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Executive Summary

This paper sets out to analyse the implications neddern communications
technologies for democratic ideas and practicesratdhe world. It is intended as an
outline of current thinking and initiatives: it doeot set out comprehensively to
review all possible aspects but to highlight somi¢he most promising, as well as
some of the more worrying, developments.

As Section 1 of this paper sets out, modern communicationsniglclgies can impact
on liberal, representative models of democracy mudtiplicity of ways. First, they
can facilitate the provision of information andtire process improve the transparency
of political processes, contributing to a more mfed citizenry. Second, modern
communications technologies have shaped the forntamimunication between
people and their representatives or governmentsieSargue that the intersection of
these two changes — increased access to informatimh changes in forms of
communication — may contribute to a shift from passcitizens, receiving
information from those in authority, to active zéns, engaged in shaping the
information and communications they access (Cole20b).

Modern communications technology may also have soatker more practical
implications. Democratic opposition groups havereéasingly turned to the mobile
phone or the internet as organisation tools. Thosi@n’s groups in Africa have used
mobile phone text messaging linked to technologies create online petitions,
protestors have organised demonstrations by texSomth Korea and national
movements for democracy, often known as ‘coloulutions’, have occurred in
parts of Central and Eastern Europe assisted bysbef the internet. The processes
of democracy themselves are beginning to be afidoyethese new technologies too,
with proposals for e-voting and shifts towards tesgrnment’ — online public services
that, in theory, should be more accountable topihelic. At the same time, in the
climate of the ‘war on terror’, democratic govermtse have increasingly adopted
methods of surveillance using these technologiat tbr some, infringe on some of
the basic tenets of a democratic society.

Furthermore, as addressedsattion 2, modern communications technologies and the
new networked environment may contribute to theettewyment of new forms of
democratic engagement. For example, initiatives #law pre-legislative scrutiny
and deliberation online are increasingly heralded their potential to reshape
relations between people and governments (Colerd@h)2

Kofi Annan (2003) once stated: “While technologwyés the future, it is people who
shape technology, and decide to what uses it cdrshould be put”. Undemocratic
governments have historically used communicaticeshriology, including mass
media such as television and radio, to consolittei control over their societies. In
this vein,Section 3 looks at how new communications technologies amegoadopted
by authoritarian governments or non-state actorsuppress democratic ideas or
opposition. The paper concludes by suggesting sameas for further investigation
and areas for potential intervention.



Introduction

Technology and politics have often been thoughbeointertwined. From Marx to
Kuhn to Bertrand Russell, technological changeemetbpment has been said to alter,
or be altered by, its social and political contekor modern communication
technologies, this is arguably more so. The soc#&lre of these technologies —
facilitating communication and the spread of infatimn — has in turn, according to
Dutton, been ‘transformative’ of social and pobiticelations (Dutton 2004).

Thus the birth of the modern printing press migatsaid to have contributed to the
creation of the modern public sphere, in the pa@mllenging central authorities’
control over the written word (Davies 2005). Todagbmmunications technologies,
from the internet to mobile phone technology, céso e seen as contributing to
challenges to power in a variety of ways.

This has led commentators to speculate that needodommunications may help
democratise the public sphere, increasing accegsdomation and participation in
political debate. For Naomi Klein, “...the Net is nedhan an organizing tool — it has
become an organizing model, a blueprint for dee¢imérd but cooperative decision-
making” (2001: 396). Governments too, particulaitydeveloped countries, have
been quick to seize on the democratic potentiatheée new technologies. Thus a
European Commission report states “The deliverymgdroved public services and
support for active democratic engagement can baredd through eGovernment”,
defined as the use by public administrations obrmfation and communication
technologies (eGovernment Unit 2006: 6).

However, as this paper demonstrates, there remdmsxed balance sheet’ regarding
the implications of the new communications techg@e for relations between
people and government. As Castells reminds usjéielopment of horizontal layers
or networks of communication have empowered sos@lements and those working
to deepen democracy. But corporate media and gonats have also invested in this
communication space. Power is both shifting andsatishating in different contexts
(Castells 2007). What is significant liw communications technologies are used.
Just as cars or television sets or washing mackmoetd not be held to account for an
individual's use of them, so too should commun@asi technologies be seen as
conduits or tools. Thus they may have the potetdi@nhance democracy, but this is
by no means guaranteed.

Blumler and Coleman (2001: 6) have argued that meadia, such as the internet,
may hold a “vulnerable potential” to improve pubbommunications. Similarly,
modern communication technologies may have onlylaerable potential to enhance
democracy. For Blumler and Coleman, writing in a Wi€tting, new policy
interventions will be needed in order to ensuré tha internet and other new media
become a force for democracy. This paper makesgasiargument. It highlights the
key challenge that remains: to identify whether dodv modern communications
technologies can be effectively harnessed to fatdli genuine ‘civic spheres’,
characterised by debate, discussion and deliberatind it suggests possible areas for
intervention.



Definitions

The terms ‘modern communications technology’ ared‘tietworked communications
environment’ are vague, ambiguous and used intyasiecontexts. Brief definitions
for both are provided here, to give some claritytfee purposes of this paper but these
are not intended to be definitive. As Horner (209)'highlights, the communications
sector before the 1980s could be conceived of astital rather than horizontal
layers”, in that the telecommunications, mass meal@ computing industries
operated in separation. As others have analysedetmdustries were considered as
‘natural’ government monopolies, due to the uséirgélligent’ technology and its
high cost (Fransman 2001, Mueller 1999). This ledhe development of ‘one-to-
many’ models of mass media, in which communicatifiosvs led from media
companies and corporations, or through them fromegonents, to ‘passive’ citizens
or consumers.

Since the 1980s, and increasingly so in the twérgy-century, these sectors have
merged into what might be termed horizontal laydrs.the telecommunications
(telecoms) sector, the UK and the US led the waypiivatising telecoms,
underpinned by a neo-liberal belief in the powemairkets. Other countries followed
suit, embracing greater telecom competition, pisedion and liberalisation. As
Aronson (2001: 542) highlights “convergence becahgeewatchword as boundaries
separating local and long-distance, voice and datale and telephone, and wireline
and wireless services eroded”. Across the massamadustry too, there has been
increased competition and the rise of new technesoguch as cable and satellite.
Distinctions between these industries are thuskimgadown in the shift from vertical
silos to horizontal layers. Where previously thedrmendustry was seen as ‘public’
(hence it was regulated) and telecoms were pramteunregulated, this separation is
now challenged, leading to a diverse debate ashteravthe ‘privacy’ line now lies
(Davies 2005: 52). The way in which these networlkemmmunications have
developed is set out in Global Partners’ pa@®ping the Networked World (Horner
2007).

For the purposes of this paper, the ‘modern comaatiioins technologies’ are defined
as all those technologies which fall in the horiabimtersections between the telecom,
media and computing industries. This includes, ibunot limited to, the internet,
mobile phone technology, digital television and ioad The ‘networked
communications environment’ includes these techyie®) along with the actors and
industries that they relate to.

Notions of democracy and democratic engagementlaie highly contested. This
paper discusses a number of different models of odemay, including liberal
representative, communitarian and deliberative @ggites. The liberal representative
model draws on the theories of Rawls, Schumpeter @hers, who posit that
individuals are rational, autonomous and able foress their best interests, if given
enough information to do so. Thus this strand mighnphasise modern
communications technologies as significant becadigke access to information they
can provide, potentially enabling citizens to empowhemselves. A communitarian
approach, in contrast, might point to the potent&lnew technologies to build
communities, emphasising social networking and @p@Enying social capital as key
to revitalising democratic engagement. A more @ehllive approach would instead



see citizens becoming active participants in deat@cprocesses, with an emphasis
on free and open dialogue, facilitated by modemmmanications technologies (see
Dahlberg 2001 for a fuller discussion of theseehstands).

In this paper, these strands are not treated asnafiscategories: modern
communications technologies may have implicatiansall three of these strands of
democratic theory, and for countless others. Furtbee, this paper does not adopt a
normative framework regarding democratic theorgtead it surveys current trends,
opportunities and challenges in regard to broadonstof democracy. It does,
however, adhere to the premise that freedom ofesgon is a foundation right that is
a necessary condition of functioning democracies smvarying degrees, a part of all
democratic theories.

Finally, this paper does not assess the curretg stalemocracy across the world, nor
does it dwell on how democracies are functioningarnious countries, as others have
looked in detail at this. Instead, this paper fesuxplicitly on the democratic
implications of new communications technologies.

1. Assessing theimplicationsfor liberal representative models of
democracy

This paper examines five main aspects of the immptias of modern communications
technologies for liberal representative modelsayhdcracy. These are:
e Government in the information age
Changing patterns of communication
Political activism and debate
E-democracy and e-government
Surveillance and new technologies.

1.1 Government in the information age

The initial development stage of the internet migétclassified as ‘informational’ in
that it was defined by the unprecedented amoumtfofmation available online, with
a proliferation of documents uploaded onto webgitesbert and McNeal 2003). This
was reinforced by the spread of new forms of mesli@h as independent television
and radio. Together, it could be argued that ciszaround the world could access
more information than ever before by the end oftihentieth century (although the
level of information available still varied accandito national and regional lines). In
democracies around the world, people have incrghsimeen able to access more
information about their government, and systems gavernance, arguably
strengthening transparency but also allowing fogatgr accountability and more
informed political debate.



For example, in India, internet café owners usesleds technology through India’s
fibre optic network to compensate for a lack ofemscto telephone lines. This has
meant that for a small fee, citizens can accessrgowent officials, government
records and even receive online medical consutiati@aldow 2004). In countries
such as France, Canada, and Australia, legal éegtaow freely accessible to anyone
via the internet. In Poland, due to its Freedonmtdrmation legislation introduced in
2001, a variety of information is available onlinacluding information on local
government spending (Clift 2004). New forms of cagirogramming have also
emerged as important conduits of political inforimat particularly when linked to or
supported by internet technology (Girard 1999). Fexample, some radio
programming uses the internet as a distributionwod among independent
broadcasters for news and programmes, such asaBkals Kotmale Community
Radio (vww.kirana.ll which uses the radio as a form of people’s gayewsaking
the internet’s resources available to rural andgmatised communities (Ibid.).

Overall, the proliferation of information now awaile using modern communications
technologies allows greater access to politicabrimiation than ever before. As
Benjamin Barber (1998) highlights, democracy asranfof government is dependent
upon information and communication. Increased mi@tion should allow for greater
transparency and potentially increase the poterfioal citizens to hold their
representatives to account. This is not withoutitinhowever. First, the ‘digital
divide’ often prevents marginalised groups or thosest vulnerable in society from
accessing this information, in large part due te lack of access to technology.
Second, the very proliferation of information, angestions as to the amount of ‘trust’
that can be placed in sources, for example, founithe@ remain a significant barrier
(Horner 2007).

1.2 Changing patterns of communication

Accompanying this rise in access to informatiorgréhhave been a number of key
changes, both in people’s expectations of demacgaivernments, and in the actions
of democratic governments themselves. In particgavernments’ mode and level of
communication with the people they claim to repne$mve changed significantly.

In the post-war period, many governments — demiccaaid non democratic — sought
to use mass media tools to communicate their mess&uyit the rise of 24-hour news
cycles and increased access to information haveeshahe ways in which

governments communicate. For example, most locdl reational governments in
developed countries, and increasingly in develomiogntries, now have websites.
Government websites may provide information aboovegnment institutions,

processes and those who hold office. Politiciaramtdelves are also developing
individual websites in order to promote their caigpa and activities.

! As Horner (2007) highlights, in most countrie®tédion and newspapers remain the most trusted
sources of information. The Internet, particuldrifernet blogs, is often the least trusted (Ho2G97:
11-13).



This has facilitated new forms of government tdzeit communication but also
citizen to government communication, as individuzda contact their representatives
by email, and even text messaging through a maitittne. At the same time, new
types of intermediaries are emerging, built arodimel distributive and interactive
capabilities of new media. For example the UK ba¥#iteToThem.com allows
internet users to find out who their representatiaee, and then to write to them (a fax
is then sent on their behalf). This site is not ynthe UK Government and its
primary function is to facilitate communication. @fjWorkForYou.com (another UK
based site) takes this a step further. It essgnpabvides a highly usable version of
Hansard, the record of what is said in the UK Rarént, which allows users to search
by issue or Member of Parliament. It is visited diyout 10,000 people per day and
highlights the important intermediary role that net@chnologies can play
(www.mysociety.ory A New Zealand version of this Website also exist
(http://theyworkforyou.co.ny/ Similar initiatives have been developed in the
Netherlands, to allow users to find out their repreatives’ voting records and
political opinions hittp://www.150volksvertegenwoordigers.nl/  and
http://www.politix.n)). A Wikipedia page also lists a number of otheown sites
where people can process and re-use informatioat gaoliaments and politicians
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Parliamentary_infornis).

Coleman (2005) argues that traditional broadcagin@logy only allowed citizens

access to the political process as spectators.ri$deof interactive technologies has
thus opened up opportunities for more inclusivelipugngagement, or more ‘active’

citizens (Ibid.). It could be argued that this érdctive’ potential has been
demonstrated in the American Presidential debategss. The Democratic and
Republican presidential debates were traditiortaligvised nationally but in the 2007
to 2008 debates, questions themselves came irothedf videos sent in by users of
YouTube (a video-sharing website), and video cdnfesm each event was made
available for sharing and distribution online, ic@laboration between YouTube and
CNN.

Governments too have sought to respond to citizeadis for more interactive
participation. This has led to the development afumber of online consultative
initiatives. For example, the UK Parliament has auseries of online consultations in
which groups of citizens with specific expertise experience in a policy area
participate in an online forum for one month — shgudeas with each other and with
MPs (Coleman 2005). Similarly, the Canadian Pa®iairhas also run online policy
consultations, including an interactive parliameptaommittee website (Coleman
and Norris 2005). Estonia has emerged as somedtfiagworld leader in this field,
demonstrating the significant role that interacto@mmunications technologies can
have in transition countries. The Estonian govemtmaunched its website ‘Tana
Otsustan Mina (TOM)’ (Today | decide) in 200kttp://tom.riik.e€). This website
allowed citizens to comment on draft laws and subad@as for new laws, a number
of which were subsequently taken forward (Colemath @gtze 2001).

Transnational projects have also begun to appear. éxample, the Greek
Government led an e-vote campaign for Europe wheald the European presidency
in 2003. This involved a website which offered imiative content on European
issues, and the chance to debate and participatEuiepean policy decisions.
According to Coleman and Norris (2005), this webséceived relatively high traffic



(around 177,000 respondents) and the Greek FoMigister regularly reported his
findings on this initiative to the Council of theipean Union. France also initiated a
joint enterprise with the European Union, basediadofive forums on five different
websites to discuss European policy issues (ColemdrGgtze 2001).

These initiatives have developed rapidly over tst Hecade and seem to present an
exciting trend towards greater engagement betweeigadverned and government — a
key part of a functioning democracy. Internet ansbite phone use has undoubtedly
expanded rapidly — according to Castells (200&xettare now over 1 billion internet
users and over 2 billion mobile phone users. WleNels of uptake for political use
are harder to gauge, the observations in this pspggest that the political use of
these technologies is increasing, from the usealfile phone to organise politically
to the use of networking sites to spread inforrma{i@astells 2007 also supports this
thesis).

But, as Coleman points out, these opportunitiesirforeased dialogue may appear
alarming to representatives themselves (Colemarb)20/hile citizens may have
greater channels of access and communication ip rigresentatives, particularly
using the internet, representatives themselves lavdate shown reluctance to
actively engage with these new technologies, coimpig that they can not control
the content of much of what is written about théam, example in blogs (Coleman
2005). At the same time, representatives are regotd be slow to respond to
enquiries from their websites (Ibid.). A reportanthe US Congress found that
representatives in the House and the Senate repteéting overloaded by email
enquiries (COP 2001). In part, this may be a teldgical issue — few politicians’
offices own software that can automate email messagting, and the entry of
emailers’ names, addresses, and other informatimnain office database (Ibid.). But
there are also some cultural barriers at work toeany politicians may be struggling
to change their behaviour when faced with a maer@nnected society.

Another key issue is that any consultations witlzens need to have a demonstrable
impact on policy decisions. A number of initiativieave not displayed clear impacts
for users and this has this led to widespread ®igpt within internet communities.
For example the German Bundestag's e-democracggreyas supposed to allow
citizens to discuss selected legislative initiagiealine. This project was subsequently
deemed to be a failure due to firstly, a numbetechnical problems in the software
used and secondly, and perhaps more significamsirs lacked clarity as to what — if
any — impact they would have on legislative outcsif@leman and Norris 2005).

Thus, as Dutton reminds us, it is important to idviie trap’ of seeing the internet’s
enablement of increased information flows, andfasilitation of communicative
power, as the same thing as the realisation of elesp democracy (Foreword in
Grant 2004: 4). The ability to communicate and exde information should not be
taken as a proxy for real commitments from govemisiéo consult and listen to their
citizens, or to allow their participation in the agling roles and policies of
governments (Ibid). And if new forms of communiocatiare used in the familiar top-
down fashion by representatives, parties and govents, there remains a real danger
that this simply reinforces public disengagemetiteathan rejuvenates the political
or civic sphere.



Putnam has pointed out that “the abilty to send raessage to
president@whitehouse.gaan give the illusion of much more access, padiion
and social proximity than is actually availableitéd in Davies 2005: 62). At present,
the novelty value of the initiatives described histsection may compensate for the
lack of truly interactive features, but there remsaa danger of growing frustration
from users if top-down communication persists i thodern communication age. As
discussed in this section, an online project inn@aty failed in part because internet
users quickly realised that their participation Higile impact on the outcomes, as
“users are quite able to differentiate between ezal fake calls for participation”
(Coleman and Norris 2005: 15). Therefore, if modesmmunications technologies
are to alter communication between governmentspeagple, open up dialogue and
allow greater access, they need to be used in waich will provide demonstrable
effects to their users. Otherwise, these initiivisk losing legitimacy and being
abandoned by those they seek to engage.

1.3 Political activism and debate

Communications technologies are also (re)shapimgnmonications between citizens,
with important implications for the relationshiptiveen government and people. This
section discusses two main themes:
e increased opportunities for political activism amdanisation
e increased political debate through citizen jousnali internet forums, and so
on.

The internet and mobile phone technology have seggcontributed to a number of
high-profile political protests. The so-called Orange Revolution in Ukraine in4£00
was seen as an example of the use of the intemeirdanise and campaign.
According to McFaul it “may have been the firsthistory to be organised largely
online” (cited in Goldstein 2007: 4). For Goldst¢2007), though internet access was
limited in Ukraine (in 2004 only one to four pemt®f the population were thought
to have internet access), those who did have aega®spolitically engaged and well-
connected, allowing them to have a political imp&cr example, during the election
campaign, pro-democracy supporters used the iritante mobile phones to organise
protests, distribute information and coordinatecéd& monitoring. Mobile phones
were also used for surveillance — for example, esttsl covertly filmed their
professors illegally instructing them to vote fbetincumbent party, using cameras on
their phones (Ibid.). The 2002 South Korean Presidkeelections might also be an
example of the increasing power of the internedrasrganisational tool. South Korea
has a relatively high level of internet access @nthran half of the population
regularly access the internet). During the electtampaign in 2002, Presidential
candidate Roh had an active online supporters ghilth used digital technologies to
implore supporters to vote, including messagingpbypne and email (Han 2007,
Joyce 2007).

Mobile phone communication remains cheaper and madely available than the
internet in many developing countries. Therefore bileo phone technology,
particularly text messaging, has increasingly emérgs an important trend in these
countries. In the Philippines, mobile phone comroation was used to disseminate
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information regarding the 2000-2001 impeachmentheh President Estrada. When
the impeachment process was aborted, text messagpagticular was seen as a key
tool in the organisation of protests (Rafael 2008).Senegal, during Presidential
elections in 2000, journalists watched over thetelal processes, feeding back to
their editors by mobile phone any signs of voteging. Using new technologies,
journalists in effect became unofficial electionmitors and were able to highlight the
incumbent’'s attempts to manipulate democratic Eeee (the pro-democracy
opponent, Abdou Diouf, went on to win) (Paye 2003)milarly, in Ethiopia,
Oberman (2005) argues that opposing political esutised text messaging to call on
supporters to vote.

Maniji (2005) highlights theegional potential of communications technologies. She
points to a campaign in Africa to ratify the Praibon the Rights of Women at the
African Union’s Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rigl& coalition of around 20

women’s organisations across the region createshéne petition. In recognition of

the limitations of internet access, however, tetbgy was also developed so that
people could sign up to this petition using textseaging via mobile phones. Those
who subscribed to the messaging service couldralseive updates on the campaign
(Ibid.). More broadly, Obadare (2006) points to tpsts in Nigeria against mobile
phone companies, and government policies thatdfadeegulate or bring pressure on
these companies, as examples of the potential éolenm technologies to be used for
democratic activism. In 2003, it is alleged that p& cent of mobile phone users
switched off their mobile phones for one day totesb against high phone charges
and poor access (lbid.). For Obadare, this wenthnfuther than a protest against
mobile companies, and should be seen as part ofdar vwampaign of “righting

wrongs” regarding corporate control and governnmexgligence (Obadare 2006: 93).

Therefore a number of concrete examples of theoisemmunications technologies
as a tool to challenge dominant political power das found. However these
technologies may also have important broader @lltursocial implications. Wheeler
(2006) analysed data on users of internet caféidan and Egypt, reaching some
interesting conclusions regarding the possibilioéshe internet. There is a prevailing
pessimism regarding new technologies in the Arabldyodue to many governments’
effective filtering of content and access (see iBrcB). Yet, for Wheeler, evidence
from Jordan and Egypt suggests that even withintltigoroscribed boundaries (such
as limits on which websites or forums can be asmBsiternet use mawiden
experiences, interactions and opportunities for citizens who are otherwise
excluded from power channels (lbid). Internet usethis context occurs within a
controlled environment — any use of the internebggenly oppose the government or
any attempt to access opposition websites wasyliteelbe discovered. Therefore,
those interviewed by Wheeler limited themselvesstwfing websites that were
permitted, or participated in chat rooms, whicheveften in Arabic.

Despite these limitations, Wheeler argues thatmetieuse in these countries may still
signify the emergence of a more civic culture (lpidfor women in particular, often
unable to freely express themselves in public imyngliddle Eastern societies, the
internet might become both a forum in which to tmkmembers of the opposite sex
and a ‘training ground’ for expression (lbid.). Rah(2003) points to blogging as an
alternative form of expression in Iran (a countrgught to have at least 20,000 active
internet sites and blogs), pointing to the case dbrmer Iranian prostitute’s blog,
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detailing the underworld of Iranian society, as eetample of a challenge to the
separation of the sexes advocated by the Irangimee

Citizen journalism has also been heralded for d@temtial to contribute to the civic
sphere. User generated media sites are seen &g gise to citizen journalism or
participatory media sites, in which citizens, often unpaid, contribute nestsries.
The South Korean siteww.ohmynews.conis a good example of this, as it was one
of the first Websites to use citizen journaliststhwprofessional editors. For its
proponents, this trend is transformative, givingceoto those otherwise excluded in
mainstream media and removing the ‘gatekeepers’ euvneently decide which news
is important (Joyce 2007). Certainly, user generatentent challenges traditional
models of media reporting, in that users can ediies and add comments. But this
model has also been criticised due to the lackoaih&l training, or ethical code,
which should come with professional journalistadlp Attempts to export this model,
to other countries and internationally, have atsoggled (Ibid).

But it does mark a shift towardemands for greater interactivity within the media.
In response, traditional media organisations nowlugle a range of interactive
features on their Websites. For example, the BBCdeveloped an ‘Action Network’
(previously BBC iCanhttp://www.bbc.co.uk/dna/actionnetwoykihich allows users
to voice their opinions on local issues and find about local campaigns. And
initiatives such asvww.openDemocracy.ndfoth post content by ‘known’ authors or
journalists and allow discussion boards for usersadmment on stories and analysis.
These initiatives, and many others not describe®, hepen up new channels for
political debate, and challenge the dominance gbmaews companies in deciding
which news is important.

So it seems that in many ways modern communicatieclsnologies may help to
strengthen political activism and to deepen andefogolitical debate. However, the
limitations, challenges and risks should also b&dhoThe limitations are multiple —
lack of access and ‘digital divides’ continue betybnd this, many citizens may be
unaware of these technologies, or feel themselvedbla to take full advantage of
them. For example, Dederich et al (2006) found thany civil society organisations
struggle to capitalise on the possibilities of newhnology, due to a combination of
lack of expertise, lack of time and lack of res@stcThe citizen journalist model has
not taken off around the world, although traditionzedia sites are now including
more interactive features. At the same time, wthi internet and mobile phones are
increasingly effective tools for democracy actisjsthey do not alone trigger
revolution or opposition to anti-democratic regin{@syce 2007, Rafael 2003). As a
recent article in theEconomist points out: “The story so far is that technology
intensifies the democratic process, but does nutdmentally change itHconomist
14/02/2008). Put simply, new technologies may alfowmore effective organisation
or activism but they have not yet supplanted otbems of activism, from political
parties to public meetings, nor can technologieselbe said to have changed the
outcome of a political contest

Perhaps the most important aspect in the long temgit be the subtle cultural shifts
that emerge over time from citizens’ participationonline forums, chat rooms and
discussion boards, which Wheeler argues is ocaurim some Middle Eastern
countries. Thus the ability to strengthen the isphere’, opening up interaction with
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people and views beyond the reach of normal so&ddkorks, may potentially help
build more democratic cultures and more publiclypaed citizens (Wheeler 2006).

1.4 E-democracy and e-government

Modern communications technologies have been muechlded for their potential
impact on the procedures of democracy and goverhrireparticular, governments
have focused on electronic voting (or e-voting)oag way to combat falling voter
turn-out and increasing apathy (Withers 2004). Ergpencompasses both electronic
means of casting a vote and electronic means afto@uvotes. Therefore it includes
the use of voting machines, which collect and tateuvotes in a single machine, as
used in Brazil, India, the Netherlands, Venezualad the USA as well as internet
voting systems, using the internet to cast votéschvhave been used for government
or local government elections and referendumsenuk, Estonia and Switzerland as
well as municipal elections in Canada and partynpry elections in the USA and
France. The argument presented is that e-votingdaoake voting easier, and could
help counter falling voter turn-out. Advocates pdmthe success of reality television
shows, in which the public votes for preferred estants (such &ig Brother), and
they hope that the successes of this kind of ergatould thus be replicated in the
political sphere.

However, Norris highlights that three factors cdmite to the likelihood of voting:
electoral costs, electoral choices and electoraisteness (cited in Withers 2004).
Electoral costs are inconveniences for the eletdasach as long, difficult processes
for registering to vote. E-voting may increase eamegnce — allowing voting at a time
and place of the voter’s choosing. But the intrdaucof a simpler mechanism for
voting does not in itself allow voters more eadiyprocess information regarding
candidates (another electoral ‘cost’) nor doeswtehany impact on electoral choice or
decisiveness (the extent to which votes cast fol garty determine the outcome; e.qg.
whether an election is closely fought) (Ibid.). &®leman (2005: 12) highlights,
making it easier to participate in traditional piokl activities that many already view
as ‘dull’ is unlikely to rejuvenate political pasipation. Instead it reveals a narrow
interpretation of the opportunities these techniglegan bring.

There is some confusion between the terms ‘e-goventi and ‘e-democracy’.
Definitions of ‘e-democracy’ are contested but &ncbe taken to refer to both
procedural aspects of democracy (e-voting and goasnwell as new notions of
democracy arising from the modern networked enwremt (discussed in Section 2).
E-government focuses on removing bureaucratic baxies] making public services
more accessible and efficient. Most developed deawoes, and many democracies in
developing countries, are now introducing aspedt®-government. For example,
public services, varying from access to governnfenns to transactional services
such as filing tax returns, are available onlin¢ghie UK, Canada, the USA, Australia,
as well South Africa and India to name a few.

This service transformation has often been linkedegmocratic transformation. Thus

a European Commission report states that “The elsliof improved public services
and support for active democratic engagement can ebbanced through
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eGovernment” (eGovernment Unit 2006: 6). The NewalZed government's e-
government strategy explicitly states that its empentation will make it easier for
citizens to have a say in government; and one @il Government’'s performance
objectives is for ‘citizens to feel more engagedhwihe process of democratic
government’ (cited in Dutil et al 2007: 84). For dhwick (2003: 447), the use of
modern communications technologies in bureaucranascreate a shift from inward
facing computer systems to “outward facing netwarkwhich the division between
an organisation’s internal information processingl ats external users effectively
melts away”.

However, as Dutil et al (2007) highlight, movesirtgorove service delivery have not
necessarily led to the increased engagement akngiin a democratic dialogue and
instead may emphasise a consumer or customer abptoaervice delivery on the
part of government. They point to the reinventiérihe Canada Revenue Agency as
an example of this. Since the late 1990s, it haoine the Canadian government’s
flagship performer in terms of online transactiosatvices and it has focused on a
customer-orientated approach that benchmarks resptimes to external inquiries
and communicates its results in a corporate styiéh annual reports detailing
objectives and results (lbid: 80). Similarly, Ligstone et al (2007) argue that the
Office of Communications (OfCom), a sector-wideulagpr in the UK, has promoted
a ‘citizen consumer’ approach, which in realityeals an economic agenda of market
regulation. They point to civil society concernsitla citizen focused approach thus
risks being marginalised as the discourse of ‘coresism’ is mainstreamed (lbid.).
These government-led initiatives do not yet seentdmprehensively engage the
citizen in the design, implementation and oversightservice transformations but
instead focus on more superficial aspects of sergigivery, from response time to
annual reports.

Higher levels of customer service and satisfactisith government services,
facilitated by modern communications technologiesye thus been linked by their
proponents to increased trust and confidence iremornent, with possible positive
spin offs for democracy and participation (eGovesnmUnit 2006). However
McDonald points out that to date, e-government fuised on ‘cost-effective,
personalised and relevant services’: “In other wptithe role of practice borrowed
from business could be considered as: those teofiesl processes and approaches
that make the delivery of a service better (corsetnimore channels, easier to use
etc.) but which do not, in themselves, promote ngfes engagement” (McDonald
2006: 3). Therefore, there is a danger, as argyedivingstone et al (2007), that
service improvements could be confused with deep@mocratic involvement.
McDonald also highlights that greater efficiency‘transactional’ interactions with
governments could increase trust and increaseengizperception that governments
are responsive to their needs, but he suggestethavernment services may need to
focus more on issues of choice (and implicit witthirs, participation), rather than the
narrow focus on efficiency seen to date (McDon&d3.

1.5 Surveillance and new technologies
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This paper’s discussion has focused in the mairthencritical evaluation of the
opportunities created by these technologies. Batatso important to reflect on some
of the potential threats to democratic practices thay arise. For example, following
the tragic events of 11 September 2001, democgaieernments have sought to
control and limit access to and the use of comnatiwins technologies, giving rise to
criticisms of perceived encroachments on some itapodemocratic tenets.

A key area has been the strengthening of goverrsheability to access

communications and retain data. According to Pgvixternational (2006), in 2000
the UK government proposed a policy to require risention of communications
traffic data for up to seven years by a centralegoment authority. This proposal
faced public resistance at the time but in Decenff¥#i1l, a similar policy was
successfully introduced as part of anti-terrorisgidlation. According to the same
report, the European Union’s Directive on Privaeyl &lectronic Communications
“also supports the creation of such data retenfmms within the European
community and is consistent with international pugs to weaken data protection”
(Ibid.). The US government has arguably gone fsithe seeking to control

communications technologies due to the perceivedathof terrorism, including

enabling law enforcement to monitor internet taif detail and limiting access to
certain types of public information (Privacy Intational 2003).

Government surveillance has also increased. Falgwil September 2001, the
Kenyan and South African governments introduced rmegislation that allowed
government intercept or disruption of communicatiancluding the ability to disrupt
the communications of large numbers of protest gso(@bid.). Similarly, India
introduced the Prevention of Terrorism Ordinancectviallowed the government to
monitor all kinds of electronic communications, luring emails.

It should be remembered that democratic societeehale a duty to protect their

citizens. The events of 11 September 2001 led tmraber of legitimate security

concerns, not least due to terrorists’ sophistttaise of the internet and other
communications technologies. Davies (2005: 26) gsamut there may be high public

support for the use of surveillance technologieat than prevent domestic or

international security threats. But the amountrdbrimation states can hold about
their citizens is clearly a contentious issue. Camigations technologies increase the
potential for governments to hold information abtheir citizens and, perhaps more
significantly, to cross-check the contents of déf@ sources. Citizens may have little
capacity to access and amend such informationté&eldebates over citizens’ rights
to privacy are also relevant here, both in termsh@iv much information can be

collected and for how long it can be stored, a3 aseto what use this information can
be put and who it can be shared with.

Tensions between privacy and security may alwagsaie, but Davies argues that
ultimately citizens should be given the right ahd bpportunity to opt out of types of
technological engagement (Davies 2005: 33). Form@® moves towards e-
government services have often been accompaniedcbgased data sharing across
departments. Davies argues that users must be gos@rol over how that data (e.g.
medical records) is to be shared and they musivea ghe right to opt out. He points
out that citizens already make these ‘risk assestmen their other uses of
technologies, from deciding whether to enter creditd details online to choosing
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whether to set their browsers to enable ‘cookigsictv enable a website to remember
a user from one visit to the next (Ibid.). In ordemake the most of opportunities to
opt out, however, users need good information alotw their data might be used

(Ibid.).

2. Towards new forms of democracy?

Commentators have focused on whether new techmslogight enhance democratic
processes and structures, but there has been diétete over which kinds of
democracy might be affected. In other words, do roomications technologies

merely help improve representative democracy or ttay lead to new forms of

democratic engagement altogether? Some have atbaethese technologies could
lead to more deliberative and participatory formfis democracy (Blumler and

Coleman 2001). At the same time, communitarian @g@ghres have also emerged,
emphasising the potential for modern communicatideshnologies to foster

communities.

This section therefore addresses:
¢ Deliberative models of democracy
e Community development
e Control and contest.

2.1 Deliberative models of democracy

For Blumler and Coleman (2001) a major weakness twéntieth century
representative democracies was a lack of publicbel@tion. They argue that
communications technologies offer new opportunities foster deliberation and
encourage more direct participation in public pplprocesses, for example through
online consultations and deliberative forums. Thie new possibilities for
deliberation and participation have been vaunted their democratic potential.
Chadwick (2003: 449) envisages deliberative denaycraas ‘horizontal,
multidirectional interactivity’, important becausieis form of interaction is in itself
“constitutive of democracy’. Dahlberg describesiltkrhtive democracy approaches
as forums for free and open dialogue where pasit® put forward and challenge
claims regarding current political problems. In tpeocess, “private individuals
become public-orientated citizens” (Dahlberg 200386).

There are only a limited number of examples of gowveents embracing deliberative
arrangements in which citizens can make a directritution to the policy process —
in other words, moving beyond the ‘top-down’ modékn pursued by governments
even in the modern networked environment. Colenmeh@gtze point to an example
from local government, ‘Iperbole’, an online civicetwork for the Bologna
municipality in ltaly, created in 1995. This invely a network of internet public
places, free internet access points, emails andsg@wps which aim to supply
information and interactive services to citizensnagl as creating dialogue between
citizens and representatives on local issues (Caoleand Ggtze 2001: 36-38). On a
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national level, the UK Parliament has run onlinenstdtations for pre-legislative

scrutiny and debate on Bills. These bring togetjreups of citizens with relevant
expertise and experience to inform and advice sgmtations on specific topics, to
date including domestic violence and stem cellaege (Ibid.: 36-38). Clift (2004)

highlights the interactive potential within parliants, pointing to Lithuania and the
state of Minnesota, USA where elected represertsiiv Parliament have full internet
and email access within their respective meetingndyers. This opens up
opportunities for real time communication duringodtes from the electorate and
special interests.

Ultimately, these examples are limited and delibegauses of new technologies do
not seem to have been explored fully by represeetatparliaments, governments or
non-state actors. As Coleman (2005) highlightstethe a need to engage with the
opportunities of these technologies, not as a #ubestfor representative democracy
but rather to open up communication channels anthexd representatives to the
many voices often left out of public policy debatésrthermore Coleman highlights
that modern representative democracies have allagiselements of more direct
democracy, with publics not just engaged throughngp but also through public
meetings, meetings with representatives and sdload.); Thus the introduction of
greater deliberation, using modern communicati@ehrologies where appropriate,
may not lead to radical, new forms of democracyrbay help redefine the nature of
representation in the modern networked environmaedtpeople’s expectations of it,.
For this to occur, however, more research will beded into how these technologies
can be effectively used for public deliberationainvay that moves beyond a limited
number of pilot initiatives. Furthermore, methods évaluating the effectiveness of
these deliberation initiatives will also need todeyeloped, to test whether in reality
they can live up to Coleman’s expectations.

2.2 Community devel opment

Those committed to a more communitarian approadtetaocracy have vaunted the
use of new technology to foster community developmliscussed in Dahlberg
2001). Communitarians see democracy as based orshidwed values that bind
communities together — thus proponents might emgdadke potential role of social
networking technology in building communities. Dewidiscusses the ‘communities
of interest’ that may develop online, pointing tewPInternet Institute research that
half of internet users in the US were engaged meséorm of civic or interest based
community online (Davies 2005: 55). If people tliere look online for
‘communities’ they can relate to, Davies arguess, ithight be a starting point for new
forms of political engagement. For example, the Wdsed site ‘Netmums’
(http://www.netmums.com/h/ffHOME/honje/ initially began as an online self help
group, but has now emerged as a collective voicenfothers (lbid.: 55). Stuart
McKee extends the importance of these ‘communitiesther, arguing that greater
connectedness could eventually lead to the emeegeh@ “global citizenry” or a
global community (cited in Blumler and Coleman 2082).

For Bryant and Wilcox (2006) the greatest contitnutof new communications
technologies may be cultural and not technical.yTaiggue that the trend towards
increased online participation has emerged withstht from ‘Web 1.0’ to ‘Web 2.0".
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In essence, they define Web 1.0 as the initialestaig the development of the internet,
characterised by the publishing of ‘pages’ withitraditional broadcast model. Web
2.0, in contrast, takes the internet network adadfggm. This has led to greater
interactivity, as seen with the emergence of ‘wikgges that anyone can edit), blogs
(which anyone can comment on) and free video-sbamebsites such as YouTube. It
has also led to new forms of interaction as, foanegle, instant messages, often
attached to networking sites like Facebook overtkeail, and free phone calls are
made between computeEcbnomist 14/02/08).

Bryant and Wilcox (2006) argue that this shift wet driven by sophisticated new
technology but rather as the result of a “massarinected individuals doing some
technically very simple things together” (Ibid.JorFexample, blogs, they argue, are
technically similar to the personal homepages tpatliferated in the early
development of internet, the only difference beingt these initial homepages were
not “at the centre of millions of connected conetitns that are taking place between
individuals, without mediation by mainstream medraditional organisations or IT
departments” (Ibid.). Proponents of Web 2.0 midigréfore be seen as building an
‘architecture of participation’, supporting manwtany interaction, rather than the
one-to-many model that was previously supported. Boyant and Wilcox this
presents an important new stage in terms of hownwomtations technologies are
used; “Crucially, this process has a human voidgeplaces great importance on the
value of conversation rather than just informasbaring” (Ibid.).

For Blumler and Coleman (2001), what is now needdate development of a ‘civic
commons in cyberspace’. They argue that the prafilen of websites, and of
information available online, means that many qaasthe trustworthiness of online
sources. Furthermore, governments have shown tihegasslow to engage in more
participatory or deliberative initiatives, often eferring to display ‘electronic
brochures’ online instead. They suggest that teédigivic spaces” online have yet to
develop, but there should be investment in devalpphem (Ibid.). Writing in a UK
context, they advocate a new form of public agepeplicly funded, which would in
essence elicit, gather and coordinate citizensbdedtions on, and reactions to, the
problems faced and proposals issues by public bBa@heluding local government,
parliament and government departments) (Ibid.)er&gtingly, civil society offers
some innovative ideas in this respect. Mysociety theveloped a number of online
projects designed to bring democratic benefits. Example, at ‘Fix My Street’
(http://www.fixmystreet.con)/ people add their UK postcode and report any local
problems which are then fed back to the relevanhcib. One imagines this could be
extended, so that individuals can come togetheligouss local issues and problems
online, thus creating a virtual civic space forifical discussion. But greater research
is needed into how such ‘civic spaces’ can be etksb that they are trusted by users.

2.3 Control and contest

Web 2.0 or the more recent developments in theriateand other communications
technologies, are often seen as ‘bottom up’ pr@sgsseginning — like Google or
Facebook — with a small number of dedicated indiald and rising into global

phenomena. But Castells reminds us that these atatias are themselves the site of
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power struggles between dominant power elites hodet seeking to challenge these
sites of power (Castells 2007). This has impori@piications for any examination of
the impact on democracy of these technologies.

He points to evidence that major corporations eaaly dominant in the mass media —
have turned their attention to the internet. Foaneple, he points to corporate
investments in YouTube, as Burger King has laundhedvn channel on YouTube
and Warner Music recently signed a deal to provitesic videos via YouTube.
Furthermore, other media giants are planning tadaunitiatives similar to YouTube,
with Microsoft developing its own version (lbid: 2b For Castells, this could point
towards the consolidation of, for example, netwogkor file-sharing sites around a
small number of major corporations. Potentiallys ttould inhibit the development of
technologies designed to further democracy, as cenciad bottom lines mean that
these actors lack any real interest in how thesent@ogies might be harnessed in that
way.

That said, Castells also highlights that while trasgtern of consolidation has emerged
in forms of mass media, it is not inevitable in thedern communications age. There
is evidence that smaller, less commercial sitesrameasingly popular, with people
migrating from larger networks like MySpace to slerahetworks (Ibid). This may
create, in effect, a market that shuts out or undes attempts to commercialise
these spaces. For Castells, this represents arpstneggle between dominant
political elites, seeking to ‘reassert their donima of the communication realm’, and
new social movements, individuals and groups seekinchallenge this (Castells
2007: 258). Communications technologies, for hitlyst remain “an increasingly
contested terrain” (Ibid.).

This contest may refer not only to the owners asétechnologies, but to their
development as well. For example, Bennett (2003:aBgues that “technology savvy
activists are writing software that enables auteehand democratic publishing and
editing”. Therefore, the rise of Wikipedia, whemgyane can edit or contribute to an
entry, challenges the domination of a handful ofpooations over encyclopaedic
software and potentially democratises informatiod @s use (though there have also
been debates about the authority of information tedbalance of content in such
initiatives). At the same time, there are incregsthallenges over intellectual
property rights and patents for these technologissseen in recent attempts to
prevent file-sharing, e.g. of music. While illegaé-sharing may need to be tackled,
contest clearly emerges between those seeking ®n agp communications
technologies’ software and those seeking to protectent intellectual property
(commentators including Lessig (e.g. 2004) havdyaed this in depth). According
to Castells, these contests could result in thatioe of a new public space, one that
is still unknown to us (Castells 2007: 258). Ifsths the case, then new forms of
democracy, building on those outlined in this secttbut probably including other
initiatives or forms not outlined here, could pdiaity emerge.

For Barber, writing in 1998, “unless we are clelbow@ what democracy means to us,
and what kind of democracy we envision, technolegyas likely to stunt as to
enhance the civic polity” (1998: 580). A decade rgeems that a lack of clarity
remains regarding the kind of democracy that mightstrengthened by technology.
But this may be no bad thing. As Coleman (200§hlghts, it may not be that one
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democratic ‘type’ alone must be selected — deliiparaparticipatory models can also
be part of liberal representative democracy andifiering ways, technologies may
have the potential to enhance many forms of densgciastead, when looking for
factors that might ‘stunt the civic polity’, we mayed to look at the current
motivations behind the use of new technologies.sTlhile new civic spheres may
be possible, at present they remain vulnerablgtéotin small initiatives that have
not yet had a widespread impact and threatenedobymercial motivations which
may have little interest in their development.

3. Democratic reversalsin the modern communicationsage

While much of this paper has focused on the ‘vidh&r potential’ of modern
communications technologies to enhance democracy,important not to overlook
their potential to be used to undermine democratcesses and ideas. Authoritarian
governments have increasingly proved adept at méaiipg communications
technologies for their own uses, while even dentaxgovernments have used these
technologies in ways that seem to challenge th@imngsitment to accountability and
transparency. Furthermore, anti-democratic forcathinv civil society, such as
terrorist groups or far right extremist groups, htigalso appropriate these
technologies for their own ends. Taken togethed, @longside questions of who may
control informational flows and channels, it seetnat there might be significant
threats of democratic reversals posed by thosasaetho can use the power of the
networked communications environment.

While protest groups have turned to communicatibexshnologies as tools for

political activism, authoritarian governments héweked to them as tools for control.

Barber (1998) highlights that Nazi Germany was hjigliept at using technology and

the media for its purposes. Aside from this extresrample, over the last decade or
so, authoritarian governments have sought to usentmications technologies to

block access to information and to the organisatipotential of these technologies.

For example, authoritarian governments, from Chm&audi Arabia to Zimbabwe,
have sought to limit access to information from ititernet, primarily by limiting or
blocking access to websites deemed inappropri&ee [ittp://opennet.netfor an
analysis of the different forms such blocking caket) In fact, Kalathil and Boas
(2001) point to China as a case study of an au#r@n government that combines
both reactive (blocking) measures with proactivasuees. For Kalathil and Boas, the
Chinese government has been perhaps the most @lepvmbining ‘reactive
measures’, such as filtering sites and content el as surveillance of users,
alongside proactive state responses, includinggugavernment owned or controlled
sites to counter contradictory information (Kalhtand Boas 2001). Furthermore,
Zittrain and Edelman found that a high number omderacy and human rights
websites were banned within China, alongside varioews sites and a number of
sites operated by governments in Asia and elsew@éteain and Edelman, undated).
Their research also highlighted that the set efdilocked in China was by no means
static: “whoever maintains the lists is activelydaping them, and certain general-
interest high-profile sites whose content changeguently appear to be blocked and
unblocked as those changes are evaluated” (IBithis suggests that more research

20



may be needed into the variety of ways that govenmimsuch as China might be
blocking the use of modern communications techriefog

Similarly, the Burmese regime has imposed somehef dtrictest restrictions on

internet usage, mandating a 15-year prison sent®en@nyone who uses the internet
to undermine the Burmese state, public order ogratiterests of the regime (Privacy
International 2003). All internet traffic passesaiigh government servers, which
strictly limit which sites can be accessed. Dupmg-democracy protests in Burma in
October 2007, there were allegations that the netewas controlled in order to try
and prevent the flow of information to the outsigerld (BBC 2/10/2007).

In Saudi Arabia, as highlighted by Zittrain’s res#m all network traffic going into
and out of the kingdom is routed through a certeaim’ of proxy servers. These
servers review every web page request from eveuwiSaternet user. If a page is
listed on the government-maintained blacklist, assage explicitly denying access
will be displayed in the user’s browser (Zittrai(2). Some filtering is common in
most countries with high levels of access to theriret — for example, there are
increasing calls to limit children’s access to ipagpriate sites and spam filtering is
also increasingly routine. But there is a cleargdarthat filtering attempts by some
governments go far beyond the protection of certaimerable groups (such as
protecting children from paedophiles) and insteaekgo limit access to information,
new political ideas and political organisation. thermore, as noted above, too little is
know as to how this filtering is occurring, asid®rh the important research by
organisations like the OpenNet Initiative.

Finally, it is worth noting that communication bet®n people may not necessarily
lead to the creation of a normative ‘civic sphetieat promotes democracy and
dialogue. As noted above, authoritarian governmeatsuse modern communications
technologies to control and suppress democrati©sippn just as pro-democracy
groups use these technologies as tools for orgams&imilarly, groups of citizens

can meet online, or organise using other commuaitaechnologies, to promote

anti-democratic causes and ideas. As Denning poits‘it appears that virtually

every terrorist group is on the web, along with shmash of freedom fighters,

crusaders, propagandists, and mercenaries” (Dert88§: 31). These groups have
proved themselves to be highly technically savvsing the internet to organise,
spread information and propaganda, and to rectiérs.

This is the extreme end of the spectrum, but theeealso some potential downsides
to the formation of more benign communities of ia& online. Davies highlights that

people may only affiliate with those whom they attg agree with, leading to the loss
of the “tension and diversity of the public realf?005: 55). Furthermore, others

subvert the idea that online forums also lead talpctive engagement and dialogue,
arguing that in practice “people talk past one begtwhen they are not verbally

attacking each other” (Davies cited in Denning 1999

Overall then, the potential for democratic reversasulting from the use of
communications technologies by authoritarian regimt®mocratic regimes, or civil
society groups, may demonstrate above all elsehkae technologies are themselves
neutral. As Kofi Annan (2003) wrote, while servirag Secretary-General to the
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United Nations, “while technology shapes the fufuiteis people who shape
technology, and decide to what uses it can andighmeuput”.

4. Conclusions and questions

In conclusion, there are many ways in which modgrmmunications technologies
might have implications for democracy and for te&tionship between government
and people. These technologies might be said te@ lawulnerable potential’ to
enhance democracy, when they are used to challer@gmocratic use of power or to
inform citizens and encourage greater politicalatjae (Blumler and Coleman 2001).
While governments and corporations are finding meays to maintain power, ‘civic
spaces’ are still opening up. Thus as Castellssné#hile the old struggle for social
domination and counter-domination continues inribev media space, the structural
bias of this space towards the powers that be irmgbdiminished every day by the
new social practices of communication” (Castell®2021). A number of questions
for further research and investigation are thuoaéebelow.

e How can greater interactivity be encouraged in gowvents’ and
representatives’ communications with citizens? lartipular, how might
parliaments and parliamentarians make more innovatiuse of
communications technologies? Should pre-legislatieéiberation be a core
focus of these initiatives and how can they bestbbut from a small number
of pilot initiatives? As this paper has highlighteohy initiatives to strengthen
governments’ use of communications technologiestralge consider how to
demonstrate the impact of citizen participation. tAe same time, more
efficient service delivery should not be prioritisever greater interactivity
and participation.

e How can civil society initiatives, facilitated by adern communications
technologies, be strengthened? As this paper hawrmtrated, a number of
bottom up initiatives that seek to promote demogcraave been empowered
by the effective use of modern communications tetdgies. More research is
needed into which tools are most effective in prongpeffective action and
progressive change, and in what circumstances. Wheds of education and
awareness raising programmes may be needed toegmayple to harness the
full potential of communications technologies asl$oto further democratic
development?

e Blumler and Coleman recommend that civil societyugrs and foundations
facilitate the creation of an online ‘civic commgnastablishing trusted sites
or forums for political debate. How might this bragtically achieved and how
would these sites or forums gain legitimacy forra8e

e More research is also needed into how to evallatenpact of government or
civil society technological initiatives on demogya€an a broad methodology
be developed, for example for internet based tivga, to evaluate their
ability to meet a number of given indicators?
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What are the broader social and cultural impligaiof the ‘non political’ use
of communications technologies? This paper has tepdirto Wheeler’'s
findings about internet café use in parts of theldie East but this remains an
underdeveloped area of research. Greater undeirstpaeid evaluation is
needed as to how modern communications technolediesh do not seem to
be overtly political (such as non political onlinetworking or chat rooms)
might broaden peoples’ experiences, views and enapéater personal
expression, in turn possibly leading to more empedéolitical expression.

How can the tensions between privacy and secuest be balanced? This
paper has argued that citizens need a greater stadding about how
information collected about them is used, by gowernts, corporates and
others. They also need to know how to opt out @& dallection, if they so

choose. To date, this debate seems to be occummigly among fringe

campaign groups with a strong pro-privacy agenday ldan a more balanced
and mainstream debate be fostered, which recogtiieeseed for security but
also citizens’ concerns regarding their privacy?

Finally, it remains a key area of concern that modeommunications
technologies can be used to subvert democraticsijipg ideas or practices.
More research is needed into how governments ang tisese technologies —
at present, only a small number of civil societysdzh organisations are
carrying out research in the face of considerabkstance to their efforts.
How might these civil society initiatives be betserpported? Are there other
activities which might effectively challenge thag@vernments or other actors
who use technologies in this way, such as supmpreégional civil society
mobilisation or awareness-raising?
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