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Abstract. The FUPOL project has implemented a number of pilots in Europe,
Asia and Africa. Its success has raised a lot of interest from countries around
the world and it was considered necessary to elaborate a methodology, which
provides a first assessment of success factors in a country for the implementa-
tion of e-Participation. The e-Government Indices of the United Nations and
the Democracy Index have been analyzed to evaluate their capabilities to pro-
vide such a forecast. It is argued that a success indicator has to bear in mind
two aspects, the general readiness of a political system to take citizen opinion
into account and the technical capabilities. The UN e-Participation Index does
not fully allow to forecast the potential success of an e-Participation project as it
measures mainly technical sophistication and availability of government online
services and not the political readiness.
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1 Introduction

Within the FUPOL project a number of pilots in Europe, Asia and Africa have
been implemented. Subsequently its success has raised a lot of interest from countries
around the world. It was considered necessary to elaborate a methodology, which
provides a first assessment of success factors in a country for the implementation of e-
Participation. These success factors must ideally be measured on an annual basis by
an international organisation. They should provide a first insight to which extent a
country fulfils the necessary preconditions to successfully implement the FUPOL
software and methodology.

The underlying assumptions are, that in order to implement e-participation successful-
ly the following is required:
a) Technical Capabilities and “E-infrastructure”
b) Freedom of expression and the internet
¢) Democratic processes, which allow that opinions expressed by citizens are
taken into consideration in political decisions
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Therefore the first group of potential success factors to be evaluated include the
technical capabilities and “e”-infrastructure of a country. In this context the ranking of
e-Government and e-Participation by the UN is an important measurement to describe
the “e”- efforts of a government.

The second and probably more important group of indicators measures the maturi-
ty of the democracy, the citizen centricity and the political ambition of country. Also
the overall development level of countries plays in important role, because it some-
how drives the citizen’s priorities. A well-known index in this domain is the Democ-
racy index of the EIU (Economic Intelligence Unit). The assessment of the Freedom
House, describing the freedom status of a country has been considered too.

Chapter two of the paper comprises a brief description of the FUPOL project to
demonstrate the need for a policy to provide a first assessment of success factors and
indices required for. Major indicators are outlined too.

In chapter three the potential usage of indices for the prediction of success or fail-
ure of e-Participation implementation on a European and worldwide scale is demon-
strated.

Proposed e-Participation success indicators are outlined in chapter four, whereas
chapter five is devoted to conclusions and recommendations.

2 Background and Definitions

Before discussing the assessment of the indices a brief description of the FUPOL
project and the required indices and parameters will be provided.

2.1  The FUPOL Project

FUPOL is a research project funded by the 7th framework program of the Europe-
an Union with a budget of 9 Mio Euro. Its main research focus is concentrated on new
technologies and methods for e-Governance, e-Participation and policy modelling.

The FUPOL consortium consists of 18 partners from 10 countries and comprises
innovative multinational companies, leading research institutes, high-level political
organizations as well as strong pilot partners.

The outstanding characteristic of FUPOL is the advanced policy lifecycle, which is
divided in main- and subtasks. This detailed breakdown allows to link each task to
various technical features, such as opinion maps, knowledge data base, policy indica-
tor dashboard, visualization and simulation tools. The applied methodology is consid-
ered future proof which is responsible for the increasing demand for these tools. Cur-
rently they are tested in six pilot cities.

2.2 e-Government and e-Governance

e-Governance is synonymous with “electronic” or technology driven government.
e-Governance is the application of information and communication technology to
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provide government services in a convenient and transparent manner. The target
groups are citizens, the business sector and governments itself. [1]

e-Governance should not be mixed up with e-Government. E-Government is actu-
ally a narrower concept focusing on the development of specific services such as e-
Procurement, e-Health, e-Tax and e-Participation.

2.3  e-Participation

E-Participation is the generally accepted term referring to "ICT-supported partici-
pation in processes involved in government and governance”. The processes may
refer to all types of public services and policy decision making. For United Nations
Public Administration Network (UNPAN) is the promotion of the citizen participation
the cornerstone of socially inclusive governance. The aim of all e-Participation activi-
ties should be the improvement of the citizen’s access to information and public ser-
vices and the promotion of citizen’s participation in the policy decision making which
impacts the well-being of the society and the individual” [2]

A more detailed definition from Macintosh sees E-Participation as "the use of in-
formation and communication technologies to broaden and deepen political participa-
tion by enabling citizens to connect with one another and with their elected represent-
atives™ [3]. It has to be stated, that this definition includes as well as those of UNPAN
all stakeholders in democratic decision-making processes, as for instance citizens,
civil servants, political parties, interest groups, etc.

2.4  e-Government Indices of the United Nations

Since 2003 The United Nations Public Administration Programme undertakes an
annual survey on e-Government in member states. They are particularly useful for
comparison because of their worldwide coverage. They are however based on self-
assessment of member states (a questionnaire).

The Global E-Government Development Report and Survey presents an assess-
ment of how governments use Information and Communications Technology (ICT) to
provide access and inclusion for all. The survey aims to inform and improve the un-
derstanding of policy makers' choices in their e-Government program undertakings. It
is a useful tool for government officials, researchers, and the representatives of civil
society and the private sector to gain a deeper understanding of the relative position of
a country vis-a-vis the rest of the world economies. [2]

2.4.1 e-Government Development Index

The e-Government Development Index (EGDI) is “a composite measure of the ca-
pacity and willingness of countries to use e-Government for ICT-led development.
The EGDI index has been updated annually by the United Nations Public Administra-
tion Programme (UNPAP) since its creation in 2003, covering all member states and
focusses on the scope and quality of online services, on telecommunication connectiv-
ity and on human capacity. [2]

© ICT ACT -http:/fictinnovations.org/2014, 2014



ICT Innovations 2014 Web Proceedings ISSN 1857-7288

2.4.1.1 Human Capital Index (HCI)

The Human Capital Index seeks to raise awareness of the factors that contribute to
the development of a healthy and productive labor force. It is based on education,
health & wellness, workforce & employment and enabling environment. [2]

2.4.1.2 Telecommunication Infrastructure Index (TII)

According to the United Nations the telecommunication infrastructure index is
based on six primary indices, which represent the ICT infrastructure of a country, as
for instance PC’s/1000 persons, internet users/1000 persons, telephone lines/1000
persons, online population, mobile phones/1000 persons and TV’s/1000 persons. Data
are collected form the UN International Telecommunication Union (ITU) and the UN
Statistics Division, supplemented by the World Bank. [2]

2.4.1.3 Online Service Index (OSI)

The OSI takes into consideration the country’s websites, including the nation por-
tal, e-services portal and e-participation portal, as well as the websites of the related
ministries of education, labour, social services, health, financial and environment. [2]

2.4.2 e-Participation Index (EPI)

For United Nations Public Administration Network (UNPAN) the e-Participation
index (EPI) is a measure which focuses on “the use of online services to facilitate
provision of information by government to citizens (“e-information sharing”), interac-
tion with stakeholders (e-consultation” and engagement in decision-making processes
(“e-decision making”)” [2]. As such it includes the capacity and the willingness of the
government to encourage its citizen to participate in the decision making process. A
country’s e-Participation index value totally reflects how useful these features are and
how well they have been deployed by the government compared to all other countries.
The purpose of this measure is not to prescribe any particular practice, but rather to
offer insight into how different countries are using online tools to promote interaction
between citizen and government, as well as among citizens, for the benefit of all. [2]

2.5 EIU Democracy Index

The Democracy Index is an index compiled by the Economist Intelligence Unit,
that measures the state of democracy in 167 countries, of which 166 are sovereign
states and 165 are United Nations member states. The index is based on 60 indicators
grouped in five different categories, as for instance electoral process and pluralism,
civil liberties, functioning of government, political participation, and political culture.
In addition to a numeric score and a ranking, the index categorizes countries as one of
four regime types, as for instance full democracies, flawed democracies, hybrid re-
gimes, and authoritarian regimes. The index was first produced for 2006, with updates
for 2008, 2010, 2011, and 2012. [4]

The index values are used to place countries within one of four types of regimes, as
for instance a) Full democracies, b) Flawed democracies, c) Hybrid regimes and d)
Authoritarian regimes. [5]
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Most answers are “experts' assessments™. The report does not indicate what kinds
of experts, nor their number, nor whether the experts are employees of the Economist
Intelligence Unit or independent scholars, nor the nationalities of the experts. Some
answers are provided by public-opinion surveys from the respective countries. In the
case of countries for which survey results are missing, survey results for similar coun-
tries and expert assessments are used in order to fill in gaps.

2.6 Freedom House Assessment

Freedom House is an independent organization dedicated to the expansion of free-
dom around the world. It was founded in 1941 by a group of prominent individuals,
including journalists, scholars and politicians. Eleonore Rooosevelt served as honor-
ary co-chairperson. Freedom House “supports non-violent civic initiatives in socie-
ties where freedom is denied or under threat and promotes the right of all people to be
free”. [6]

Freedom House publishes a yearly survey and report, called “Freedom in the
World” that attempts to measure the degree of democracy and political freedom
worldwide. The survey ratings and narrative reports on 195 nations and 14 related and
disputed territories are used by policymakers, civic activists, international organisa-
tions and the press to monitor the
developments on an international
basis [7]. Freedom of the World dis-
tinguishes free, partly free and not
free nations based on Political Rights
and Civil Liberties with a specific
focus on press and internet freedom.
The number of countries designated
by Freedom in the World as Free in
2013 stood at 88, as Partly Free at 59

countries and as Not Free at 48 coun-
tries (represented in purple). ™ Figure 1 Status of Freedom Worldwide

3 Indices and their potential usage as E-Participation Success
Factors in Europe and Worldwide

In this chapter we will discuss the potential suitability of indicators to forecast a
successful implementation of e-Participation in Europe and worldwide.

The first assumption is that the Democracy Index measures the overall maturity of
political participation processes in a country, regardless of their support through elec-
tronic or conventional means.

The second assumption is that the UN e-Participation Index somehow measures the
successful implementation of e-Participation in a country and therefore could be used
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as a first indication, whether the FUPOL software and methodology can be success-
fully implemented.

3.1 Indices in Europe versus Worldwide Average

The tables below, one based on the UN e-Government Survey 2012 and one based
on the UN e-Government Survey 2014, shows comparison of the UN e-Government
Indices between Europe (EU + Balkan Countries + EEA) with the world (193 coun-
tries).

The biggest asset of Europe is the infrastructure for which the indices differ around
50%, the difference of the other indicators is between 22% and 39% for 2012 and
between 22% and 28% for 2014. Overall the e-Participation Index is quite low both
in Europe and in the world, which means this is the least developed domain of e-
Government. Data are provided by the UN e-Government Surveys 2012 [2] and 2014

(8]

B World Europe (EU + Balkan Countries + EEA)
[ Europe (EU + Balkan Countries + EEA)

eGovwmnmt  Odlimlavice  HumoCipinl  Infwimcee efaicgation  AwapeUNe
Davalopmmmnt G

Figure 2 e-Gov. Development Index 2012 Figure 3 e-Gov. Development Index 2014

S Wworld Europe (EU + Balkan Countries + EEA)
[ Europe (EU + Balkan Countries + EEA)

The democracy indicators show a
similar picture. The overall difference
between Europe and the rest of the world
is 36 %, with political participation be-
ing the smallest of all indicators and
apparently the least developed domain.
Eleonl Fcionne Pteption Doie ol otz D@ta source: Democracy Index [5].

Process of Culture Liberties Ranking
Government

Figure 4 Democracy Index 2012

An interesting insight reveals a look at the average of both indicator groups. The
difference in the UN “e-Indicators” and the EIU democracy index between Europe
and the world for 2012 and 2014 is almost the same.
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2012 2014
Overall EIU UN e-Government . UN e-Government
O Il EIU Rank
Ranking Indices Average vera anking Indices Average
Europe 7,34 0,67 7,34 067
World 4,69 0,44 4,69 0,46
36,07% 34,771% 36,07% 32,37%

Figure 5 Comparison Europe - World

It is obvious that both index groups correlate somehow with the overall develop-
ment of a country. The % difference in both indicator groups is the same and appears
to be consistent with the expectation that there must be a difference between Europe
and the World explained by the overall development.

3.2 The EIU Democracy and Freedom House Assessment

The Top 24 countries ranked by the index are listed below. The data are from the
Democracy Index 2012 [5]. The assessment of the Freedom House regarding the free-
dom of the press and the internet are specified too. [9]

EIU-Index 2012  |Freedom House EIU-index 2012  |Freedom House
Index 2014 Index 2014
Country Internet Rank | Press |[Internet Country Index Rank | Press |Internet
Norway 9.9300 1 F F Treland 85600 13 F F
Sweden 9.7300 2 F F Germany 8.3400 14 F F
Iceland 9.6500 3 F F Malta 8.2800 15 F F
Denmark 9.5200 4 F F United Kingdom 82100 16 F F
New Zealand 9.2600 5 F F Czech Republic 8.1900| 17 F F
Australia 9.2200 6 F F Mauritius 8.1700 18 F F
Switzerland 9.0900 7 F F Uruguay 81700 19 F F
Canada 9.0800 8 F F Republic of Korea 81300 20 PF PF
Fmland 9.0600 9 F F USA 8,1100 21 F F
Netherlands 8.9900 10 F F Costa Rica 81000 22 F F
Luxembourg 8.8800 11 F F Japan 8.0800 23 F F
Austria 8.6200 12 F F Belgium 8.0500 24 F F
F=Free. PF=Partly Free, NF=Not Free

Figure 6 EIU Democracy Index and Freedom House Assessment

The ranking appears reasonable as a starting point to evaluate the potential
success of FUPOL in a country. However there are a few shortcomings of the democ-
racy index. The major shortcoming is that the methodology is based on experts and
surveys. While it is relatively easy to verify whether a specific e-Government compo-
nent is really available this is more difficult in the case of actual citizen participation
in decision making, democracy or civil rights. In some countries, laws describing
processes and regulations could provide a good governance framework in theory, but
the reality on the ground may be quite different. Consequently indices have to rely
partly on expert assessments, which could be biased or on the surveys measuring the
public perception. Again the latter could be wrong, because typically it is not based
on hard facts.
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3.3  The UN e-Participation Index and the Freedom House Assessment

The table shows the top 24 countries ranked by the e-Participation index from the
UN e-Government Survey 2012 [2] and the UN e-Government Survey 2014 [9]. The
countries are linked with the press and internet freedom as outlined in the data pool of
the Freedom House [9].

Freedom House Freedom House
e-Particip. 2012 EIU e-Particip. 2012 EIU
Index 2014 Index 2014
Country Internet Rank | Rank | Press (Internet Country Index Rank | Rank | Press |Internet
Netherlands 1.0000 1 10 F F United Arab Emirates 0.7368| 6 130 NF NF
Republic of Korea 1,0000 1 19 PF PF  |Norway 0,6842 7 1 F F
Singapore 0.9474] 2 71 PF PF  |Sweden 06842 7 2 F F
Kazakt 09474 2 124 NF NF |Canada 0.6842 7 8 F F
United Kingdom 09211 3 16 F F Egypt 0.6842 7 93 NF PF
United States of America 09211 3 20 F F Chile 0.6579| 8 32 PF PF
Israel 0.8947 4 33 F F Russian Federation 0.6579| 8 105 NF PF
Australia 0.7632 5 6 F F Bahrain 0.6579| 8 131 NF NF
Germany 0.7632 3 14 F F Qatar 0.6316| 9 119 NF NF
Estonia 0.7632 3 31 F F Saudi Arabia 0.6316| 9 143 NF NF
Finland 0.7368 6 g F F Mongolia 0.6053 10 58 F F
Japan 0.7368 6 22 F F New Zealand 0.5789] 11 5 F F
Colombia 0.7368 6 52 PE PF  |France 0.5789] 11 26 F F

F=Free. PF=Partly Free. NF=Not Free
Figure 7 UN e-Participation Index 2012 and Freedom House Assessment

Freedom House Freedom House
e-Particip. 2014 EIU e-Particip. 2014 EIU
Index 2014 Index 2014
Country Internet Rank Rank | Press |Internet|Country Index Rank Rank | Press |Internet
Netherlands 1.0000 1 10 F F Bahrain 0.8235 10 131 NF NF
Republic of Korea 1,0000 1 18| PF PF |Canada 0.8235 10 8 F F
Uruguay 09804 2 18 F F Costa Rica 0.8235 10 21 F F
France 0.9608 3 26 F F Greece 0.8039 11 | F F
Japan 09608 3 22 F F Morocco 0.8039) 11 83 NF PF
UK 0.9608 3 16 F F Ttaly 0.7843 12 29 F F
Australia 09412 4| 6 F F New Zealand 0.7843 12 5 F F
Chile 09412 4 32| PF PF  |Spain 0.7843 12 23 F F
USA 09216 5 20 F F Estonia 07647 13 41 F F
Singapore 0,9020 6 71 PE PF  |Kazakh 0.7647| 13 124| NF NF
Colombia 0.8824 7 52| PF PF |Brazl 0.705% 14 40| PF PF
Israel 08627 8 33 F F Finland 0.7059) 14 9 F F
United Arab Emirates 0.8431 8 130| NF NF  |Germany 0.705% 14 4 F F

F=Free, PF=Partly Free, NF=Not Free
Figure 8 UN e-Participation Index 2014 and Freedom House Assessment

The ranking in both tables contains a number of authoritarian regimes and hybrid
regimes (marked in yellow and orange), such as Kazakhstan, United Arab Emirates,
Saudi Arabia, Russian Federation, Bahrain, Qatar, Morocco and Egypt, in which by
definition democratic processes are not fully implemented and citizen participation is
difficult. Likewise in some countries there is no freedom of press or internet.

Therefore the ranking of the UN-e-participation does not allow to forecast the po-
tential success of an e-participation project, since a successful e-participation project
implies that

a) Citizens as well as media can freely express their opinion
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b) The internet as the main channel of “e”-participation is not censored or re-
stricted in any way

c) Democratic processes are in place, which allow that opinions expressed by
citizens are taken into consideration in political decisions.

The UN indices and also the EIU index (up to 2010) are measuring mainly tech-
nical sophistication and availability of government online services. More technical
sophistication yields a better score. The actual impact on government processes,
methods, and policies is not taken into account. This means in the case of e-
Participation it is not considered, whether

o the results obtained by the “e” tools are really being used in the policy de-
sign process and/or

o the participation of citizens in the decision making process has really im-
proved after certain “e” — tools have been introduced.

While the practical impact of some benchmarks to push investment in countries
lagging behind, the scientific value of eGovernment benchmarking in general and
specifically e-Participation indices is questionable. Do they really provide an accurate
measurement?

Apart from the weaknesses already mentioned, the actual “take-up” by citizens is
not adequately measured. In the case of e-Participation this would mean for example a
standard definition and comparable figures, which percentage of the population has
been actively engaged through “e” — means in policy design and decisions. Likewise
another weakness of many E-Government benchmarks is also their major focus on
national government. Specifically for participative processes this is a major shortcom-
ing since many initiatives take place in a city or municipality. The national govern-
ment may not even be aware of them. Consequently information provide by national
governments may be incomplete.

3.4  Dependencies between Components of the UN e-Participation Index and
the EIU Democracy Index

In order to further analyze the dependencies between the various indicators cross
correlations have been calculated.

2012

Overall EIU Ranking
Electoral

Overall EIU Ranking

Electorl Process

Functioning of Gov emment

Pobtical Culture

Basticspation

Civil Liberties

Political Culture

Civil Liberties

Figure 9 Dependencies UN e-Participation Index and EIU Index

There is indeed a significant correlation between all indicators, well above the re-
quired significance level at 1% (0,18). Interestingly the highest correlation is between
infrastructure and various indictors of the democracy index. In 2012 e-Participation
had a correlation below 0,50 to all democracy indicators. In 2014 this correlation

A. Madevska Bogdanova, D. Gjorgjevikj (Editors): ICT Innovations 2014, Web Proceedings, ISSN 1857-7288
© ICT ACT -http:/fictinnovations.org/2014, 2014



ICT Innovations 2014 Web Proceedings ISSN 1857-7288

has improved, but up to now the indicator does not measure how an offered e-
participation infrastructure is actually used by the population and how it is linked to
the actual policy design and decision process.

4 Conclusion

The objective of this paper was to identify indicators, which provide a first assess-
ment of success factors in a country for the implementation of e-Participation. It is
argued that a success indicator has to take into account three aspects, the general read-
iness of a political system to take citizen opinion into account, freedom of expression
and the technical capabilities.

The e-Government Indices of the United Nations, the EIU Democracy Index and
the Indices of the Freedom House have been analyzed to evaluate their capabilities to
provide such a forecast. It has been found that the e-Participation index is quite low
both in Europe and in the world, which means this is the least developed domain of
e-Government. The democracy indicators show a similar picture.

The ranking of the UN e-Participation Index does not fully allow to forecast the
potential success of an E-Participation project. The main reason is that the UN e-
participation index measuring mainly technical sophistication and availability of gov-
ernment online services and not the political readiness. For an assessment of the po-
tential success a combined set of indices consisting of the UN e-Participation Index
and other indices such as the EIU and the Freedom House assessment are required.
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