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1 Executive Summary 

The purpose of this document is to develop a suitable analytical framework for eParticipation, which was then used for mapping the state of play, case study identification and evaluation, and the development of recommendations about how to achieve enhanced public participation, better legislation and better decision-making. The framework was originally drafted based on a review of the literature prior to the start of work on other deliverables (although work overlapped with the identification of case studies and key actors). It was intended to produce a framework which is both conceptually coherent and detailed enough to inform the design of a survey of eParticipation project ‘owners’.
The analytical framework attempts to identify the key variables in eParticipation at the European scale, distinguishing between factors which lie at least partly within the control of the stakeholders in an eParticipation initiative (within the ‘system boundary’) and factors which are largely external (some acting as drivers, others as barriers). Additionally it differentiates aspects of eParticipation which are aligned with the goal-setting strategic rationality of a governance regime from those aspects of eParticipation which are relatively insulated from these power relations, responding to the autonomous needs of social actors. It uses an impact assessment framework similar to that used by the EC, thus distinguishing between different levels of goals – outputs, outcomes and impacts – which eParticipation might contribute towards. Whereas the lower-level goals (project outputs) are project-specific and usually short-term and measurable, the mid-level goals (outcomes of participation) can accrue to a wider groups of key actors and beneficiaries in the political and public policy sphere (e.g. through legislation, policy development, policy-making, decision-making) and the top-level goals (societal impacts) are largely defined in relation to public values that have been identified as important features or ambitions in European governance, meaning principally the high-level policy goals of EU institutions, notably those put forward in the White Paper on Governance such as the ‘culture of consultation and dialogue’ and components of good governance to which participation is strongly related such as openness, accountability, effectiveness and coherence, as well as some policy goals which may seem less directly relevant to participation, such as social inclusion. The analytical framework also employs the notion of an intervention logic, which specifies the types of actions necessary to successfully initiate and manage the participation process by the project owner, and to minimise the risks and maximise possible synergies with external factors (which means to embed the initiative in its social, political, cultural, economic, legal and institutional environment).
The model's primary purpose is conceptual-analytical. At the same time it should be amenable to operationalisation, i.e. it can be used to inform an evaluation framework applicable to specific cases. Since eParticipation manifests itself in a wide range of empirical forms, any evaluation model which aims to have broad applicability needs to be adaptable to the evaluation of projects with very different goals, structures or degrees of power centrality. The multi-layered and bounded character of our model carries this promise. Specific parts and levels can be considered on their own, as long as one does not lose sight of the overall context. Using the layered approach should also help evaluators assess the relevance or transferability of eParticipation activities occurring at smaller geographical scales to EU level by showing the conceptual links to high-level policy goals, culturally-specific understandings of (e)Participation's meaning, and the chain of transformations which condition long-term impacts.

We have not been able to test the robustness of this analytical framework empirically due to limitations in the scope of our empirical research, namely the early phase of most projects analysed, our reliance on the testimony of project owners, and methodological limitations. We have, however, begun to populate it based on the responses of ten project owners of European or trans-national eParticipation cases, which focus on the selection of tools, the tools in use, and the perceived benefits for decision-makers and participants. The absence of consideration of processual elements, external factors and high-level impacts does not invalidate their inclusion in the model so much as illustrate the need for ‘deeper’ and ‘longer’ research and evaluation if these elements are to be captured.
The analytical framework was developed principally for the needs of this study, but we also put it forward as a model that could be used in eParticipation process and policy design and evaluation. In a sense, therefore, the main recommendation is the model itself (section 5). The guiding principles which the model seeks to embody can be summarised as follows:
For project owners:

· Know what your overall objectives are, identify which other stakeholders’ objectives affect or may be affected by yours, and try to map out how components of an eParticipation process relate to these objectives. Surface any hidden assumptions.

· Design eParticipation processes and assess their impact based on a full understanding of the relevant external factors.

· Seek ways to capture any unexpected or independent meanings of eParticipation during evaluation.
· Involve all stakeholders in the choice and use of technologies, including political leaders and power-holders, whose own roles may be affected by project implementation.
· Consider how to integrate input from different channels and modes of participation and how to weight input from channels that may have different levels of trustworthiness.
For policy-makers and funders:
· Know what your overall objectives are, identify which other stakeholders’ objectives affect or may be affected by yours, and proof eParticipation policy against competing and supporting high-level policy-goals.

· Project evaluation cannot capture the whole picture (as indicated by our checking exercise, which populated only a small portion of the framework). There is a need to support longitudinal research (e.g. following decision-makers' eParticipation careers instead of only studying brief, topic-focused exercises), and comparative research (e.g. cross-cultural comparisons, or comparative action research to trial innovative and experimental approaches)
2 Introduction XE "1) Introduction" 
The purpose of this document is to develop a suitable analytical framework for eParticipation, which was then used for mapping the state of play, case study identification and evaluation, and the development of recommendations about how to achieve enhanced public participation, better legislation and better decision-making. The framework was originally drafted based on a review of the literature prior to the start of work on other deliverables (although work overlapped with the identification of case studies and key actors). It was intended to produce a framework which is both conceptually coherent and detailed enough to inform the design of a survey of eParticipation project ‘owners’. 
This final version of the deliverable also presents the results of a simple checking exercise, highlighting those aspects of eParticipation which ten project owners of European or trans-national cases focused upon in their responses to a questionnaire survey administered as part of the study (see D4.2c for full results).
The analytical framework attempts to identify the key variables in eParticipation at the European scale, distinguishing between factors which lie at least partly within the control of the stakeholders in an eParticipation initiative (within the ‘system boundary’) and factors which are largely external (some acting as drivers, others as barriers). Additionally it differentiates aspects of eParticipation which are aligned with the goal-setting strategic rationality of a governance regime from those aspects of eParticipation which are relatively insulated from these power relations, responding to the autonomous needs of social actors. It uses an impact assessment framework similar to that used by the EC, thus distinguishing between different levels of goals – outputs, outcomes and impacts – which eParticipation might contribute towards. Whereas the lower-level goals (project outputs) are project-specific and usually short-term and measurable, the mid-level goals (outcomes of participation) can accrue to a wider groups of key actors and beneficiaries in the political and public policy sphere (e.g. through legislation, policy development, policy-making, decision-making) and the top-level goals (societal impacts) are largely defined in relation to public values that have been identified as important features or ambitions in European governance, meaning principally the high-level policy goals of EU institutions, notably those put forward in the White Paper on Governance such as the ‘culture of consultation and dialogue’ and components of good governance to which participation is strongly related such as openness, accountability, effectiveness and coherence, as well as some policy goals which may seem less directly relevant to participation, such as social inclusion. The analytical framework also employs the notion of an intervention logic, which specifies the types of actions necessary to successfully initiate and manage the participation process by the project owner, and to minimise the risks and maximise possible synergies with external factors (which means to embed the initiative in its social, political, cultural, economic, legal and institutional environment). 

The analytical framework is therefore a mid-level, action-oriented theory and in one respect it is also a normative theory: it models a clearly delimited sphere of social action, essentially adopts the perspective of project owners (or other stakeholders) in theorising some of the actions available to them, and carries certain assumptions about the potential contribution of public participation in policy-making to European governance. These assumptions are largely derived from our reading of EU policy documents and observation of trends, and are made explicit in D1.3c.
This document has evolved through three iterations. The first two versions were essentially deductive, based on a thorough literature review of previous attempts to evaluate eParticipation and public participation in policy-making, a selection of the most appropriate conceptual elements for this study’s specific objectives, as well as on feedback from the study’s three reviewers and participants at networking events. Refinement for the final version has been a more inductive process, taking account of the study’s emerging empirical findings (above all the survey results) and further discussions of preliminary findings with eParticipation stakeholders during dissemination activities. This process lacked the rigour of theory-testing, due to methodological and sampling limitations (see section 6); nevertheless it was a way of checking that the analytical framework is ‘fit for purpose’. It needs to be fit for the purpose of diagnosing problems with and informing recommendations about real-world eParticipation processes, and for the purpose of aligning these processes with broader trends in European governance. This final iteration should be capable of being used both retrospectively, in order to understand why something worked or why it failed, and prospectively, for taking decisions about the design and implementation of particular initiatives and making recommendations about how to promote eParticipation within society more generally.

3 Conceptual approach

For the purposes of this study, a working definition of eParticipation has been developed:

· eParticipation is seen as participation using ICT, either as the only channel or alongside other non-ICT channels

· participation relates mainly to inputs to policy- and decision-making for political or public policy purposes, both within formal systems but also through informal systems where these can have a real impact at any stage of the policy lifecycle (see section 3.2.2)

· participation is embedded in particular governance regimes within the European context (see D1.3b for a full elaboration of our understanding of governance)

· participation should be seen in the context of different political cultures across Europe (see appendix 1 for an overview of previous attempts to classify political culture)
· participation will have direct impacts on, and relations to, other EU public policy goals and values like democracy, inclusion, accountability, better legislation, trust, cohesion, legitimacy, transparency and subsidiarity, which should also be examined, although participation will not be understood only in the context of any one of these other policies

· there is no intention to impose or imply any normative views of participation derived from theoretical reasoning, however, we do refer to the normative goals with respect to eParticipation which are embedded in a European governance regime, some of which are made explicit in strategic programmes and statements of principle, notably the White Paper on European Governance
· in addition to the above, this study is concerned with participation mainly at the European and trans-national level.

Although there is an increasing use of the Internet and other digital media to support participation to enable citizens to exert their influence upon public decision-making, eParticipation in practice can still be characterised as ‘experimental’ or ‘pilot’.  There is little appreciation of the resources, participatory processes and effectiveness of eParticipation (Coleman, Macintosh and Schneeberger 2008). The domain lacks understanding of what works, when and why, so as to develop an understanding of quality practice that can be transferred and developed further. It also lacks understanding of the power relations of which political participation is a component part. 

Evaluating the quality of eParticipation in the policy process is crucial for understanding effects on governance and thus contextualising the benefits of participation, whilst also acknowledging the transformative benefits it can have for participants. The evaluation process also needs to consider the full range of possible impacts of eParticipation in order to assess the possibilities of allowing citizens to influence decision making processes. However, there are no standard definitions of effectiveness in eParticipation, nor should we expect any to emerge. Evaluation must accommodate a variety of subjective assessments of the many actors involved – including the multisubjective understandings of the meaning of participation itself (Schwartz 1984) – and of the many constituent elements of the eParticipation application. As Lippa et al  (2008) point out, the evaluation of eParticipation initiatives cannot happen in isolation from broader scientific debates about the concepts, features and problems of (e)Participation and (e)Democracy. However, there are few existing, rigorous evaluation approaches that consider these issues. 

Some of the frameworks which provide for an assessment and evaluation of eParticipation specifically are, for example, Henderson et al. (2005), Fagan et al (2006) and Macintosh & Whyte (2008). Fagan et al (2006: 44), evaluating eConsultation processes, argue that it is useful to define a ‘system boundary’ around the distinct event, initiative, project or intervention that is the subject of evaluation, and in effect perform twin evaluations: one concerns “effectiveness goals for the particular consultation”, the other concerns “democratic goals inherited from the democratic system”. They are in effect inviting us to look at the process of eParticipation through different lenses: firstly, viewing it as a bounded system and evaluating outcomes with respect to project objectives, and, secondly, viewing it as a phenomenon that takes place within the open system of the relevant political regime, thus evaluating the impact of the project on the character of democratic practice in that regime. Macintosh and Whyte (2008) also use a layered evaluation model to examine eParticipation processes. Their layered model integrates three different overlapping perspectives on an eParticipation project, distinguishing between project criteria, socio-technical criteria and democratic criteria, in which the former two perspectives relate to the internal side of the system boundary defined by a project, while the latter investigates its impacts within the open democratic system. 
Conceptually, a second sort of boundary can also be delimited. This distinguishes the front and back regions of eParticipation
, where the front region denotes aspects of eParticipation which are at least partially aligned with the needs of the system (with the goal-setting strategic rationality of a governance regime) and the back region denotes aspects of eParticipation which have no direct relevance to the system’s needs, answering only to the autonomous needs of social actors or social movements (especially some of the intrinsic, social rewards of participation). This is a way of acknowledging the power relations involved in participation processes, since the existence of back regions is an important feature of the dialectic of control in structuration theory. According to Giddens, who borrows the terms from Goffman, “back regions are zones within which agents recover forms of autonomy which are compromised or treated in frontal contexts”, which is to say that they are regions where actors, irrespective of their power positions, can think and act according to their own interpretations and ignore 'official' norms (Giddens 1984: 126-7). This is especially important given that participation and eParticipation are (increasingly) forms of conduct presupposed on the part of the governed, who are defined as ‘active citizens’ or as consumers and service users capable of exercising ‘voice and choice’. If participation is expected of citizens in contemporary governance regimes, then the question of the agency of the governed (i.e. of participants) becomes problematic. “To specify, attempt to use, work with or through this agency is not to escape power relations. It is to seek to establish particular kinds of power relations” (Dean 1999: 70). This leaves open the question of whether there is a space for participation which is not oriented around system-driven goals, or whether there are dimensions of participation in which the autonomous and subjective goals of participants are determining for their meaning. Can actors ever practise their own participatory politics of freedom without reference to the power relations of a governance regime? Can participation be decoupled from goals inscribed in the dominant governance regime? Here, concepts like ‘culture governance’ (Bang 2003) and ‘redundancy’ (Jessop 2003, Lowndes 2005) are instructive, and support a contention that it is important to recognise limits to the “colonisation of the political community”, for it may be vital, not only for actors themselves, but in order to preserve the long-term capacity of society and democracy for self-renewal, to guarantee “that new tactics, ideas, images, values, etc. can occur outside the domain of the regime’s ‘valid’ conception” (Bang 2003: 252). Most of the eParticipation with which we are concerned takes place in 'front regions', connected, formally or informally, to policy- and decision-making processes, and as such it is a component of the power relations of a regime. But behind the scenes there are also enclaves of eParticipation that can effectively evade (or suspend) these power relations and approximate the conditions of an authentic public sphere.

Within the broader information society domain, both Heeks (2006) and Millard & Shahin (2006) have constructed an eGovernment analytical framework and evaluation system using a policy impact assessment approach based on three levels of objectives, similar to that used by the European Commission (2006). These authors are critical of the limitations of most information society evaluation frameworks, such as a failure to articulate the links between information society and policy goals, or to justify the use of ICT in terms of how it can support and promote societal benefits and the public value of good governance. (Heeks, 2006, Millard & Shahin, 2006) Most frameworks concentrate largely on defining input/output indicators, without properly capturing transformation processes, the outcomes of transformation, and the policy context. The difficulty in properly addressing transformation is the dynamic nature of processes. How can a quantitative measure properly capture an amorphous change in a set of features of, for example, the public sector? Thus there is a need for greater focus on processes and outcomes, and not just on inputs and outputs. (OECD 2006, 2007)

Our work draws on all these approaches.  We have developed a model that employs a multi-layered approach to the conceptualisation of the key benefits, factors and actors of eParticipation, and their inter-relationships, over the course of the (notional) lifecycle within which an eParticipation process (referred to henceforth as a 'project') is built, used and established (legitimised, regularised or routinised) within a given governance regime (which could be the democratic regime governing a defined political unit such as the EU, or the partial regime governing a particular sector or sphere of activity). Our model combines a generic impact assessment approach, describing the relationships between project (or in other contexts policy) outputs, project outcomes and broader societal impacts, with a ‘system boundary’ approach, distinguishing a/ between ‘internal’ project dynamics and 'external' factors (understood here as drivers and barriers inherent in the technological, institutional, political and societal environment in which the activities are performed) and b/ between the strategic goals of a regime with regard to participation (the front region) and the autonomous meanings of participation as practised by social actors (acting in a back region where an authentic public sphere is a possibility). Figure 1 indicates the key components of the model (ignoring inputs for the time being) which are further elaborated in the following section.

Figure 1: Key components for a model of eParticipation
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4 Developing an analytical framework for eParticipation XE "2) Developing an analytical framework for eParticipation" 
In this section we further elaborate the components of our conceptual model at three different analytical levels, showing how outputs are transformed into outcomes, and in turn into impacts, via a series of intervention logics, and how these transformations are co-determined by 'external' drivers and barriers.

Figure 2, based on the work of Millard & Shahin (2006), and adapted using our key components model, illustrates this stage of our analytical framework for eParticipation.

Figure 2: eParticipation analysis levels (Source: Adapted from Millard & Shahin, 2006)
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At each level in the model, twin analyses are performed, one 'internal' and the other 'external' (or contextual). In the diagram the shading indicates which components need to be considered in each analysis, whereby the 'internal' analysis considers the components shaded yellow (lightly shaded), and the 'external' analysis considers the components shaded red (or more darkly). The ‘watery’ blue background denotes the back region, i.e. the ‘zone’ of eParticipation where meanings are less determined by the power relations of a regime, and where enclaves persist in which actors may practise a more autonomous politics, perhaps resembling an authentic public sphere. In our case studies we investigated the back region of eParticipation via a more bottom-up approach to questioning, and some of the findings have been used to check or ‘populate’ this final version of the analytical framework (see section 5). The twin analyses which the model proposes refer to the ‘front region’, and consider the intervention logics that should explain, on the one hand, how attributes identified as objectives at a given level (or outputs at the base level) are converted into attributes that constitute objectives at a higher level, and on the other hand, how these attributes are aligned with external drivers and barriers. An intervention logic is present in the theories of change internalised and applied by each stakeholder with an interest in achieving objectives at any level of the model. They can range from precise mathematical formulae to loose narratives. At both extremes they amount to assumptions about how participation activities will achieve the stakeholder's goals. Evaluative research should be designed to 'surface these assumptions' (Warburton et al 2006), an exercise which, if set in a theory-driven research framework, enables the intervention logics to be articulated as comprehensively as possible. This serves two functions: 

· to test the robustness of the 'internal' intervention logic as an explanation for how two levels are linked (i.e. ignoring external factors, is it plausible, realistic and coherent?);

· to examine the relationship between the intervention logic and external factors (i.e. how does the project fit into its environment, and how well does the intervention logic perform an embedding process?). 

The external factors describe the environment within which a project takes place. The main categories of external factors are listed in the next section. They act as drivers and barriers of eParticipation at each level of the model, although different prominence will be assumed by technological, institutional, political and societal factors at each of the respective levels in accordance with the type of transformation we are considering. The specific attributes that require measurement to test the 'internal' intervention logic of an eParticipation project are listed in the following section, separately for each level of the model. There is some overlap because some processes (e.g. awareness raising, leadership and political commitment or financial allocation and control) are important components of an intervention logic at more than one level. 

Our holistic approach, linking eParticipation with society-wide political goals or trends and with the dominant power relations of a regime, does not mean that detailed operationalisation and analysis must take place across the whole sequence illustrated in Figure 2. One or more different components can be taken on their own for this purpose (including different component sub-sets linked though more than one level), but it does mean that the whole sequence should be understood conceptually as this ensures that any antecedents and consequences of the component(s) being examined in detail are acknowledged and taken into account where relevant. Being explicit about overall objectives and components also allows project owners to verify that the proposed logic of intervention is reasonably strong. Further, this is also a way to promote a common understanding of the aims of the intervention, but also to highlight potential tensions with other actors’ aims, which is also necessary when it is implemented, monitored and analysed in order to evaluate its success or otherwise. 

Shown at the very bottom of Figure 2, separated from the three transformatory processes above for conceptual purposes, are the ‘raw material’ which need to be accessed in order to be able to build an eParticipation project, such as ICT, finance and human resources. The three levels above consist respectively of the project outputs, outcomes and impacts. The relationship between levels is hierarchical as each one contributes to the level above, and thus also need to be analysed in relation to the level above. For example, the base level transformation may produce eParticipation applications and the functionality and availability of these can be measured in their own right, but this also needs to be measured against the middle level’s requirement that these new applications are actually used and that this use does successfully contribute to more effective decision-making or reduced participation costs (depending on the objectives), and that this in turn contributes, for example, to real reforms of the state through improved issue-based politics, greater trust in government, etc. at the top level. It is clear from this that success at one level does not automatically mean success at the next (for example, the availability of eParticipation applications does not mean that they will be successfully used for more effective decision-making – the applications may be a necessary condition for improved decision-making but they are not in themselves sufficient), and this is why it is important to analyse different levels and link them together through a set of articulated intervention logics.

In both figures 1 and 2 the levels are offset from each other, thus emphasising that, because of possible external factors, achievement at one level may not successfully contribute to achievement at the next level. Thus, it is important to attempt to align the different levels in the hierarchy as much as possible by examining these external factors as potentially useful drivers or potentially disruptive barriers which are beyond the immediate control of the project itself.
 Each intervention logic is thus also an attempt to ‘embed’ a project into users’ and governments’ technical, economic, legal, organisational, political and cultural environments (Kubicek, Lippa & Westholm (eds.) 2007: 54-6). This is a problem frequently overlooked in policy making, measurement and evaluation, and there are typically three reasons why success at one level may not automatically mean success at the next:

· The intervention logic (process) is faulty (not plausible, realistic or internally consistent), in which case it needs to be re-designed. This is normally under the direct control of the project owner.

· An assumed external driver, which should contribute to successful progression between two levels, is either absent or does not act in the way presumed.  Thus the embedding process which the intervention was designed to produce does not occur due to a mis-alignment with external factors. Since drivers are beyond the immediate control of the project owner, and may not even be directly related to eParticipation (for example, other government or public sector policies related to economic development, infrastructure, education and training, policies by other economic sectors, actions by consumers, civil society, etc.), the intervention logic may need adjusting in response to significant changes in the environment.

· An unanticipated, or wrongly anticipated, barrier arises which hinders successful progression between two levels. Such barriers are beyond the immediate control of the project owner, and could be structural or other factors which have a negative or not-conducive effect. For example, missing, non-supportive or damaging political, institutional, cultural and economic conditions, legal framework, sector and market conditions, organisational size, etc. This indicates a poor initial ‘fit’ between the project and its environment such that the scope for alignment or embedding is too limited to offset external disturbances that counteract the achievement of objectives at the next level.

A fourth transformation ‘failure’ may result from a more enduring and perhaps normal tension. Participation is used by actors for ends which do not map onto the strategic goals of the given regime. For example, there are intrinsic benefits of participation related to sociability and various forms of collective and individual learning, and eParticipation may also take place in enclaves relatively insulated from dominant power relations. In these cases it is necessary to recalibrate the analytical framework after adopting a more inductive approach to evaluation.

5 Components of the eParticipation analytical framework XE "3) Components of the eParticipation analytical framework"  

Method of compilation
This section provides a conceptual and terminological repertoire for analysis of European eParticipation. Each sub-section describes in detail each of the components, taking the external factors first in order to highlight the importance of eParticipation existing in an environment that can influence outputs, outcomes and impacts. Each list of components or factors is compiled from our own literature reviews, meaning principally the grey literature of policy guidance and academic research reports on eParticipation. It thus identifies, as exhaustively as possible, a set of potentially relevant factors, which have been validated either politically or empirically by others. By no means all the factors listed, however, have been validated in this study. In fact our empirical work was not of sufficient scope to undertake such as exercise, and therefore we include here many factors for which our evidence of their importance for eParticipation is derived from secondary sources. However, in order to highlight areas where we have obtained more direct evidence, we have underlined and/or italicised some components of the model. Underlined words and phrases indicate factors which ten project owners of European and trans-national cases focused upon in their responses to our questionnaire survey (for more details of the survey and the sample see D4.2c). Underlined italicised comments indicate either additional elements mentioned by these case owners which were not anticipated in our original analytical framework or other noteworthy differences or points of detail. 

· 5.1 External factors 
In order to understand the likely or potential impact of eParticipation processes it is necessary first of all to identify the external factors at play in the environment within which a project exists (the wider processes with which it must co-exist), and then ascertain their importance for the successful progression between two levels. Then, if they are important, the risk that they will support or mitigate progression needs to be assessed. Barriers are assessed for 'fit' – how well does the project fit within its environment? Drivers are assessed for their embedding power – does the intervention logic help embed the project into its environment? Finally, for external factors which are both important and high risk, an analysis should be made of whether or not the project owner or other stakeholders can exert any control to make them conducive (e.g. through complementary or supporting interventions). The CLEAR framework may be a useful diagnostic tool for this purpose (Lowndes et al 2006). Where the possibility of such control is minimal, consideration needs to be given as to whether or not there is an adequate link between the levels, and thus whether or not the intervention should take place at all. These can be termed ‘killer assumptions’, whose articulation is the central task in the 'external' evaluation. 

Drivers and barriers can relate to specific policies and actions (government or public sector policies related to economic development, infrastructure, education and training, policies by other economic sectors, actions by consumers, civil society, etc.) that create synergies or disturbances for an eParticipation project. They can also result from interactions between the project and more general structural and institutional processes, which, because they are more or less conducive to the objectives of an eParticipation project, will condition its social acceptability, relevance, appeal, usability, trustworthiness or the risk exposure to actual and potential users, with implications for take-up, use and fulfilment.

External factors can be grouped into the following categories:

· Regime type (defined in terms of modes of governance, as explained in D1.3c)

· Political culture (e.g. established participation activities, level of co-decision-making, prevailing attitudes, e.g. to anonymity – see appendix 1 for an overview of previous attempts to classify political culture variations between nations)

· Public service cultures (mindsets and ways of working) and joint working practices (where eParticipation cuts across organisational boundaries)

· Legal environment (project owners mentioned the Maastricht Treaty and the Aarhus Convention, but did not refer to legislation on freedom of expression or to basic human rights charters)
· Policy environment (project owners mentioned Plan D for Democracy, Dialogue and Debate and the Interactive Policy Making initiative)
· Autonomy (scope for autonomous action by project owner or partner organisation / governance actor)

· Technological pool / ICT infrastructure available to owner / host / manager

· Socio-economic environment (e.g. Internet use, broadband penetration, commercial and business drivers of ICT tools and methods)

· Socio-cultural environment (e.g. media practices, Internet usage patterns, language and discourse)

· Patterns of interest intermediation (corporatism – pluralism, party membership levels, unionisation rates, tripartism and other interest intermediation structures)

· Cross-sectoral governance structures

Broadly speaking, the same external factors can act as drivers and barriers at each level, so the list above can be used as a check-list of possibly relevant factors when evaluating any of the levels in the model 'externally' ('surfacing the assumptions' that hinge on a particular constellation of external factors). As a general rule, more political and societal external factors will come into play at higher levels of the model, such that the project owner experiences diminishing control as the number of interactions between 'internal' project components and other social and political processes increases. Technological drivers and barriers are relevant throughout but critical at the base level, while institutional factors may have a strong shaping effect on the middle level transformation (understanding institutionalisation in the narrow sense in relation to intra- and inter-organisational processes), or on the top level transformation (if we are concerned with the institutionalisation of social and cultural phenomena through, for example, language and discouse). With reference to figure 2, the following examples illustrate the types of questions that may need to be asked in relation to external factors at each level of analysis.

Examples of barriers 

· Top level. Are there any significant synergies with or disturbances from other government policies, or longer-term structural transformations of society and the economy? Is it reasonable to assume that governments or politicians accept and respond positively to the decision-making inputs of citizens? How well does the project fit within the political, economic and legal environment?

· Middle level. How is the project affected by organisational, socio-cultural and socio-economic factors, such as the relationships between stakeholders, workflows within organisations, the existence of digital divides or the social acceptability of different technologies? How well does the project fit within the organisational and cultural environment?

· Base level. Is the required ICT infrastructure available on the market at an affordable price? How well does the project fit within the technological environment?

Examples of drivers 

· Top level. Government and public sector policies in related areas, notably those that promote greater public participation and service user involvement; a framework of laws and institutions favourable to citizen input – these may act as drivers by changing the dominant political culture, and habits of participation developed in one sphere or medium may then transfer to others. However, eParticipation tools and methods will be more successful if the forms and forums they offer work with rather than against the 'de facto' meanings of participation reproduced inter-subjectively within a given cultural context.

· Middle level. Citizen and consumer actions in the same policy domain; skills and motivations among the population groups who constitute the project's target audience – these may act as drivers by creating social demand for eParticipation tools and pressure on decision-makers to adopt more open decision-making practices 

· Base level. Development, emergence and diffusion of relevant tools outside eParticipation, such as online social networking tools – these may act as drivers by providing building blocks for eParticipation applications or becoming settings for social practices which are transferable to eParticpation

· 5.2 Internal components of the eParticipation analytical framework

The following sub-sections outline the main internal components of the eParticipation analytical framework, working in sequence from the top to the bottom of Figure 2. As outlined above, if one were using an intervention logic model for purposes of project design (ex ante impact assessment) then one would only progress to this stage having first established that the external factors are sufficiently conducive, or sufficiently amenable to influence, in order to guarantee a reasonable chance of achieving the desired impacts.

· 5.2.1 Top level. Impacts (general objectives) 
The impacts or general objectives of eParticipation can be identified from either a policy or a societal perspective. For example, when looking at the European scale we can ask both: what broad impacts do the EU and other relevant governmental actors at this level want to achieve? And: what does society want? In both cases the objectives are not specific to (e)participation, but articulated as ‘public value’ impacts to which (e)participation specific objectives can contribute. It is important to note that other outcomes from, for example, the business sector or civil society, will also be contributors to eParticipation impacts, thus constituting some of the external factors of Figure 2. Public value itself is a slippery concept but can be defined in the present context as the normative high-level policy goals with a paradigmatic status at international level in the present historical moment. With reference to the European Union, it is notable how participation, citizen empowerment and a ‘culture of consultation and dialogue’ have been given greater prominence in successive policy documents from the 2001 White Paper on European Governance and in particular from the rejection of the Constitution and the subsequent ‘period of reflection’ (the 2005 Plan D for Democracy, Dialogue and Debate and the 2006 White Paper on a European Communication Policy). Among the many high-level policy goals shared by the European Union and national governments, these are probably the goals which eParticipation can most directly contribute to, but the achievement of any of the policy goals listed below is co-determined by numerous drivers (external factors in our model), not by eParticipation alone, and conversely, eParticipation can contribute in more indirect ways to the achievement of economic, social, environmental or regional policy goals.

High-level policy goals:

· democracy, participation and active citizenship 

· institutional transparency and openness

· European Public Sphere

· culture of consultation and dialogue

· subsidiarity

· citizen-centricity

· community empowerment, e.g. increased capacity for collective action

· individual empowerment, e.g. choice and voice 

· quality of life / happiness

· universal human rights

· social inclusion

· economic growth, competitiveness and productivity

· employment

· innovation

· local and regional development (endogenous development)

· regional convergence and balanced development

· sustainable development

Public value is also shaped by cultural processes, in an attempt to capture which we simply refer here to a number of theoretically-informed political and social trends, widely discussed in the information society literature, under the broad headings ‘reform of the state’ and ‘reform of society’. Their actual occurrence and importance is, of course, open to dispute, but we cite them here for their normative rather than their empirical status.

Reform of the state:

· more issue-based politics
· competing models of democracy (representative – direct)

· 'everyday' democracy in families, workplaces, etc. (cf Skidmore & Bound 2008)
· tension between user demands from below and collective needs defined from above
· decentralisation and devolution
· shift from directive / redistributive state to enabling / coordinating state, employing culture governance and techniques of agency

· demands for increased co-decision-making
· demands for greater government transparency

· declining trust in government

Reform of society:

· networked individualism
· more fluid collectives
· increasingly distributed knowledge

· changing patterns of digital inclusion and exclusion
· emergent community identities
· trust in electronic media
· one project owner also mentioned technology adoption as a ’societal impact’

· Intervention logic: transformation through establishing practices around eParticipation tools and methods 
The intervention logic necessary to achieve the above impacts concerns structuration effects on the one hand, and strategic planning on the other. Structuration effects occur when an intervention in a particular setting changes (or stabilises) the broader institutions in which it's embedded. Structuration expresses “the essentially transformational character of all human action” (Giddens 1984: 117). In this sense it is a concept relevant to each intervention logic in our analytical framework. However, we invoke it explicitly at this level because we see its greatest explanatory power in terms of the connection between social integration (interaction between co-present actors) and system integration (the stretching of social relations across time-space). Since at this point we are considering how distinct eParticipation projects shape and are shaped by governance regimes, its insight into the articulation between micro- and macro-situations is extremely helpful. Strategic planning (in a sense a specific instance of structuration) can here be thought of as a conscious theory of change linking actions (by government or governance actors) in a particular setting to more far-reaching effects (the high-level goals above). Both affect the transformation of broader governance institutions by establishing (legitimising, routinising or regularising) certain social and political practices.

Strategy

policy decision-making and trade-offs

policy and strategy development and planning

financial commitment, planning, allocation and control

monitoring, evaluation and impact assessment systems

leadership

political commitment

foresight and scenario development

research (e.g. societal impacts) and studies

amendments to laws and regulations

creating an opportunity structure for regular participation

Structuration

· regionalisation of participation processes in time-space (e.g. establishment of front and back regions, geographical regionalisation of the European public sphere)

· time-space compression accelerated by uses of ICT

· institutional development / building

· cultural changes, e.g. in public service culture or political culture

· emergence of new interdependencies

· reproduction of participation itself as a meaningful activity

· 5.2.2 Middle level. Outcomes (specific objectives) 
Outcomes here refer to actual or enacted patterns of use, forms of governance and levels of empowerment, as well as the specific benefits for different groups of stakeholders from the eParticipation process. Benefits from eParticipation are, in fact identifiable at each level of the model, as indicated in figure 1. For example, by applying a cost-benefit analysis framework, one could make comparisons at all levels with non-electronic alternatives. It is at the level of outcomes, however, that benefits are most directly derived and consumed by particular stakeholders. In this section we differentiate only between project owners and participants for purposes of illustration. When applying the model to specific eParticipation processes it would be appropriate to specify the types of benefit which could be derived and consumed by each of the six categories of stakeholder which we distinguish in the following section (if all are applicable).

Use patterns (usage of the tool):

· Who uses it? Take-up and usage. Usage patterns over time. Repeat usage. Multi-channel usage.

· Where and when is it used? (settings, proxies, integration with offline social networks and everyday life)

· Participation activities undertaken: information reception, citizenship education, collaboration, community building, consultation, campaigning, electioneering, discourse and deliberation, petitioning, polling, voting (this classification is adapted from the DEMO-net project, see Thorleifsdottir & Wimmer (eds.) 2006: 10)

· Message framing in other media

· Social climate of online setting: does it provide a comfortable space for social interaction? 

· Status differentials and political equality among participants

· Treatment of diversity, conflict and consensus

· Quality of deliberation

· Level of self-representation by participants

· Level of advocacy by participants for other groups

· Level of participation in re-design 

· Inclusiveness of participation

· One project owner also mentioned representativeness of participation

Use patterns (usage of the outputs):

· More effective decision-making: how useful was participant input? At what points in the policy cycle was it most useful or influential? 

· Improved policy network or civic network formation
· Improved policy making and intervention

· Increased public awareness and understanding

· More effective interest intermediation (campaigning, lobbying, intra-organisational discussion)

· More effective conflict resolution

Empowerment:

· Of political citizens in (co-)decision-making 

· Of service users

individually (e.g. personalisation)

collectively (e.g. community control and delivery)

· Of communities and networks 

With reference to the well-known ladder of participation first proposed by Arnstein (1969) and subsequent iterations (e.g. OECD 2001; Tambouris et al. 2007) we propose four different foci
 of participation. Each of these can be empowering under different conditions:

· Provision of information is one-way communication that provides citizens with information concerning policies and citizenship online.

· Consultation is a limited two-way channel that has the objective of collecting public feedback on alternatives.

· Active participation is about working online with the public throughout a process such that citizens can actively participate in the development of alternatives and the identification of preferred solutions.

· Delegation of power (not claimed by any project owners) is the delegation of final decision-making rights to the public, and implementing what citizens decide.

These levels of engagement or influence are meaningful at an aggregate scale. From the perspective of each participant there may, and arguably should, be options to engage in different ways and at different levels. For example, active participation or delegation of power mean high demands in terms of personal commitment. This can be perceived as disempowering in relation to personal autonomy, so some people may prefer to participate in more peripheral ways if given the option. Analysis thus needs to consider whether and how the process legitimises different levels and forms of participation. It also needs to consider the possibility that an eParticipation process may facilitate one form of empowerment as an individual actor interacts with the technology, but a different form of empowerment through the subsequent aggregation or integration of individual actors’ voices.

Benefits:

- for project owners:

· cost reduction, resource rationalisation

· time savings

· greater productivity

· staff who are more competent and skilled in their jobs and thus achieve greater output, etc.

· less bureaucracy and administration (administrative burden reduction)

· more transparency, accountability, etc., within the agency

· increased staff satisfaction

· increased security for the agency

· redeployment of staff from back-office (administration) to front-office (service delivery, democracy and engagement)

· increase agency agility and innovation

· decision-makers better informed about public policy and service needs

· increased contact with the public providing opportunity for better relationship building

· better informed public

· improved acceptance levels for new services and policies by the public

· one project owner also mentioned media recognition 

- for participants:

· successful access to and use of eParticipation processes (assuming this meets a social demand)

· time savings (not necessarily as they are being asked to do more)

· clearer opportunity to comment and participate, with less bureaucracy and administration (administrative burden reduction)

· more convenience

· more transparency and accountability in decision-making

· expectations of users met 

· increased user satisfaction

· increased sense of fulfilment (problem solved)

· increased security for participants

· one project owner also mentioned information exchange

· one project owner also mentioned information availability

eParticipation outcomes depend on how and in what way the eParticipation outputs are used. Many are stakeholder dependent, and in some cases the achievement of one set of specific eParticipation objectives for one stakeholder may result in the non-achievement of another set of specific eParticipation objectives for another stakeholder. For example, achieving fulfilment and transparency for participants may increase the administrative burden for the project owner.

· Intervention logic: transformation through use of eParticipation tools and methods 
The intervention logic necessary to achieve the above outcomes concerns the development of practices, use values and relationships within and between stakeholders. More than the other two intervention logics this one is fundamentally dependent on the involvement of specific stakeholders, since it is their actions that turn tools into social practices and relationships. In our model we include six main types of role that a stakeholder can acquire during (e)Participation. These are the following:

1. Participant is a stakeholder who provides input to the participation process. This role is not allocated only to citizens or citizen groups but also to elected representatives or to governmental officers. They constitute the target audience for the project.

2. Project owner/ initiator is the stakeholder who initiates and is responsible for the participation process. The initiator of such a process may be a governmental or parliamentary actor or a political party. It is also possible for a civil society organisation or a group of citizens to initiate a process, often taking advantage of processes and tools commercially (or non-commercially) available. Sometimes the roles of owner and initiator are separated. The 'host' and 'manager' of the initiative may also be distinct in rare cases.

3. Decision maker is the stakeholder who is responsible for incorporating the results of the participation process into policy.

4. Moderator/ facilitator is the stakeholder who performs a variety of functions during the participation process to assist other users of the system, including: surveillance, facilitation, organisation, referral, and summarisation. In eParticipation processes moderators can be either government or societal entities (e.g. civil servants or volunteer citizens). 

5. Output processor is the stakeholder tasked with processing raw outputs for the needs of decision-makers. In some civil society-led eParticipation initiatives this role might be redundant.

6. Outcome receiver is the stakeholder(s) who should benefit from the outcomes resulting from the participation process. In most cases outcome receivers will be particular stakeholders who, for example, benefit from a better policy or service design. It will often be a much broader group than the actual participants, but outcome receivers must nevertheless be a definable group or constituency, as distinct from ‘society in general’.

The underlining indicates that project owners who completed our questionnaire survey generally also cumulated four other roles, or considered that these five roles were so closely connected in their project that they could speak on behalf of the holders of the other roles. 

It is equally important to conceptualise the relationships between the above actors, recognising that (e)Participation involves a relationship-building process, through which meaningful forms of participation are established (because relationships structure the 'whole' in which the participant is playing a 'part' (Schwartz 1984)). Relationship-building has the following dimensions:

· Vertical relationships (power inequalities)
· Horizontal relationships 

· Roles played (e.g. citizen-representative; client-public servant; customer-agency; reciprocal relationships within a community setting)

· Sustainability of relationships

· Emergence of new relationships

· Transferral of relationships to other arenas

Public participation is normally associated with some form of political deliberation or decision-making, often related to the formulation of policy. For example, the OECD (2003) divides the policy lifecycle into five stages: 

· agenda-setting
· analysis
· policy formulation
· policy implementation 
· monitoring/evaluation. 
Civil society initiatives emanating from the ground up may not be captured in their complexity if we attempt to assess their meaning only in relation to the policy lifecycle. Civic activism is an agenda-setting process (because it enables groups and individuals to voice and promote their opinions and needs within the public sphere), but it also carries other important meanings (in the cultural realm, for example). It typically involves activities such as lobbying, protesting and petitioning, through which vertical communication between citizens and representatives or authorities takes place. These activities represent the 'public face' of social movements. However, we would also wish to capture social movements' internal life – what Melucci (1989) described as their 'hidden networks' – to the extent that these are reproduced through eParticipation processes. Movements make political demands, but they also often respond to “the everyday affective and communicative needs of the participants in the network” (Melucci 1996: 115). In fact the motivation to act politically in contemporary societies seems to be increasingly bound up with a desire “not only to have one’s wordly interests and visions triumph but equally to obtain cognitive reassurances about one’s identity” (Pinson 2003: 53). This sort of activity is not apolitical, but could be conceived of as a pre-agenda-setting phase of the policy lifecyle: the cultural undercurrents from which political agendas may or may not emerge. We use the terms ‘front region’ and ‘back region’ to differentiate between these two aspects of eParticipation.

Outputs from eParticipation activities require processing on entering the policy lifecycle. The stakeholders (e.g. administrative staff) whose task it is to process the 'raw' data (e.g. to provide digests for politicians, or to perform statistical analyses and other aggregated summaries) thus often have a key position in the eParticipation process. Their reporting skills, working practices and workflows, the usability of the system from their perspective and their motivations are important factors in the success or otherwise of an eParticipation project. Likewise the effectiveness of eParticipation may depend on the establishment of back-office inter-organisational relationships. Thus we include a number of organisational change processes within the ICT use intervention logic:

· sharing of information, data, business processes and services

· public-public (vertical / horizontal), public-private and public-civil partnerships and cooperation

· (re)development of business models (e.g. for participatory processes across all channels and stakeholders, including intermediaries)

· whole value-chain cost-benefit analysis

· adaption and use of tools such as benchmarking, good practice, KPI, RoI 

· training and human resource development and capacity building

· awareness raising (internal and external)

· financial planning, allocation and control

· foresight and scenario development

· research (e.g. market, anthropological) and studies

· monitoring, evaluation and impact assessment systems

· leadership and political commitment

· 5.2.3 Base level. Operational outputs 
Outputs are normally produced eParticipation tools and methods, but can also be changes or operations which should be produced if the intervention logic is successful. The following components can be listed:

- HW, SW, applications, etc., working and available. These can be classified in terms of technical design elements, tool categories and the use and integration of different channels.

· Technical design of applications and services:

use of open-source
language support (extremely varied, from English only to support for all 23 EU languages)
integration in websphere
accessibility
information provision, presentation and filtering
rules, registration procedures and privacy options (anonymity typically enabled)
published rules and guidelines for users
user tasks for participants
user tasks for other stakeholders
customisability
ability to handle heterogeneous input and different narrative formats
responsiveness (synchronous / asynchronous communication)
user data collected
communication of data gathering practices to citizens
in-built data collection/evaluation mechanisms
identification management
feedback options for participants

· Tool category. According to the DEMO-net project the tools that are used in eParticipation can be grouped in the following categories:

Core e Participation tools:

ePetitions systems

eVoting and eReferenda

eConsultation systems

Virtual Community Systems

Online surgeries and chat rooms

Decision-making games

ePanels

eParticipation discussion forums

eDeliberative Polling

Suggestion Tools for planning procedures

Tools extensively used but not specific to eParticipation:

Webcasts

Podcasts

Wikis

Blogs

Quick polls

Surveys

GIS and mapping tools

Basic tools to support eParticipation:

Search engines

Alert services

Online newsletters / listservs

FAQs

Web portals

Groupware tools

· Channels used for eParticipation. These can be grouped into several basic categories:

Conventional Internet channel for use by PC (this was by far the dominant channel among European cases)
Mobile channel supporting the use of the tool through mobile phones, palmtops etc.

Public Kiosks providing the eParticipation tool. May facilitate use by disabled people.

Digital TV (likely to be more important in future)

Access facilitated by an intermediary or proxy access

Non ‘e’ channels when these are used together with ‘e’ channels

Different stakeholders will have different channel preferences and media practices based on channel strengths/weaknesses and user need/situation, and why and how switching between channels occurs could be important.

- Organisational outputs:

· access to and use of the digital infrastructure

· changed working procedures and workflows related to the implemented ICT systems

· back-office business processes re-engineered

· organisational changes and change management

· interoperability and integration established between technology, information and data, processes, services and organisations

· trained personnel

· involvement of all actors/stakeholders 

- eParticipation process outputs:

· completion of eParticipation studies and surveys

· implementation of awareness raising campaigns

· linked offline events 

· data from the eParticipation process formatted for end-users

· analyses of participant input

· Intervention logic: transformation through building eParticipation tools and methods 
The intervention logic necessary to construct the above outputs centres on the acquisition and mobilisation of raw materials and on process design, including decisions about what participation activities are intended.

· Social, political or cultural need for eParticipation in a particular setting: how and by whom is it articulated? What are the failings of the ‘non-eParticipative’ process?

· Identification of required participation activities (information provision, citizenship education, collaboration, community building, consultation, campaigning, electioneering, discourse and deliberation, petitioning, polling, voting) 

· Process design:

promotion, marketing, outreach, awareness raising (internal and external, including branding)
tailoring to priority population groups (most project owners noted a lack of tailoring, i.e. initiatives were aimed at the undifferentiated general public)
training (internal/external), user support
moderation arrangements
responsiveness commitments (e.g. reply within x days)
development, implementation and adjustment of action plans
project, performance, quality and risk management
linking to complementary offline channels and wider programmes
linking to preceding and subsequent (e)Participation activities
back-office channel integration, business process re-engineering
designing monitoring, evaluation and impact assessment systems

· ICT procurement

· software and hardware development 

· financial allocation and control

· consultation with and between stakeholders

· development of support networks

· leadership and political commitment

· 5.2.4 Raw materials 

Raw materials necessary for eParticipation projects include some or all of the following:

· ICT infrastructure and building blocks

· New and emerging technologies (e.g. Collaborative environments, Argumentation Support Systems, Ontologies, Semantic Web Services, Knowledge Management and Knowledge engineering, Web 2.0, streaming media technologies, natural language processing and data mining)

· human resources (people and skills)

· organisational resources (leadership, management, teams, organisational knowledge resources, etc.)

· legislation (including the rule set which governs eParticipation, levels of security and authentication required)

· other materials and facilities, such as property, infrastructures, etc.

· finance and budget (development and operational costs) (EU funding was the dominant source of financing for European projects)
· Investments of time required and available to use an eParticipation system effectively:

· for participants to register, acquire necessary skills and perform each eParticipation activity

· for administrators to analyse citizen input and process participation for policy-making

· for the ‘community’ to function effectively (if it has a community dimension)

These raw materials are relevant to all the upper levels. Thus they are shown at the base of Figure 2 as a sub-stratum on which not only the outputs and also the higher-level objectives depend. 

6 Conclusions and recommendations XE "4) Conclusions" 
The above model's primary purpose is conceptual-analytical. At the same time it should, we believe, be amenable to operationalisation, i.e. it can be used to inform an evaluation framework applicable to specific cases. Since eParticipation manifests itself in a wide range of empirical forms, any evaluation model which aims to have broad applicability needs to be adaptable to the evaluation of projects with very different goals, structures or degrees of power centrality. The multi-layered and bounded character of our model carries this promise. Specific parts and levels can be considered on their own, as long as one does not lose sight of the overall context. For example, flagship projects with high-level political support, strongly integrated into the policy lifecycle and organisational workflows would merit evaluation that focuses on the internal coherence of their 'theory of change' – the intervention logics linking top, middle and base levels. Projects which are peripheral to centres of power, and are only loosely integrated into the policy lifecycle would require evaluation to focus more on the alignment between the intervention logics and the external factors, because this will most strongly condition their impact. Alternatively, they may require a more inductive approach, paying attention to meanings of participation which emerge through individual and collective agency relatively autonomously from the strategic rationality of a governance regime. Similarly, even when evaluating the same project, politicians, practitioners, researchers and community organisations are likely to be interested in different levels of the analytical framework according to their immediate concerns. Using the layered approach would also help evaluators assess the relevance or transferability of eParticipation activities occuring at smaller geographical scales to EU level by showing the conceptual links to high-level policy goals, culturally-specific understandings of (e)Participation's meaning, and the chain of transformations which condition long-term impacts.

The checking exercise we were able to perform on the basis of responses to a questionnaire survey from ten project owners of European or trans-national cases does not in any way constitute a ‘testing’ of the analytical framework. It shows that the attention of project owners is focused on certain elements or levels of the model: outcomes, including usage of the tool and benefits for both decision-makers and participants, and outputs, namely the tools employed. Respondents had little to say about how these were achieved (i.e. the intervention logics), about the external factors which facilitated or hindered the process, or about broader, longer-term impacts. Partly these absences may simply reflect the small sample size, and a more substantial survey could be useful in ‘populating’ the framework more fully with elements that are considered important by practitioners (and perhaps eliminating others which are seen as little relevant to eParticipation). Yet it needs stating that our empirical research was too limited to undertake theory-testing, for the following reasons:
· the limited time horizons of respondents, given the early phase in which most projects find themselves. For these reasons respondents were, probably rightly, reluctant to even attempt to predict the longer-term outcomes and especially the wider societal impacts of eParticipation
· the fact that respondents were all project owners. Although they often also felt able to respond on behalf of decision-makers, moderators/facilitators, output processors and outcome receivers, it is doubtful whether we were truly able to obtain the perspective of these other eParticipation roles from this exercise. Above all, the perspective of ordinary participants is lacking. Without sufficient insight into these other perspectives, a full impact assessment of eParticipation cannot be undertaken. Reliance on the perspective of project owners, we suspect, leads to an over-estimation of the social and political need for eParticipation, but to an under-estimation of the possible long-term cumulative impacts of eParticipation activities in society and the political system

· methodological limitations. Survey research would need to be complemented by more engaged or dialogical research methods to capture many of the processual elements of eParticipation projects; by organisational and institutional studies to capture many of the drivers and barriers; and by non-project-specific research to capture the higher-level impacts of eParticipation.

The analytical framework was developed principally for the needs of this study, but we also put it forward as a model that could be used in eParticipation process and policy design and evaluation. In a sense, therefore, the main recommendation is the model itself (as detailed in section 5). The guiding principles which the model seeks to embody can be summarised as follows:

For project owners:

· Know what your overall objectives are, identify which other stakeholders’ objectives affect or may be affected by yours, and try to map out how components of an eParticipation process relate to these objectives. Surface any hidden assumptions. This allows project owners to verify that a proposed logic of intervention is reasonably strong, as well as to promote a common understanding of the aims of the intervention and uncover potential tensions with other actors’ aims.
· Design eParticipation processes and assess their impact based on a full understanding of the relevant external factors. This involves asking the questions: how well does the project fit into its environment? How well does the intervention logic actively embed the project into its environment?
· Seek ways to capture any unexpected or independent meanings of eParticipation during evaluation. These could include intrinsic benefits of participation related to sociability and various forms of collective and individual learning.
· Involve all stakeholders in the choice and use of technologies, including political leaders and power-holders, whose own roles may be affected by project implementation.
· Noting both the predominance of anonymous registration procedures among surveyed European cases, and their reliance on a single channel (conventional PC + Internet) in most cases, eParticipation practitioners should carefully consider how to integrate input from different channels and modes of participation in a democratic fashion, and how to weight and balance input from channels that may have different levels of trustworthiness.
For policy-makers and funders:
· Know what your overall objectives are, identify which other stakeholders’ objectives affect or may be affected by yours, and proof eParticipation policy against competing and supporting high-level policy-goals.

· Project evaluation cannot capture the whole picture (as indicated by our checking exercise, which populated only a small portion of the framework). There is a need to support longitudinal research (e.g. following decision-makers' eParticipation careers instead of only studying brief, topic-focused exercises), and comparative research (e.g. cross-cultural comparisons, or comparative action research to trial innovative and experimental approaches)
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· Appendix 1
Typologies of political culture and political systems in Europe 

1. Initial scoping

Millard – European eParticipation study tender document – institutional and political realms

	Northern Europe
	Anglo-Irish
	Central Europe, West
	Central Europe, East
	Southern Europe
	EU New Member States & Applicants

	Denmark, Sweden, Finland, Netherlands (Nordic & Dutch)
	UK, Ireland

(Anglophone)
	France, Belgium, Luxembourg

(Francophone)
	Germany, Austria

(Germanophone)
	Italy, Spain, Portugal, Greece

(Mediterranean)
	12 Eastern Europe and 2 Mediterranean states

	- History of freedom of information.

- Stress on eGovernment as part of ‘informed democracy’.

- Notion of active government not necessarily viewed with suspicion.

- Strong role for local democracy.
	- eGovernment seen as a response to ‘new economy’ and hence often driven by business needs.

- Emphasis on transactional services to increase efficiency.

- But also strong role for non-governmental civil institutions.

- For citizens, concerns about privacy may retard development.
	- Tradition of strong civic pride and strong public sector and centralised state.

- Mainly centralised state structures, making it relatively easy to integrate eGovernment services.
	- Tradition of strong civic pride and strong public sector.

- Federal structure with relatively weak centre making it relatively difficult to integrate eGovernment services, though many recent changes.
	- Strong role for non-governmental civil institutions, including the family.

- Importance of city regions leading eGovernment development, such as Barcelona, Bologna.

- Central government role in standardisation and funding but not necessarily in development.
	- Former command economy states have a strong tradition of centralised bureaucracy and universal public services, even if at a low level. As transition societies, opportunities exist to leapfrog both technically and organisationally to front-runner positions if investment can be found.

- Mediterranean states of Malta and Cyprus share many of the characteristics of Southern Europe, although also have a recent colonial British past which can still affect government structures and mindsets. 


2. A selection of typoligies from  political and communication studies

a/ Lijphart – consociationalism (a critical development of Almond’s classic schema)

	Centripetal democracies (Almond‘s Anglo-American)
	Centrifugal democracies (Almond‘s continental European)
	Consociational democracies

	UK, Ireland, Scandinavia, Germany
	France, Italy, Spain, Portugal, Greece
	Low Countries, Austria, (Switzerland)

	- homogeneous political cultures

- parties as interest aggregators

- clear role differentiation between state agencies, parties, interest groups, media, etc.
	- heterogeneous political cultures, fragmented subcultures

- parties as interest articulators, but poor cooperation between elites

- cumulation of roles
	- heterogeneous political cultures, cohesive subcultures as enclaves

- parties as interest articulators with cooperation between elites

- cumulation of roles

- presence of consociational devices, including councils, committees and media


b/ Hallin & Mancini - comparative media systems

	Liberalism
	Polarised pluralism
	Democratic corporatism

	UK, Ireland
	France, Italy, Spain, Portugal, Greece
	Low Countries, Austria, Germany, Scandinavia, (Switzerland)

	- majoritarianism / pluralism

- narrow political spectrum

- usually internal media pluralism (UK exception)

- moderate media autonomy (commercial press)

- early professionalisation of journalism

- informational journalism
	- political instability / pluralism

- broad political spectrum

- external media pluralism

- media heteronomy

- delayed professionalisation of journalism

- expressive literary journalism and advocacy
	- coalition politics / corporatism

- segmented political spectrum

- external media pluralism

- strong media autonomy (but history of party press)

- early professionalisation of journalism

- informational journalism but also advocacy


c/ Grendstad - grid-group theory (after Douglas)

	Hierarchy
	Egalitarianism
	Fatalism
	Individualism

	UK, Ireland, Belgium
	Scandinavia, Netherlands, Germany
	France, Spain
	Italy 

	Strong group (identity) and strong grid (rules/authority) dimensions to social relations
	Strong group, weak grid
	Weak group, strong grid
	Weak group, weak grid


d/ Morales – patterns of political association

	American pattern
	Protestant pattern
	South European pattern

	North America, West-Central Europe
	Northern Europe and Scandinavia
	Southern Europe

	High to moderate active membership
	Very high but passive membership
	Low but very active membership
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�  These terms should not be confused with the notion of front- and back-office processes in eGovernment.


�  Habermas assigned the authentic – hjstorically the ‘literary’ – public sphere to the realm of private life (1989: 30) because only there could discourses develop without immediately threatening relations of domination, and could therefore institute a form of social equality in which rational argumentation prevailed over status differentials. Discursive practice in the literary public sphere is insulated from determination by power relations, which is not the same as saying that the two are completely unconnected: the authentic public sphere is a component of society, and like the political public sphere which evolved from it, is always in a fundamental sense in opposition to the power of the state.


� External factors can also be understood as those which were originally not included in an intervention logic model because they were not under the direct control of the project owner, or because their inclusion would have made the model too complex to understand, but which have nevertheless been found important in affecting the working of the model. Investigating them, even if only retrospectively, as external factors is a way of (belatedly) recognising their importance and attempting to re-introduce them to the intervention logic model. 


� The term ‘focus’ is chosen in preference to ‘step’ or ‘stage’ to avoid giving the impression of a progression from one focus to another. An eParticipation process does not need to achieve consultation, for example, in order to move onto active participation. In this respect the model differs from Arnstein’s ladder, but the comparison emphasises that there is an ascension from provision of information to delegation of power in terms of the level of engagement of citizens or stekeholders.
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