rothstein illustrates it through
this example: ‘if the police would not protect you because you are an X-type of citizen; if the fire-
brigade would not come to your house because you are a Z-type citizen; if your children would be
systematically discriminated against in the schools because they are Y-type children; and if the
doctors at the hospitals would ignore you because you are a P-type person, then you are in real
trouble” (Rothstein, 2007). Impartiality principle is obvious in this example.

In line with this argumentation, legitimacy at the output side is mainly gained when street-level
bureaucrats in political authorities are making decisions regarding issues close to citizens’
everyday life and their use of public services. In the universal welfare states of Scandinavian type,
upon which this model has been empirically developed, this is made by the local municipal
councils. Here welfare policies as are turned into direct decisions regarding issues like distribution
of child-care places, support for industries located in sparsely populated parts of the country, or
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the compulsory care of drug-abusers — areas requiring daily and continuous decision-making
based on specific knowledge of the case (Rothstein, 2007). Political legitimacy, and hereby quality
of government, is in such an analysis created through impartial implementation of its policies by
public officials dealing with daily, critical needs of the citizens. This implies that political
legitimacy depends rather on the quality of government than on the quality of democratic elections
or representation that are designed to channel equal access to power (Rothstein, 2007).

Impartiality as the Central Principle

The legitimizing principle at the output side of the system is according to this research the main
way of sustain and improving impartiality of institutions through their exercise of political power
in relation to citizens. Impartiality in the exercise of public power is, in this perspective, defined as
a behaviour of political authorities that is not influenced by special relationships and personal
preferences of the decision makers (Rothstein & Teorell, 2008b).

They emphasize that impartiality in the exercise of power should be kept separately from the
impartiality in the content of the policies themselves and that it is the former that is the central
component of the QoG. Hereby, they clearly distinguish the input and output side of government
and give the normative grounding for such a separation. Impartiality is the guiding principle
when authorities operate in these different spheres. QoG herby becomes clear and visible through
the implementation of governmental policies, since it is how institutional arrangements are made
visible and meaningful. According to this model they argue that political authorities and
specifically individuals who exercise the public authority are not exclusively self-interested, but
have the capacity to differentiate what norms are appropriate in the different spheres (Rothstein &
Teorell, 2008b).

A Critique of Rothsteins QoG

While having gained considerable acceptance and use in the research on good governance that
came to challenge the dominating economic and conservative models (Wilson, 2008) Rothstein’s
model of QoG has received a good dose of critique as well. One type of critique that has been
raised is questioning the central importance of the impartiality principle and its apparent exclusion
of other principles promoting QoG. An important complement or even substitute has been argued
to be the accountability principle and the justification of trade-off between equally desirable but
competing goals in the exercise of public authority (Agnafors, 2013; Wilson, 2008).

Rothstein and his colleagues are developing the model based on the criticism, and they have
among other aspects included complimentary arguments based on principles such as democracy
and majoritarian rule, the rule of law; effectiveness and efficiency, accountability, among others.
We however don’t see these principles as conflicting or mutually exclusive, but rather
complementary in defining QoG. We argue that also the input-side processes are important for the
quality of government, not the least since it relates in the long run to the outcome of public
services. The demands and support of the political system hereby is often expressed in relation to
the provision and distribution of public services.
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Quality of eGovernment - New Meanings of Quality of Government

Our interest in this paper is to study how QoG model based on impartiality principle is affected by
the emergence of eGovernement and whether there can be derived a quality of eGovernemnt
(QoeG) model while discussing eGovernemnt in the context of QoG. eGovernment is indeed more
than just adding ICT to governmental structures, it is opening for new institutional arrangements
(Dunleavy et al., 2006; Fountain, 2001) that could open for new forms of quality of government. On
this basis we hope to be able to start a first out-line of such a QoeG model.

We will now look closer on how eGovernment happens in terms of input and output sides of the
political system and how this can inform a QoeG model. At the input side we will highlight
applications of e-democracy and e-participation as forms of demands and support of the political
system (See Figure 2). At the output side we will focus on the public e-services, including those e-
services that are not the final service provision, but rather important systems for applying for and
choosing among different service providers in particular in an NPM context.

Since impartiality is a key principle of quality of government it is essential that actors in the
“environment” of the political system are treated and referred to equally. This implies that the
government has to design and use eGovernment systems based on objective criteria (in line with
political values and institutions). The environment and the users of the political system should be
referred and related to without prejudice. A basic barrier for eGovernmental impartiality in
general is digital divides that may exclude some citizens and make them into non-users without
access to the political system at all. Thus inclusion and easy access closing digital divides is a first
basic step towards quality of eGovernment.

E-participation and the Quality of eGovernment

The input side of the political system is characterized by legitimacy through institutional
arrangement of the rule of law and processes of democracy and participation as arranged by
constitutional rules and norms. In addition to these, eGovernment can extend the process through
the governments’ and citizens’ use of electronic platforms and internet for e-voting, public
consultations on government decisions, government officials” blogs on their activities, citizen e-
petitioning among others. In this domain the relation between the state and the citizen, emerging
from the use of technologies, is transformed (Brown, 2006).

Through new channels of access to the government officials and authorities, politicians and
bureaucrats, the distance between the state and the citizens decreases, leading to changes in the
roles both of bureaucrats and politicians as intermediaries. This enhanced and transformed
relation between the state and the citizens has another legitimacy implication related to personal
data. This may generate concerns connected to the collection, use and protection of personal data
not only by the government, but also by the corporate actors, leading to new laws on personal data
protection, and state strategies to cope with electronic threats.

The processes of eGovernment at the input side have a potential to improve quality of
government through improved participation, transparency and openness. Even such processes
have to be designed to promote impartial relations. A basic approach is to use accessible systems
and describe and introduce them for everyone in several ways also off-line. There are indeed risks
that certain groups, and thereby certain types of values and ideas, are excluded and hindered from
influencing the political system by expressing their demands and support. On the other hand there
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are possibilities for citizens to influence policymaking and making demands into the political
system on more equal terms in some ways through e-democratic applications. For example citizens
who will not or cannot participate in public meetings can still participate on-line in discussion
groups, through e-mailing or other contacts with candidates and elected representatives.

Exercise of Public Authority through E-Services and the Quality of eGovernment

In the model by Rothstein and his colleagues QoG is mainly gained when public authorities
exercised power, i.e. at the output side. It is in the daily interplay of users and street level
bureaucrats that trust and legitimacy for government are sustained and built. Thus we can argue
that also the quality of public e-services will play a key role for the quality of eGovernment and
likely also the quality of government as a whole.

Accordingly, the impartiality principle should guide also the design of public e-services as they
make up the interface as a outcome of the political system. Public e-services must thus facilitate
implementation in line with the impartiality principle in the exercise of public authority when
personal interaction and face-to-face meetings are decreasing. Information about public services as
well citizen’s rights and duties in relation to the state can be much more effectively provided and
formulated on-line. Through e-services the possibility to improve communication and spreading of
information in an adapted manner, conforming to special needs of the citizen, is created. Thus
information can be provided in different languages, in large text, and by illustrative pictures or
even interactive applications or films, thus increasing reception of it by the user. Such
opportunities have to be considered and appropriately used in the public e-services design in
order to reach a high quality of e-service and a high level of inclusiveness that can bring legitimacy
for the eGovernment.

A particular form of eGovernemnt is the One-Stop Government Centre. These are local entry
points for the citizens to the local, regional and central public administrations. It is increasingly
possible both to visit One-Stop Government Offices on-line and in physical places, like libraries
and other public buildings (Bernhard & Wihlborg, 2014). Nordic countries have all launched
online versions of such centres. In Sweden such a service is called ‘Mina meddelande” (eng. My
Messages), which is a mailbox connecting citizens and corporate actors with government
authorities and their respective e-services (Naringsdepartementet, 2012). The equivalent service is
provided by ‘borger.dk’ in Denmark and by ‘Suomi.fi” in Finland. These are both a model for
administrative reform and an approach to reach out in communities, include more and gain trust
towards governmental authorities and local government in particular (Jansson, 2013b). Also in this
perspective the digital divides have to be considered and managed. Combination of both on-line
and physical forms of governmental access may come to sustain an even higher level of quality of
government. This thus may also imply that QoG is sustained by QoeG.

Another key aspect of eGovernment that can have implications on the impartiality principle lies
in the automated decision making for standardized issues. In particular in larger public authorities
and organisations managing many standard welfare applications, like applications for- and
payments of social security benefits such as sick-leave, parental leave, unemployment insurance,
allowances. These have indeed potentials to benefit in respect of QoG by developing
eGovernmental tools and applications. Services used on-line often improve impartiality since they
have to be re-designed and framed to focus on key principles that can build on equal treatment
(Axelsson et.al. 2013). This could both improve “through-put” effectiveness of authorities and can
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improve the impartiality in the decision making, if the system is trustworthy, acts on objective
variables and is designed to follow the rules and regulations.

Tentative Conclusions and Potential Contributions

This paper has argued that there is a need to complement the study on the quality of government
by including the implications of the new and growing practices of eGovernment. We have in this
paper used Easton’s input-output model of political system in combination with Rothstein’s QoG
model and accommodated these to include some eGovernemnt dimensions, with the aim to start a
conceptualisation on the QoeG.

The main contributions by such a model we identify as three-folded. eGovernment
fundamentally challenges all aspects of governmental actions in the networked on-line society and
thereby also for the interpretations of quality of government. The first potential criteria identified,
as a core of quality of eGovernment is that the closing of digital divides is essential for the
possibility of addressing and also improving the impartiality principle. The second potential
criteria is equal access to power at the input side of the political system, where there are potentials
to improve quality of eGovernment in particular on the local governance level and if systems for
participation are designed to pay specific attention also to aspects of impartiality.

Thirdly, public e-services seem to have important input for interpretation of quality of
eGovernment, due to their implications on impartiality in implementation of public authority and
to their proximity to the citizens” and companies’ daily needs and interests at the output side of the
system. The design of public e-services and information is essential and has to be both impartial
and in line with the rule of law, stemming from citizens needs for- and facilitating their exercise of
rights and obligations towards the state. Local one-stop governments or contact centres are
complimentary but important since these can catch up users and issues not fitting into
standardized on-line services. Last but not least, we discussed how automated decision-making
systems as a form of e-services can manage standardized errands and thereby improve impartial
decision and equal treatment in the exercise of public authority.

If eGovernment is designed to strengthen the quality of the political system, it will probably also
improve and develop quality of government in general, by being in line with institutional
arrangements and core values of the political system as a whole. This may also take place in a
more and more complex networked governing context, where private and public actors
collaborate. As society grows to be more informed and digitalised, a consequence of access to
information on-line, and thereby more demanding and sometimes also less supporting of the
political system, have complex implications upon the quality and legitimacy of eGovernment as
well.

This paper is so far a very first outline of a conceptualisation of QoeG - of how and why we can
analyse quality of eGovernment. It has to be developed by further theoretical grounding and not at
least by providing empirical support through both qualitative and quantitative studies. There is an
obvious need for further research, but we hope that this model has provided a beginning for an
analysis of the quality of eGovernment based on normative principles such as impartiality and
equal access to power.
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Abstract: Following the worldwide trend of putting strong political emphasis on eParticipation
the Government of the Russian Federation recently presented some initiatives in that sphere. In
the article the author observes general framework, achievements and disadvantages of the
measures taken by the federal government. On the basis of analytical approach he provides a
general overview of e-information sharing, e-consultation and e-decision making features in
Russia. As the main comparative criteria for different online resources he uses the relevant list
of key factors (“digital tools”) and methodology measuring the willingness and capacity of
Russian national administration to use information and communication technology to enable
public participation in policy-making processes.

Keywords: eParticipation, e-information, e-consultation, e-decision making, e-government

Introduction

he role of digital technologies is characterized by a wide range of functions ranging from

the establishment of standards for public administration, citizens” access to the public

services and to the participation of communities in administrative relations. In modern
Russia as in other countries of the world the role of ICT (Information and Communications
Technologies) in governance is growing rapidly. This trend is reflected in science, legislation and
practice of public administration in putting a strong emphasis on features of e-government, e-
information, e-consultation, e-voting and e-decision making.

This study is different from most of the existing literature on eParticipation because it provides
information about the current situation in Russia regarding eParticipation issues. Since this theme
is relatively new for Russian governmental practices, and most of the existing foreign surveys
provide only a high-level overview, the article describes important insights on this topic. As the
main comparative criteria for different online resources the study uses the relevant list of key
factors, such as Social networking, Blog-platforms, Online surveys, etc., and methodology
measuring the willingness and capacity of Russian national administration to use information and
communication technology to enable public participation in policy-making processes.

In order to examine citizens” inclusion and eParticipation, this article is divided into several
sections. The first section briefly discusses the previous findings on the theme. It also outlines the
existing regulation and action plans in the European Union and the Russian Federation to
indentify the current stage of its development. Second, an overview of on-line survey results is
provided, which describes some of the more notable observations from this data set. Third part
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presents analysis how eParticipation practices are applied in Russia. The article pays attention not
only to achievements but also disadvantages of the measures taken by the government. The last
section provides recommendations and conclusions.

Existing Theoretical and Empirical Evidence of eParticipation Adoption

Many studies proved that the Internet is one of communication tools that has the potential to
radically change the face of government in the 21st century. Reddick concludes that there has been
some movement from what has been commonly labeled, street-level bureaucracies to system-level
bureaucracies because of information and communications technology (ICT)'. Wagner, Cheung, Lee,
Ip (2003) argued that for every country, the development of e-government has been an
evolutionary process’. They identified an evolution sequence of e-governance similar with the
same process of e-commerce. Evidence suggests that e-government matures along a similar
development path that first witnesses broadcasting, then interaction, then transaction, and finally
integration’.

At the same time while e-government is a well-established field in research and practice,
eParticipation trails behind with only a low number of studying and programs. Modern
international experience represents perspectives to employ ICT for the optimization of governance
and implementation of direct democracy. In this context, it is imperative that information and
services are geared toward promoting user uptake, addressing the needs and concerns of the
citizenry, especially the vulnerable. It also requires viewing the citizens not only as passive
receivers of information through web based services, but also as active partners who are engaged
and supported to interact with the government through ICT-based dissemination of relevant
government information.

The development of e-democracy in Europe started in the late 1990s. Since 2006 then the
European Commission launched the eParticipation Preparatory Action Plan (2006 — 2008) national
governments began to pay more attention to this theme. At the present moment the European
Union finance and support projects, aiming at enhancing the participation of citizens and
contributing to better legislation and policy-making.

Unlike Europe, Russian doctrine, legislation and practice still consider concepts of
eGovernment, eGovernance, eDemocracy and eParticipation as a relatively new. There aren't wide
scientific researches on that topic and most of the papers about e-government are incidental
articles based on foreign papers, international rankings and shared experiences.

Nevertheless, according to international surveys over the past decade the Government of the
Russian Federation has been actively improving the regulations concerning eGovernance. As an
example Ease of Doing Business 2014 rank of Russia (benchmarked to June 2013) is 92 (out of 189

! Reddick C.G. Citizen interaction with e-government: From the streets to servers? // Government
Information Quaterly. - No 22 (2005). - P. 38.

> Wagner C., Cheung K., Lee F., Ip R. Enhancing E-government in Developing Countries: Managing
Knowledge through Virtual Communities: The Electronic Journal on Information Systems in Developing
Countries, 2003. URL: http:/ /www.ejisdc.org/ 0js2/index.php/ejisdc/article/viewFile /89 /89

3 Benchmarking E-government: A Global Perspective / United Nations - Division of Public Economics
and Public Administrations, and American Society of Public Administration.

http:/ /unpanl.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/documents/un/unpan021547.pdf
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economies) rising from 111th position. The changes in the sphere of eParticipation are not so
obvious. United Nations E-Government Survey 2012 shows big improvements in the accessibility of
eParticipation for citizens in Russia but there is much to do, yet. According to World e-gov.
development ranking, the Russian Federation has shifted to 27th place in 2012 from 59th in 2010.

Many people in Russia use digital technologies actively, regularly and confidently. However,
while pure e-government initiatives such as online tax declarations, e-applications for passport or
driver’s license, online payments, etc. are clear for citizens, the usage and the meaning of
«eParticipation» are not understandable, both for the citizens and officials. At the concept of e-
government the main focus is turned to the public authorities who provide the relevant services.
Both in terms of information and public services, the citizens are increasingly viewed as passive
customers of e-services. As it is mentioned at the United Nations E-Government Survey 2012, for
eParticipation to contribute to sustainable development and the socio-economic uplift of the
people, the role of government requires a shift from that of a controller of information and services
to that of a proactive facilitator. In this context, it is imperative that information and services are
geared to promoting user’s uptake, addressing the needs and concerns of the citizenry, especially
the vulnerable. Potential benefits from transparent eParticipation practices include, for example,
increasing government legitimacy and improving civic satisfaction with political processes. Such
benefits cannot be achieved without government’s readiness to test new forms of democratic
involvement (Freeman, Quirke, 2013)*.

Survey Methods

The aim of this study is to present the current state of citizens” inclusion and eParticipation in
Russia. This goal predetermined research strategy via online survey and its limitations.

The methodological approach to investigate the degree to which eParticipation is integrated in
Russian governmental strategies, practices and programmes consisted of two main stages. The first
stage of survey focused on previous findings. We scanned wide range of international rankings
and publications such as Ease of Doing Business, United Nations E-Government Survey, ITU
publications and collected data relevant to e-Government programmes. In the second stage we
selected basic points for assessment (“digital tools”) and analyzed general methodology applied
for online surveys. In the next stage of this survey we faced a dilemma to identify the specific sites
for survey. While Russia is a federal republic we decided to limit the list of on-line resources for
investigation only by the federal level of authorities. Considering that major political powers are
transferred to the federal level of government and they are backed by budgetary discretions, as
general rule web-sites of federal ministries and other authorities represent best practices of the
country. Respectively if the federal authorities don’t present willingness and capacity to use
information and communication technology to enable public participation in policy-making
processes, the same situation or even worst would be presented on regional and local level. This
conclusion predetermined limitation of this survey. As the gateway or starting point for research
we chose the Server of the State bodies of the Russian Federation "Official Russia" which provides

* Freeman J]., Quirke Sh. Is E-Democracy a Myth? Civic participation and Democratic reform /
CeDEM13 Conference for E-Democracy and Open Government (Revised Edition) 22-24 May 2013 Danube
University Krems, Austria / Edited by Peter Parycek, Noella Edelmann. — Krems: Donau-Universitit
Krems, 2013. - P. 38.
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links to all relevant authorities of the federal level. The online survey has assessed the existence,
easiness, integration, user-friendly interface of relevant online tools. For instance, some web-sites
formally present multilingual features (at least English version), but in fact only headers were
translated into foreign languages. Considering such features relevant digital tools weren’t taken
into account. In the fourth stage the major areas for implementing of eParticipation concept were
investigated:

o facilitating public access to the official information («e-information sharing»),
o stakeholder engagement («e-consultation»),
e (itizens’ participation in formal decision-making (« e-decision making »).

Because few Russian authorities endorsed regulation of online inclusion of citizens in provision
of information, e-consultation, feedback and inclusion of citizens” views in active decision-making,
the scope of this research was limited by existed practices.

Research Findings

Given the lack of empirical evidences about the adoption of eParticipation tools by the Russian
government, a research was based on comparison of web-sites of authorities which belong to all
three branches of power on the federal level. For compatibility the paper used the list of fifteen
digital tools, which enable citizens to get official information and public participation in policy-
making processes. These indications are: 1) Privacy statement and security policy online; 2)
Listservs; 3) Newsgroups; 4) Social networking (at least one); 5) Blog-platforms; 6) Online surveys;
7) RSS-chanels; 8) SMS-alert; 9) Mobile version; 10) Multilingual version; 11) Advanced search; 12)
Online petitions; 13) Glossary, 14) Version for people with disabilities, 15) involvement in an
«Open Government» strategy.

Overall, 26 web-sites of federal authorities were selected for research. Among them, one is
presidential, two represent Chambers of Legislative authority (Council of the Federation and State
Duma), one web-site belongs to the Government of Russia (Committee of Ministers), 20 are
ministerial, two web-sites belong to the Constitutional Court and the Supreme Court respectively.
The table 1 shows the results of research. The last column represents the rank of relevant web-site
according to general number of scores. Because some authorities got equal number of pluses they
were ranked equally.

As can be recognized, the best practice is represented by the web-site of the Government. All
ministerial web-sites can be grouped into two types. Ministries of Defence, Emergencies, Foreign
Affairs, Interior and Justice are subordinated to the President of the Russian Federation. They
show relatively low level of eParticipation tools. Generally they are less involved in the «Open
Government» strategy because it is coordinated by the Prime-Minister.

The programme "Open Government" (http:/ /GosbImoenpasurenscTso.pd/opengov /)’ is now
on the starting point and includes new mechanisms for interaction between government, expert
community and civil society. It creates platforms for collecting and analyzing information ("Open
Data", online surveys, feedback forms, etc.), discussion and decision-making (projects "Open
region", "Open Ministry", special blog-platforms, etc.).

’ An Internet address of the web-site an “Open Government” is “GonbimoernpasurenscTBo.pd”. It is the
Russian abbreviation used within the Russian national domain “.P®”.
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Table 1. Web-sites of the Russian authorities (Federal level) and ICT-tools provided on them
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E-information Sharing

In 2002 the Government of the Russian Federation adopted the Federal Target Programme eRussia
(2002-2010) to improve efficiency of government operations and enhance public services.
Information management systems and general standards were created and put in place;
governmental agencies were interlinked and integrated.

Each state agency started web-sites to provide citizens’” access to public information. There is one
portal which plays the role of an integrated point of access: the Server of the State bodies of the
Russian Federation "Official Russia", http://gov.ru (available in Russian and English). It has links
to portal of the Government of the Russian Federation, Presidential web-site, to all federal and
regional public authorities, ministries, agencies, courts, state commissions including the Central
Election Commission of the Russian Federation, the Commissioner for human rights of the Russian
Federation, etc.

A new step towards the creation of open government was made with the introduction of the
official portal of legal information "www.pravo.gov.ru". Since November 2011 all Acts of the
Russian Parliament (the Federal Assembly, Federal'noe sobranie Rossijskoj Federacii) have to be
published not only in official newspapers, but also on this web-site. As an alternative way of
obtaining the official information many citizens and professional lawyers use commercially. Sold
databases such as «ConsultantPlus» (www.consultant.ru), «Garant» (www.garant.ru), «Kodeks»
(www .kodeks.ru), received the legal documents directly from the issuing agencies before official
publication under special direct agreements with different authorities. They are more convenient
to use, don’t have technological limitations for volume of information and sometimes available for
customers free of charge with certain restrictions.

Since 2010 the portal of public e-services (www.epgu.gosuslugi.ru) was launched as the key
element of the project “electronic government” in the country. The portal claims to perform the
function of a single point of access to all references on state and municipal services through the
Internet and provides citizens and organizations with the opportunity to receive these services
electronically (integration stage of e-government). The general number of registered users of the
public services portal increases from 200,000 in January 2011 to 4 million in February 2013.
Unfortunately infrastructural and organizational troubles make most of regional and municipal
services unavailable electronically, but the Government takes actions to solve them.

Nevertheless at the present time all federal, regional governments and most of municipalities
have the virtual presence on the Internet. At least the authorities secure simple presence with static
web pages and one-way communication (broadcasting mode of e-government). At the same time
most of websites are able to exchange information or services with citizens. One of the most
advanced databases launched recently is the United Electronic Register of property rights and the
Public Cadastral map (http://maps.rosreestr.ru/PortalOnline/). The creation of similar e-services
eliminated the need for applicants to visit state agencies in person, they can inquire, and obtain
some resources from database backed websites.

Some portals shifted to the transaction stage of e-government. For instance, the portal of public
services can carry out financial transactions with the government. Citizens can pay fines for traffic
offences, pay fees for e-services etc. Unfortunately in contradiction with businesses citizens are not
able to use digital signatures for processing on payment gateways, but relevant commercial online
services provided by banks are available and perform such functions with high level of security.
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On the basis of the above mentioned data we can make a conclusion that the Government of the
Russian Federation provides wide opportunities for sharing e-information with citizens.
According to the Law Ne 59-2006 citizens have individual or collective right to petition the State
agencies, local governments and their officials, state and municipal institutions and other
organizations who are responsible for performing publicly important functions. Fulfillment of
these requirements is under direct control of the Prosecutor’s Offices and every decision, actions or
even an answer of authorities may be challenged in court. Most of the websites have special online
blanks for an application, some portals provide opportunities for tracking current status of your
application, but chapters FAQ (Frequently Asked Questions) are published very rarely. For
example, the website of the President of the Russian Federation and the portal of the Government
publish just statistical reports about the general number of petitions and their topics. Publications
of petitions with specific information are limited by the Privacy Act of the Russian Parliament. As
exclusion we can name the web-site of the Ministry of Communications where applications are
pre-moderated and are published without any private information (available only in Russian).

E-consultation Tools

E-consultation tools are the weakest point in eParticipation policy of the Russian Government. A
small number of portals provide chat room features, while listservs and newsgroups are available
more widely. For instance, the website of the President of the Russian Federation and the portal of
the Government of the Russian Federation provide the opportunity to get information from RSS
channels. Once users subscribe to a website RSS removes the need for them to manually check all
content of web-sites, news, documents, etc. Some websites allow users receive news headlines at
the moment they are published on the site via SMS-alert. Sometimes daily and weekly email
updates are available.

The use of other interactive tools such as social networking (Facebook, Twitter, BkonTakTe)
helps to promote online participation of citizens, especially of the younger generation whose
members are the main users of these networks. Unfortunately, such tools are not widely used by
people because of the low level of awareness about them.

The tools of direct contact with public officials such as online offices and blog-platforms are not
represented by the Government of Russia. Our nearest neighbor country, the Republic of
Kazakhstan, shows us a good example of such features. There is the official site of Blogs of
government agencies (www.blogs.e.gov.kz/en/site), where citizens can directly send messages to
public officials. That experience can be adopted in Russia.

The forum sections are a common method of online public consultation on the questions related
to business processes in Russia. Some websites contain a forum section that allows users to send
comments and suggestions regarding e-government, appearance and usefulness of portals. Most of
portals provide technical support on different questions via hot-lines available free of charge on
the basis of 24 /7 regime.

While some regulations are very difficult for fulfillment, customers of public services require
provision of discussion platforms among users and/or administrations of web-portals. As a good
examples we can name Forum «Theory and practice of placing orders for government
procurement» on the Web-portal of public procurements of the Russian Federation
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(www.zakupki.gov.ru).  Similar services are available on the Federal Tax Service portal
(www.nalog.ru) which integrates web-sites of all regional departments.

Other forms of e-consultation are even less developed. Some agencies have some means of
collecting citizens” opinion online. As a general rule they are only simple feedback forms. The
results of online surveys are often not published, and it isn’t even clear whether the agency takes
them into account or not.

E-Decision Making Initiatives

Unlike previously described types of communication — e-Information sharing and e-Consultation,
in its essence EParticipation is an interactive two way process that encourages participation,
exchange of ideas and flow of conversation. It reflects willingness on part of government to make
citizens a partner in decision making. Ideally, citizen engagement requires governments to
(DE&IT, 2012):

e Permit participation in agenda-setting, and
e Ensure that policy or project proposals that are generated as a result of this
engagement are taken into account while making a final decision.

There is no established practice of citizen engagement in e-decision making nowadays in Russia.
Russian government practiced online participation during public discussions of two Federal Laws:
«About Police» and «About Education in the Russian Federation». For that purpose special web-
platform (www.zakonoproekt2010.ru) was created. Firstly the public discussions were performed
as experiments and legislative basis was formed later, in 2012. According to the Presidential
Executive Order Ne 159-2012 the public discussion of the bill was held as a general rule once in a
period of time not exceeding 30 days, but the bills mentioned above were discussed a little longer.

The Draft of the Federal Law «About Police» was available for discussion and comments from
August 7 to September 15, 2010. During that time the site was visited by more than 1.5 million
people and about 21 thousand comments were received. The Draft of the Federal Law «About
Education in the Russian Federation» was discussed from December 1, 2010 to February 1, 2011
and received about 11 thousand comments.

Russian Public Initiative

Unfortunately, the described public participation initiative is not being put into practice any
more. As an alternative way to monitor people's concerns a new online platform «Russian Public
Initiative» (www.roi.ru) has been launched since March, 2013. This is a new online resource
presented by the Government of the Russian Federation within the Programme of expanded
public participation in governance widely known as the Open Government. «Russian Public
Initiative» is administrated by «The Informational Democracy Foundation» (Russian NGO). It
helps people to participate in governance by opening and signing electronically petitions to the
Russian Government. People call it unofficially in English «We are the People» analogically to the
same platform on the White House website in the USA. This resource allows citizens to petition
the Government, emphasize the actual social, economic, political and other problems, support or
oppose a petition, propose amendments to the existing legislation and receive support from other
citizens.
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The legislative basis for the described online platform is the Presidential Executive Order Ne 183-
2013. Similar to the US site «We are the People» Russian eParticipation procedure consists of four
easy steps.

As the first step it is offered to look through the open initiatives in order to find a petition
related to your personal issue.

The second step: if the petitioner’s issue is not currently represented by an active petition, the
citizen can start a new petition. In order to create a petition you have to be registered on the E-
government web-site www.gosuslugi.ru. It allows to individualize each vote sent for the particular
initiative and to avoid double counting.

On the third step the initiative has to undergo moderation. According to the Law there are some
restrictions for petitions. It has to be published in the Russian language. The petitioners can’t post
defamatory or fraudulent statements, threats of unlawful violence or harm to any individual or
group; use obscene, vulgar, or lewd material; etc.

The fourth step is the process of voting. All the initiatives are divided into three groups: federal,
regional and local. Discussions continue during a year. In contradistinction to the similar US web-
site Russian Public Initiative doesn’t require a petition to cross two thresholds. There is only one.
For initiatives of federal level a petition must reach at least 100,000 signatures within a year.
Regional and local petitions have to meet the signature goal of 5 per cent of regional or local
citizenry respectively within the same designated period. If the population of the particular region
exceeds two million people the petition must reach 100,000 signatures.

If a petition meets the signature threshold, it will be reviewed by the Government and it will
issue a response. For instance, in this way it was proposed to ban purchases of cars costing more
than 1.5 million rubles ($ 45 000) for officials and other public servants. Since the launch of that
platform many legislative initiatives collected tens and even hundreds of thousands of signatures.
Unfortunately it isn’t clear enough how the Government must respond if the petition meets the
signature threshold. In addition, the advanced search capabilities and features of the pre-
moderation often lead to duplication of the initiatives. Nevertheless since April 2013 about three
thousand initiatives were published and six of them were realized in the form of the proposed
legislation bills or effective regulations.

It should be noted that some online resources provide alternative platforms for citizens to
discuss their concerns and problems. For instance, the Communistic Party of the Russian
Federation funds the web-site «People's Initiative» («Narodnaja iniciativa», www.ni.kprf.ru). Vast
range of NGOs also suggest alternative bases for open interaction between citizens, public
authorities and local governments, organizations, parties and social movements (for example ,
Internet-projects «Demokrator» (www.democrator.ru), «Public Council» («Obshhestvennaja
Duma», www.oduma.org).

Unfortunately, the alternative platforms for petitions to the Government very often blur the
consolidated efforts of citizens, as the result the initiatives don't meet the respective signature
goals and that leads to dissatisfaction of the citizens with such projects.

At the same time some politicians use e-decision making features to increase their personal
popularity and fame. They choose the citizens' petition supported by a large number of votes and
propose it as a bill. The regulations of legislative process in the Russian Federation contain some
requirements for a bill: economical grounds, fiscal analysis, potential influence on the budget
obligations of the Russian Federation, impact on other branches of the legislation, etc. For the
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mentioned reasons, a bill might be returned to the initiator (sponsor) of the bill who had
introduced it. Some politicians are not really interested to pass the bill, and they withdraw it for
the interim examination.

Conclusions and Recommendations

This article has investigated very narrow in scope of eParticipation adoption. The study has
examined how Russian authorities supply information to citizens, share best practices and get
feedback, etc. So far this paper is one of the first it should be assessed less critical. It is vital to
understand that other pre-requisites for eParticipation development: ICT-infrastructure,
technology access, a favorable political regime, citizens” awareness about such opportunities,
ability and willingness of population to use them, - require further researches.

Despite the limitations mentioned in the section “Survey Methods”, the results of this research
show that there are essential pre-requisites for eParticipation in Russia, but the Government of the
Russian Federation constantly faces new demands and challenges. According to official statistics
(Federal State Statistics Service, Rosstat) three out of four Russian citizens live in cities. It means
that Internet technologies are potentially available for 100 million people and all of them might be
easily engaged into the implementation of direct democracy. The proportion of people under the
age of 25 accounts for almost a third part of the population of Russia. They are inclined to use
digital technologies actively and might form a potential social base for the development of e-
democracy, eParticipation, e-voting, etc.

The legislative, organizational and technological basis for the development of institutions of e-
democracy and eParticipation was established in Russia. For future development and
dissemination of the launched programmes the Government of the Russian Federation has to take
further actions. They are as follows:

e To overcome the impact of the digital divide, which has hindered information-use
and knowledge-creation;

e To expand and actively exploit all possible channels of communication with citizens
in order to reach out to as many people as possible;

e To extend established channels of communication with citizenry (mobile
applications, social networking, etc.);

e To develop public-private partnerships and coordination of mutual efforts with the
civil society and the private sector to provide e-services and expand eParticipation;

e To enhance e-consultation means to measure how citizens use public services and
how e-government might be improved;

e To change over to a more consumer demand-driven policy and greater emphasis on
citizens” usage.

e To increase levels of transparency and accountability of governance;

e To utilize e-government and eParticipation initiatives for the achievement of wide
economic, social and environment goals.

Over the past years the Government of the Russian Federation made great achievements for
promoting e-government and eParticipation initiatives but it has much to do, yet.
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Introduction

(MacNamara et al., 2011), (Gibson et al., 2011). It extends and completes the work that was

previously reported as ongoing (MacNamara et al., 2013). The main novelty of Dual Vote is
that a voter's preference is simultaneously recorded on both electronic and paper media. Whilst
the user casts a vote using a pen and paper interface the system interface simultaneously records
the vote electronically using an optical sensor array. This duality is made possible by a capacitive-
based electronic pen whose operation is identical (from the users” point of view) to a traditional
non-electronic pen. This novel user interface (UI) addresses the crucial issue of how to achieve
both usability and verifiability, which is recognized as one of the most difficult challenges in the
development of modern e-voting systems.

T his paper is based on previous work on the Dual Vote system. (MacNamara et al., 2010),

During the DualVote development process, we were interested in how functionality (features)
could be added to the system- in an incremental fashion - without weakening our most
fundamental requirement: that our system be just like the traditional pen and paper method of
voting used in the Republic of Ireland. The need for high usability was central to the development
of DualVote and its raison d’étre was in providing a familar pen and paper (albeit electronic)



114 E-Voting

interface to the voter. While we were able to demonstrate high usability for the system during
various field studies, DualVote still only provided basic functionality. Voters could simultaneously
cast their vote electronically and on paper but no feedback, confirmation or otherwise was given to
the voter. . To help us understand how to improve our basic machine functionality we analysed
twenty-six commercial eVoting systems primarily used in the United States and catgorised the
systems in terms of their interface features and functionality. From the resulting JLP classification,
we understood that providing feedback was an important factor for instilling confidence in the
system amongst the electorate. Adding a feedback feature — without compromising the JLP
approach — is one of the main results reported in this paper.

Alternative classification models have been developed for eVoting schemes based on differing
criteria, each providing a different focus. One such classification — which is close to the JLP
classification - defines systems based on how the voter submits their vote to the tallying authority.
Systems are then classified as: Hidden voter (anonymous voter) hidden vote (encrypted vote),
hidden voter with hidden vote. (Sampigethaya et al., 2006). However, such classifications abstract
away from usability issues. Other research has classified privacy and verifiability requirements in
an attempt to define such requirements of eVoting systems in less formal language while retaining
precision. (Langer et al., 2009). Recent previous work in this area has also looked at commercial
systems based in the US while including those intended for disabled voters. The work offers a
four-layer classification structure: 1)Core technology, 2) components, 3) voter interface and 4)
ballot presentation; and it is termed the Electronic Voting Classification Structure (EVCS). The
motivation for the work was to create a “universal language’ for eVoting systems technology which
may help in the procurement and classification of such systems. Franklin and colleagues omit
remote based voting systems but include significant work in this area in the US Election Assistance
Commision’s Survey of Internet Voting (Franklin et al., 2012).. The EVCS is very different from the
JLP classification system: EVCS is very broad, examining a very wide range of criteria, but JLP is
quite narrow, focusing on usability aspects and interface design.

Our motivation for this work was twofold: Firstly, to examine how to apply additional
functionality to our system without weaking our ‘just-like-paper” requirement and secondly, to
develop a straightforward numeric classification for commercial eVoting systems which could
ultimately be reused by evoting system developers and procurers. As we were developing a
commercial eVoting system with a novel user interface, the JLP classification examines systems in
terms of both interface features and the design decisions that implement those features. Section 2
describes the JLP classification, Section 3 defines the system interface features and categorises each
system in terms of its similarity to our pen and paper baseline, Section 4 outlines the particular
design decisions relating to each interface feature, Section 5 presents a discussion and conclusion.

JLP Classification

The JLP classification arises from a feature-oriented analysis of e-voting interface design and
usability requirements. We analyzed the interface features of twenty-six commercial systems and
ordered them within a feature based classification. Each system was then ranked in accordance
with the number of interface features that it had in common with a pen and paper baseline. The
baseline system that we chose is that of the current, completely non-electronic, pen and paper
system used in the Republic of Ireland where the voter uses a pen and paper to cast their vote
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before depositing the paper ballot in the ballot box. (We chose this baseline as this was the system
that Dual Vote was hoping to be able to replace, or demonstrate its superiority against).
Ultimately, our goal is to develop our DualVote system to the extent where the usability of pen
and paper —as demonstrated in the baseline - is preserved while having some of the extended
functionality of electronic voting. The JLP classification thus starts with systems which are closest
to our baseline. To rank the systems, we use the postfix JSN (JLP System Number) followed by the
appropriate ranking. Our baseline system is therefore JSN1. The next classification - JSN2, builds
on the functionality of JSN1 while sharing some of its features and so on. The higher the system
classification the less the system has in common with the baseline but the more functionality that it
offers. For each system, our classification employs the following steps: (i) Specification of Interface
Features and (ii) Specification of Design Decisions.

Specification of Interface Features

The first step in our classification was to analyze the commercial eVoting systems in terms of their
interface features. We identified five broad categories of interface features: Error-Feedback, Ballot-
Confirmation, Machine-Activation, Duality Generation and Interface Modality.

Error-Feedback. This is the ability of the eVoting system to provide feedback to the voter in the
case of a detected voter error. We have identified two subcategories of error-feedback:

I.  Basic Feedback. Basic feedback occurs when the vote is only accepted or rejected by the
voting machine. No further information is given to the voter. For example, the ES&S
Accuvote' will return the ballot paper via the optical scanner interface if an error is detected
on the ballot but no further information is given to the voter.

II.  Detailed Feedback. Detailed feedback occurs when the voter is told why their vote was
rejected by the voting machine. For example, the ES&S Inkavote’ will print out a detailed
report of the errors made by the voter on the ballot paper.

Ballot Confirmation. This interface feature category refers to all aspects of the interface which
allow the voter to confirm the electronic interpretation of their vote before it is cast. Some optical
scan systems will only ask the voter to confirm their vote once there are detected errors on the
ballot - this is often coupled with detailed feedback which gives an explanation for the ballot
rejection.

Machine Activation. An activation interface activates the voting machine. This is done by either
the voter or the poll-worker. On optical scan systems, the ballot paper activates the voting
machines once it is inserted into the scanner. Therefore the scanner has a double function; firstly to
activate the machine and secondly to interpret the vote. We can therefore define a subcategory of
machine activation:

' US Department of State. (n.d.). ACCU VOTE Voting Equipment for Jackson County. Retrieved 19, 2012, from
Department of State: http:/ /www.michigan.gov/sos/0,1607,7-127-1633_8716_45458-163260--,00.html

*Los Angeles County. (n.d.). Registrar Recorder/County Clerk InkaVote Video Demo. Retrieved 19, 2012, from
Los Angeles County : http://www .lavote.net/Voter/VIDEOS /Default.cfm?VideolD=3
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I.  Dedicated Machine Activation. We define a dedicated activation interface as an interface
that the voter interacts with for the sole purpose of activating the voting machine. The voter
will not perform any other task on this interface. For example, on optical scan voting
systems such as the HART eScan’, the machine is activated when the voter inserts a ballot
into the optical scanner. On other systems such as the MicroVote Infinity* the voter is
required to insert an ‘activation token’ into a specific port or slot on the voting machine in
order to activate it. This port/slot is not used for any other purpose and is therefore a
‘dedicated” activation interface. On the HART eScan, the optical scanner also processes the
vote and is therefore not ‘dedicated” to machine activation.

Duality Generation. This is the ability of the eVoting system to generate another copy of the vote
(from paper to electronic or from electronic to paper). Duality Generation is further broken down
into two subcategories:

I.  Simultaneous Generation. This refers to the generation of a paper vote and electronic
vote at the same time.

II.  Multiple Generation. This refers to the generation of an electronic vote or paper copy
through multiple user actions (for example; touch-screen then printing or writing and
then scanning).

Interface Modality. This refers to the number of interfaces that a voter must interact with in order
to generate their vote. Most systems require a single user interface and are “uni-modal” however a
few systems (SEAS 4000°, ELECTronic 1242° and the iVOTRONIC’) are “multi-modal’ requiring the
voter to interact with more than one interface— for example selecting candidates on a push-button
interface while confirming them on a touch-screen. One further distinction for interface modality
is the use of non-standard interfaces which are classified as follows:

I.  Standard and Non-Standard Interfaces. We define a standard interface as one the
following: Touch-screen, Push-button, Pen and Paper. We have encountered some
interfaces which we describe as ‘un-common’ or non-standard in eVoting systems. For
example: Navigation-dial (eSlate), Vote-recorder apparatus (InkaVote), Pen-stylus for
touch screen (Populex®).

3 HART Intercivic. (n.d.). How To Vote. Retrieved 1 12, 2012, from HART Intercivic Company Website:
http:/ /www hartic.com/pages/360

* MicroVote General Corporation. (n.d.). Microvote Corporatio. Retrieved 1 10, 2012, from Home Page:
http:/ /www.microvote.com/products.htm

5 Smartmatic Inc. (n.d.). How To Vote. Retrieved 1 10, 2012, from Smartmatic Corporate Home:
http:/ /www.smartmatic.com/fileadmin/users/videos/Boton.wmv

% State of Delaware. (n.d.). How To Use Delaware’s Voting Machine. Retrieved 1 15, 2012, from State of
Delaware: http:/ /electionsncc.delaware.gov /use_vm/index.shtml

7 Jefferson County. (n.d.). Jefferson County. Retrieved 1 10, 2012, from Jefferson County iVotronic Demo:

http:/ /www jeffersoncountypa.com/ivotronic.htm

8 Populex. (n.d.). Populex Digital Paper Ballot System Voting Process. Retrieved 01 15, 2012, from Populex
Digital Paper Ballot System: http:/ /www.populex.com/DPB_Voting.htm
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From our review of the eVoting systems we found fourteen distinct interface features of eVoting
interfaces which fall under the various five broad categories. We use the prefix ‘IF” followed by a
number to index the interface features.

Error-Feedback

IF1: No feedback interface features. The voter will receive no feedback if an error is
detected on the ballot;
1F2: Basic feedback interface features. The voter will be informed that an error has

occurred without any information concerning the type of error;

IE3: Detailed feedback interface features. The voter will be informed that an error has
occurred and is provided with additional information concerning the type of error;

Ballot-Confirmation

1F4: No ballot confirmation interface features. The voter is never required to confirm
their vote;

IF5: Error-related confirmation interface features. The voter is required to confirm their
vote only when an error is detected on the ballot;

IF6: Compulsory confirmation interface features. The voter is always required to confirm
their vote;

Machine Activation

IF7: No dedicated-activation interface is present or the poll-worker activates the voting
machine;
IF8: A dedicated-activation interface is present.

Duality Generation

1F9 Interface features support simultaneous vote generation;

IF10: Interface features support duality generation with multiple voter actions;

IF11 No duality generation interface features are present;

Interface Modality

1F12: The vote creation interface is uni-modal;

IF13: The vote creation interface is multi-modal;

1F14: The interface features consist of a non-standard interface technology or apparatus.

Ordering of features

Features within each category are ordered in terms of their commonality with our baseline. Our
baseline does not have any error feedback, ballot confirmation, activation interface or duality
generation features. Furthermore the vote creation interface is uni-modal. The ordering of interface
features is described as follows:
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Error Feedback. Our baseline has no error-feedback interface features. The next
functionality increment is ‘basic’ error feedback, offering some feedback functionality. This
is followed by the ‘detailed” feedback, which offers more functionality than both ‘basic
feedback’ and ‘no feedback’.

Ballot Confirmation. Our baseline has no ballot confirmation. The next functionality
increment is ‘some confirmation’ (in the case of a detected error) followed by ‘always
confirmation” where the voter must always confirm their vote.

Activation. This is a binary choice between ‘voter activated” and ‘not voter activated’. The
ordering is therefore straightforward.

Duality Generation. Our baseline has no simultaneous vote generation features. The next
functionality increment is simultaneous duality generation - where the voter can generate
both an electronic and paper vote with one action. This is followed by duality generation
with multiple voter actions.

Interface Modality. Our baseline is uni-modal offering one vote creation interface. The next
functionality increment is multi-modal offering two vote creation interfaces followed by
systems offering non-standard interfaces.

Because the baseline offers little in terms of functionality, the ordering of the features can also
give an indication of the functionality and interface modality of the system. The features are
ordered in terms of functionality - no functionality, some functionality and full functionality. For
interface modality, the ordering is in terms of modality (one interface, two or more interfaces, non-
standard interface). The ordering of the features in this way also allows us to further differentiate
between systems. In Figure 1, we show the first twenty-five classifications. If a classification of
machine contains a particular feature, that feature column contains a ‘1" otherwise it contains a ‘0".
Our baseline is first in the list and is numbered JSN1. In total there are one-hundred and sixty-two
possible classifications. We calculated this figure by documenting every possible combination of
features. The entire list is not presented here for readability purposes. In addition, not all of the
possible classifications are mapped to a commercial system.
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Figure 1: Mapping of Commercial Systems to Interface-Features

From the table we can see that there are two extra columns next to the classification number. The
first column labeled ‘Diff. Mag’ refers to the difference magnitude or by how many features is this
system different from our baseline. The column next to this is called ‘Common Feat.” or Common
Features; referring to how many features this system has in common with our baseline. We add
these columns in to make clearer distinctions between classifications so the JSN will more closely
represent the differences in functionality between systems. As an example, Figure 2.0 shows the
JLP Table entry for the ES&S Accuvote (JSN22).

ITTWM MM — — o —m—m = —
== = = =T m T M T m M M M
A WN -~ O ®© ®~N O Jgads WN -
ES&S AccuVote-OS with BallotBox0 0 1 1 00 01 00 1 0 1 0

Figure 2: ES&S Accuvote JLP Table Entry

From the table, we see that the system has three features in common with our baseline (IF4, IF7
and IF12). Therefore the Common Features equal to three. The Difference Magnitude is calculated
by subtracting the unmapped feature number from the corresponding baseline feature number.
For the ES&S Accuvote, this is (IF2-IF1) which is equal to 2-1, which is 1 and then (IF11-IF9) which
is equal to 11-9, which is 2. We then add the 1 and 2 together to get a difference magnitude of 3.
Because the features are ordered in terms of functionality, a higher difference magnitude
represents higher functionality or a more complex modality and subsequent difference to pen and

paper.
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Specification of Design Decisions

To get a better understanding of how the differences in functionality or modality are implemented
across the systems, we categorized what we term “design decisions’. A design decision represents
the selection of a particular hardware or software option and determines how the interface feature
is implemented The specification also allows us to separate the abstract interface features from
specific hardware, allowing the classification more robustness with regards to future technological
developments.

D_X_0: Feature not installed / applicable;
Decisions relating Voter Feedback Features:

D_F_1: The voter receives feedback via an electronic visual display;
D_F_2: The voter receives feedback via an optical scanner / optical scanner information panel;
D_F_3: The voter receives feedback via a push-button interface;

D_F_4: The voter receives feedback via a printed receipt.
Decisions relating to Vote Confirmation Features:

D_C_1: The voter confirms their vote using a touch-screen;
D_C_2: The voter confirms their vote using a push-button;
D_C_3: The voter confirms their vote on the optical scanner / optical scanner information panel.

D_C_4: The voter confirms their vote using a pen with an attached push-button;
Decisions relating to Machine Activation Features:

D_A_1: The voter machine activates using an activation token;
D_A_2: The voting machine activates using the ballot paper;

D_A_3: The voting machine activates using a poll worker interface or is permanently activated;
Decisions relating to Duality Generation Features:

D_P_1: The paper audit trail interface consists of a ballot box;
D_P_2: The paper audit trail interface consists of a printer;
D_P_3: The paper audit trail interface consists of a printer and ballot box;

D_P_4: The paper audit trail consists of an optical scanner with attached ballot box;
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Decisions relating to Interface Modality Features :

D_I_1: The vote creation interface consists of a touch-screen;

D_I_2: The vote creation interface consists of a push-button

D_I_3: The vote creation interface consists of a pen and paper;

D_I_4: The vote creation interface consists of a touch-screen and push-button

D_I_6: The vote creation interface consists of a push-button and pen and paper;

D_I_7: The vote creation interface consists of a pen and paper and non-standard technology;
D_I_8: The vote creation interface consists of a touch-screen and non-standard technology;
D_I_9: The vote creation interface consists of a push-button and non-standard technology.

D_I_10: The vote creation interface consists of a hybrid electronic pen and paper.

From our analysis of the eVoting systems we discovered twenty-five distinct design decisions
which allow for the interface features to be implemented. The decisions are split into six categories
represented by the prefix D and followed by the category prefix. We feel that this list can continue
to expand with developments in technology without adversely affecting the classification.

Discussion and Conclusion

Discussion

From our analysis of the twenty-six commercial systems, we found that these mapped to fifteen
distinct classifications which are shown in Figure 3.0. We first looked at the lowest and highest
classification numbers to get an understanding of the extremities of current commercial systems.
The lowest classified system is the Bhorat Electronics EVM’, (JSN2) which originated in India. This
is a rudimentary eVoting system which offers little in terms of functionality. It is the baseline in
terms of electronic eVoting machines, offering only basic feedback to the voter via a push-button
LED panel (D_F_3). The system with the highest classification is the HART eSlate which has
nothing at all in common with our baseline in terms of functionality or modality. It features
detailed feedback, compulsory confirmation, machine activation, duality with multiple actions and
a non-standard vote creation interface implemented by a navigation wheel (D_I_9).

9 Chief Electoral Officer Delhi. (n.d.). A Guide For Voters. Retrieved 1 10, 2012, from Cheif Electoral Officer
Delhi: http://ceodelhi.gov.in/WriteReadData/Voters/ A%20guide%20for%20voters.pdf
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Figure 3: Commercial Systems within the JLP Table

The basic functionality of the Bhorat EVM appealed to us as it gave the voter at least some
feedback that their vote was correctly interpreted. Although the EVM’s basic feedback was
passive, the LED did not give rise to the spoiled/unspoiled nature of the vote. We knew that to
implement basic feedback with a spoiled/unspoiled indicator, we needed to use additional LEDs.
The HART eSlate was on the opposite end of the spectrum, and interestingly it mapped to the
highest possible classification — JSN162. Unlike the EVM, the eSlate offered detailed feedback via
an LCD screen (D_F_1). We could also consider detailed feedback which was passive in nature for
the DualVote machine but we didn’t want to introduce an LCD as we believed it may complicate
the voting process. With regards to other functionality, the Bhorat EVM had nothing to suggest,
however the HART eSlate included confirmation of the vote via D_C_2, activation of the machine
via D_A_1, in terms of duality generation it offered nothing new over DualVote as multiple user
actions were required in order to vote (unlike the simultaneous generation of DualVote). Finally,
the eSlate had a non-standard interface (D_I_9). Neither D_C_2, D_A_1 or D_I_9 were appealing to
us as they all weakened our ‘just like paper requirement’. As expected, nothing could be taken in
terms of interface features from a commercial system that was in essence ‘least like paper’.

Our next step in our efforts to expand the functionality of DualVote was to find some middle-
ground between JSN2 and JSN162. We next looked at JSN21 which was the only other
digital /hybrid pen-based voting system on the list. In the Clackmannanshire trail election of 2006,
the Anotto'’ pen provided confirmation to the voters via a push-button interface (D_C_4) on the
pen itself. We knew from a subsequent report from Clackmannanshire Town Council that most

10 Anoto. (2007, November 23). Archives. Retrieved from Anoto: http:/ /www.anoto.com
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voters forgot to push the button after voting''. No other functionality was offered on this particular
Anotto-pen system.

We had an intuition at this stage that without introducing a full LCD screen to provide voter
feedback — detailed feedback would weaken our most fundamental requirement beyond what was
acceptable to us. We began to look at other classifications which offered basic feedback, namely —
JSN22, the ES&S Accuvote with ballot box. The obvious problem here of course was the Accuvote
was an optical scan system that gave binary feedback via D_F_2. The ballot was either accepted or
rejected by the scanner. This was not applicable to the passive scanning nature of DualVote.

Regarding vote confirmation, we knew from our analysis that this would require the addition of
an LCD screen (or at the very least the implementation of D_C_4 which did not appear successful
to date). We came to the conclusion that more in-house usability testing could give a clearer
indication of how this would work for DualVote.

Finally, machine activation, duality generation and interface modality were an easy call
Considering that DualVote had a high usability score with little extended functionality (in
particular vote confirmation and feedback), implementing activation or a multi-modal interface
would likely lessen the usability score without providing extra functionality. As far as we were
concerned, DualVote already offered simultaneous duality generation which we considered
advantageous as it (ideally) required less user actions and there was no current scope of
improvement in this regard.

We did however extend the functionality of DualVote to include passive voter feedback via a
three-color LED panel, we have reported extensively on this protocol in other work (Gibson et al.,
2011).

Conclusion

The JLP classification shows how twenty-six commercial systems incrementally differ from each
other in terms of functionality and subsequently how each system differs from our baseline.
Naturally, this list of commercial systems is not intended to represent every commercial eVoting
system, but it is presented as a representation of the most common systems found in use at the
time of writing. Whereas many other commercial and experimental systems exist, it was beyond
the constraints of this work to facilitate each design into this classification. The JLP facilitated
understanding of how we could build on the usable but less functional DualVote system. It helped
us to further classify voter feedback, confirmation, activation, paper audit trail technologies and
the vote creation interface in itself. Analysis showed our system lacking feedback and confirmation
features, but rich in terms of duality generation, activation and interface modality.

The JLP classification is an initial attempt to classify systems in terms of interface features and
functionality. We have shown that this classification can also be applied to usability. As future
work, it would be interesting to explore the number of ideal actions for each voting system and
apply it to the classification. We are aware that this has been done on a smaller scale in other work
(Conrad et al., 2009). It may be feasible to deduce that an optimal interface would minimize the
number of voter actions. However, this needs further exploration as different actions have
different degrees of complexity, and different voters may have profiles more suited to some types

" Clackmannanshire Council (2006). Retrieved from:
http:/ /www.clacksweb.org.uk/council /press/?release=933#
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of actions rather than others. In particular, our DualVote feedback mechanism has shown that
there is a significant difference between active and passive verification.. Further improvements on
the JLP may give another perspective on usability - the well-established Systems Usability Scale
may be shown to be too generic. In cases, like e-voting machines, it may be better to uses a scale
that is specific to the problem.(Brooke et al., 1996)

It should be noted that the abstract nature of our interface features, hides the lower hardware
level (in contrast to the EVCS developed by Franklin and colleagues). We believe that this
abstraction is a more robust classification that is less likely to become obsolete due to the fast
moving technological innovation in electronic voting system and user interface design.
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Abstract: Initially targeted at residential voters only, Swiss internet voting trials have recently
been extended to expatriates. In this paper, we review the Swiss experience with internet
voting systems for expatriates. After a short overview of the Swiss internet voting roll-out
focusing on the recent trials involving expatriates, we present newly collected data on the
usage of the electronic voting channel. We find that internet voting is rather popular among
expatriates. Already, every second Swiss abroad eligible to e-vote makes use of the electronic
channel, with increasing tendency. Moreover, we inquire about the socio-demographic
characteristics of the expatriate online voter. Most of the known socio-demographic correlates
of electronic voting - in particular male gender, IT skills, political knowledge, and possibly
young age - seem to replicate for the case of expatriates. The only factor specific to
expatriates is that the probability of casting the vote electronically increases with geographical
distance to the home country.

Keywords: Electronic voting, internet voting, online voting, expatriates, Swiss abroad

Introduction

witzerland ranks among the electronic voting' pioneers. Already since the early 2000s,

several Swiss cantons (the second-tier political units in Switzerland) are experimenting with

the new remote voting channel. Initially, internet voting trials were restricted to Swiss
residents, but recently they have been extended to expatriates. Expatriates constitute a significant
and dynamically growing share of the Swiss electorate. In 2012 more than 700,000 Swiss nationals
resided abroad (Federal Department of Foreign Affairs, 2012), and a continually increasing number
of Swiss expatriates wishes to participate in the electoral process. Already, more than every
seventh Swiss abroad is registered to vote, a number that equals the size of a middle-sized canton
(Lutz, 2012).

In this paper, we review the Swiss experience with the introduction of internet voting systems
for expatriates. There are at least two reasons which render the case of the Swiss internet voting
trials for expatriates worth studying. First, in many Swiss cantons the introduction of e-voting for
expatriates is considered a precursor to a possible general introduction of internet voting.
Therefore, we should closely examine the lessons that can be drawn from the expatriate trials.

1 We use the terms “electronic voting’, ‘e-voting’, ‘internet voting’, and ‘online voting” interchangeably. Also note that
by ‘referendum’ we broadly refer to both mandatory and facultative referendums as well as citizen’s initiatives.
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Second, and more generally, it is conceivable that other countries will follow the Swiss lead and
begin to experiment with online voting for expatriates. Citizenship in modern democracies
continues to be defined on the basis of the nationality principle, and one of the major implications
of the nationality principle is that all nationals should have access to the electoral process. From
there it is only a short way to arguing that also nationals residing abroad should be allowed to
participate. However, traditional remote voting channels, such as postal voting or consular voting,
often fail to effectively empower expatriates to vote. By implication one can argue that the
increasing transnational migration flows pose a challenge to the political legitimacy of modern
democracies. Internet voting offers an obvious and attractive remedy to this challenge.

The review is structured as follows. First, we trace the evolution of the expatriates” voting rights
over time, noting an increased demand for the introduction of online voting. In the second section
we go on to provide an overview of the Swiss internet voting trials, with a focus on the recent trials
involving the Swiss abroad. The third section inquires about the frequency with which the
electronic voting channel is used. The fourth section investigates the socio-demographic
characteristics of the Swiss online voter from abroad. The final section concludes.

The expatriates’ demand for online voting

Until well into the second half of the 20t century the Swiss living abroad were fully excluded from
political participation. Not surprisingly, political enfranchisement has therefore always been a core
demand of the Swiss expatriate community. The first success could be celebrated in 1977, when
political participation in federal elections and referendums became legally possible for the Swiss
abroad. However, because voting still required physical presence in the country, the 1977 reform
was essentially meaningless for most Swiss abroad (Thurnherr and Messerli, 2002). The second
and more substantial success came about in 1992 with the introduction of postal voting for federal
elections and referendums. At least in principle, postal voting allows expatriates to cast their vote
from abroad. The introduction of postal voting for expatriates can thus be considered a milestone
in the enfranchisement of Swiss expatriates.
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Figure 1: Attitudes towards the introduction of online voting among Swiss expatriates (in %)

However, despite the introduction of postal voting many expatriates continued to be pre-
empted from the exercise of their political rights. Late dispatch of voting materials or problems
with postal delivery often meant that expatriates remained effectively disenfranchised. With the
emergence of the Internet and the relatively successful Swiss internet voting experiments
beginning in the early 2000s, a substantial demand developed among Swiss expatriates for the
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general introduction of electronic voting. A secondary analysis of a survey recently undertaken in
the context of the 2011 Swiss national election study (Lutz, 2012) exemplifies the expatriate’s strong
preference for online voting. Out of 1,549 polled Swiss abroad, a clear majority of almost 63 per
cent indicated a strong preference for the introduction of internet voting for expatriates.” Another
28 per cent deem it at least rather important. In combination this yields an overwhelming 91 per
cent support rate for the introduction of online voting (see Figure 1). The expatriates’ strong
preference for online voting should not come as too big a surprise. Internet voting offers a
potential solution for many of the problems expatriates face with postal voting, given that it
substantially accelerates the return of the ballot and provides higher certainty that ballots actually
reach their destination and are counted. Still, the survey results should be taken with a pinch of
salt. First, the survey did not sample the entire expatriate populationg, and secondly there is a
problem with self-selection into the survey* (Lutz, 2012: 83), which in combination makes it likely
that the survey over-represents support for online Voting.5 However, it remains rather unlikely
that the picture would change entirely in a fully representative survey, given the clear-cut figures
and the amount of bias necessary to overturn them.

Internet voting for the Swiss abroad

The Swiss government has proven receptive to the expatriates” demand: the internet voting trials
have recently been extended to expatriates. In this section, we trace the emerging internet voting
offer in Switzerland, focusing mainly on the trials directed at the expatriate community. Similar to
other Western democracies, Switzerland’s history of online voting begins at the turn of the
millennium when initial ideas to implement electronic forms of voting began to develop.
However, in contrast to most other countries where these plans were soon to be abandoned,
Switzerland can be said to have followed through on the initial idea, if only in a piecemeal kind of
way (Mendez and Serdiilt, 2014). In Switzerland the organisation of elections and referendum
votes is a cantonal (or in some cases even a communal) matter. Therefore the Swiss
implementation of online voting is strongly determined by the federal structure of the country
(Driza-Maurer, 2013). Rather than centrally-administered tests with a single internet voting portal
the Swiss route involved the independent set-up of three distinct online voting systems in the
cantons of Geneva, Neuchatel, and Zurich. The first-ever binding online vote in Switzerland took
place in 2003 in Aniéres, a small municipality in the canton of Geneva. Subsequently, more
municipalities were included in online voting trials, with the cantons of Neuchatel and Zurich
joining the tests in 2005 (Gerlach and Gasser, 2009). Since then, hundreds of internet voting trials
for both referendum votes and elections have taken place in the three pilot cantons. With the

2 Specifically, respondents were asked about the importance they attributed to the swift provision of e-voting for
expatriates.

3 The survey designers invited a randomized sample of Swiss abroad who are registered to vote to partake in an
online survey. Swiss abroad who were not registered to vote were not sampled at all, and these make up more than 80
per cent of Swiss abroad. Moreover, respondents were contacted via e-mail, and e-mail addresses were available for
every second registered Swiss abroad only.

4 Of the 7,000 Swiss abroad contacted by the survey team a mere 23 per cent actually took part in the survey.

5In particular, survey respondents can be expected to have higher interest in Swiss politics (those not interested are
unlikely to take the burden of registering and/or to take an online survey) and higher internet affinity (Swiss abroad
with low internet affinity are unlikely to have an e-mail address and/or to take an online survey). Both political
interest and internet affinity are likely to correlate with support for online voting.
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exception of the canton of Zurich where the programme was temporarily stopped in 2011 due to
technical reasons the trials continue to date (Mendez and Serdiilt, 2014).°

In the initial implementation phase the Swiss abroad were not included in the internet voting
trials. This began to change in 2006, when the Swiss government in its e-voting report explicitly
acknowledged the major interest of expatriates in internet voting (Federal Chancellery, 2006).
Several reasons can be cited for this policy change. The substantial lobbying efforts by the Swiss
expatriates” main advocacy organization, the Organization of the Swiss Abroad (OSA), certainly
constitute a significant factor.” Moreover, the extension of internet voting to expatriates was linked
to hopes of boosting turnout among this segment of voters. However, a final, decisive factor is that
by the extension the Swiss government is hoping to make way for a further expansion of e-voting
amongst residents of Switzerland. Internet voting for expatriates is politically much less contested.
High adoption rates would help to create a positive story that would eventually spill over to the
domestic debate, where internet voting is periodically challenged by representatives of all political
colours (see Mendez and Serdiilt, 2014).

Soon after the 2006 report the legal basis for the extension of the internet voting trials was laid
(Driza-Maurer et al., 2012), and in June 2008 Neuchéatel became the first canton to offer its
expatriates the possibility to cast their vote electronically. Geneva followed suit in September 2009
and the remaining pilot canton, Zurich, in September 2010. Yet contrary to the situation with Swiss
residents, the online voting for expatriates has not remained restricted to the three pilot cantons. In
2009, Basel-City became the first non-pilot canton to implement an internet voting programme for
its Swiss abroad. Within less than two years nine additional cantons followed suit (see Table 1).
Thus, with Zurich having stopped its programme in 2011, to date (end of 2013) expat online voting
is available in 12 out of 26 cantons, and a total of 143 expat internet voting trials have been
conducted.

6 The proper interaction between the Internet voting system and the electoral management system could no longer be
guaranteed due to problems with both hardware and software. Geneva also had to deal with a temporary stop in 2005
but has resumed again in late 2008. Namely, the Green Party has asked for an extended legal basis which was eventually
granted in a referendum vote by a solid 70% majority in favour of internet voting (Mendez and Serdiilt , 2014).
7 In response to the expatriates’ demand for a swift introduction of internet voting, the OSA has become one of the
most outspoken promoters of online voting. Among the more notable lobbying efforts is the handing over of a
petition signed by more than 15,000 Swiss citizens for the comprehensive introduction of online voting for both Swiss
abroad and Swiss residents in January 2012. See http://aso.ch/en/politics /petition-evoting (accessed December 28,
2013).
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Table 1: Overview of the internet voting offer for expatriates (by federal votes and cantons)
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Note: ticks indicate that internet voting was possible for all Swiss abroad residing in a EU member state, a state that has ratified the
Wassenaar Treaty or one of the European microstates; ticks in brackets indicate that online voting was in addition restricted to Swiss
abroad registered in selected municipalities; the asterisks denote the three pilot cantons; green denotes usage of the Zurich internet
voting system, yellow usage of the Geneva system, and red usage of the Neuchitel system.

For reasons of cost and efficiency, the newcomer cantons did not develop or buy their own
internet voting solutions, but decided to draw on the existing ones (Driza-Maurer et al., 2012). Two
models emerged. On the one hand, seven of the newcomer cantons agreed to cooperate with the
canton of Zurich in the form of a ‘consortium’.* In Table 1 these cantons are shown green. The
consortium cantons run a copy of the Zurich system, which is operated by a private company. The
remaining three non-pilot cantons instead chose to cooperate with the canton of Geneva. In Table 1
these cantons are shown in yellow. The cantons associated with Geneva are hosted on the Geneva
system, which is entirely owned and run by the canton of Geneva itself. Neuchatel, the third pilot
canton (in red), has not shared its system with another canton at least for the time being, mainly
due to its peculiar setup with e-voting only being part of a larger e-government portal.

However, in both pilot and newcomer cantons there are some restrictions in the roll-out of
internet voting to expatriates. Most importantly, by federal law in all cantons internet voting was
restricted to expatriates residing in a country that allows the exchange of encrypted data (until the
end of the year 2013). These are states that have ratified the Wassenaar Treaty?, and certain
European microstates, such as Liechtenstein, Andorra, and the Vatican. Data encryption is needed

8 The consortium was initially managed by the canton of Zurich. The canton of Argovia took over as Zurich stopped
its internet voting programme in 2011.
° The Wassenaar Treaty regulates export controls for dual-use goods and technologies, such as data encryption.
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to guarantee the secrecy of the ballot. About 90 per cent of Swiss abroad live in a state that allows
the exchange of encrypted data (Driza-Maurer et al. 2012: 7).

Second, in some of the newcomer cantons, such as Fribourg and the Grisons, the internet voting
offer was initially restricted to Swiss abroad registered in selected municipalities. In all these
cantons this distinction was soon abandoned and coverage extended to all municipalities. Finally,
for technical and/or legal reasons the internet voting system of many cantons cannot
accommodate referendum votes and elections at the same time. Thus for the 2011 federal elections
online voting was offered in four cantons only, Basel-City, the Grisons, St. Gall, and Argovia. For
the same reason Solothurn could not offer internet voting for the cantonal executive elections of
March 2013. Because federal law stipulates that internet voting can only be offered if it is possible
for all scheduled votes taking place simultaneously (Federal Chancellery, 2013), Solothurn could
not offer internet voting for the referendum votes either. For similar reasons Berne could offer e-
voting in selected districts only in June and November 2013.

Usage of the internet channel

As a consequence of the relatively high economic and organisational costs related to the
introduction of the electronic voting channel, there is a certain political pressure that significant
numbers of voters turn to the new voting channel from the beginning of the trials. Usage rates of
internet voting are thus not a mere technicality; instead they are an important argument in the
political debate. In this section we aim to provide an empirical basis for the debate, and gauge the
popularity of the internet voting channel among both expatriates and Swiss residents. Inevitably
due to the relatively short time period internet voting has been available the inferences we can
draw are somewhat limited. However, not least given the unrivalled high frequency of
referendum votes the Swiss case still allows for some interesting insights (Serdiilt, 2014).

Our evaluation is based on a freshly collected data set on the usage of the internet voting
channel in all federal votes, 2004-2013. Our data set has complete coverage of trials involving Swiss
residents, i.e., we cover all federal votes where online voting was available in the three pilot
cantons (Geneva, Zurich, and Neuchatel). However, the data quality is slightly compromised in
the case of Neuchatel for the votes between June 2008 (when online voting for expatriates was
introduced) and early 2013 since in this period our figures include not only residents but also
Swiss abroad. This is due to the statistical office discarding most electoral data in the aftermath of
each vote so as to safeguard the secrecy of the ballot, which makes it impossible to disaggregate
the votes of Swiss residents and expatriates at a later stage. Fortunately, the resulting deviations
are negligible, given that Swiss abroad make up only about 3 per cent of Neuchatel’s electorate.'’
Moreover, Neuchatel has begun to provide us with the necessary data before they are deleted as of
the June 2013 vote.

On the other hand, unfortunately we cannot cover the expatriate trials in all cantons since in
four of them (Zurich'!, the Grisons, Schaffhausen, and Solothurn) the relevant data is not recorded

10 A second issue is that up to early 2013 (and contrary to Geneva and Zurich) the figures for Neuchatel also include
foreigners (which in Neuchatel have the right to vote in cantonal and local referendums) if there was a simultaneous
cantonal or municipal vote. Judging by the three votes for which we have fully disaggregated data, the deviations to
the figures for residential Swiss nationals remain minimal (between .1 and .3 percentage points).
11 In the canton of Zurich expatriate votes are recorded in a single district (which also includes residential voters). In the
three votes where this is relevant, this district was not included in the calculation of the residential e-voter share.
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by the respective statistical offices. Moreover, for the reason stated above we have data for
Neuchatel as of June 2013 only.12 Still, our data set covers 9 cantons and 89 out of the 143 internet
voting trials involving expatriates. There is, however, some variation in the data quality. Recall
that only Swiss abroad who live in countries that allow the exchange of encrypted data are allowed
to vote via the Internet. Therefore the accurate online voter share can only be calculated if
expatriate votes are recorded by the country of residence. Unfortunately, only four of the nine
cantons in our data set do so (Basel-City, Berne, Fribourg, and Geneva). With the remaining five
(Argovia, Lucerne, Neuchatel, St. Gall, and Thurgau) the actual online voter share is higher than
the one we report because also votes from Swiss abroad are counted who reside outside the
European/Wassenaar context and therefore are ineligible to vote via the Internet. However, 90 per
cent of Swiss abroad live in a country that allows the exchange of encrypted data; the biases
should not therefore be dramatic.
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Figure 2: Annualized share of online voters in federal votes (in %)

Keeping these smaller caveats in mind, we turn to the results. In Figure 2 we plot the annualized
share of online voters by cantons and voter groups (residents or expatriates), whereby solid lines
and dots represent expatriates, and dashed lines and hollow triangles Swiss residents (note that in
2013 the dot and triangle coincide for Neuchatel because the figures for residents and expatriates
are almost equal). An initial important observation is that a quite significant number of citizens
casts their vote electronically; depending on the context from about 15 to 60 per cent of voters use
the online channel. The only exception in this regard may be Neuchatel, where the online voter

12 In addition the first three trials in Geneva and the March 2012 vote in Fribourg are missing because the statistical
offices were unable to provide us with the relevant data.
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share is consistently below the 10 per cent marker. This is due to the fact that Neuchatel’s online
voting portal — contrary to all other cantons — is integrated into a comprehensive e-government
portal (‘Guichet Unique’) wherein citizens can directly interact with the government, for instance
by filing tax reports. Therefore, in Neuchatel eligibility to vote online requires signing up for the e-
government portal as a whole. This involves significant costs, especially (but not only) for
expatriates because it requires physical presence at the municipal administration. The extra burden
to sign up for e-voting as part of the e-government portal appears to result in much lower usage of
the online channel compared to the Geneva and Zurich systems used in the other cantons (which
do not require pre-registration). However, Neuchatel’s online voter share is steadily increasing,
and can be expected to increase further as more and more citizens will register for the portal.

For the remaining discussion we will leave aside the deviating case of Neuchatel, and focus on
the other cantons which all use comparable internet voting systems. The most obvious finding here
is that residents and expatriates tend to differ significantly in the usage of the online voting
channel. Excluding Neuchatel, on average about every second Swiss abroad casts the vote
electronically (50.3 per cent).” At 15.1 per cent for Geneva and 22.5 per cent for Zurich, the average
rate is significantly lower in the comparable internet voting trials for Swiss residents. Of course,
there is also inter-cantonal variation in the usage of the online channel. However, at least in the
case of the expatriate experiments, these differences can largely be explained with variation in data
quality. That is, the figures in low-performer cantons tend to be downward biased because they
include Swiss abroad in non-European or non-Wassenaar states (who are not eligible to e-vote, see
above)." Thus, the crucial take-home message remains that compared to residents, expatriates are
more frequent users of the electronic channel.

A closer look at changes over time offers additional insights. In both Geneva and Zurich, the
trials involving Swiss residents featured a sudden drop in the internet voting rate of up to ten
percentage points, suggesting a novelty effect whereby voters partly revert to their traditional
mode of voting after giving the internet channel a few trials (Mendez and Serdiilt, 2014). To the
contrary, no such sudden drop in the internet voting rate appears to occur in the expatriate
experiments. We should always be cautious with micro-level inferences based on macro-level data.
But the macro-level patterns provide quite clear evidence against a novelty effect in the case of the
expatriate trials. On the contrary, from the outset we can observe a slight but quite consistent
upward trend in most cantons. On average the cantonal online voting rate in the expatriate trials
increased by about 1.8 percentage points by year. This upward trend is significant at the .1 per cent
level in a regression model of the online voting rate on the number of years the programme is
running, controlling for time-invariant between-canton variation (i.e., canton fixed effects). At this
rate of growth - all other circumstances being equal - some cantons would reach internet voting
usage rates of 70% in about five years. For Swiss residents the situation is more ambiguous. In
Geneva, on the one hand, the internet voting rate appears to stabilize at around 15 per cent after
the initial decrease, probably due to the novelty effect. On the other hand, after the initial setback
Zurich shows a clear upward trend, at least before the e-voting program was discontinued in 2011.

13 Remember that the actual number is higher because Swiss abroad voters not eligible to online voting are included in
the figures for some of the cantons.

14 The only major exception is Geneva. This is probably due to the high number of Swiss abroad registered in Geneva
who live just across the border. As will be argued below, expatriates in neighbouring countries are somewhat less
likely to use the electronic mode of voting.
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Characteristics of the expatriate internet voter

A question that has repeatedly attracted scholarly interest is whether and how the socio-
demographic profile of online voters differs from that of ‘traditional’ voters. To date studies of the
socio-demographic profile of internet voters have largely focused on e-voting offers for residents.
Alvarez et al. (2009), for instance, found in a recent appraisal of the Estonian internet voting
experience that tech-savvy youngsters with high trust in the e-voting mechanism
disproportionately make use of the online channel. More surprising may be their finding that
Estonian online voters do not differ to a statistically significant extent from other voters in terms of
sex, income, education, and political leaning. Given its focus on Geneva’s internet voting trials (for
residents), Sciarini et al.’s (2013) study may be more relevant to us, however. Contrary to Alvarez et
al. (2009) they find that highly educated, politically knowledgeable, married, and male voters are
more likely to vote online. Meanwhile they concur with Alvarez et al. (2009) in that computer skills
trust in the Internet, and age are correlated with usage of the online channel. In this section we
investigate whether these findings replicate for the case of the Swiss abroad.

Evidence for the profile of expatriate online voters is scarce. The only study we are aware of is
Serdiilt (2010). Serdiilt focuses on the two 2009 online voting trials in Geneva where expatriates
were for the first time included in the e-voting roll-out, and he compares the profile of online
voters to the profile of voters using the traditional postal channel. Three main findings emerged.
First, Serdilt found that male Swiss abroad are more likely to vote online, similar to Sciarini et al.’s
finding for Geneva residents. Second and also similar to the situation with Geneva residents,
Serdiilt found that younger expats were generally more likely to use the online channel.
Interestingly, however, it was not the youngest voters with age 18-29 who used the online channel
most often, but rather the 30-39 year-old cohort. Finally, Serdiilt found that geography plays a role:
the more distant an expatriate’s country of residence the likelier she is to use the online channel.
For instance, while around 60 per cent of Swiss abroad in the US voted online, only around a third
of Swiss abroad living in France did so. Two mechanisms may explain this pattern. On the one
hand, problems with postal delivery presumably tend to be lower the closer the country of
residence is to Switzerland. On the other hand, many of Geneva’s Swiss abroad live just across the
border in France and commute to Geneva on a daily basis. Since they can use Swiss letter boxes for
the return of the ballot (some of the border checkpoints are even equipped with drive-through
letter boxes), this group of expatriates does not face problems with postal delivery at all.

A major strength of Serdiilt’s study is that it draws on official vote registry data and thereby
fully circumvents sampling issues."> However, this strength comes with a price: by its very nature,
vote registry data covers only very basic socio-demographic statistics, such as age and sex. Thus,
we complement Serdiilt’s results with a secondary analysis based on the Swiss abroad survey we
introduced above (Lutz, 2012). The primary advantage of survey data is that it allows us to go
beyond the narrow socio-demographic statistics covered in vote registries. However, the price to
pay is that we are no longer covering the universe, but rely on a sample. This price is particularly
heavy in the present case since the survey involves severe selection bias (see footnotes 3, 4, and 5).
Thus, the findings should be considered as tentative.

15 Geneva is the only canton to maintain an official voting records database which keeps records of each citizen’s
electoral participation along with basic socio-demographic statistics on an anonymous basis (see Sciarini et al., 2013:
12).
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The survey we are analysing focused on the 2011 federal elections, and included an item on the
voting method in addition to the usual item on electoral participation. In the 2011 federal elections,
expatriates in four cantons enjoyed the possibility to vote online (Argovia, Basel-City, Grisons, and
St. Gall; see Table 1). Thus, we compare the profile of expatriate online voters from these four
cantons to the profile of postal voters from the same four cantons.' In total, our sample includes
130 expatriate voters, of which 101 voted online. We report averages by the voting channel and
assess the statistical significance of differences with Chi-Square-Tests.

Table 2: Comparing expatriate online voters with expatriate postal voters

n Online  Postal  Diff.

Age 130 48.62  49.28 -.65
Female sex 130 .26 41 -.16
Education 120 6.02 6.04 -.02
Married 130 .59 45 .15
Political interest 130 2.5 2.38 12
Left-right 117 4.63 4.92 -.28
Political knowledge 130 2.1 1.55 .55%
IT skills 122 24 .08 16*
Neighbour country 130 3 .52 -22%

Note: statistical significance of differences was evaluated with Chi-
Square-Tests; *p < .1, * p <.05, **p <.01.

Table 2 gives the results. In a first step, we focus on the three variables also covered in Serdiilt
(2010). The survey-based estimates largely confirm the patterns found by Serdiilt. In particular, in
line with Serdiilt we find that expatriates living in a country that borders Switzerland are
statistically significantly less likely to use the online channel, and therefore more likely to vote by
mail. Moreover, and also in line with Serdiilt, we find that men are more likely to use the electronic

channel. The gender gap is substantial but (barely) misses conventional levels of statistical
significance. This could be due to the combination of our relatively small # with the small number
of postal voters (29), which diminishes statistical power to detect statistically significant
differences. The only substantial deviation from Serdiilt (2010) is that age appears unrelated to the
usage of the online channel. It is possible that in the case of expatriates, the relatively large
convenience associated with online voting is able to offset age effects, but this result may also be
owed to the survey’s lack of representativity.

However, the real strength of survey data is that it allows us a closer look at a few additional
variables. Four interesting results emerge. First, we find that online voters are statistically
significantly more tech—savvy.'7 Second, online voters are more politically knowledgeable to a
statistically significant degree.'"® Third, married and politically interested respondents have a
higher rate of using the online channel. These differences are not statistically significant, but come

16 Since these could not vote online, we exclude Swiss abroad from countries that do not allow the exchange of
encrypted data. A small number of respondents (12) indicate to have voted online even though objectively this was
not possible.

17 The survey does not include a direct measure of IT skills. We proxied for technical knowledge with an item asking
respondents about the use of an Internet-based voting advice application called smartvote (see Germann et al. 2014).

18 Political knowledge was measured by a composite index of four political knowledge items and political interest on a
self-reported 4-point scale.
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relatively close to the 10 per cent level. Finally, there are clearly no significant differences with
regards to political ideology and education."

To conclude, we find that the socio-demographic correlates of online voting are generally
replicated for the case of the Swiss abroad, in particular if compared to Sciarini et al.’s (2013)
encompassing study of Geneva's e-voting offer for residents. Our results suggest that Swiss abroad
online voters tend to be disproportionately male, technically skilled, married, and possibly of
young age. We do not find any differences in terms of education, but expat online voters appear to
have disproportionately high political knowledge. Also expatriate online voters do not differ
significantly from other voters in terms of political leaning or interest. Finally, an interesting
pattern that by its nature can only concern the expat context is that geography matters in that
expatriates from more distant countries are more likely to turn out via the Internet. However, it
has to be stressed that Serdiilt’s study of the first two Geneva experiments is naturally limited in
terms of temporal and spatial scope as well as in terms of the variables it can analyse, while the
survey-based results are suggestive at best due to selection bias (and also limited in space and
time). Moreover, all findings we have reported rely on bivariate correlations. Thus more research
is needed to unravel the socio-demographic determinants of the expat online voter.

Conclusion

By generalising internet voting to all Swiss abroad irrespective of their country of residence in 2014
and by offering it in all or at least most cantons by the 2015 federal elections the electronic voting
channel will continue to establish itself (Federal Chancellery, 2013). Provided that implementation
for the Swiss abroad goes well and without further interruptions, internet voting is on the way of
becoming the preferred voting channel for this segment of voters. With on average more than
every second Swiss expatriate voter casting her or his vote electronically, online voting proves to
be very popular among expatriates, especially if compared to Swiss residents who tend to have an
acceptance rate of a bit less than 20% on average. The exception in this regard is Neuchatel where
the pre-registration requirement for online voting is responsible for the relatively low usage rate of
about 8%. However, one should note that even though this figure for Neuchatel seems to be fairly
low it still clearly outnumbers that for voting in person at the polling station. As to the socio-
demographic profile of the expat online voters, we can say that they tend to be disproportionately
male, technically skilled, married, and possibly of young age. Specific to the case of expatriates is
that Swiss abroad living in more distant countries are more likely to cast their vote electronically.

Inevitably this review remains limited in several regards. First and foremost, the short time
frame internet voting has been available to expats naturally restricts the inferences we can draw.
Also, existing expat surveys are marred by selection bias and/or focus exclusively on online
voters. Finally, important questions have not been addressed in this review. In particular, there are
good theoretical reasons to expect online voting offers for Swiss abroad will increase turnout rates,
akin to the effect on Swiss resident turnout of about 4% due to the gradual introduction of postal
voting (Liichinger et al., 2007). The Swiss abroad survey we have discussed provides some initial
supporting evidence for the increasing turnout hypothesis, given that respondents in cantons with
an e-voting offer are significantly more likely to have participated in the 2011 election (Lutz, 2012:
36). However, more systematic evidence is needed to substantiate a potential turnout effect.

19 Political ideology was measured via self-placement on an 11-point left-right scale and education on an 8-point scale.
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Another, related question not addressed in this survey is that of a possible digital divide, or in
other words the question whether the introduction of electronic voting will lead to a further
overrepresentation of the resource-rich (Norris, 2001). For all these reasons, this review provides
but a first account of the expat internet voting trials, and more research is needed.

Looking into the foreseeable future of Swiss internet voting trials and a potential generalisation
thereof, we can detect both political and technical challenges on the horizon. Thus far, political
ramifications on e-voting were mainly restricted to the cantonal level. However, recently
parliamentary motions from across the political spectrum have opposed a further extension of
internet voting for Swiss domestic voters or have asked to halt e-voting trials in general unless the
source code of the software is made public and an upgrade to more secure and verifiable second
generation systems can be achieved. An exception would only be made for the Swiss abroad. A
smooth transition to more transparent and secure internet voting solutions would therefore help to
accommodate some of the critical voices. Whether the so far largely positive experience with the
Swiss abroad will spill over to the debate on internet voting for Swiss residents and thus work
towards a further generalisation of the new voting channel is still to be seen. In many respects the
year 2014 will be a crucial one.
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Introduction

lections differ not only from country to country, but also within each country. Some
Eelections, like parliamentary elections in Estonia and Germany or presidential elections in

the US, have very simple voting rules and ballots. Thereby, voters can select 1 out of n-
candidates, where n is a relatively small number between two and 20. Other elections, like
parliamentary and European elections in Luxembourg, parliamentary elections in Belgium or
some local elections in Germany (e.g. Bavaria, Bremen, Hamburg, Hesse) etc., have very complex
voting rules and ballots. For instance, in the local elections in Hesse voters can perform cumulative
voting (cast up to three votes for each candidate), vote splitting (cast votes for candidates of different
parties), select a party (votes are automatically assigned to the candidates of the selected party

according to the list order), and cross out candidates they do not like. Furthermore, voters can cast
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up to 93 votes' depending on the size of the district; usually more than ten parties and more than
450 candidates participate, which results in huge ballots, nearly of the size A0”.

Elections with complex voting rules and ballots introduce challenges regarding the vote casting
process and the tallying process. While mostly, software support for the tallying process is in
place, the vote casting process is rather error prone, as voting rules are very complex, and voters
might unintentionally spoil their vote. In the local elections of 2011 in Hesse, 5.5%" of cast votes
were invalid while in the last German federal elections in 2013 only 1.4%" of cast votes were
invalid. Correspondingly, it is not surprising that election officials in such areas in Germany
consider electronic voting as an alternative as it could provide voters with interactive feedback
(e.g. how many votes are left) and support them to not unintentionally spoil their vote.

The goal of this work is to analyse existing electronic voting systems regarding their feasibility
to enable polling station electronic voting in German elections with complex voting rules and
ballots such as the local elections in Hesse. The analysis is based on technical requirements, which
are derived from the constitutional legal criteria. The legal criteria that we focus on this work are
the secret elections and public nature of elections. From a very large set of existing electronic voting
systems, only seven different approaches can be considered: (1) Direct Recording Electronic (DRE)
Voting Machines; (2) DRE voting machines with plaintext Voter Verifiable Paper Audit Trails (VV-
PATs); (3) DRE voting machines with encrypted VV-PATs, and four different approaches of Ballot
Preparation Devices (BPDs) with VV-PATs: (4) plaintext VV-PATs, e.g. Ballot Marking Device (Board
Elections City of New York); (5) plaintext VV-PATs including RFIDs, e.g. Vot.ar (Vot.ar), (6) plaintext
VV-PATs including QR-Codes, e.g. EasyVote (Volkamer et. al, 2011), and (7) VV-PATs containing
voter’s selection in plaintext and encrypted, e.g. STAR-Vote (Bell et. al, 2013). While the second,
third and fourth approach of BPDs with VV-PATs indicate positive results with respect to secret
elections and public nature of elections, EasyVote (Volkamer et. al, 2011) seems to be most promising
and adequate with respect to these criteria for elections with complex voting rules and ballots.

This work is structured as follows: Section II is dedicated to the technical requirements that are
used to analyse various electronic voting systems with respect to their feasibility for elections with
complex voting rules and ballots. In section III we outline electronic voting systems that are out of
the scope of this work. Afterwards, in section IV, we describe and analyse different approaches of
DREs. Section V describes and analyses different DREs with VV-PATs (plaintext and encrypted).
In section VI we describe and analyse different Ballot Preparation Devices with VV-PATs. Section
VII concludes this work by summarizing the results and outlining directions for future research.

Constraints and Technical Requirements

We identified the following constraint for electronic voting systems being adequate for local
elections in Hesse:

' The maximum number of votes that a voter can cast equals the number of seats. This also limits the
number of candidates a party can nominate for the election.

2 According to (International Organization For Standardization, 2007).

3 Retrieved March 05, 2014 http:/ /www statistik-hessen.de /K2011/EK1.htm

* The 1.4% represents the average of the 1.5% invalid votes in the first race and 1.3% invalid votes in the
second race. Retrieved March 05, 2014 from

http:/ /www.bundeswahlleiter.de/de/bundestagswahlen/BTW_BUND_13/ergebnisse /bundesergebniss
e/
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e Electronic voting systems, on which voters cast their vote and/or prepare their ballot on
a voting device that provides them with interactive feedback and support them to not
unintentionally, spoil their vote; as user support is one of the largest motivation for
introducing electronic voting for such elections.

e Electronic voting systems that do not require printing the complete original ballot (see
Figure 1), as this would require very expensive printers.

Figure 1: Ballot paper of the local elections in Hesse

Furthermore, in order to be used in the local elections in Hesse, an electronic voting system must
comply with all constitutional legal criteria, which are established in Article 38.1 sentence 1 of the
German constitution, namely equal, direct, free, secret, and universal elections. In addition to these
criteria, another legal criterion, namely public nature of elections, has been introduced by the
German Federal Constitutional Court in 2009 (Federal Constitutional Court of Germany, 2009).
The main aspect of the public nature of elections requires that every voter can verify the essential
steps in the election process and in the ascertainment of the results without specialist knowledge.
This is of particular interest as electronic voting was in place for the local elections in Hesse until
the German Federal Constitutional Court judged them in 2009 to not be constitutionally compliant
because of the lack of implementing the public nature of elections. The focus of this work is on the
legal criteria of secret elections and public nature of elections. Hence, in this section we introduce the
technical requirements for both criteria.

According to Neumann et. al (Neumann et. al, 2013) the technical requirement derived from the
criterion of public nature of election is verifiability. Verifiability consists of three sub-requirements:
(1) cast-as-intended, (2) stored-as-cast, and (3) tallied-as-stored. Furthermore, to evaluate the
different electronic voting systems based on these technical sub-requirements we define the
following linear ordered scales:’

’ The ordering of the different scales is motivated by both aspects of the public nature of elections
introduced by Henning et. al (Henning et. al, 2014), namely usable and understandable verifiability.
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Cast-as-intended: Similar to traditional paper-based system (0), Voter is required to manually
verify the content of the ballot (-1), Voter is required to compare values® (-2), Voter is required to
verify the content of the encrypted ballot by using an additional tool (-3), No means to verify (-4).

Stored-as-cast: Voter is provided a ballot that includes her selection encrypted and in plaintext
(1), Voter is provided a ballot that includes her selection in plaintext, similar to traditional paper-
based elections (0), Voter is provided a ballot that includes only the encryption of her vote (-1), No
means to verify (-2).

Tallied-as-stored: Semi-automatic tallying of plaintext ballots® (3), Fully automatic tallying of
plaintext ballots combined with risk-limiting audits (2), Fully automatic tallying of plaintext ballots
combined with random checks (1), Similar to traditional paper-based system (0)°, Semi-automatic
tallying of encrypted ballots (-1), Fully automatic tallying of encrypted ballots combined with risk-
limiting audits (-2), Fully automatic tallying of encrypted ballots combined with random checks (-
3), No means of verifying (-4).

For the criterion of secret election, Neumann et. al (Neumann et. al, 2013) derives the following
technical requirement : “...it should not be possible to determine a connection between the voter and her
cast vote...”. For the sake of simplicity, we refer to this definition by using the technical
requirement: vote secrecy. In order to evaluate the different electronic voting systems based on this
technical requirement we define the following linear ordered scale: Similar to traditional paper-
based system (0), More than one entity need to collaborate to violate vote secrecy (-1), One entity
can violate vote secrecy.

Electronic voting systems not considered

There exist a large number of electronic voting systems, which have been developed to support
voters in the vote casting process and/or poll workers in the tallying process. However, the
constraints defined in section II eliminate systems like Optical/Barcode Scanners, e.g. P.C.O.S.
(Precinct Count Optical Scan) by Smartmatic (SMARTMATIC), Scratch & Vote (Adida et. al,
2006b), ThreeBallot (Rivest, 2006), Digital Voting Pen (Volkamer et. al, 2006), Dual Vote
(MacNamara et. al, 2010), Punchscan (Fisher et. al, 2006), Scantegrity II (Chaum et. al, 2009), Prét a
Voter (Ryan et. al, 2009) because all of them rely on hand-marked ballots and thus do not support
voters in the vote casting process.

Furthermore, systems like (Burton et. al, 2013), (Joaquim et. al, 2009), (Bohli et. al, 2007), (Adida
et. al, 2006a), (Moran et. al, 2006), (Reynolds, 2005) and (Neff, 2004) are also not considered, as they
require to print the complete ballot.

In the following sections we provide a short description of the different electronic voting
systems that are potentially feasible for elections with complex voting rules and ballots, i.e. which
are compliant with both defined constraints. These voting systems will be analysed regarding the
level of compliance with the technical requirements defined in section II.

® Note that the values are different from the voter’s selection. For instance, the value is the hash value of
the encrypted vote.

7 This enables voters to verify that their vote is stored-as-cast independent from time and place.

¥ In this case the election result is computed by automatically tallying each single VV-PAT. This is possible
due to electronic ballot preparation in the vote casting process.

° This refers to entirely manual tallying ballots without using any additional tool.
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Direct Recording Electronic Voting Machines

A Direct Recording Electronic (DRE) voting machine can be defined as any electronic device on
which voters cast their vote electronically, and votes are stored locally in the corresponding
memory component. The memory component can be internal or external, e.g. a smart card (Canard
et. al, 2006) or a simple memory card (Bruck et. al, 2010), and votes can be stored in plaintext
(Bruck et. al, 2010) or encrypted (Canard et. al, 2006).

The main purpose of DRE voting machines is to replace manually marked paper ballots with an
interactive display of possible candidate selections. In some cases this can mean simple buttons
integrated into a fixed candidate list, or a touch screen display. The tallying software can either be
a part of the DRE voting machine or part of another machine. For more information refer to
(Cranor, 2003). The most known DRE voting machines are developed by Avante, Diebold, ES&S
and Sequoia, while for examples from the academic research refer to (Bruck et. al, 2010), (Sandler
et. al, 2008), (Sandler et. al, 2007), (Canard et. al, 2006) and (Yee et. al, 2006).

The vote casting process is as follows: The voter first identifies herself to the poll workers,
similar to traditional paper-based elections. Afterwards, the voter enters the voting booth and
makes her selections from a provided list of candidates at the DRE itself. The voter checks that
preview screen matches her voting intention. The electronic vote is not cast until the voter has
confirmed that the preview screen matches her intention. At the end of the Election Day the stored
electronic votes are tallied and the election results is computed, displayed and usually printed.

We analysed this category of electronic voting systems according to the technical requirements
and their corresponding scales (scores), defined in section II. The corresponding score for this
category are the followings:

e (Cast-as-intended (-4)
e Stored-as-cast (-2)

e Tallied-as-stored (-4)
e Vote secrecy (-1)

This leads to a total score of -11. When using these electronic voting systems voters have no
means of verifying if their vote has been cast-as-intended, recorded-as-cast and tallied-as-stored. In
order to violate vote secrecy at least two entities have to collaborate, for instance one entity that
manipulates the DRE such that the DRE stores the sequential order of cast votes, and a second
entity (e.g. poll worker) that records the name and order of voters casting a vote.

Direct Recording Electronic Voting Machines with VV-PAT

In contrast to the Direct Recording Electronic (DRE) voting machines, these machines provide
voters with an additional paper record of their cast vote. This paper record is referred as the voter
verifiable paper audit trail (VV-PAT), and was introduced by Mercuri (Mercuri, 2001). VV-PATs,
which can be either in plaintext or encrypted, enable to audit the electronic tally. The auditing of
the electronic tally serves to detect any malicious DRE voting machine, and to ensure the
correctness of the election result. For the purpose of implementing a VVPAT, the practice of using
DRE voting machines with printers is starting to gain popularity. Examples of DRE voting
machines used in legally binding elections include many different systems which are widely used
throughout the United States of America (Verified Voting Foundation, 2003), the Smartmatic SAES
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system used in Venezuela (European Union Election Observation Mission, 2006) and ProVotE in
Italy (Weldemariam et. al, 2008). For systems proposed in the academic research refer to (Benaloh,
2007), (Benaloh, 2006) and (Chaum, 2004).

Note that in (Benaloh, 2007), (Benaloh, 2006) and (Chaum, 2004), voters take the encrypted VV-
PATs home and can verify that their vote has been stored-as-cast and tallied-as-stored,
independent from time and place. However, in order to enable auditing the electronic tally copies
of the encrypted VV-PATs can be additionally collected in the polling station.

The vote casting process is as follows: The voter first identifies herself to the poll workers,
similar to traditional paper-based elections. Afterwards, the voter enters the voting booth and
makes her selections from a provided list of candidates at the DRE itself. The voter check that the
paper ballot matches her voting intention and the ballot is either deposited automatically by the
DRE into a ballot box. The electronic vote is not cast until the voter has confirmed that both paper
and electronic vote match. At the end of the Election Day the stored electronic votes are tallied and
the election results is computed. Furthermore, in order to ensure the correctness of the election
result with a high probability, poll workers perform some random or risk-limiting audits by using
the VV-PATS, refer to (Stark, 2010), (Lindeman et. al, 2012a), and (Lindeman et. al, 2012b).

We analysed this category of electronic voting systems according to the technical requirements
and their corresponding scales (scores), defined in section 2. The first approach is DREs with
plaintext VV-PATs, e.g. ProVotE in Italy (Weldemariam et. al, 2008). The corresponding scores are:

e (ast-as-intended (-1)
e Stored-as-cast (0)

e Tallied-as-stored (0)
e Vote secrecy (-2)

This leads to a total score of -3. The DREs with plaintext VV-PATSs enable voters to verify if their
vote has been cast-as-intended, recorded-as-cast and tallied-as-stored. However, tallied-as-stored
is similar to traditional paper-based system, because the plaintext VV-PATs do not enable any
automatic tallying of the election result. To violate vote secrecy only one entity is necessary, for
instance a poll worker records the name and order of voters casting a vote, and later in the
auditing/tallying phase accesses the plaintext VV-PATs which are collected in a sequential order.

The second approach is DREs with encrypted VV-PATs, e.g. (Benaloh, 2007). The corresponding
scores are:

e (ast-as-intended (-3)
e Stored-as-cast (-1)

e Tallied-as-stored (-3)
e Vote secrecy (-1)

This leads to a total score of -8. The different scoring in comparison to DREs with plaintext VV-
PATs, can be explained as follows: For cast-as-intended voters are confronted only with encrypted
VV-PATs, i.e with cryptographic primitives and/or protocols. Furthermore regarding stored-as-
cast, only encrypted VV-PATs are stored into the ballot box. However, in contrast to the DREs
with plaintext VV-PATs, cast votes are tallied in a fully automatic manner. Note that poll workers
can perform only random audits as current risk-limiting audits techniques are not feasible for the
local elections in Hesse, due to the very large number of candidates that are nominated for the
election. Finally, two entities have to collaborate to violate vote secrecy, namely one entity (e.g.
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poll worker) that records the name and order of voters casting a vote, and one entity who is in
possession of the secret election key (e.g. electoral officials).

Ballot Preparation Device with VV-PAT

A ballot preparation device (BPD) with VV-PAT can be defined as any electronic device on which
voters make their selections (prepare their ballot) and the device prints out voters” selections, i.e.
provides voter with the VV-PAT (printed ballot). The device does not store electronic votes, but
rather the VV-PATs can be read/interpreted automatically.

VV-PATs either consist of one single (human-readable) part, for instance the VV-PATs of the
Ballot Marking Device (Board Elections City of New York), or of two parts (Bell et. al, 2013), (Ben-
Nun et. al, 2012), (Vegas, 2012), (Volkamer et. al, 2011) and (Vot.ar). The VV-PATs that consist of
two parts have a human-readable, and a machine-readable part that voters are not able to interpret
without an additional electronic device. The machine-readable part encodes the same information
as the human-readable part either in a QR-Code (Ben-Nun et. al, 2012), (Vegas, 2012) and
(Volkamer et. al, 2011) or in a RFID chip (Vot.ar). The encoded information is either in plaintext or
encrypted.

The vote casting process is as follows: The voter first identifies herself to the poll workers,
similar to traditional paper-based elections. Afterwards, the voter enters the voting booth and
makes her selections from a provided list of candidates at the ballot preparation device. The voter
checks that preview screen matches her voting intention. When the voter confirms the selected
candidates, the ballot preparation device starts the printing process and deletes the selection from
display and memory."” The printout contains a summary in human readable form as well as
depending on the implementation additional not human readable information. The voter verifies
that the human-readable part of the VV-PAT matches his votes. Usually, special devices are
provided allowing the voter to also verify the content of the machine-readable part. The machine-
readable part either contains the plaintext or the encrypted voted. In case the machine-readable
part of the VV-PAT is encrypted, e.g. the Wombat system (Ben-Nun et. al, 2012), the voter must
repeat the vote casting process, i.e. prepare a new ballot, in order to ensure vote secrecy.' Finally,
the voter, either first records an electronic copy of her vote by scanning the VV-PAT and then
deposits the it into the ballot box (Bell et. al, 2013), (Ben-Nun et. al, 2012), (Board Elections City of
New York) and (Vegas, 2012), or directly deposits the VV-PAT into the ballot box (Volkamer et. al,
2011) and (Vot.ar).

At the end of the Election Day the election result is computed by tallying the electronic records
of scanned VV-PATs. The electronic records are either available from the vote casting process, e.g.
the Wombat system (Ben-Nun et. al, 2012), or by scanning all VV-PATs at once in the tallying
process, or poll workers scan each single VV-PAT, and confirm that the human-readable part
matches the machine-readable part in the tallying process, e.g. the Vot.ar system (Vot.ar). In case
electronic records are available from the vote casting process or by scanning all VV-PATSs at once
in the tallying process, poll workers perform some random or risk-limiting audits by using the VV-

' Note that to ensure that data are irrevocably deleted also the ballot preparation device should consist
only of volatile memory.

"' In case any discrepancy is detected between the human-readable and machine-readable part in the
tallying process, only the human-readable part is decisive from a legal perspective.
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PATs, refer to (Stark, 2010), (Lindeman et. al, 2012a), and (Lindeman et. al, 2012b), in order to
ensure the correctness of the election result with a high probability.

We analysed this category of electronic voting systems according to the technical requirements
and their corresponding scales (scores), defined in section 2. The first approach — plaintext VV-
PATs - is represented by the Ballot Marking Device (Board Elections City of New York). The
corresponding scores are:

e (Cast-as-intended (-1)
e Stored-as-cast (0)

e Tallied-as-stored (1)
e Vote secrecy (-1)

This leads to a total score of -1. This approach enables voters to verify if their vote has been cast-as-
intended, recorded-as-cast and tallied-as-stored. Furthermore, it enables a fully automatic tallying
of the cast votes (plaintext VV-PATs). Note that similar to the DREs with encrypted VV-PATs, poll
workers can only perform random audits. In order to violate vote secrecy at least two entities have
to collaborate, for instance one entity that manipulates the BPD such that it stores the sequential
order of cast votes, and a second entity (e.g. poll worker) that records the name and order of voters
casting a vote.

The second approach — plaintext VV-PATs including unique RFIDs - is represented by the Vot.ar
System (Vot.ar). The corresponding scores are:

e (Cast-as-intended (-1)
e Stored-as-cast (0)

e Tallied-as-stored (3)
e Vote secrecy (-2)

This leads to a total score of 0. The different scoring compared to the first approach can be
explained in the following way: The use of RFIDs enable a semi-automatic tallying of the cast votes
(VV-PATs). However, the RFID chips make each ballot unique. Thus, a single entity (e.g. the poll
workers) that records the ballot ID and the name of the voter casting a vote with that ballot can
violate vote secrecy.

The third category — plaintext VV-PATs including QR-Codes — is represented by EasyVote
(Volkamer et. al, 2011). The corresponding scores are:

e (Cast-as-intended (-1)
e Stored-as-cast (0)

o Tallied-as-stored (3)
e Vote secrecy (-1)

This leads to a total score of 1. The QR-Codes, similar to the RFID chips, enable a semi-automatic
tallying of the cast votes (VV-PATs). Furthermore, similar to the first approach at least two entities
have to collaborate, in order to violate vote secrecy.

The fourth category — VV-PATs including the selections in plaintext and encrypted - is
represented by the following systems, namely STAR-Vote (Bell et. al, 2013), Wombat (Ben-Nun et.
al, 2012) and the New Belgian E-voting System (Vegas, 2012). The corresponding scores are:

e (ast-as-intended (-1)
e Stored-as-cast (1)
e Tallied-as-stored (1)
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e Vote secrecy (-1)

This leads to a total score of 0. In contrast to all other approaches, this approach provides voters
with VV-PATs that enable them to ensure stored-as-cast, on the one hand similar to traditional
paper-based system, and on the other hand independent from time and place. Furthermore,
tallied-as-stored and vote secrecy are similar to the first approach.

Conclusion and Future Work

The results of our analysis are summarised in Table 1. Based on these results, EasyVote (Volkamer
et. al, 2011) has the highest score compared to all other approaches considered in this work. Thus,
with respect to both legal criteria, namely public nature of elections and secret elections, EasyVote
seems to be most promising and adequate for elections with complex voting rules and ballots.
However, the minimal difference between the different Ballot Preparation Electronic Voting Systems
considered in this work indicate that all systems can be adapted and/or extended with respect to
elections with complex voting rules and ballots. Hence, the results of this work enable
authors/developers of past and/or future Ballot Preparation Electronic Voting Systems to include the
necessary properties for elections with complex voting rules and ballots.

For future work we plan to extend/adapt EasyVote by including properties, which have a better
score, from other approaches discussed in this work, i.e. our goal is to maximize the total score
regarding the defined scales. Furthermore, we plan to analyse EasyVote with respect to the
remaining constitutional legal criteria, namely equal, direct, free, and universal elections.

Table 1: Analysis of various electronic voting systems regarding verifiability and vote secrecy

Cast-as- Tallied-as- | Vote Total score
. Stored-as-cast
intended stored secrecy
DREs -4 -2 -4 -1 -11
DREs with VV- -1 0 0 -2 -3
PATs
DREs with enc. VV- -3 -1 -3 -1 -8
PATs
BPD with VV-PATs -1 0 1 -1 -1
BPD with VV-PATs -1 0 3 -2 0
+ RFIDs
BPD with VV-PATs -1 0 3 -1 1
+ QR-Codes
BPD with -1 1 1 -1 0
plaintext+encrypted
VV-PATs
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Abstract: This paper is based on a research project studying political discussions in the Swedish
LGBT (Lesbian, Gay, Bi-, Transsexual) community Qruiser. The aim is to understand what
motivated participation in Qruiser political forum threads. The research is nethnographic
through online interviews, participant observations in, and content analyses of, political
discussions threads during November 2012. By using framing theory as an analytical tool, the
paper seeks to answer which frames attracted and mobilized participation and how this was
done. The paper finds that particularly frames of the left vs the right and the xenophobic vs
the political correct motivated participation together with a general game frame.

Keywords: Framing, Netnography, Online Community, Political Participation, Sexual Identity
Introduction

t least 100 million participate regularly on online communities today (Kozinets 2011: 10).
AHomosexuals were particularly quick to embrace the Internet and its affordance of time-

space compression (Gross, 2007). Queer youth, often feeling geographically and
emotionally isolated, turned to the Internet as a (somewhat) safe space to explore their sexual
identities among supportive and like-minded others (ibid.). From a radical democratic perspective
(Mouffe, 2005) such exploration of non-normative identities can be understood as political since it
challenges dominant discourses about what a respectful life entails. Within the field of political
communication, arguments have also been made that it would be wrong to narrowly focus on
realms of institutionalized politics to understand political participation (Carpentier 2011: 39-40;
Wright, 2012). In this paper I therefore approach LGBT online communities as political and as
important if aiming at understanding political participation.

It is known that participation changes when it migrates to the Internet because of the possibility
of anonymity, automatic archiving and easy access to other communities (Kozinets, 2011: 100). It
has been claimed that such characteristics democratize participation, making participation in the
form of expression of opinions and political mobilization more accessible for a wider range of the
population (see for example Shirky, 2009). Others have questioned whether the Internet affords
new spaces for political participation, reinforces democratic values, empowers citizen or merely
underlines existing power relations (Morozov, 2011). However, these debates have not yet been
extended to include participation in online affinity communities (Wojcieszak & Mutz, 2009: 41;
Wright, 2012: 6). At the same time there seems to be a general lack of engagement in new media
studies with non-normative identities (Karl, 2007: 47). The argument here is that communicative
exploration of sexual identity online very well may constitute the subjective requirement to
participate politically, not the least since affective communication helps us to think reflexively
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about our life situations and how to navigate society (McGuigan, 2005). It is thus relevant to study
online affinity communities as sites of political participation.

Hence, we know that a) there is a need to study realms of non-institutional politics b) that queer
communities were early to adopt and use the internet, and c) that participation changes when
moving to the online realm. This directs me to the object of this paper; the Swedish LGBT
community Qruiser which is the biggest in the Nordic region and part of the larger affinity portal
QX (Queer Extra). Qruiser is primarily used for flirting, dating, finding friends and sexual
partners. This is underlined by the name Qruiser, referring to cruising - an activity undertaken by
homosexual men (mostly in the pre-digital era and before general acceptance of homosexuality in
the West) strolling around in outdoor areas known among gay men as a space to find other gay
men (often parks) checking each other out, looking for — as well as having — casual sex.

Qruiser does not only offer an online space for cruising. There are also possibilities for political
discussions in so-called forums and clubs. This paper is based in a research project studying
political discussions in a Qruiser forum during November 2012. The research is nethnographic
through online interviews, participant observations in, and content analyses of, political
discussions. The particular focus of this research project has been to understand what kinds of
participation is taking place and what motivates people to engage in political discussion threads.
In a previous paper (Svensson, 2013), I concluded that political participation on Qruiser was
geared towards conflict and dissent rather than towards deliberation, opinion formation and
consensus. The participation style was rude and antagonistic and Qruiser was conceived of as a
place freed from political correctness, providing an outlet for political frustration. This paper
intends to go further into these findings with a particular aim to understand what motivated
participation in political discussions. In this paper I concentrate on the forum discussions.

Analytical Framework

It has been a common practice among scholars to distinguish between narrow/minimalist and
wide/maximalist definitions of participation (Carpentier, 2011). Narrow definitions sometimes
include nothing more than casting a vote every fourth year, whereas wide definitions include all
kinds of opinion expressions — from blogging to civil disobedience. Verba & Nie (1972: 2) famously
delineated participation as attempts to influence public decision-makers. But participation also has
come to refer to activities with the purpose of influencing society at large and not only decision-
makers.

I have used some of these discussions to differentiate between political participation emanating
from within representative democratic institutions and practices (parliamentary participation),
participation emanating from outside the Parliament but with an outspoken aim to influence
public decision-makers (activist participation), and participation emanating from a more popular
culture sphere, not primarily set up for political purposes (cultural participation, see Svensson,
2011). Following this differentiation, the study of Qruiser concerns cultural participation. Non-
institutionalized online arenas not primarily directed towards decision-makers (such as fan
communities, net communities and affinity portals) may become spaces for political participation
(Hermes, 2005). And as hinted to in the introduction, if aiming at understanding political
participation, it would be wrong to exclusively focus on realms of institutionalized politics
(Carpentier, 2011: 39-40; Dahlgren & Alvares, 2013: 51). Similarly, Wright (2012) — building on
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Oldenburg's concept of the third place — argues for a notion of “third space” as non-political online
spaces where political talk emerges.

When political participation occurs on sites of popular culture, it has often been understood as
communications that take a political turn without initially intended to (Wojcieszek & Mutz, 2009).
Examples are Graham'’s (2009) study of discussions on docusoap fan-pages and Svensson’s (2010)
study of discussions on ice-hockey fan-pages. But cultural participation also concerns specific
spaces on larger affinity portals to which politically minded and interested members are directed.
Andersson (2013) studied explicitly political discussions on an online youth community primarily
based on music preferences and clothing style. He found that users were exposed to very opposing
political views, something that socialized them into what he discusses as politically confrontational
team players (see chapter 9). Another example is Campbell’s (2007) study of comments to news
stories on the affinity portal Gay.com. Similar to Andersson, he found vibrant and politically
charged debates from a diversity of political positions. It thus seems that confrontation to diverse
political opinions is more likely on non-outspokenly political communities and affinity portals.
The study of Qruiser has similarities with Campbell in that we both focus on gay sites. However,
this study focuses on discussion forums in a community instead of news stories in general on the
larger affinity portal. The study also has similarities with Anderson in that my object of study —a
political forum on Qruiser — are explicitly political but only one tiny part of a larger affinity
community not primarily geared towards politics.

Focusing on participation on a Qruiser forum, it becomes apparent that I depart from an
understanding of communication as participation. We know that communication is action from the
heydays of discourse and speech act theory. The polis — as Arendt (1998/1958: 194, 198) pointed out
already in the 50s — is not the city-state in its physical location, but the activity of people acting and
speaking together. In this way Arendt theorizes action and communication together — as two sides
of the same coin — and relates them to the sphere of the political. That communication is
participation is perhaps more true than ever in todays connected societies, permeated by online
social networking in which agency is complexly interwoven with the communication platforms we
utilize and the communication taking place on them (Urry, 2007: 176). Indeed, as Carpentier (2011:
67) underlines, discussions on a net community deals with opportunities for mediated
participation in a (semi)public debate as well as with self-representation in one of the spaces that
characterize the social.

This paper attends to processes of meaning making on an online political forum. In connected
societies, digital technologies and related practices become increasingly fused with existing and
new systems of meaning, contributing to the emergence of a net culture (Kozinets, 2011: 23). By
assuming an anthropological approach to culture, participation and community become
dialectically intertwined — also with processes of identity negotiation/maintenance and meaning
making. This connects back to the general aim of this paper to understand what motivated
participation in political discussion threads on Qruiser. Through different processes of
identification the individual become interlinked/interlinks him/herself with the community. This
leads me to the theoretical tool for analyzing this; participation frames.

Building on Goffman, frames are generally referred to when studying meaning making and how
participants interpret their participation (see Carpentier, 2011: 72). Discussing frames in relation to
news journalism Entman (1993: 52) argues that frames select some aspects of a perceived reality
and make them more salient in a communicating text. Media is important, together with personal
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experience and interaction with peers, for setting the frames of reference for readers, viewers or
users — establishing a version of reality we then build our worldviews on (Scheufele, 1999: 105).
Apart from news journalism, it is mostly in theories of collective action that ideas of (collective
action) frames have been developed and analyzed. Frame analysis has provided a window on how
collective actors construct interpretive schema that underlies mobilization and sustain action
(Steinberg, 1998: 845). Frames are also situationally sensitive as they describe how communication,
negotiation, and production of meaning are framed by a certain environment (Steinberg, 1998: 846).
Benford & Snow (2000: 613) in turn underline framing as a signifying work in which participants
engage actively to produce and maintain meaning. This highlights a duality in frame analysis
focusing both on the environment (such as (mass) media texts) and on (mostly) individual
meaning making practices. Scheufele (1999: 106) distinguishes between individual and media
frames. Individual frames refer to information processing schemata and media frames to attributes
to news, an organizing idea that provides meaning to an unfolding strip of events. Hence, frames
do both condense the world out there (media frames) as well as signify it (individual frames)
(Steinberg, 1998: 845). By criticizing individual frames, Steinberg (1998: 852) argues against
Scheufele’s media-individual frame dichotomy. He underlines frames as meaning making
structures, as something that take place between us and that does not reside within us. Therefore
we should not forget the environment, the discursive fields within which framing tales place.
Largely agreeing with Steinberg, I believe frames are helpful as an analytical tool when aiming at
understanding meaning making, motivation and participation. Frames help to render events and
occurrences meaningful, to organize experience (and communication) and thus also to guide
participation by simplifying and condensing the world in ways that mobilize, motivate and make
participation meaningful (Benford & Snow, 2000: 614). In this way frames and participation are
dialectically intertwined in giving meaning to events as well as to one self and to others through
signifying practices of interpretation.

Keeping in mind that frames are dialogic, dynamic and unstable, in this paper I am particularly
interested in how frames and participation intersect in an online political forum. Hence, I am
looking for to analyze something that could be labeled as participation frames, i.e. frames that
individuals use and refer to when participating in political discussion threads on Qruiser. The first
question the paper then wishes to pose is which frames attracted (mobilized and maintained)
participation. To discern such frames I have to look for common threads in the empirical material
(see Ryan et al., 2011: 177). The second question deals with how these frames attracted
participation (realizing that these two questions are hard to separate and have to be dealt with in
tandem). To attend to this I will have to pay attention to the role of the online environment on
Qruiser, the language and terminology used, principles, norms and values adhered to as well as
what practices participants were cherishing. To conduct such analysis I have studied online
postings, i.e. digitally mediated speech utterances as well as interviewed participants and
observed their posting behavior and participated in it, which I will attend to next.

Method

Given the theoretical focus on participation and meaning making, condensed to the analytical tool
participation frames, together with the aim to understand these — I have chosen a nethnographic
method. Nethnography is a form of ethnography adapted to the characteristics of online
communities (Kozinets, 2011: 9). Three main differences between ethno- and nethnography are
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how a researcher 1) enter into the culture, 2) how to collect data and 3) ethical considerations a
researcher has to make. The first difference is straightforward; you enter into the culture online,
through the Internet and the communication platform(s) the community use. The second
difference - to collect data - is possible through a combination of a wide array of methods
(Kozinets, 2011: 65). In this research project I have collected material through online interviews,
participant observations in, and content analyses of, political discussions threads. I will attend to
these next.

The study of political discussions on Qruiser primarily took place during November 2012.
November 1st the community had 109153 active members. According to member statistics 72
percent of these defined themselves as male and 72 percent defined themselves as gay, lesbian or
bisexual. The majority of the members are between 20 and 40 years old with an average age of 33.
72 percent of the members are based in Sweden and only 17 percent defined themselves as in a
relationship, underlining Qruiser's main function — for gays to find a date.

For this paper I have focused on political discussion threads in the sub-forum Politics, Society &
the World (my translation: Politik, Samhélle & Vérlden). Discussion forums are particularly
suitable for nethnographic research according to Kozinets (2011: 120-121). I conducted participant
observations in all discussion threads started from November 1st to 20t. I continued downloading
postings in these threads downloaded until November 25t. This gave me a corpus of 76 different
threads, started by 31 different nicknames, containing in total 2853 postings. Kozinets (2011: 139)
argues that about 1000 pages double spaced with postings is a suitable amount of data from
discussion forums. From the 76 discussion threads on Qruiser November 2012 I have about 1700
pages of postings, all of which have been analyzed for this paper. After having published a
conference paper on this material (see Svensson, 2013), I linked to this paper in a discussion thread
(June 2013) in order to share my results with the community and participants. This discussion
thread sparked a mild debate that has also been included in this study.

To this material, all thread starters and recurrent posters from November 2012 were invited to
participate in online interviews. Not everyone agreed to participate. To date, I have conducted
interviews on the platform with 36 different nicknames. The interviews have been different in
length (and some are still continuing). In total I have around 250 pages of interview material. This
material includes interviews from a pre-study April 2012

I have also conducted reflective field diary from November 1st — documenting observations,
feelings, subtexts, and experiences as I participated in discussions as well as during the analysis
phase. Such reflective field notations help decipher rationales and meanings behind cultural acts,
and hence they have been beneficial for my analysis (Kozinets, 2011: 15). According to Kozinets
(2011: 138-139), there are thus three types of data to be collected in nethnographic research, all of
which have been collected in this study; 1) archive data (easily selected through copy and paste on
these forums) 2) elicited data (gathered in interaction with participants through online interviews)
and 3) field notations (noted in the reflexive diary).

The third difference from offline ethnography concerned ethical issues. Qruiser is neither a
public nor a private forum. You need to become a member to access the site, a process that only
takes two minutes. Hence, it is easier to access Qruiser than to subscribe to a newspaper. Member
profile pictures are also displayed for all visitors to the login page (see https://www.qruiser.com),
even to those not yet having signed up or become members. Despite this easy access and display of
members profile pictures publicly; it is doubtful that participants expect that their participation
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will appear in a research project (Kozinets, 2011: 193). I have therefore been fully open with my
presence and my research aims on Qruiser, not the least on my profile page (as advised by
Kozinets, 2011: 201). November 4t I also changed my nickname to forskaren (the researcher) and as
stated earlier I have also published research results on the forum. In March I contacted the
administrators who gave me permission to conduct the research. I have also attempted to get
permission from the publisher but without any success (despite several attempts). However, I have
checked the terms of use and the different policies on Qruiser and made sure that I have not
violated any one of these conducting the research. I have also tried to interview all thread starters
of the threads included in the study. Even if not all of them wanted participate in interviews, all of
the ones that answered to my request gave me permission to study the threads they started (as
advised by Kozinets, 2011: 203). Furthermore, in this paper I will not use any personal information
about any participant (such as nickname or age). No postings will be cited; only interview excerpts
from participants having given me their permission to do so will be displayed here. This does not
entail complete anonymity, but something scholars have labeled “middle masking” (Kozinets,
2011: 211). Participants have been given a high amount of confidentiality and data have been
stored in way that only I can access. Furthermore, since this is data collected in forums in which
some participants link to their own blogs - with their given name and all kinds of personal
information fully accessible — and since these are forums in which people confront each other for
the opinions they express, I argue that the participants themselves did not act as if the
communication was private (for a discussion on this see Andersson, 2013: 162-164). In conclusion
then, the risk of damage to the participants is minimal, the participants autonomy and integrity is
secured, I am using a relevant method for data gathering and the contribution of this research is
substantial (I believe). Following Elgesem (2002) this means that this study is justified from an
ethical standpoint.

Results

The forum attracted a lot of heated discussions between clear-cut and confident opponents with
strong pre-established convictions. A previous study concluded that participation on this Qruiser
forum was geared towards conflict and dissent between antagonists actively seeking to
misinterpret each other's postings in order to attack and use unflattering labels on each other
(Svensson, 2013). The question thus arises, what frames motivated participation in such heated and
antagonistic discussion threads? Here I could clearly outline two participation frames, the left vs.
the right and the xenophobes vs. the cultural relativists.

Studying the postings in the 76 threads collected in the forum, the division between the left and
the right stands out. In the discussions threads, right-wing posters talked about “the left riffraff's
confused world views” or how “the socialist Sweden has decide it is ugly to work, to earn your
own living” (all quotes translated from Swedish by author). The left-wing posters showed similar
(lack of) eloquence talking about the “bourgeois pack” and for example female ministers as
“bourgeois bitches” and market liberals as “authoritarian bullies”. That this frame triggered
participation was also evident in the interview material. When asked why participating in the
forum discussions a majority of the interviewees at least once in the interview made use of this
frame to explain, and thus provide their participation with meaning. Statements such as “the left
has done so much harm”, “concerning the left, they have nothing to offer” and “we have to combat
the right-wing opinions on the forum” were common.



Bottom-Up Movements 161

“It is almost exclusively socialists of various colors that participate in the debates here so a
different perspective - a voice that believes in freedom - is needed”

Already in the previous article I observed that the positioning of the opponent was to a
surprisingly large extent done using a frame of the left vs. the right (Svensson, 2013). I have come
across this frame in other studies (see Svensson et al., 2014), but was surprised that this frame
remains hegemonic — sorting all kinds of conflicts into this frame. It functioned as a master frame
for attracting participation, understanding posting practices, yourself and others as participants in
these threads. The right-left scale is thus far from obsolete in the contemporary political landscape.
Nonetheless it is simplistic and its dominance does hide other ways of constructing the political.

The other main frame that triggered participation that stands out in the material is the exchange
between xenophobes (or unafraid truth-tellers according to themselves) and the defenders of
multiculturalism (or the politically correct mafia/ cultural relativists according to their opponents).
There are numerous examples referred to in the 2853 postings collected of for example
municipalities having to “shut down elderly care units” at the same time as they received refugees
who “drained the welfare system without contributing to it”. In the interviews this frame was
prominent with statements such as “I engage in discussions that concerns Sweden, its duration as
a nation and as a home for the Swedish people and Swedish culture contra multiculturalists”. On
the other side their opponents argued that these posters were wrong as “there is no such thing as
free immigration” and that “not even refugees can assume to have a safe haven in Sweden”. Some
of these posters did not shy away from naming their opponents xenophobes, fascists or even on
some few occasions, Nazis, as in the posting below.

“Faceless racists/Nazis are everywhere online, but on an LGBT site? It is an insult to us and to
those who fought for our rights”

In the interviews opponents of multiculturalism talked about what they considered a confusion
of nationalism for racism. “I stand for being a nationalist, however my opponents love to label me
racist, even though these are two different things”. At the same time some of these participants
welcomed a forum climate “where the political correctness has decreased” and “spread of different
opinions are more visible”, here anti-immigration opinions. It was thus obvious that this frame
motivated participation and made it meaningful for participants.

Not surprisingly, one side here considered the religion of Islam as particularly evil and attacked
Muslims as unwanted and unfit for Swedish society. You could for example observe statements in
the postings like this one:

“Many Muslims are so shielded from the rest of the world that they are still for the most part
believe in, and live by, Muslim traditions, as they did during the time of the prophet Mohammed. Their
modernization process has not even begun.”

The idea of cultural relativism was an important part of this frame as arguments frequently were
made that Christianity (Judaism or any other religion or culture for that matter) and Islam were
measured by different yardsticks. For example, some believed that there was a general silencing of
women abuse and homophobia in Islam by a politically correct elite who did not dare to criticize
Islam, afraid of being labeled islamophobists. “You cannot criticize mosques for spreading hatred
against Jews, Christians and homosexuals without being attacked for spreading hatred against
Muslims!”. There were also frequent references to what was called "Islamophobia-phobia” both in
the postings and in the interviews.
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“The subordination of women has worsened recently by cultural relativism and the sprawl of
Islamophobia-phobia, the belief that all cultures are equally good, and that we should not criticize Islam
as it would be prejudiced and racist.”

Sometimes the left vs. the right and the xenophobe vs. the cultural relativist frames intersected
in interesting ways. It was for example considered that xenophobes were right-wing extremists
and that people on the left defended the religion of Islam — that they considered “all Muslims as an
oppressed working class” as one interviewed participant phrased it. Or as in the posting below;

“I am also amazed that some LGBT people, particularly those with left-wing views, excuse
Islamic homophobia, or believe it milder than other homophobia. They are cultural relativists, and
therefore use a different yardstick when it comes to Islam. Repression they sharply condemn outside
Islam becomes acceptable for them when it is Muslims who stands for it.”

Furthermore these postings and interview excerpts also reveal how gay rights were used as an
argument to justify ones position in relation to the two frames. On the left, posters accused
opponents of lacking “self-respect” since they, as ascribed Sweden Democrats (Swedish
xenophobic populist party on the extreme right), supported family conservative ideas. On the
other side, LGTBs on the left were accused of having “insufficient self-respect” since they
“defended or played down Muslim homophobia”. And sometimes the supposed left-wing posters
and Sweden Democrats were lumped together as in this example “the people on the left here who
cringe to Muslim congregations are not one bit better than sympathizers of the Sweden
Democrats”. Qruiser being a LGTB community thus clearly influenced how the frames were used
by the common use of gay rights in both ends of these two frames.

Now we have entered into the question of how these frames mobilized and maintained
participation. Walther (1997) argues that if you expect future interaction in a net community, users
will interact in a more friendly and cooperatively manner and the tone will be generally more
positive than if the users think their interaction will be limited. Following Walther participants in
the Qruiser forum did thus not expect future interaction. In my observations it was obvious that
the participants did not read each other’s postings carefully, their interchange was rude, fast, full
of spelling mistakes, indicating their quick composition in the heat of the fight, not seldom using
caricatures to portray the opponent in a bad light by associating opinions from the extreme
versions of these positions to the opponent. If you were perceived of as belonging to the left you
had to answer for North Korean politics and like-wise, if you were perceived of as right-wing you
had to answer to everything from American foreign policy to decisions from the Swedish ruling
conservative alliance. According to one interview, this antagonist atmosphere led to parsing and
preconceived opinions, which in turn led participants to give in to the general antagonistic tone of
the threads and adopt a more ferocious appearance.

This leads me what could be labeled the truth frame, which was clearly observable in the
postings in the forum threads. “I participate when I find that there is too much injustice, bullying
and ignorance — to correct the worldview in the forum” as one interviewee phrased it. There was a
tendency among the participants to preach what they were convinced of was the truth, and if you
did not get the truth, you were basically ignorant. The examples below are from three different
interviews.

“The thread had about 90% inaccurate information, so I started another thread to correct these
lies”
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“I'm damn tired of ignorance in general. And I become even more tired as a gay man when
Qruiser allows faceless trolls to spew their racism and coarse lies”

“You learn fairly quickly that there is no point participating in their (the extreme right)
threads, you become blocked if you disclose anything for them objectionable, facts for example”

In the interviews participants talked about an urge to let people know the truth — to share this
truth, that they had access to.

“I don’t know why the Sweden Democrats trigger the leftists hateful sentiments here, especially
since these are founded in ignorance. Someone has to tell the truth.”

“I stand up for knowledge and justice. That is correct. But also to educate and show facts rather
than rumors”

This was not about opinion formation. Participants had formed their opinions already before
participating. Thus the participation was rather motivated by an urge to preach your conviction to
others. Internet, through its practice of linking, seems to afford this. Using links was a way to
verify standpoints and convictions (source criticism aside). By justifying a post with a link in a
sense seemed to confirm the standpoint expressed, a kind if verification that indeed the claim in
the post was true, and hence that the poster had access to the truth (see also Carpentier, 2014).

While the participants believed to have privileged access to truth, they were also mostly aware
of that they could not convince their opponents. In the interview except below I asked one
participant about his debate with an opponent, if he believed he could get him to change his mind:

“You don’t win over XX in this way, it is about to get more people to discover the major
shortcomings in his arguments”

This non belief in the ability to change the opponents mind, is further elaborated in the
interview below

“I will never get the opponent to change his opinion, and that’s not the purpose either. The debate
is to influence those who are uncertain and that just follow the debate.”

This excerpt hints to one motivation to participate in these forum threads. Participants did not
expect to convince or to reason with their opponents, but by engaging in debate with them they
were actually addressing someone else, an imagined audience, an audience believed much easier
to convince than debate opponents.

“To answer your question for who I want to discover the shortcomings of XXs arqumentation,
those who still can be influenced. They are not any specific persons. But I want to show alternatives for
those undecided”

A conception of an imagined audience as consisting of individuals who will be convinced by
their arguments further underlines the participation in the forum threads as a form fantasy (see
Carpentier, 2014). “The ones who read without commenting I believe are the ones who try to form
an opinion, I respect these people” as one interviewee phrased it. Therefore some participants told
me they referred opponents — sending them personal messages — to the (semi)publicly forum for
(semi)public debate. My conclusion is that the participants wanted the debate to be visible for this
imagined audience. Here I could observe a rule/principle having formed on the forum; you do not
participate if you do not have a solid opinion already formed, then you are expected to lurk. This
further underlines the importance of the imagined audience for these participants.
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This leads me to what I found to be a key rationale, motivation for the participation on the
forum, a game/play rationale. In almost all interviews this was referred to in one way or another,
that “to discuss is a way to compete, a hobby” or that “anything that amuses me is a good thing”.
The most common way interviewees explained their participation in the forum threads was to
refer it as a pastime. And here it seems that participants preferred passing time fighting between
clear cut opponents than to reason with undecided, that this was more fun/ liberating, not the
least because of its lack of political correctness as highlighted in the excepts below:

“There is no-one that censors you here, there is no wait before your post gets published, you also
generally get an immediate response, which is usually pretty fun”

“On this type of site, people unleash in a completely different way with there thoughts and
opinions, it's liberating”

“I participate mainly when I am bored, etc., a pastime, but also because it’s fun to tease all the
“left"” people here on (when you re bored).”

To win was secondary, or not even thought about. It was more about keeping the game ongoing.
This suggests that the metaphor of play, instead of game, to better illustrate the participation in the
forum threads. It therefore seemed that participants even rejoiced in attacking each other and
being attacked in turn. Participants had their favorite opponents and could express joy when they
entered into the thread as in this posting: “XX has awaken from his coma :) bring on the leftist
propaganda”. In the interviews, participants talked about how they appreciated also negative
reactions, that negative reactions was a sign that they had been successful in their provocations:

“I see strong negative reactions as a sign that the one who has expressed such reactions has
been emotionally affected (upset) over what I have written. And as an ideological opponent (or
something like that), I wish him all evil, and thus become satisfied thinking of their political agitation.”

From a play perspective rudeness/provocation is part of the rules, to make it interesting and
keep the playing ongoing. In this sense to be attacked at least was to be acknowledged, as a player,
a much better fate than being ignored.

"I often say that if I have not provoked anyone I have not affected anything. If you don't get any
comments it seemed nobody bothered”

“I will probably not write more in debate forums here. It's not worth the time I spend, to talk if
nobody listens”

This was about skillfully using the participation frames, caricaturing your opponents in light of
these frames in order to trigger the play and make the pastime, here debate, ongoing. Participants
in the forum did not expect to cooperate, rather to entertain themselves. It seemed that the
medium afforded this because of its directness, being fast, anonymous as well as the platform,
being conceived of as liberated from politically correctness. This is participation as play and this
explains the tendency to attack each other rather than to reason.

Conclusion

I set out to study political participation on Qruiser in order to broadening the understanding of
political participation in contemporary western, liberal and connected societies. The particular aim
was to understand what motivated participation on Qruiser political forums through the analytical
tool of participation frames. Attending to political discussion threads in the Forum: Politics Society
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and the World I could discern three different frames, the left vs. right, the xenophobes vs politically
correct and a general game frame. This study show how these frames were dialectically
intertwined in the political participation in the forum, giving meaning to discussion, one self and
others through signifying practices of interpretation.

Practices of identity negotiation and maintenance were conducted within these participation
frames and thus they provided the participants a subjective anchoring point for their participation
as well as a temperature at the society in which they lived (here Sweden). While being an outlet for
passions and “refreshingly freed from politically correctness”, these frames were also highly
limiting as they carried with them ideological dimensions and preconceived ways of constructing
the political. It is thus clear that using these frames was homogenizing, reducing complexities and
nuances (see also Carpentier, 2014).

So what does the political participation on Qruiser say about our society and our co-existence in
it? It hints at participation as confrontation rather than opinion formation and the play as an
increasing important form for conceiving of democracy. If you are deliberative democrat this
might be more worrying than if adhering radical democracy. However, these participants were
generally politically interested individuals whose overall participation ranged from letting off
steam in Qruiser forums threads to more deliberative style participation in other settings. Hence,
we cannot judge the sophistication of their overall participatory practices by only attending to
their participation on Qruiser.
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Abstract: Improving responsiveness of public administration and their services has been
recognized by several researchers and analysts as one of the government’s high priority tasks.
In this paper we present an approach to monitoring social media impact that increases
organization’s awareness about their reputation and sentiment in the social media. The
proposed approach is based on semi-automatic sentiment and reputation analysis of the
statements retrieved from the social media repositories. The proposed approach has been used
to analyse a forum created and maintained by engaged citizens about the situation of a newly
constructed blocks of flats financed by the public Fund in the urban area. The citizens
contributing to the forum share their mutual interest in buying a flat in the constructed blocks
of flats. Their primary concern is to obtain and monitor information about the quality of the
construction work and materials used. We argue that the adoption of the proposed approach
improves responsiveness of public services in housing. Moreover, by monitoring the posts in the
forum the Fund actually crowd-sourced the controlling functions by partially delegating the
responsibility for quality control to the concerned citizens.
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Introduction

esides keeping track of their incoming and outgoing business documents, a common
Bpractice in both private and public organizations is to follow and respond to relevant
articles from the press in order to maintain their reputation. Typically, this is a job of public
relations (PR) department and can truly mean the difference between life and death for an

organization, or the difference between profitability and failure (Shannon et al., 2012).

Since the appearance of social media on the internet (which include web applications like email,
instant messaging, forums, blogs, social network services, several kinds of wikis and other),
organizations strive to incorporate them as a set of new communication practices to interact with
various stakeholders (Panagiotopoulos et al., 2013). The field of social computing gained
considerable momentum in the past years (Chai et al., 2010). Social network services like Facebook
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and Twitter embrace more and more users from various groups. For example, Facebook has more
than 1.19 billion active users from all over the world; an average user has 130 friends (Facebook
statistics, 2013). Their statistics also show that about 700 million users log on to Facebook at any
given day. More than 350 million active users currently access Facebook through their mobile
devices. Approximately 80% of our daily active users are outside the U.S. and Canada. Average
user is connected to 80 community pages, groups and events (Facebook statistics, 2013). Also,
Twitter has grown to more than 600 million members (Twitter statistics, 2013). According to these
numbers the spread of social networks seems practically unstoppable; moreover, it is theoretically
possible that everyone has a direct communication channel with the entire globe.

The rapid growth of virtual communities formed by people with shared interests — regardless of
their geographical, religious or family background, goes hand in hand with the decline of
traditional institutions like church and family (Achermann, 2012). Although it might seem that the
social networks are mostly used to fulfil the basic need for gossip and structuring private contacts,
this trend is boosted by individual’s desire to have better connections and thus rapidly rise in
social status, and by business in the hope of gaining potential profits through the commercial use
of virtual profiles.

The vast amount of textual data that pours from social media spawned the need to effectively
use techniques to elicit sentiment prevalence from chunks of text. Even though rational arguments
constitute foundations of science, economics and law, emotions put flavour to our everyday lives
in politics and business. Explanatory models based on reason alone often fail to account for the
complexity of reality. An attempt to combine rational models and emotional explanatory approach
resulted in a new method called sentiment analysis (Liu, 2010).

Striving for clarity in communicating decisions and actions is a common sense predisposition
that is often taken for granted. However, the complexity of decisions imposed by the modern era
may have negative influence on the clarity and comprehension of the decision documents. The
results of diminished clarity are usually unpredictable and typically cause considerable damage
and disruptions to at least one of the included party. On the other hand, documents which are
clear to understand may lead to a better and less stressful way of communicating with broader
public. As a result, the costs of the whole process can be significantly lowered and the process
made more effective.

In spite of the popularity of the social computing field organizations are more or less left on their
own when adopting the strategy to cope with it. There are approaches offered by commercial
companies (e.g. Seiple, 2013) as well as several published studies (e.g. Panagiotopoulos et al., 2013)
that differ in the level of maturity and can serve as a solid starting point. However, there is
typically a gap between what the solutions available on the market offer and what a particular
organization wants. So, in this paper we describe a concrete approach that is adopted by and
regularly used in a public housing organization to monitor and analyse social media events. The
concrete goal was to propose and conduct a process supported by computerised tools that help
public officers detect sentiment and proactively respond to citizens’ suggestions, initiatives or
appeals. The assumption is that by actively monitoring social media impact, public organisations
could improve the responsiveness of the services offered to general public.

The paper is structured as follows. In the next section we present a typical concrete process
workflow that includes semi-automatic sentiment and reputation analysis of the statements
retrieved from the social media repositories. The approach is evaluated on a forum created and
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maintained by engaged citizens about the situation of a newly constructed blocks of flats financed
by the public Fund in the urban area. In the next section we present the results of analysis and
demonstrate how the adoption of the proposed approach improves responsiveness of public
services in housing. The paper is concluded by summarizing the most important findings.

Materials and Methods

During the ordinary conduct of work a typical public institution dedicates substantial amount of
resources to maintaining public relations ((Shannon et al., 2012). Organizations under severe
media attention typically outsource their PR function to increase effectiveness and reduce the cost
(Lietz, 2007). Still, a lot of work related to specific knowledge and contents has to be carried out by
the internal employees; they are held accountable and maintain responsibility for the
accomplished work.

Figure 1 gives a schematic illustration of a typical approach to monitor and analyse social media
events. The approach can be regularly used to help public officers detect sentiment and proactively
respond to citizens’ suggestions, initiatives or appeals. We assume that by actively monitoring
social media impact, public organisations could improve the responsiveness of the services offered
to general public. The approach consists of three sub-processes: (1) Monitor news from press and
broadcasting media, (2) Monitor social media posts, and (3) Analyse media and prepare responses.

News articles, Posts to forums,
broadcasts Twitter, Facebook
Y v
Maonitor

Monitor
social media posts

/

Articles Posts

news from press
and broadcasting media

Data Analyse media and

Tagged data—|

storage prepare responses

Figure 1: The process of gathering and analysing articles from press and posts from social media
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The first sub-process takes as input relevant news articles from newspapers and magazines, as
well as broadcasts transcriptions and stores them in the data storage. The word “relevant” is
crucial here. Each organization has to provide a concrete list of keywords that are used to
determine whether a particular article is important or not. The task is similar to information
retrieval queries in search engines. The point here is to assure that only the sufficiently relevant
articles are selected and stored in the data storage.

The second sub-process deal with monitoring social media posts. Here, the inclusion of various
data sources depends on the organization’s needs and requirements. For example, Facebook posts
to or by a particular profile can be included. Similarly, tweets from Twitter that contain a specified
#hashtag and/or keyword can also be included. In several cases it is beneficial to include posts to
specific relevant user forums, since they might all be used in further analysis. The decision which
sources to include or exclude is solely in the hands of the target organization; their policy that
defines such decisions should be carefully and strictly documented.

The third sub-process includes the analysis of gathered media documents. It is the key step an
organization has to perform in order to prepare responses addressed to the public and social
media. This step includes a method for agile sentiment analysis that is performed on the
documents (Cestnik et al., 2013). The task starts by standard text mining data pre-processing
including removing stop words and lemmatization (Feldman et al., 2006). Next, for each text
tagged document probabilities of each of the three sentiments (negative, neutral, positive) were
computed using Naive Bayes Classifier for text classification (Liu, 2010).

Sentiment analysis is well established technology applied to solving several real-world problems
(Liu, 2010). The technology was, for example, extensively used in EU project FIRST (Smailovic et
al., 2011) for detecting sentiment changes in articles describing financial texts. They showed that
the technology can be reliably used on large sets of financial texts, even though it might exhibit a
problematic behaviour on evaluating individual posts. The intricacies arise mostly due to the
inability to automatically discern irony and sarcasm in the text. That is the main reason that we
introduced another level of sentiment estimation that involves experts from the field. The experts
are shown texts and their automatic sentiment evaluations. They are presented by only 20% of text
that have been evaluated as extremely positive or negative; after that they are offered a possibility
to override the automatic sentiment estimation. All their decisions are stored in the data storage.

Responsiveness of Public Services

As already stated, the approach described in this paper is regularly used in a public housing
organization to monitor and analyse social media events. Again, the assumption was that by
actively monitoring social media impact, public organisations could improve the responsiveness of
the services offered to general public.

In this section we demonstrate the proposed approach on data about communication between
the media and a public organization that operates in the housing area and is responsible for
financially supporting the national housing programme. The Housing Fund was founded in 1991
as one of the necessities of the Housing Law. In the last two decades the Fund’s resources were
primarily allocated for loans with financially pleasing terms to citizens and non-profit housing
organizations. In addition, the Fund’s financial incentive was used to increase the supply of newly
constructed flats to the housing real estate market, as well as to encourage housing savings and
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granting subventions to young families for their first attempt to consolidate their housing status.
Due to the delicate nature of the housing and financial business the Fund’s activities received
considerable media attention and were often criticized and disputed.

To empirically examine how monitoring social media impact can improve organization’s
responsiveness, we selected a public forum created and maintained by engaged citizens about the
situation of a newly constructed blocks of flats financed by the public Fund in the urban area. Note
that the approach presented in the previous section is well suited for another text sources like
Twitter and Facebook; however, in this paper we present the results of selecting and comparing
forum posts and printed media news.

The citizens contributing to the forum shared their mutual interest in buying a flat in the
constructed blocks of flats. Their primary concern was to obtain and monitor information about
the quality of the construction work and materials used. There are 296 posts to the forum from
March 2010 till October 2013, constitution of textual and graphical materials. Textual information
from each post was automatically analysed for its sentiment following the approach described in
the previous section. For the sake of this analysis we disregarded the sentiment of posted graphical
material (pictures).

The Fund uses its web site as one of the communication channels to the general public. On many
occasions such a strategy turned out to be very beneficial, since one piece of information could be
actively accessed by majority of the concerned public. In course of action, such a piece of
information, originating from the Fund’s web site, can be traced also through various popular
forums and social networks, where it gets augmented by subjective views of the concerned
citizens. One of the positive side-effects of such process resulted also in the diminished pressure
for obtaining information directly from the Fund.

Results of our analysis also show that a typical citizen spends much more time on social
networks than on dedicated e-government sites. Social networks are designed for fun and most of
their users visit them several times a day just to check for new events and messages. On the other
hand, browsing e-government sites usually follows the need to solve some kind of a problem,
which (hopefully) does not occur very often. So, in identifying “best practices” in our business
processes we identified frequent follow-up chains of events when a user first receives a hint about
a particular Fund’s activity on social networks and forums and then visits the Fund’s web page to
check for additional information. In such way the Fund’s web site can reach much broader circle of
concerned citizens.

Citizens that like to be better informed about the Fund’s activities post their observations to the
distinguished internet forum. For example, the picture in Figure 2 was taken by a forum user on
December 2013 and posted to document the status of the construction site. In this forum they
follow the progress of the Fund’s activities concerning the building of the largest residential
complex in the centre of the capital city, where the demand for reasonable-priced affordable
housing apartments for far outreaches the supply. The form includes text messages and
descriptions as well as graphic material like pictures. The forum contains valuable temporal
information, too, since all the posts are dated and can serve to inspect all the phases of building
construction from time perspective. Note that the consequences of such now media are beneficial
for both citizens and investors, since the latter can that obtain many useful responses, opinions and
suggestions for improvements.
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When analysing web forum user data we surprisingly discovered that their age structure is not
biased towards young populations, as it was often the case in the similar past analyses, but
resembles high similarity to the age pyramid obtained from state statistical sources. As a
consequence we can assume that there is a tendency that the Internet is about to reach broader
more balanced population than in the previous years; this assumption is supported also by the
findings about the decreasing number of individuals that have never used the internet by age
group reported in the Digital Agenda Scoreboard by the European Commission (2013). We
estimate that by posting relevant data on the web we were able to avoid substantial amount of
complaints and spare a lot of unnecessary effort. We believe that by introducing such important
pieces of information, which are not required but are extremely handy for the customers, the
overall usability of web communication channel increases substantially.

Figure 2: Example of a picture taken by a concerned citizen at the construction site and posted to the forum
for other users to see the progress.

To navigate through a typical e-government application a user has to be skilled in certain tasks.
For example, one of the most intricate tasks related to internet usage is digital signing. If
simplified, it loses its designated function. Although the technology behind digital signature is
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known for quite a while, its adoption still poses several intricacies for ordinary users. One might
argue that utility programs like web browsers simplify its usage to a great extent. This is perfectly
true; however, overly friendly use of the browsers might impose additional threats. The lack of
understanding of the underlying process and technical details can cause a user to get a false feeling
of trust, unaware of the possible misconducts and consequences. Although the technical side of the
process is well known and documented, there seems to be a great deal of intricacies involved in
using such technology. That is probably the main reason for the decision of several banks to use
time token technology instead of digital certificates to ensure more suitable identity management.

In the analysis we took Figure 3 shows average sentiment values for the forum posts with respect
to time. The average sentiment value of a question is 0.10. Negative sentiment gaps are clearly
visible. In a few concrete cases we were able to map some external and internal events that
resulted in such negative sentiment oscillations. For example, in period from October 2010 until
April 2011 the Fund was under severe bombardment with questions about political orientation of
its management, actual business policy orientation and capital expenditure issues. At the same
time, the principal construction company went bankrupt and was replaced by another company.
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Figure 3: Average sentiment of the Forum posts and news articles about the Housing Fund from March
2010 till October 2013
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Another negative peak in August 2011 can be attributed to the hesitant behaviour of the
responsible ministry to assign budget resources for housing subventions for the given year. The
Fund was responsible for carrying out the corresponding float for housing subventions and
received, probably unjustly, many critical negative sentiment statements. The quest continued in
during the first months of 2012 with questions mostly related to the stall of the project for building
new housing dwelling in the capital city, where many citizens were interested to rent or buy a flat.

For practical demonstration of the approach we collected also 298 media articles in the same
period between March 2010 and October 2013. The average sentiment of media articles is much
lower: -0.55. Figure 3 shows also the comparison between the average sentiment obtained from the
media articles and forum posts. The important lesson is that the estimated forum and media
sentiments are not in sync. The careful analysis reveals that the forum posts more rapidly react to
changes, while the media posts typically reveal a certain delay (distance) depending on different
editorial policies of the media. Note that there are also several time periods (e.g. May till July 2010,
September till November 2011, January 2012, April till June 2012) when negative press sentiment is
surprisingly accompanied with relatively positive forum posts. The reason for such behaviour was
partially due to different topics covered by the press and forum at that time; however, in case of
comparable topics the effect was mostly due to the active indirect engagement of the Fund’s
officers in the forum debates, instructing responsible construction company to explain causes and
thus cautiously steering potentially negative sentiments towards more positive ones.

The Fund’s officers that are responsible for supervising the construction site were actively
involved in testing the approach presented in Figure 1. Based in the diagram shown in Figure 3
they were stimulated to respond whenever they detect a decrease in sentiment of the forum’s
posts. Note that — building on the past experiences — the Fund’s management is planning to
prepare instructive guidelines stating how to handle negative and positive sentiments in press and
forums. At the time being the decision is made on the regular weekly management meetings and
executed by the Fund’s officers in the following days. However, they rarely directly respond to the
forum; they use other means to act. They typically contact the responsible construction company
and clarify the raised issue. So, this finding supports our initial assumption that by actively
monitoring social media impact, public organisations could improve the responsiveness of the
services offered to general public.

Conclusion

In the paper we presented the approach to monitoring social media impact by using agile
sentiment analysis. The approach is in regular use at the Housing Fund. Sentiment analysis helps
officers react to questions more swiftly and in a coordinated fashion. The analysis also helps
prioritizing the PR work. Note that the analysis revealed also rather surprising correlation between
the question’s sentiment and the number of days needed for the answer shown in Figure 5. One of
the consequences of this analysis was rather obvious decision of the fund's management to take
more active role in public relations by introducing more frequent and regular press conferences.

The perception of a sentiment of a particular media question is highly subjective. Sometimes a
perfectly neutral question that touches a sensitive area can be perceived as rude or offensive. The
system for agile sentiment analysis tries to avoid such subjective judgments by incorporating
objective statistical properties in the estimation process. We argue that the adoption of the
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proposed approach improves responsiveness of public services in housing. Moreover, by
monitoring the posts in the forum the Fund actually crowd-sourced the controlling functions by
partially delegating the responsibility for quality control to the concerned citizens.

However, left to itself, the system has a few potential deficiencies. It fails to detect irony and
sarcasm. Observed on a single sentence, the agile sentiment analysis might fail considerably. But
so can sometimes a careless human mistakenly take sarcasm for kindness. However, as it was
shown on numerous occasions, the system is statistically effective on larger datasets. Its main
advantage is to automatize the process that would normally take a considerable amount of time
and produce highly subjective results at the end. For example, many authors successfully
implemented agile sentiment analysis on Twitter (Batra et al., 2010). To accommodate for even
smaller sets of sentences we extended our approach with a semi-automatic step that involves
domain experts. The experts are presented by only 20% of text and their automatic sentiment
evaluations that have been evaluated as extremely positive or negative; after that they are offered a
possibility to override the automatic sentiment estimation. All their decisions are stored in the data
storage and kept for future use.

For future work we plan to include more social network sources in our analysis. In addition to
analysing sentiments from texts we would like to include also data in different formats, like for
example pictures and multimedia. And last but not least, we would like to empirically support the
impression that the active presence in social networks might not only improve citizens’ literacy
and skills, but also encourage them to participate more actively in e-Government applications and
services.
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Introduction and Motivation

effective method to reach large audiences (Bertot et al., 2010, Ab Hamid et al., 2007).
Universities do not represent an exception: their communication strategies, in fact,
increasingly rely on SMPs to complement the traditional communication channels.

Public agencies consider Facebook, Twitter, and other social media platforms (SMPs a cost-

Assessments of the use of SMPs by universities are starting to appear (Aquilani and Lovari 2009,
Aquilani and Lovari 2010, Giglietto and Lovari 2012, Jeopen 2012), but the topic is still largely
underexplored. In this work we present the results of SocialUniversity, an empirical analysis of
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how Italian universities use SMPs, with a specific focus on Facebook and Twitter. The latter are
respectively the first and third most popular SMP in Italy, both among the entire population with
internet access (41.3% are on Facebook, 5.4% are on Twitter) and the young (69.6% of people with
internet access in the age bracket 14-29 have a Facebook account and 7.5% have a Twitter one)'".
SocialUniversity’scope is bound to the inspection of marketing, press and administration-to-
student communications in the witten form, thus it doesn’t focus on the second most popular SMP
in Italy, YouTube’, as it’s a video sharing platform. YouTube is widely used by universities for
posting promotional and informative footage, but usually this latter is shared via Facebook and
Twitter too.The case of the Italian universities is particularly amenable to empirical research for
two reasons. In the first place, because the number of Italian universities is relatively small3.
Secondly, because Italian universities are fairly homogeneous, i.e., there is no formal distinction
between research and teaching universities, facilitating comparisons.

To better understand the dimension of the Italian universities presence on the SMPs, we
benchmark the Italian universities SMP presence with the SMP presence of the Italian public
administration; also we benchmark the Politecnico di Torino with the SMP presence of five top
European and Italian universities. To perform the comparison with the Italian public
administration, we use the data collected by Giovanni Arata’s #socialPA study (Arata 2012, 2013),
with which we share elements of the methodology as well as some data collection techniques?. To
perform the comparison with a few European universities, we use the data specifically collected
for this study. The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we describe the related
works. In Section 3 we describe the data collection methodology that we adopted. In Section 4 we
present the data that we collected, including the comparison with the Italian public administration
and with a few top-level European universities. In Section 5 we draw the conclusions.

Related Works

Regarding the academic use of social media, Aquilani and Lovari investigated the opportunity and
necessity for Italian universities to be active on SMPs. They inspected grassroots communities at
“La Sapienza” university in Rome to assess whether students were interested in talking about
campus life on Facebook, and to assess which topics they discussed (Aquilani and Lovari, 2010). In
a follow-up work, they also surveyed students on their willingness to interact with their university
(Aquilani and Lovari, 2012). A related study focus on the definition of performance indexes to
measure the Italian universities’” overall social media presence (Lovari and Giglietto, 2011),
following the methodology introduced by Jeopen, who measured the social media visibility of
several UK universities (Jeopen, 2012).

The #socialPA study by Giovanni Arata (Arata, 2012, 2013) was the primary blueprint for this
work. The #socialPA analysis encompassed all levels of Italian public administrations, from
municipalities to regions, and includes data on social accounts management, level of openness of

1 Censis/UCSI

238% of Italians with internet access have an account on Youtube, (Censis/ uCsI)

3 According to the Italian Ministry of Education, University, and Research (MIUR), in fact, in 2012 there
were 96 universities that served over a million and a half students (MIUR, 2012).

4 In particular, we use an enhanced version of the tools that Giovanni Arata used in the last version of the
#socialPA report to perform custom queries using the Facebook APL
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Facebook accounts, recognizability (i.e., the correct usage of the profile information), existing
policies, posting frequency and awareness of social-networking-sites inherent features, e.g.,
hashtags and mentions.

Unlike the other parts of the Italian public administration, which are highly-diversified, Italian
universities represent a fairly homogeneous set, at least as far as institutional purposes are
concerned. Moreover, the number of Italian public administrations (about 8,000 according to the
Italian National Institute of Statistics (ISTAT, 2013) is significantly larger than the number of Italian
universities, i.e., 96 according to the Ministry of Education, University and Research’. However,
the #socialPA data collection and analysis methodology (which is detailed in the next Section)
remains valid also in the university context and therefore was adopted for this work. The
computer® code developed by one of the authors of this paper to query the Facebook APIs for the
last #socialPA report was enhanced and employed to collect data about universities.

Methodology

To collect information on the Twitter and the Facebook accounts of Italian universities we used the
following workflow, which is based on the #socialPA workflow:

1. we manually searched for the universities accounts on the universities” websites, as well as
on Facebook and Twitter; also, in some cases, we also manually inspected the Facebook
pages, to extract information that it was not possible (or practical) to retrieve by using the
Facebook APlIs;

2. also, we added the Twitter and Facebook accounts that we found to the Social Proxy’ data-
collection platform, developed by Net7®, that we used to automatically follow the online
behavior of such accounts;

3. moreover, we used a Java program, which is a significantly-enhanced fork of the code used
for the last #socialPA report, to perform more specific Facebook-and-Twitter API queries
that were not possible with Social Proxy;

4. finally, we contacted the people in charge of managing the social media accounts of each
university, to ask questions on their management strategies.

Of course, because of the social nature of the survey, and because we used many input sources,
the process that we describe above was far from being linear. We had, in fact, to adjust our
databases and the process itself, because, e.g., we discovered new accounts, or we noticed that an
account was not the official account of a university (even if the name of the account seemed to
imply such status).

As anticipated in Section 1, we also compared the SMP presence of our institution (the
Politecnico di Torino) to the SMP of five selected European universities. We selected four technical
universities — the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology in Lausanne, the Swiss Federal Institute in
Zurich, the Technical University of Munich, the Politecnico di Milano (Polytechnic University
of Milan) — and the other university in Turin, the Universita di Torino (University of Turin). Of
course, we are well aware that the five selected universities are not an exhaustive sample of the

Shttp://cercauniversita.cineca.it/ seen on December 5, 2013

% https:/ / github.com /fiorenzaoppici/socialuniversity .

" http:/ /www.netseven.it/portfolio/social-coop / seen on December 4, 2013
8 http:/ /www .netseven.it/seen on December 4, 2013
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European universities; yet, they help us to build an initial, limited characterization of the online
presence of our institution.

In the following Sections, we describe more thoroughly the steps 1-4 above.

Manual Search and Manual Inspection Of Pages

Because the research handles a small set (< 100) of universities, and because Twitter doesn’t
support exact-match search for users, it was both feasible and necessary to manually search the
Italian universities social networks handles both on the universities websites and on Twitter,
Facebook, and other SMPs (e.g., YouTube, Google+, LinkedIn).

We also manually browsed the universities pages to gather the information that was not
available (or hard to get) via the Facebook APIs, e.g., the response rates, the date in which the
Facebook profile was opened, the openness of channels to other users.

Social Proxy: Automatic Online-Activity-Data Collection

Social Proxy is an online platform for social media monitoring — developed by Net7, a company
based in Pisa, Italy — that automatically collects and provides a wide range of marketing-oriented
data analytics. However, for this survey, we mainly used Social Proxy to follow the online
activities (i.e., Facebook posts and tweets) of the universities accounts. Once we added the
accounts handles to the online Social Proxy interface, in fact, we could follow the daily activity of
the universities on Facebook and Twitter.

For most universities, we started the Social-Proxy data collection process on June 20, 2013 and
we stopped the data collection process on September 30, 2013, the day in which we downloaded
the whole body of tweets and posts from Social Proxy.

Regarding posts or tweets created before June 20, 2013, because Social Proxy is (of course) bound
to the Facebook and Twitter APIs limits, for each account we could collect the latest 200 tweets or
posts only. Yet, for the many accounts that post two-three times a week, we were still able to
gather a significant portions of their history (for some accounts, in fact, we were able to go back as
early as 2012). For the few accounts that post once per day (or more), instead, the first piece of
collected data depends on the mean posting frequency and also depends on the day in which we
added such account to Social Proxy (we added most accounts on June 20, 2013, but some accounts
were discovered and added at a later time). We tried to minimize the impact of such an
incremental approach by ensuring that every account had a sufficient timespan for post collection,
and by weighing the absolute amount of posts from every account by the number of days in such
timespan.

For each post or tweet, SocialProxy saves the following pieces of information: the author’s
username; the date and time; the post-or-tweet content. Of course, as regards Twitter, Social Proxy
attributes a retweet to the retweeter, rather than to the author of the original tweet.

After we downloaded the data from Social Proxy, we used Excel to perform some basic data
analysis tasks. For more complex tasks, we wrote a Java program9 that allows us to remove the
duplicate posts; to compute the average posting frequency and the standard deviation; to extract
hashtags, mentions, and URIs; to compute statistics, e.g., the 20 most used hashtags.

9https: / / github.com/fiorenzaoppici/socialuniversity
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API Queries

Social Proxy was a valuable tool to automatically follow the online activity of the universities
accounts, however, it did not collect lower-level information that is useful to characterize the
universities activity, e.g., the amount of likes and followers, the date in which an account was
created, the total number of tweets, the location, the self description.

Therefore we wrote some Java code to gather these pieces of information directly from the
Facebook and the Twitter APIs. Such codes — that is based on the Twitter4]'® and BatchFB"
libraries — receives a list of Facebook and Twitter accounts, and generates, for each account, an
.odf file that contains the low-level information that we mentioned above.

As part of our future work, we plan to enhance our Java code to collect data like, e.g., the
number of likes to a post and the thread of comments related to a post. Also, as regards Twitter,
we aim to study the followers of academic accounts (including in this category not only the
accounts of universities, but also the accounts of professors and researchers).

Surveys

The first survey was carried in mid-July via e-mail among the group of five selected foreign and
Italian universities that were included in the comparison to our institution, the Politecnico di
Torino (Polytechnic University of Turin).

We contacted people in charge of managing the social accounts (if this information was available
on the university’s website) or people in the press office (as a fallback), and we asked them (1) the
links to their social media channels and (2) whether they had social-media statistics that they could
share with us.

Everyone responded to the inquiry; the responders eagerly provided us their social-media
handles, and few of them (e.g., Politecnico di Milano and the ETH) even proposed us a follow-up
phone-or-skype interview, in which they provided us much more details. As regards the second
question, all the responders told us that they do not keep any kind of social-media statistics.

The second survey was carried out in the last days of August 2013 among all Italian universities
found on Facebook, using the Facebook private messaging feature. Universities were not queried
via Twitter due to the limited size of the tweet messages, deemed unpractical for an effective
communication. Survey participants were kindly asked to describe their social-media-management
strategies. On 74 Facebook channels accepting private messages, 49 of them (the 66%), from 46
universities answered, and showed great interest for our work.

However, because the second survey did not reached the Facebook channels for which private
messages were not enabled (as well as universities with just a Twitter account, and universities
that didn’t show on Facebook), in early October we carried out a third survey, in which we wrote
to the press offices of the unreached universities and asked them to provide brief information on
their social-media-management strategies. The response rate was slightly inferior (52%), and in
particular, universities who did not enable private messages on Facebook were less responsive
(40% responded) than universities not showing on Facebook (71%).

Phttp:/ /twitterdj.org/en /index.html
"https:/ /code.google.com /p/batchfb /wiki/UserGuide
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Data Analysis

The methodology described above allowed us to collect a series of interesting measures about the
Italian universities presence on Facebook and Twitter. For example, the creation of new academic
Facebook accounts had a peak in 2011, with 30 new accounts; and, more than 20 institutions joined
Twitter each year in the 2010-2012 period (Figure 2). Note that these data are based exclusively
upon the foundation date of Facebook and Twitter accounts existing in the research’s timeframe;
no piece of information on the deletion of accounts through the past years is thus available. The
average frequency of posting is 1.8 daily messages on Twitter and 1.4 on Facebook, but most
universities (67% on Facebook and 61% on Twitter) update their channels less than daily.

Joining year of Facebook and Twitter accounts
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Figure 1: The number of institutions that joined Facebook and Twitter per year

Also, an estimate of the audience'” of every channel was computed. Rather than examining the
audience in absolute terms, the number of Likes/friends on Facebook and the number of followers
on Twitter was weighed considering the expected social media population of each university. The
expected population was computed as follows:

Pop = (s *Us) +(p * Up)

Where s and p are, respectively, the number of students and professors, and Us and Up are a
rough estimate of the percentages of Facebook (or, alternatively, Twitter) adoption in the two
groups according on Censis’ 2012 survey on social media penetration in Italyl3.
11% of students and 3.7% of professors are expected to have a Twitter account and 79% of students
and 47% of professors are expected to be on Facebook. Those are just some proxy measurements;
in fact, they take into account only the age factor and leave out other important factors of
Facebook and Twitter users (such as income); yet, they allow to draw the following interesting
observations: only large (> 10.000 students) public universities figure in the first ten positions in

"2 We define the audience as the number of accounts that can potentially read a messages posted by the
account of a university. That is, on Twitter the audience is the number of followers of the university
account, while on Facebook the audience is the number of likes of the university page.

" The number of students and professors in every institution was drawn from the Italian Ministry of
University, Education and Research (MIUR) data for 2012, the last official version when SocialUniversity
was carried out. Stats on the penetration of social networking platforms for different ages groups were
drawn from the 10th Censis/Ucsi report on social media in Italy (Censis 2012).
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the ranking for absolute audience on both Facebook and Twitter (for obvious reasons), but small to
medium-sized private universities and Superior Graduate Schoolsl4 are preponderant in the
weighted ranking. This confirms the general lack of visibility of larger universities exposed by
Jeopen (2012), and by Lovaro & Giglietti (2011)4.1 Presence on Facebook, Twitter and other social
networks.

We found 85 Facebook accounts that we mapped to 80 Italian universities (i.e., 84% of the Italian
universities are on Facebook). A few universities have more than one account: typically, they have
the main account and a secondary account that provides counseling services to students. Also, five
of the 85 accounts are not pages, rather they are personal profiles. Of these five personal profiles,
three are secondary accounts that provide counseling services to students: OrientaNet UniPd" for
the University of Padua, Orientamento UniFe'® for the University of Ferrara, and the account of
counseling for disabled students Sod Orientale'” at the Universita Orientale in Naples.

On Twitter, we found 79 profiles for 73 different universities (i.e., 76% of the Italian universities
are on Twitter). In addition to the 73 institutional profiles, there are six secondary profiles
dedicated to diverse activities, e.g., employment counseling (“La Sapienza” - @ obSoul18), student
counseling (LUISS “Guido Carli”- @GianoLUISS19), communication of new publications available
in the open-access institutional repository (Politecnico di Torino’s Open Access System -
@OAPoliTorino20), foreign-language news for foreign students communities (Politecnico di
Milano - @polimi_zh21 for chinese students).

We also found that YouTube is the third most used SMP after Facebook and Twitter (61% of the
Italian universities have an account), and, according to the results of our manual inspection, is
used for posting extracts from conferences, campus life events, advertising campaigns, and video
lectures. In this vein, nearly a fifth (19%) of the Italian universities is listed on iTunes U?%, the
iTunes section for video lectures.

Other SMPs that Italian universities use are: LinkedIn (13%), Google+ (11%) and Flickr (10%).

Who is in Charge Of Managing Social Media Accounts?

Table 1: Which office is in charge of managing the SMP account(s)? (%)

Office in charge Facebook Twitter
Communication 50% 56%
Student Counseling 11% 5%

" Superior graduate schools are institutes who offer primarily third-level higher education (i.e., doctoral
studies courses).

" https:/ /www.facebook.com /orientanet.unipd

16 https:/ /www.facebook.com/orienta.unife

17 https:/ /www.facebook.com/sod.orientale

18 https:/ /twitter.com /jobsoul

19 https:/ /twitter.com /GianoLUISS

2 https:/ /twitter.com /OAPoliTorino

! https:/ /twitter.com /polimi_zh

? http:/ /www.apple.com/apps/itunes-u/
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Online communication 10% 10%
Social Networking communication 7% 9%
Public Relations 7% 3%
Other 15% 20%

This data was collected by means of direct surveys as described in section 3.2. The managers of
60 Twitter accounts (out of 79) answered to our questions, while 59 managers of Facebook
accounts replied (out of 85).

General communications’” offices manage the majority of accounts both on Facebook and
Twitter, while the Students’ counseling offices are less represented on Twitter (11% vs. 5%).
Because 7% of Facebook and 9% of Twitter accounts are managed by specially-created social media
offices, we can argue that universities are increasingly recognizing social media as a peculiar area
in communication.

Other management strategies (aggregated by the “other” definition of Table 1) include: account
management in cooperation between the IT systems and public relations office; the Dean’s
secretary office; volunteer students. Interestingly, there was also one case (the University of
Palermo) in which the social media accounts were managed by an external communications firm
that won a procurement for performing that task.

How the Social Media Accounts Interact With Other Users (Mainly Students)

We measured the number of answering tweets in the accounts timeline with an ad-hoc API query
launched on October 27, 2013: we fetched the last 200 tweets by each account, and we counted the
number of tweets that were in response to tweets by other accounts. We found that, on the average
only 2% of the tweets are responses. The account with the highest rate of responses was the
Politecnico di Milano’s main account (@polimi), in which 22% of the tweets were responses. Such
higher rate could represent a higher engagement from both parts: users interact more with the
institution and the university is context-aware as it uses the Twitter “Answer” tool. As regards
Facebook, because it was complex to gather the rate of answers using the API, and because
manually recording responses was unfeasible for all the accounts, we selected the five accounts
which had in their timeline more questions posed by other accounts. On this small sample, we
collected the last 10 university-related questions and answers (if any) posted up to October 25,
2013. Interestingly, the Politecnico di Torino (that was the third account with more questions
posed by other accounts) never publicly responded; however, an employee of the Politecnico later
confirmed via email that they, in fact, responded via private messages in that time span. As for the
other universities” accounts, the response rates are very good (all the institutions answer to more
than 80% of questions posed); also, (as Figure 2 shows) on the average the institutions respond
within one work day This small sample is already characterized by very high participation rates
(i.e the ratio of posts from other users on the total number of posts), but interestingly enough,
accounts in the sample are fairly below the average in terms of audience; their average
likes/expected_population value is 0.5 while for the whole sample of the Facebook account of
Italian universities it is 1.7. As SocialProxy (the tool used for data harvesting) can keep just first-
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level comments, it's impossible to fully determine the engagement level, since users usually
answer back in comment threads.

Responding rate and average
responding time (Facebook)

100% 100% 80% 90%

La Sapienza CIAO counseling
B Unitelma Sapienza

™ Polytechnic University of
Milan

B "G. D'Annunzio" University

Figure 2: Responding rates and average responding time of the Facebook profiles that received more
questions from other Facebook users on their timelines

In the case of Facebook, more than half (56%) of the accounts have their walls open to others’
posts. But the openness of the wall is not the only index for openness; in fact, admins can configure
many diverse levels of openness, i.e., they can selectively enable the following features: Private
messages; Users’ reviews; Comments to posts.

The vast majority of the Facebook accounts had a medium-high level of openness: only 7% had
just one of the openness features enabled (i.e., one of: private messages, users’ reviews, comments
to posts, and the wall open to others” comments); 12% of them had two features enabled; 46% had
three features enabled; and 35% enabled all the four features.

A Comparison with Selected Foreign Universities

In order to broaden the research’s scope the Politecnico di Torino (PoliTO) was compared to other
similar institutions: the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology in Lausanne (EPFL), the Swiss
Federal Institute of Technology in Zurich (ETHZ), the Technical University in Munich (TUM), the
Politecnico di Milano (PoliMi), and the other university in Turin, i.e., Universita di Torino (UniTO).

As for the weighted audience, also doctoral students were computed in the expected population,
while the rates of Twitter and Facebook adoption have been obtained from the PEW Internet
Project’s survey (Smith and Brenner, 2013). The main account of the EPFL is the leading for the
weighted audience on both Facebook and Twitter (respectively with values of 2.3 and 1.8). The
average posting frequency is 0.7 daily posts on Facebook and 1.3 daily posts on Twitter; in spite of
this last data, 70% of the Twitter accounts of international universities post, on the average, less
than one message per day. Responding rates were retrieved for all universities with the same
methodology discussed in section 4.2; the Twitter accounts with the highest rate of responding
tweets are: the main account for the Politecnico di Milano (@polimi) (22%), the EPFL’s English
channel (@EPFL_en) (14%), and the main account of the Politecnico di Torino (@poliTOnews)
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(13%). On Facebook, a direct inspection (as in the 3.1 section) of the 30 last university-related
questions from October 27, 2013 found that the Universita di Torino and the Politecnico di Milano
were the institutions with the highest responses rate, respectively, 93% and 83%.

The more relevant difference among social media accounts that we noticed is the different rates
of internationalization, especially on Twitter. Swiss universities show an higher rate of
international students; in fact, both the ETH and the EPFL have an English-tweeting account in
addition to their main account (which, respectively, is in German and in French). Interestingly, the
two English channels of the ETH and the EPFL are less followed than the main accounts:
@EPFL_en has just 0.1 followers / expected_population while @EPFL has 1.9 followers /
expected_population; @ETH_en has 1.0 followers / expected_population, while @ETH has 1.4
followers / expected_population.

Table 2: The different rate of internationalization of Twitter accounts

Foreign students (%) Twitter accounts: Tweeting in:
EPFL 40% 3 French, English
ETHZ 29% 3 German, English
TUM 18% 1 German
PoliTo 15% 2 Italian, English
Polimi 9% 2 Italian, Chinese, English
UniT 6% 1 Italian
o

Conclusions and Outlook

In this paper we describe the methodology and the results of the SocialUniversity survey that
describes how Italian universities use the social media platforms (SMPs) channels (mainly,
Facebook and Twitter). In particular, we describe how we collected qualitative and quantitative
information on the behaviour of Italian universities on SMP channels, and we describe the main
insights that we extracted from the collected data.

To start the data collection process, we listed the Twitter and Facebook accounts of most Italian
universities. Then we used the Social Proxy SMP data collection platform, developed by Net7, as
well as ad-hoc API queries, to monitor the online activity of the universities” Facebook and Twitter
accounts. In parallel, we contacted the people in charge of managing such accounts, to gather
qualitative data. Finally, in some cases, we manually inspected the accounts to collect data that we
could not collect automatically.

The data shows that on average Italian universities are well aware of the potential of SMPs; in
fact, some universities even have people whose only job is to manage the university’s online
accounts. The data shows that, while Facebook is used for counseling and answering to student’s
questions, Twitter is used primarily as the official, online news channel. Also, even though few
Facebook accounts post - on the average - multiple times per day, the vast majority of them
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updates their timelines less than once per day. Another insight is that private universities
(typically small, selective and well-funded) and Superior Graduate Schools are relatively more
popular than large public universities (which in recent years have been affected by steep cuts in
both funding and staff).

To better understand the extent to which Italian universities use well the SMP channels, we
compared their online behavior to the previously studied behavior of the Italian public
administration; also, we compared the online behavior of a few, selected Italian universities to the
behavior of few, selected European universities. For the former comparison, we used the latest
#socialPA report data (Arata, 2013) as a benchmark, while for the latter comparison we used data
specifically collected for this case study. Compared to the public administration, the universities
seems to be more aware of the SMP channels best practices and features (e.g., 44% of the
universities already use hashtags on Facebook, despite their recent introduction). Compared to the
European universities selected for this study, Italian universities are on average less popular (in
terms of the audience weighted for the number of students). However, there are Italian universities
that, like the European ones, have multilingual accounts.

Regarding future developments, we plan to perform a detailed analysis of the target audience of
the Twitter accounts of scholars, e.g., by harvesting the biographies. We also plan to enhance our
data collection tools on Facebook, to follow the comment threads and to gather the related number
of shares and likes. In turn, we expect this enhancement to allow us to better measure the response
rate and the popularity of an account.

Finally, this case study only focused on the universities own accounts, but universities are
complex organizations, whose online footprint goes well beyond their institutional SMPs accounts;
therefore, we look forward to also following and analyzing the online activities of research centers,
departments, professors, and students-associations accounts.
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Abstract: The paper records government and ministries Twitter accounts for 24 EU countries. It
records four indexes of Twitter performance: number of followers and following, number of
tweets and number of tweets per day, and two indexes describing potential reach to citizens
regarding the information tweeted by the accounts, to describe the specific accounts’
performance and influence. Two summary indexes are constructed using PCA: network
characteristics and activity characteristics of the accounts. Correlations are calculated for all
performance indexes with e-Government and e-Participation indexes of the 24 countries.
Tweeting frequency and retweeting/ mentioning represent the accounts’ activity and the
community activity, respectively. Only activity indexes are strongly correlated with e-
Government and e-Participation, while number of followers and following seems not to be
associated with them. Performance of the Twitter accounts is not only a matter of Twitter
appearance and networking of the accounts; it is mainly a matter of citizens’ active
participation.

Keywords: e-Government, e-Participation, Twitter, performance, indexes
Introduction

with a maximum of 140 characters in length and to answer the question: “What’s
happening” (Chu et al., 2010; Naveed et al., 2011), has now 554,750,000 active registered
users (Mason, 2013). It is the fastest growing social network by active users. The 55-64 year age
bracket is the fastest growing demographic with 79% growth rate since 2012 (Vincezini, 2013).
Twitter is increasingly being adopted by news organizations, corporations, government

Twitter, the microblogging service that allows users to share information via short messages

departments, Members of Parliament and non-governmental organizations as an innovative form
of interaction with their stakeholders (Heymans, 2010; Mergel, 2012a). Nowadays, governments
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have to exploit all possible delivery channels in an attempt to reach out as many citizens as
possible no matter how isolated, poor or illiterate they are (UN, 2012).

Twitter updates are seen as public conversations. Twitter can be used by government agencies
for news feed, as a parallel publishing stream, an adittional channel to distribute press releases and
other formal announcements, to distribute mission-relevant information, engage large number of
citizens, create conversations, record public opinion for policy formulation, accelerate emergency
responses and activate public diplomacy (Mergel, 2012a). Use of twitter and other social media
may increase transparency, integration, communication, collaboration and accountability and
revitalize dialogue between goverments and citizens (Chadwick, 2009; Drogkaris et al., 2010;
Mergel, 2012a; Mergel et al., 2009). Government agencies find Twitter as “an effective, efficient,
timely and valuable tool to get the word out” claimed Wigand (2010, p. 66), and have started
embodying it in their e-government strategies in order to maximize web 2.0 offered benefits and to
keep upwith current trends (Sivarajah & Irani, 2012). For the moment little research effort has been
devoted at investigating government use of Twitter (Alam & Lucas, 2011). In this vein the paper
aims at investigating central government and ministries accounts of the EU countries, to record
Twitter characteristics of the accounts and provide a ranking of them, in relation to their
performance regarding e-government and e-participation maturity.

Twitter as a Social Media Tool

Microblogging is a form of blogging that allows people to write brief text updates and to keep in
touch with friends through the internet, mobile devices, instant messaging or third-party
applications (Edman, 2007; Mergel, 2012a; Miller, 2008). Nowadays, Twitter is the most popular
microblogging service. Twitter claims its simplicity stating:

“People are eager to connect with other people and Twitter makes that simple” (Twitter 2009).

Users after joining Twitter and creating their profiles, can post ‘tweets’, mini-posts of 140
characters in lenght that can point to other rich media content. Users may also provide links to
outside content by including URLSs in their tweets. As URLs are typically long, “URL shorteners”
are usually used in order to generate unique, abbreviated URLs for redirection (boyd et al., 2010).
Users may also combine Twitter updates with other social media accounts. In this way they may
automatically post updates to their news feed from Flickr, YouTube, Facebook, blogs, or any other
content-sharing site (Mergel, 2012a). Twitter accounts are by default public, which means it can
be viewed by anyone and followed by any Twitter users can subscribe to and view the tweets.
Thus, the vast majority of Twitter accounts are public (Marwick & boyd, 2010). Social connections
in Twitter are created through the act of ‘following’. The reverse chronological stream of tweets
from accounts that a user is following is his/hers primary view (Meeder et al., 2011). A user can
follow any other user, and the user being followed need not follow back (Kwak et al., 2010). In this
vein ‘following” is not mutual (Hargittai & Litt, 2012) and the social network structure being
created is ‘asymmetric’ (Grant et al., 2010) unlike ‘traditional” social networks (Poblete et al., 2011).
Previous studies have recorded the highly skewed distribution of followers and the low rate of
reciprocal ties (Bakshy et al.,, 2011; Huberman et al., 2009; Kwak et al.,, 2010). The majority of
Twitter users have only a few followers but some accounts exist that attract enormous number of
followers. Twitter promotes following others by presenting a list of recommended users (Meeder
et al.,, 2011). Skewness recorded in followers happens also at following. Some users follow
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thousands, while others follow a few. Some follow celebrities and anyone that they find
interesting and some follow only users that they know personally (Boyd et al., 2010). Twitter has
also itsown vocabulary: write a tweet addressing a specific user which is called a mention, @reply
is a tweet directed at a certain user, RT stands for retweet. Retweets allow users to rebroadcast
content created by other users; thus visibility of content raises (boyd et al., 2010), ‘#” followed by a
word represents a hashtag. Hashtags group tweets by topic by allowing users to annotate tweets
with metadata (Conover et al., 2011).

Use of Twitter in the E-Government Context

Social media have changed the way citizens get informed about government activities, global and
national events and what is happening in their communities (Kavanaugh et al., 2012). As the world
becomes more socially connected through social media, governments all-over the world are trying
to respond to the challenging opportunities offered by them, share information to a wider public
in a more open manner (McNutt, 2012) seek public views and feedback, monitor satisfaction with
the services (UN, 2012) and provide value-added services to their citizens (Osimo, 2008). Moreover
social media have the ability to help organizations, like government agencies to connect better
with their stakeholders through engagement and interactivity (Li & Bernoff, 2008; Solis &
Breakenridge, 2009; Waters & Williams, 2011). As social media enable two-way communication in
real time, government agencies can quickly engage citizens as co-producers of services, not just
passive recipients (UN, 2012). Previous research has shown that organizations primary use social
media for information sharing and rarely use them to create dialogue (Seltzer & Mitrook, 2007;
Bortree & Seltzer, 2009; Waters & Williams, 2011). However, in order to effectively use social
media in e-government strategies a shift in thinking, culture and leadership is required (McNutt,
2012).

Albrecht et al. (2008, p.4) defined e-participation as “the participation of individuals and legal
entities in political and administrative decision-making processes by means of information and
communication technology (ICT)”. E-participation involves from simple information provision to
mediation and from consultation and campaigning to voting (Tambouris, 2007). Four
transformative properties of social media represent the benefits government agencies can gain
from their use. Social media shorten or even eradicates distance between government and
individuals (Cardenas, 2013). By establishing social media presence on a variety of platforms may
broaden the reach of agencies message (Mergel, 2012c). Moreover, social media due to the message
instant chacarter may maximize speed and can be used to share timely information. Finally, as
social media websites are free to individual users and organizations, there is a perception that they
are cheaper to use of other traditional media (Newman, 2009). However, the adoption of social
media by government agencies could face a series of barriers and limitations. Barriers may relate to
strategic formulation issues like cultural readiness and lack of strategy, others to government
issues like administrative requirements, concerns for accessibility to the disabled and finally non-
government site usage like privacy standards and advertising (Picazo-Vela et al., 2011). At the
global level, many government agencies maintain Twitter accounts. In 2012, 78 out of the 193
United Nations Member States, nearly 40% provide a statement “follow us on Facebook or
Twitter” in government portals (UN, 2012). According to Mergel (2012a) government agencies
exist that manage multiple Twitter accounts based on their diverse audiences and their operational
needs. For the moment research on government use of twitter is limited (Alam & Lucas, 2011) and
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focus on content analysis. Golbeck et al. (2010) investigated the type of content members of the
United States Congress, were posting. In their research they analyzed the content of over 6,000
posts. Members of Congress use Twitter in order to promote themselves and do not to provide
insights into the legislative process, government news, or to improve transparency. However,
according to the findings Twitter facilitated direct communication between Congress and citizens.
Hemphill et al. (2013) using data from 380 members of Congress’” Twitter activity during the
winter of 2012, found that Twitter is mainly used to advertise political positions and to provide
information but rarely to request political action from constituents or to recognize the good work
of others. Differences in communication frequency exist between, Senators and Representatives,
Republicans and Democrats and also men and women. Mergel (2012b) examined how members of
the U.S. Congress use Twitter. Analyzing tweets in combination with qualitative interviews with
congressional offices shows that members of the congress are mainly using Twitter to complement
their existing push communication style and distribute content. The potential for interactive
conversation is not used by them.

Heverin & Zach (2010) and Crump (2011) investigated the use of Twitter by police in U.S cities
and UK respectively. Heverin & Zach (2010) found that police departments primarily use Twitter
to disseminate crime and incident related information. City police departments also use Twitter to
share information about their departments, events, traffic, safety awareness, and crime prevention
and to a lesser extent to converse directly with the public and news media. While Crump (2011)
investigated the structure of networks formed and the content of the messages. Research and
conclusions show that the constraints of police culture have meant that Twitter has been used
cautiously and as reinforcement for existing means of communication. Alam & Lucas (2011),
Waters & Williams (2011), Small (2012) and Cho & Park (2012) examined the use of Twitter by
government agencies in different countries. Alam & Lucas (2011) investigated the use of Twitter by
the Australian government. Their findings showed that Australian government agencies are
primarily using Twitter to disseminate information, especially links to news articles and reports on
their activities. Waters & Williams (2011) examined how 60 government agencies at state and
federal levels in U.S.A are using Twitter to communicate with their audiences. Findings indicate
that government agencies primarily relied on one-way communication that sought to inform and
educate rather than two-way symmetrical conversations. Canadian Government’s Use of Twitter
was explored by Small (2012). Despite the fact that Twitter is a well-established part of Canadians’
e-government strategy, service delivery characterizes government tweets. Cho & Park (2012)
analyzed Twitter activity of the Ministry for Food, Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MFAFF) in
Korea. The results indicated some limitations of the MFAFF’s activity on Twitter as a mutual
communication channel. However, Twitter can function as an effective information delivery
channel for government agencies. As the study concerns only a government organization
generalization of findings is limited. Panagiotopoulos & Sams (2012) studied Twitter accounts
maintained by UK local government authorities. They collected over 296,000 tweets from 187
officially listed local government accounts and examined networks developed by the accounts
followed by a structural analysis of the tweets. The findings indicate high level of maturity of
Twitter in the UK local government. The accounts are building an extensive Twitter network that
gives them access to a diverse group of stakeholders beyond networked citizens at the local level.
Regarding content it is localized and temporal. However, Twitter is not used in isolation as a
medium, but likely as part of a more organized social media strategy.
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This reseacrh aims to find associations among EU countries governmental Twitter accounts and
the general e-Government and e-Participation indexes of the countries. The idea is to explore
whether Twitter performance, with regards to networking and activity characteristics, is in
accordance with the general rankings of the countries concearning e-Government and e-
Participation. If this happens, the minimal conclusion that can be drawn is that Twitter does not
fail to assist in promoting e-Government and e-Participation services.

Methodology

During 19-28 February 2013, for each EU country, we searched the government central website
along with the ministries websites, to find out if they provide links to Twitter accounts. These
accounts were then recorded for every European Union country. This search resulted to recording
19 countries, which have central government Twitter accounts, 8 countries which have accounts
for the ministry of development, 8 for the ministry of health, 9 for the ministry of economy, 9 for
the ministry of education, 9 for the ministry of environment and 17 for the minnistry of foreign
affairs. In total, accounts for 24 countries were recorded.

During the same period and for the abovementioned accounts, some metrics and performance
indexes were recorded, as well. Those indexes include Twitter performance indicators proposed in
the literature, such as the number of followers of an account, number of other accounts an account
follows (following), number of tweets, and tweets per day (Anger & Kittl, 2011; Bakshy et al., 2011;
Bayram & Arici, 2013; Crump, 2011; Rosi & Magnani, 2012; Sevin, 2012). We also recorded two
performance indexes, which describe community of followers involvment in reading tweets from
the accounts and spreading the information originally provided by these accounts, by retweeting
or mentioning. These indicators are Topsy score, and Total Effective Reach. Topsy score refers to
retweets and mentions than matter for a particular Twitter account as a measure of user’s
community involvement for this account. It is a complex index provided by Topsy.com social
search and analytics site. Topsy score is considered to be better that other Twitter metrics (Klout,
Kred or PROskore), since it uses a ranking based on several measures on how and by whom the
content of an account is shared. According to this ranking we can decide who is an infuential user
(Popescu, 2012). Total Effective Reach measures the total amount of people who are exposed to a
tweet or its retweets. It multiplies users and each of the retweeting followers counts by their
calculated influence (the likelihood that the user will be retweeted or mentioned) to determine a
likely and realistic representation of any user's reach in Twitter at any given time. The last index is
provided by http://twtrland.com. We summed up total effective reach for the 14 most popular
tweets of each account. Topsy score and Total Effective Reach are chosen among other indexes of
the same type because they add to the construction of an index and they are more easily
comprehended. Since each country provides and uses a different number of e-Government
Twitter accounts, we calculated the average values of the Twitter performance indexes (followers,
following, tweets, tweets per day, Topsy score, Total effective reach) of the Twitter accounts for
each country, in order to have one value for each country. On the other hand, since number of
followers, following and Total effective reach depend on each country’s population, we adjusted
the three indexes by dividing them by the population of each country. Next, a Principal
Components Analysis (PCA) was used to construct overall indexes of Twitter performance.
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At the last step, three general e-Government and e-Participation official indexes were recorded
in order to be associated with the Twitter performance indexes. The time frames for gathering the
indicators from Twitter and e-Government indexes are not identical; however the e-Government
and e-Participation indexes are the latest available indexes. By calculating the correlation
coefficients among the above indexes, we aimed to answer the papers central question, which is
whether Twitter performance is in accordance with the general e-Government and e-Participation
indexes of the EU countries. The three indexes are: e-Government development index, e-
Participation index and the Online service index (UN, 2012): “The United Nations e-Government
development index (EGDI) is a composite indicator measuring the willingness and capacity of
national administrations to use information and communication technology to deliver public
services. It is based on a comprehensive survey of the online presence of all 193 Member States,
which assesses the technical features of national websites as well as e-Government policies and
strategies applied in general and by specific sectors for delivery of essential services, EGDI = (1/3 *
online service index) +(1/3 * telecommunication index) +(1/3 * human capital index)”, (UN 2012,
pp 119-120). “The e-Participation questions which refer to e-Participation index, as part of the e-
Government questionnaire, extend the dimension of the Survey by emphasizing quality in the
connected presence stage of e-Government. [...]. The purpose of this measure is [...] to offer
insight into how different countries are using online tools to promote interaction between citizen
and government, as well as among citizens, for the benefit of all. The e-Participation index is
normalized by taking their total score values for a given country subtracting the lowest total score
for any country in the Survey and dividing by the range of total score values for all countries....”,
(UN 2012, p 125). As for the Online service index, “to arrive at a set of online service index values,
the researchers assessed each country’s national website, including the national central portal, e-
services portal and e-Participation portal, as well as the websites of the related ministries of
education, labour, social services, health, finance, and environment as applicable. In addition to
being assessed for content and features, the national sites were tested for a minimal level of web
content accessibility as described in the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines of the World Wide
Web Consortium. [...]. The online index value for a given country is equal to the actual score value
divided by the range of total score values for all countries.”, (UN 2012, pp 120-121).

Findings

Our survey resulted in recording 24 countries which provide central government and/or
ministries” Twitter accounts. Table 1 presents all the recorded indexes for the 24 countries sorted
by the e-Government development index 2012. The second column of Table 1 presents the number
of recorded Twitter accounts. It is obvious that most surveyed countries have 1 to 4 Twitter
accounts , while six countries (UK, Netherlands, Spain, Greece, Latvia and Poland) have more than
four accounts. For UK we recorded eight accounts. Number of followers, following and total
effective reach are subject to the population of each country, while number of tweets is associated
with the age of an account, in the sense that older accounts have more tweets. E-Government
development indexes for Luxemburg (0.80), Austria (0.78), Croatia (0.73), Slovakia (0.63), range
from very high to medium, to low. So a few countries of a wide range of E-participation
development index are not recorded in our study. It remains to be explored what their Twitter
performance will be and if it will be in accordance to e-Government and e-Participation indexes.
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Table 1: E-Government Twitter account characteristics and indexes for the 24 EU countries.

T Lez | g o | .3 |8 3|3

g 5588 23| 23 £ 3| £ £8% 3| 03 §5| & =R
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Netherlands | 5 12,29 | 374 2,901 | 1.92 29,552 496 0.91 1 0.96
1

UK 8 64,76 | 6,933 4,268 | 3.06 816,763 4035 |09 0.92 | 0.97
3

Denmark 1 5240 | 40 3333 |2 15,080 305 0.89 0.55 | 0.86

France 4 34,36 | 222 1,348 | 1.95 28,560 701 0.86 0.58 | 0.88
1

Sweden 2 1511 | 934 410 0.45 20,060 118 0.86 0.68 | 0.84

Finland 4 2,770 | 89 1,054 |15 11,770 102 0.85 0.74 | 0.88

Germany 4 2548 | 81 1,531 | 235 133,783 382 0.81 0.76 | 0.75
8

Estonia 2 1,408 | 128 423 0.3 1474 24 0.8 0.76 | 0.82

Spain 7 47,85 | 604 2,487 | 2.89 149,311 1017 | 0.78 05 |0.76
3

Belgium 3 2,686 | 138 439 0.47 17,754 59 0.77 0.13 | 0.65

Slovenia 3 3407 | 1,673 1,039 | 1.2 6,399 170 0.75 021 | 0.67

Lithuania 1 1,360 |1 737 0.5 1,209 10 0.73 0.53 | 0.70

Portugal 1 18,25 | 120 1967 | 1.4 16,166 2 0.72 0.37 | 0.65
9

Hungary 1 479 0 994 1.3 478 41 0.72 0.45 | 0.69

Italy 2 21,18 | 70 1,341 | 325 84,666 2380 | 0.72 0.26 | 0.58
5

Malta 1 106 79 1,769 | 3 174 12 0.71 0.26 | 0.61

Ireland 4 1,703 | 263 708 1.53 19,892 243 0.71 0.13 | 0.54

Greece 7 6,196 | 372 1,800 | 2.15 29,049 58 0.69 0.34 | 0.58

Latvia 7 1,958 | 309 2,022 | 2.19 9,682 201 0.66 021 | 0.59

Cyprus 1 113 11 68 0.6 185 26 0.65 0.08 | 0.56

Czech 1 6,406 | 262 696 0.7 4,786 35 0.65 0.26 | 0.54

Republic

Poland 6 1,961 | 214 1,158 | 1.42 32,395 118 0.64 0.18 | 0.54

Romania 2 786 312 1292 | 1.7 2,159 12 0.61 0.08 | 0.52

Bulgaria 1 1,838 | 71 702 0.7 2,243 84 0.61 0.03 | 0.49

Principal Components Analysis (PCA) with Varimax rotation was used for the indexes:

followers, following, tweets, and tweets per day, Topsy score and Total effective reach
were extracted emplaning 49% and 27% of the total variance respectively (total 76%). Table 2
presents the factor loadings for the two PC. The first PC is associated with the account activity as
recorded by total number of tweets and tweets per day, and the citizens’ community activity as it
is recorded by indexes of retweeting and spreading the information. The second PC is correlated
with numbers of following and followers.

. Two PC

Further, Table 3 presents correlation coefficients between performance indexes and e-
Government and e-Participation indexes. Only PC1, and most of the indexes that it summarizes,
are correlated with e-Government and e-Participation indexes. It is the citizens and the account’s
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activity which are correlated with e-Government and e-Participation indexes. Some correlation
coefficients of the original indexes are very close to be statistically significant (p=0.05), while
correlations of PC1 with e-Government and e-Participation indexes are indeed statistically
significant. The correlations reveal that Twitter activity indexes are in line with general e-

Government and e-Participation indexes.

Table 2: Correlations and Factor loadings resulted from PCA of the six Twitter performance indexes.

Tweets Topsy score [Tweets per [Total IFollowing  [Followers PC1 PC2
day [Effective
IReach

Tweets 1 881 150
Topsy score 610 1 874 .008
Tweets per day 7210 609 1 822 -.080
Total Effective Reach | 662 759 4317 1 794 33
[Following -.023 -.021 -.022 .200 1 _.094 876
IFollowers 436 174 128 .398 499" 1 266 833

(*:p<0.05, **:p<0.01)

Table 3: Pearson correlation coefficients (significance level in brackets) among Twitter performance indexes
and e-Government and e-Participation indexes.

E-Government development | E-Participation index | Online service index

index
Followers 284 (.178) .250 (.239) 316 (.133)
Following .015 (.946) -.125 (.562) -.010 (.962)
Tweets 477 (.018) 480 (.018) 505 (.012)
Tweets per day .198 (.353) 193 (.367) 163 (.447)
Total Effective Reach .396 (.055) .355 (.089) 403 (.051)
Topsy score 371 (.074) .360 (.084) .377 (.070)
PC1 419 (.042) 421 (.040) 423 (.040)
PC2 150 (.484) .047 (.827) 157 (463)

Conclusion

The analysis provides evidence that Twitter usage comply with the general countries e-
Government and e-participation indexes. This provides indications that social media usage assists
in providing information and promoting e-Government and e-Participation services. They
eventually serve as another channel of informing and providing e-Government services. It is
interesting that while official e-Government and e-Participation indexes are constructed only by
considering information regarding government services and not by taking into account the
citizens” involvement and in any case not considering Twitter, in our case it is this account’s and
citizens’ involvement and activity, which are significantly correlated with e-Government and e-
Participation. Performance of the Twitter accounts is not only a matter of Twitter accounts (the
medium) appearance; it is mainly a matter of citizens” active participation. It seems that there is a
bidirectional connection between e-Govermnmet and e-Participation level of each country and the
Twitter performance or citizens’ involvment in Twitter. Activity and performance on Twitter is in
a one-one relation with the general e-Government and e-Participation development. This might
sound an obvious conclusion, however these relationships as simple or obvious they may seem,
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they remain to be recoded and documented, especially when e-Government and e-Participation
indexes are measured using different data from those of the Twitter performance indexes.

Certainly our study refers to an aggregate level of data analysis. We study overall indexes for
each country and we do not work with individual level data. Comparing and correlating aggregate
indexes refers to the ecological analysis, which may sometimes suffer from ecological fallacy. We
can not prove that the performance of Twitter or other media, used by governments, is a result (or
a cause) of the general e-Government and e-Partcipation level of a country. However, the paper
provides evidence that this might not be excluded from any conclusions drawn. What is sure is
that Twitter, as a medium of e-Government services provision, does not fail to provide information
and to promote e-Government services and it does not only retain a role of must-have
technological improvement, regardless of its actual usefulness. Concluding, we might suggest that
e-Government and e-Participation indexes could be expanded or augmented to include such
measures and metrics of citizens” involvement and activity, regarding Twitter, and possibly other
social media, usage in e-Government services provision.
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Abstract: We explore how the principles of liquid democracy could be applied in Self-Service
Government (ss-Gov) for collaborative decision making as an alternative to modern
parliaments. We summarize the principles of Sustainable Non-Bureaucratic Government (SNBG)
and explore how liquid democracy could be utilized to enable democratic end-to-end self-
management of jural relations.
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Introduction

modern ICTs as a method for enabling what is named there Self-Service Government (ss-

Gov). SS-Gov is a model for governing a society in which a dedicated public
administration system (a bureaucracy) is not required for asserting a subject’s (e.g. citizen’s) jural
eligibilities in a particular context, but rather the eligibilities can be calculated by means of
relational algebra based on raw data about the subject’s jural facts.

Q recent study by Paulin (2013) explored the computability of jural eligibilities by means of

This raw data, which serves as a basis of a subject’s jural eligibilities, is read and written by
active and passive jural subjects, who again do have the calculated eligibility to consume,
respectively provide, this data. Thus, in theory, a closed circuit is established in which subjects of
various jural statuses interact with a relational system of jural data, which through self-service
manipulation of the raw data stored within enables transformation of jural eligibilities of subjects
in juropolitical societies. Paulin (2013) names this approach to the technical determination /
calculation of jural eligibilities in a juropolitical society Constellation-Based Reasoning (CBR),
whereby he compares this methodology to “a key opening a pin-tumbler lock, where the key due to its
specific shape moves the pins into the right constellation, which allows the lock to be opened” (ibid., p.1775).
The lock, then, defines the constellation and definition of the required data (defined as a relational
set), which must be satisfied by the key, i.e. the data of a stakeholder and/or context in a situation,
to unlock a particular eligibility in a given context. Thus, ss-Gov enables a new model of
government in which eligibilities (e.g. rights) are not obtained in form of credentials from state
authorities through administrative proceedings, but are rather determined by means of CBR. The
mathematical basis for the determination of eligibilities enables homogeneous, standardizable
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technical storage, rule-based generation and —access to the raw jural data, and hence its sustainable
storage as structured data in digital systems. This approach makes the existence of an
administrative middle-layer (the bureaucracy) hypothetically obsolete, without however
systemically rejecting or disabling such system.

In this paper we explore if CBR can be utilized to enable non-bureaucratic collaborative
decision-making through liquid democracy, such as it might be used in republican juropolitical
systems for empowering political leaders and -representatives, or for creating common policies
and jural regulations. In chapter 2 we shall first elaborate the theoretical framework by describing
the concepts of Sustainable Non-Bureaucratic Government (SNBG) as a vision encompassing non-
bureaucratic collaborative decision making, and describe the principles and history of Liquid
Democracy (LD); in chapter 3 we shall explore how modern parliamentary decision-making could
be handled either through the principles of SNBG without changing the existing structure, as well
as how the same would be transposed to the realm of LD.

Theory Frame - Concepts for Self-Management

The modern system of public administration and its dependent stakeholders relies on an ever-
increasing influx of capital (through e.g. taxes or public resources) to sustain itself, which it does
by constantly increasing its legitimacy that bases on an increasing self-imposed handling of new
regulations, responsibilities, and taxes (cf. Shleifer and Vishny 1993, 616). Within such bureaucratic
ecosystem, informal networks take control, which Banfield (1975) terms machines. These machines
are communities, which exist based on a system of exchanges of favours (such as jobs,
opportunities to make money by legal or other means, perks, etc.) amongst officials and external
interest groups. Such hierarchies, which “arise from extra-legal, if not illegal, arrangements, are ad hoc,
and must be continually renewed by ‘deals’” in order to prevent them from collapsing” (ibid.).

Increasingly demanding state machines are an everlasting issue in any civilization — limits of
bearable growth of government requirements (manifested through taxation) however are easily
reached and, as Adams (2001) argues, have caused the dusk of many once strong civilizations,
including Ancient Egypt, Greece, Rome, the Aztec Empire, and the European Empires.

A promising attempt to curb the impact and burden of state machines on the society was the
introduction of office automation technologies and bespoke ICT systems introduced in the last
couple of decades to automate routine tasks of government agencies and to provide self-service
access to government information and services. Computerization of the public sector has in large
parts of everyday bureaucratic chores shifted bureaucratic discretionary power from a
predominantly street-level bureaucracy with “large numbers of faceless officials whose freies Ermessen
(discretionary power) could cause an open society to be smothered in the bud” (Bovens and Zouridis 2002,
174) to a system-level bureaucracy in which information is automatically collected from various
sources and applications from citizens can be instantly handled — e.g. approved, rejected, or set
aside for manual inspection.

The digital era without a doubt has influenced the public sector. The available technology makes
it possible for bureaucratic networks to easier manage their duties, and to better supervise their
subjects and its own kin. The digital era however seems to be merely another noteworthy change
in environment which the bureaucracy aims to survive — the modern bureaucratic culture, which
began in the mid-17t century (Walter 2011, chap. 2), after all, is too big to fail, or is it?
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The continuity of the bureaucracy, “which survived the changes from monarchy to republic, from
republic to dictatorship, from dictatorship to democracy” (Konig in: Walter 2011, 27, own translation),
has in the recent past been challenged by two novel concepts — new public management (Osborne
and Gaebler 1992) as an organizational, and e-government as a technological challenger. Latter,
driven by powerful myths (Bekkers and Homburg 2007), has constructed a hype portraying
technology as the enabler to new and better government featuring transparency, rich participation,
and self-service one-stop-shops. Alas, a deep change in structure, away from the well-established
bureaucratic approach, has not been part of its vision.

The e-government approach, however, has many flaws: As Bekkers & Homburg (ibid.)
emphasize, e-government artefacts frequently require the coordination of a multitude of
heterogeneous back-offices within the public administration. Aiming for progress in this regard
often results in what they call battle of the back-offices, which prevents the development of a
sustainable, goal-oriented e-government system-of-systems.

Aside from this, Paulin (2013) elaborates three hazards of e-government, which make this
approach unsustainable: hazard I (expiry date) targets the dependency of monolithic e-government
artefacts on law — such artefacts are developed according to law which is valid at design-time, but
which will inevitably change sooner or later, requiring either a costly reengineering of the artefact,
or making free changes to law unlikely due to systems that are simply too big to be changed;
hazard 1I (monopolization, corruption and exclusion) targets the gap between the legislator defining the
functional characteristics of e-government artefacts and their possible many heterogeneous, non-
interoperable, technical instantiations — Paulin (ibid.) gives examples of the European e-ID and the
Slovenian system for electronic registered mail delivery, which both led to nationally favoured
technical instances, which discriminated other providers; the 3rd hazard (legal certainty) finally
targets the challenge how to provide e-government artefacts whose internal processes and
interfaces would follow the core jural principle of legal certainty, whereby it is emphasized that
users of such systems should be able to rely on jurally clearly defined and stable interfaces and
system behaviour.

At the end of the day, e-government remains a bureaucracy-driven approach that supports the
continuation and influence of the latter in the digital era. In the search for a sustainable self-
management of juropolitical societies, we shall further below explore concepts for self-managing
jural relations, as well as self-managed collaborative decision making.

Sustainable Non-Bureaucratic Government (SNBG)

Self-Service Government (Paulin 2013) through its Constellation-Based Reasoning (CBR) concept
represents a scaffolding for creating, storing, retrieving and changing jural facts based on which
eligibilities of jural subjects can be determined.

However, while this model provides a feasible approach towards a sustainable base
infrastructure for storing and communicating jural data, it represents only a part of the complexity
required to bring the vision towards a form of government that does not require a bureaucratic
machine for administering jural relations in a juropolitical society, into reality. Thus, if
constellations of jural data enable eligibilities, then naturally one must ask how to recognize such
constellation — thus, domain-specific semantics, data structures, etc., must be defined, which make
it possible to recognize for example a specific constellation of data representing a university
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degree, a driving permission, a land parcel, or a political representative’s mandate. All these
however must remain independent from the infrastructure responsible for creating, reading,
updating and deleting (CRUD) the jural facts, in order to ensure sustainability of the infrastructure.

Let us therefore continue thinking how self-managed, sustainable non-bureaucratic government
(SNBG) could be established by means of ICTs. Expressed through a technology stack, we may see
SNBG as an architecture comprising five layers:

The first, bottom-most layer is a technical communication network, such as e.g. (but not
mandatory!) the modern Internet. This layer is about exchanging arbitrary messages required for
telecommunication.
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Figure 1: Five layers of SNBG: Layer #2, where the jural data is stored, is by definition sustainable. The
individual eligibilities are determined by means of layer #3 semantics, whose range shifts through time.
Layers #4 and #5 are unsustainable and adopt to current fashion, without influencing the concepts from
layers #2 and #3. The left-facing arrows illustrate the evolution of the respective artifacts through time.

The second layer is about a content-agnostic technical infrastructure that enables arbitrary
communication and manipulation of jural facts. An instantiation of the ss-Gov model would be a
suiting approach to deliver infrastructure for this layer.

On the third level, a contextualization-layer would provide artefacts that would define domain-
specific data structures, semantic conventions, identity, etc. This layer would enable
interoperability between nodes that would constitute the network defined on the 2nd level, and
provide the corresponding semantics. This layer then would answer questions such as the one
posed above, defining for example the structure and semantics of a constellation that would
denote a land parcel, a university degree, a diplomat’s jural status, etc.

A clear separation of this layer from layer#2 is crucial, as the semantics and structures of layer
#3 will change through time — for having a university degree for example, the requirements of
tomorrow might be slightly different compared to the requirements of today or yesterday;
nonetheless, the complex concept of a university degree, which entitles individuals to certain
eligibilities (e.g. only individuals with a university degree are permitted to compete for civil
service jobs) may survive many changes in its intrinsic composition, until perhaps in some point in
the future this concept might lose its original value. (An example of such complex concept which
through time became obsolete; are for example the aristocratic titles of the Austro-Hungarian
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monarchy — once they enabled the access to government jobs, but became after the break-up of the
monarchy suddenly of no value.) These complex concepts of the contextualization layer act as locks in
CBR reasoning, which are unlocked through the fulfillment of the required data constellations.

The contextualization layer might be established and governed by professional guilds, who
would find proper definitions and micro-architectures for complex jural concepts. Thus for
example, a guild- or de-facto-standard could emerge, which would define on a European, or global
level, how a bachelor degree is to be represented by layer#2 jural facts. This would enable a
subject, which graduated from a British university to enjoy eligibilities associated with having
tertiary education in Slovenia without the need for additional homologation — the British
university in this case would be the technical host of the layer#2 jural facts, which could be
referred to in order to utilize them as a key (or part of it) to unlock eligibilities in other countries.

On the 4t layer, a unified approach to describing processes needs to be found, which would
engage the contextualized constellations from layer#3 into business processes (level#5), that would
constitute the business logic of complex information systems, which could be used by lay (i.e. not
adequately literate in terms of data-level command of ICTs) subjects to interact with the network
of jural relations stored on layer#2. A process here is to be understood as a system consisting of
multiple stages of hierarchically interdependent CBR locks, where unlocked earlier locks present
part of the key for later ones. (E.g.: to be selected for a civil service job, one must have first applied
for such job, whereby in order to apply for such job, one must have prior fulfilled all requirements
for having an appropriate university degree.) A modeling technique that might be feasible for
describing layer#4 processes is the diagraming tool as proposed by Paulin (2013, 1780).

Layer five, finally, is about technical artefacts (such as information systems, in whichever form)
that would provide means for lay interaction with the network of jural relations from layer#2.
Graphical user interfaces, m2m APIs, technologies for planning, visualizing, analyzing, etc. of
layer#2 data would enable a rich environment for subjects/citizens to interact with the state and
service-providers, whereby latter might be either subsidized by the state or a local community, or
be purely commercial providers of solutions for accessing layer#2 data.

The mistake of modern e-government was that it immediately went to providing monolithic
layer#5 artefacts, which turned out to have at least issues with sustainability and interoperability,
if the complex jural implications of system-level bureaucracy are left aside. Also approaching the
design and development by e.g. starting at layer#4, as e.g. by developing a methodology for
describing business processes on a high level and automatically translating them into the business
logic of e-government artefacts, would, without considering layers#2-3 inevitably result in an
unsustainable approach that might well satisfy acute needs (such as e-government does), but
would not be prepared for future.

Liquid Democratic Collaborative Decision Making

LD is a weighted way of making collaborative decisions, which does not depend on elected
representatives, but rather on the transient delegation of votes. We can describe this processes
mathematically as follows (cf. Jabbusch 2011, 35-7): each member A of a society can delegate its
power to another member B (and withdraw it again at any time), whereat A — assuming each
member’s power is v and the sum of all v is V, has thus (va-v4)/V = 0 influence on voting on a
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decision, while member B thus has (v4+vp)/V influence on a decision made by all who are eligible
to influence the given decision.

It is not clear who came up with liquid demo