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Abstract

As part of Sustainability Development Goal 11, the UN has set itself the goal to enhance

citizen participation in urban development. However, according to existing literature, sev-

eral challenges must be addressed for successful e-participation implementation. Denmark

and its capital Copenhagen, ranking first in the category of e-participation in the UN’s E-

Government Survey, represent a particularly interesting case for e-participation research. The

present study aims to extend research by investigating existing challenges of e-participation

implementation for a supposedly progressive city in this context. Through stakeholder inter-

views with private companies, research institutions, citizens and governmental actors, this

study provides a nuanced perspective on the implementation of e-participation. The results

reveal that a multitude of challenges still exists, which can be allocated to the spheres of

Technology (T), Organisation (O) and Citizen (C) as well as their interdependencies. The

developed TOC framework shows that e-participation progress in Copenhagen is overes-

timated. Further, gaps between the government and the citizens but also vertically and

horizontally among government levels and areas of responsibility exist. Consequently, a co-

herent strategy across different government levels is needed, and government structures are

required to be more integrated and aligned. When establishing these, a focus should always

be placed on the heterogeneous needs of the citizen. The overall study provides practitioners

with guidance for the successful implementation of e-participation.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Problem Formulation & Motivation

The recent rapid development of digital technologies is reshaping the dynamics of cities and has

a major impact on the lives of all citizens. When looking at the sociological aspect of technology

and the role of the citizen in existing research, it becomes apparent that the focus mostly lies on

improving the efficiency of the cities’ mechanisms (Neirotti et al., 2014). Thereby, technology

is often portrayed as a panacea and predominantly represents the centre of research instead of

first identifying the needs of the citizen and subsequently defining the best suitable technology

(Granier & Kudo, 2016; Monzon, 2015; Dwivedi et al., 2012).

With target 11.3 of the Sustainability Development Goals, the United Nations (UN) has created

a blueprint for cities and communities to increase citizen involvement as it aims to “enhance

inclusive and sustainable urbanisation and capacity for participatory, integrated and sustainable

human settlement planning” (UN, 2015). Digitally enhanced citizen engagement, also known

as e-participation, is identified as a means to achieve inclusive and sustainable growth (OECD,

2004). In the UN’s 2018 E-Government Survey, Denmark has been ranked first together with

South Korea and Finland in the category of e-participation which evaluates the extent to which

e-participation initiatives have proceeded within countries worldwide (UNDESA, 2018). As

Denmark’s capital, this makes Copenhagen a particularly relevant subject to investigate the

status quo of e-participation in practice.

Research has demonstrated that e-participation inhibits promising opportunities towards adapt-

ing the political landscape to better serve citizens needs by enhancing citizen participation

through digital means (Granier & Kudo, 2016). However, although the term e-participation

has been around since the dawn of the internet in the 1990s, e-participation is still not compre-

hensively applied in urban areas (Heeks & Bailur, 2007; Sundberg, 2019). Hence, the overall

aim of this study is to identify barriers and challenges to e-participation implementation for a

supposedly progressive city in this context.

To achieve a differentiated view on the problem, four stakeholder groups relevant to e-participation

in practice have been identified: (1) the government, represented by the municipality, (2) re-
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searchers of the subject, (3) private companies offering e-participation solutions and ultimately

(4) the citizens themselves which are represented by local committees of different districts of

Copenhagen. Their views are collected through interviews and later summarised and reflected

upon.

1.2 Research Question

In light of the issues arising from the problem formulation, we derive the following research

question:

What are the challenges to implementing e-participation in urban areas?

To help answer the general research question, it is broken down into three separate subquestions.

These will be answered in subsequent parts of the thesis building on one another:

1. What are the challenges to implementing e-participation as perceived by re-

searchers, governments and intergovernmental organisations?

2. What is the status of e-participation in practice in the case of Copenhagen,

Denmark?

3. How do the challenges towards practical application of e-participation in the

case of Copenhagen differ from the general perception of its status?

The first subquestion aims to determine the status quo of e-participation and will be answered

within the Knowledge Base upon which this research is built (see Chapter 2). The goal is

to identify the current understanding of e-participation and its related challenges in order to

compare them with the subsequent case.

The second subquestion will be answered through the findings of our case study (see Chapter

5). Thereby, the challenges for e-participation in Copenhagen will be elaborated upon the basis

of the interviewees’ statements.

The third and final subquestion aims to put our findings in an overall context with the status

quo of e-participation challenges and will be answered through the Discussion in Chapter 6. The

goal is to find out whether there are discrepancies between e-participation as it is perceived by
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intergovernmental organisations and general research to how it works - or does not work - in

practice.

1.3 Delimitation

The scope of our analysis is based on the city of Copenhagen. As Denmark holds a shared

first place in the worldwide UN e-participation ranking (UNDESA, 2018), Copenhagen as its

capital and with more than one third of the country’s population represents a special case in the

e-participation environment. However, since national and supranational influences, especially

those arising from politics at UN and national level, also have an impact on e-participation in

Copenhagen, they are included in the analysis as well.

1.4 Structure

To answer the developed research question, this study proceeds as follows: Chapter 1 introduces

the motivation and objective of this study. Chapter 2 provides the Knowledge Base for the later

analysis and thereby presents an overview of prevailing concepts and background information

in existing literature relevant for our study as well as a snapshot of the status quo of identi-

fied e-participation challenges. This developmental stage is important as e-participation and

related areas represent a very dynamic field. The following Chapter 3 presents the Technology-

Organisation-Environment (TOE) framework which in the course of our later analysis proved

to be a suitable basis for answering our research question. Thereafter, Chapter 4 describes

the methodology and the overall research concept of this thesis based on the research onion

by M. Saunders et al. (2016). Chapter 5 outlines the findings of the interviews and supports

them with representative statements from the four different stakeholders. Building on these

findings, Chapter 6 discusses them and sets them in relation to each other in light of what was

already known in existing literature about our investigated research question. We present these

relationships by means of the further developed Technology-Organisation-Citizen (TOC) frame-

work and thus generate new knowledge about e-participation challenges. The study concludes

in Chapter 7 with a summary of the results and the answer to the research question through its

subquestions.
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2 Knowledge Base

The Knowledge Base upon which this research builds is divided into four parts. The first

focuses on the relationship between governments and citizens in the digital age, namely covering

the concepts of e-participation, e-government and e-democracy. The second part addresses the

concept of the Smart City. It establishes a transition from the traditional idea and its efficiency

notion to livability in cities by seeking to capture and simplifying the complexity of the latter.

The third part then provides the reader with an overview of current political initiatives and

projects which influence the development and application of e-participation in Copenhagen.

The fourth and final part presents Denmark’s political structure at both national and municipal

level with a specific focus on Copenhagen.

The idea behind providing a knowledge base on these areas is twofold. It functions partly as

a literature review providing the reader with an overview of ideas that have been generated by

other researchers leading up to our case study. Additionally, the knowledge base functions as

a tool to validate the findings in the subsequent discussion, thereby providing a certain level of

generalisability and transferability to our findings.

2.1 Citizen-Government Relationships in the Digital Age

A substantial part of this research is based on the concept of e-participation, referring to the

engagement of citizens in political decision making through the use of digital means, or informa-

tion and communication technologies to be precise (Macintosh, 2004). As an indispensable term

to describe how the relationship between citizens and their respective government looks like and

may develop in the digital age, we give an outline of e-participation and its related concepts in

the following section.

To understand the concept of e-participation in its entirety, it is essential to have a nuanced dis-

cussion on the terminologies of e-government and e-democracy as overarching concepts. Hence,

this section starts by providing description and meaning to each of the three terms. While these

definitions are somewhat similar, no universal definition of any of the terms exists. The section,

therefore, provides different points of views on the topics from both researchers and intergov-
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ernmental institutions. Typically for an ICT-related matter, e-participation and its related

concepts are dynamic in nature and undergo constant evolution - a fact often neglected by both

researchers and practitioners, as both the knowledge base and our findings show. Therefore, we

provide a historical development of each of the terms after clarifying their terminology. After

that, we outline what literature has found to be the origin and reason behind the development

towards more participatory politics - and why this trend will continue.

The different definitions and views on the terms e-government, e-democracy and e-participation

have been used in widely different - and sometimes biased - fashion, whereby the development

pace of technology is often neglected (Tuzzi et al., 2007; Grönlund, 2003; Layne & Lee, 2001).

The last part focuses on this controversy by giving an overview of both inherent challenges of

the concepts and critique voiced by researchers.

2.1.1 Terminology

To understand e-participation, one must take a few steps back and view it in the context of e-

government and e-democracy, terms which have been used in various ways. Hereafter, we follow a

view advocated by many international institutions and researchers, wherein e-government serves

as an umbrella term and e-participation is seen as a supportive concept to its main features, such

as e-democracy and e-governance (UNDESA, 2018; Macintosh et al., 2002; Macintosh, 2004).

E-participation is seen as encompassing the social area of e-democracy, which in turn forms a

part of the social side (in contrast to the technical side) of e-government in general (Macintosh,

2004). As a result, Macintosh (2004) further argues that the technical side of e-democracy would

be e-voting; the ICT-supported mechanism whereby citizens can influence democratic decision

making.

E-Government

Similarly to the case of e-participation and other terms describing ICT-related political areas,

there is no singular definition for e-government. The term is used by both researchers and

institutions in similar context, however sometimes with different levels of scope, ranging from

very broad to more narrow descriptions(Layne & Lee, 2001). According to the United Nations

Department of Economic and Social Affairs (UNDESA), e-government generally refers to using
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Information and communications technologies (ICT) to deliver services and to engage people in

decision-making processes (UNDESA, 2016). The definition of e-government provided by the Or-

ganisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) puts further emphasis on the

causation between increased citizen engagement and better performance of political processes,

saying that it is a tool to achieve better government and to improve policy making by involving

citizens through ICTs (OECD, 2004). Increasing the performance of governance is widely ac-

cepted as the goal of e-government initiatives in general (Costake, 2008). The United Nations

(UN) additionally included more specific goals in subsequent publications of its E-Government

Survey, for instance in the context of sustainable development: according to the 2016 issue,

e-government should help building more inclusive communities (UNDESA, 2016) as well as in-

crease their ability to mitigate and absorb shocks and disasters, thereby making them more

resilient (UNDESA, 2018), directly referring to Sustainable Development Goal 11 (see Section

2.3.1).

At this point, it is important to distinguish between e-government and e-governance, which refers

to the regulation and the utilisation of ICT to provide services within e-government, making it

an essential part of it. The relationship between a government and its respective stakeholders

within the e-government context is characterisable along seven dimensions: Government-to-

citizen (G2C), government-to-business (G2B), government-to-employee (G2E) and government-

to-government (G2G) (and vice-versa for the former three), making for a complex framework

of bi-directional communication and services between a government and its stakeholders in

the digital age (Kollmann & Kayser, 2010). This thesis mainly focuses on the bi-directional

relationship between citizens and government in an e-government context, meaning that C2G

and G2C is highlighted in the following.

E-democracy

E-democracy is seen as an integral element of e-government, and again the definition of the term

ranges widely from broad to specific (Grönlund, 2003). In general, e-democracy is defined as

the ICT-supported political dialogue between citizens and (local) governments and thereby, the

use of information systems to support and improve democratic processes (Kocór et al., 2017).

Following this idea, Macintosh (2004) defines e-democracy as being “the use of ICTs to en-

gage citizens, support the democratic decision-making process and to strengthen representative
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democracy”. As mentioned before, it can be useful to again split the term into a social and a

technical side (analogue to e-government) whereby e-participation makes up for the entire social

side. Kocór et al. (2017) further emphasize that, while e-democracy refers to the practical use

of ICT, it should not be used synonymously with e-voting. These activities are namely virtual

town meetings, open meetings, cyber campaigns, feedback polls, public surveys and community

forums, all of which support citizen participation and hence e-participation.

E-participation

In addition to that, citizen participation is seen as an integral part of governance, which can

be used analogously within the ICT-supported counterpart of the respective concepts (Bingham

et al., 2005; Macintosh, 2004). Bingham et al. (2005) further argue that citizens (“the tool

makers and tool users”) are gaining decisive leverage in the political decision-making through

increased involvement and must be engaged by public administration practitioners in order to

achieve political objectives best. It becomes apparent that these terms of e-government are

difficult to define clearly and that the borders, e.g. between e-governance and e-democracy,

are often overlapping. E-participation as a fundamental pillar of e-democracy and an impor-

tant part of e-governance is broadly summarised by Macintosh (2004), who describes it as the

ICT-supported participation in processes of government and governance. These processes may

concern the administration, service delivery, decision-making, and policymaking. The United

Nation’s definition adds that e-participation should “make public administration participatory,

inclusive, collaborative and deliberative for intrinsic and instrumental ends” (UNDESA, 2014).

As mentioned before, Macintosh sees e-participation as the social counterpart to the purely

technological concept of e-voting, both of which in combination form the pillars of e-democracy.

Democratic decision-making processes are thereby divided into two categories regarding the

electoral process and citizen participation, respectively. Grönlund (2003) further stresses the

fact that e-voting in itself is purely technological and merely a tool and not the solution itself:

Although often seen as the remedy to improve public support and transform the political system,

the past has proven that e-voting on its own does not increase voter turnout, as it just replaces

traditional forms of voting. Nonetheless, it is pointed out that this purely technological side

is needed to fuel as well as improve citizen engagement and that the two sides only work in

combination and can, if managed accordingly, actively drive each other.
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Many researchers and institutions-participation describe e-participation as a multi-level model of

increasing engagement of citizens in political processes. In the following, we outline the models

of the OECD, the United Nations and previously mentioned e-participation researcher Anne

Macintosh, all of which have been used extensively in subsequent studies on e-government and

its related areas.

The model provided by the OECD is used as a base model for the other two, resulting in stark

similarities. Each model consists of three stages of increasing levels of citizen engagement, while

(e-)participation forming the top stage in all of them. However, the OECD, while already men-

tioning ICT supported processes, did not include the use of ICTs in their model and thereby kept

it somewhat ‘analog’: the model encompasses three different stages, notification, consultation

and participation forming what is referred to as public consultation or somewhat synonymously

citizen engagement (OECD, 2006). Notification as the primary stage refers to the pure uni-

directional information flow from the government to the citizens, with the individual citizen

taking on the role of a passive consumer of information. It is seen as a first and key step towards

consultation, as it allows the stakeholders to prepare for the next stages in a timely manner based

on the information they received. Examples of electronic tools used in this context would be

informational websites and emails. The second level, consultation, means “actively seeking the

opinions of affected and interested groups”. Problem identification and evaluation of policies are

named as examples for when to use consultation. At this level, the flow of information between

government and citizens is already bi-directional. The term is framed rather broad, applying

to all stages of regulatory development and it refers to both longitudinal consultation processes

as well as single, one-time initiatives. The focus lies on improving the quality of regulation by

gathering information from a certain group of citizens. Lastly, participation forms the third and

top level of interaction, defined as the active involvement of interest groups.

Similarly to the two previous stages, the definition focuses on the formulation of regulatory

objectives and policy-making with citizen involvement. The main difference to previous stages

is given through the formulation of goals and the role of citizens, as participation aims at creating

a sense of ownership among interest groups. In another publication, the OECD goes more into

detail, defining active participation as “an advanced two-way relation between government and

citizens based on the principle of partnership” (OECD, 2001). This indicates that in contrast to

the previous stage of consultation, citizens get a form of decision-making power and are actively

involved in the development of, e.g. a policy.
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The OECD’s three-stage model describes levels of citizen engagement without any relation to

ICT or other tools. As general as it is, however, it delivers a base for many subsequent works by

political institutions and researchers in the field of e-participation, albeit with different names for

the respective stages. The UNDESA (2014) (also used by Lironi (2016) for the European Union’s

Policy Department for Citizens’ Rights and Constitutional Affairs) and Macintosh (2004) both

build upon this model, all while adding a technological dimension or electronic element to it.

The United Nations add detail to their definition of e-participation through three stages, which

show obvious parallels to the previously described model by the OECD:

E-information Enabling participation by providing citizens with pub-

lic information and access to information without or

upon demand.

E-consultation Engaging citizens in contributions to and deliberation

on public policies and services.

E-decision-making Empowering citizens through co-design of policy op-

tions and coproduction of service components and de-

livery modalities.

The underlying assumption of this model and its counterparts is, that the shift from a more

passive (Information and E-information) to active engagement (Participation and E-decision-

making) is key to sustainable development as it enables true people empowerment. The UN-

DESA’s 2016 e-government survey goes further into detail, highlighting the importance of each

stage in its own right, meaning that the ‘low’ stages are not necessarily ‘worse’ than the top-

level stages, but have different use-cases. However, it is seen as necessary to re-define some

of these cases and increase the number of applications especially along the two top-levels. E-

information for instance, is crucial to create access to publicly held information, which in turn

makes participation “evidence-based, fully relevant and significant” (UNDESA, 2016).

Also building on the three-stage model provided by the OECD are the three levels of participation

to characterise e-democracy initiatives by Macintosh (2004). In contrast to simply adding the

electronic element to the already-existing model, the approach by Macintosh, even more, stresses

the level of influence in decision-making power ICTs vest in citizens, though there is an obvious
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similarity to the three definitions provided by the UNDESA. For that matter, her three levels of

participation (again from low to high engagement) are e-enabling, e-engaging and e-empowering.

E-enabling, is concerned with reaching a wider audience of public information by leveraging ICTs,

thereby especially including groups which typically cannot access online information or do not

take advantage of it. She also emphasises that the technologies used must cater to different needs

and skills of citizens, both technical and communicative. Thereby, the two aspects highlighted

are accessibility and understandability of information. The second stage of the model, e-engaging,

is concerned with enabling deeper contributions by citizens to support a deliberative debate.

While this second level again indicates an already bi-directional relationship between government

and citizens, it is highlighted that ‘engaging’ still means that the consultation happens top-down

at this stage. The highest level of participation constitutes e-empowering, which has the agenda

not only to support active participation but also to facilitate bottom-up ideas and integrate

them into the political decision-making process. This builds upon the general idea that citizens,

usually described as ‘consumers’ of policy, emerge as producers and collaborative partners to

governments in a bottom-up context (Macintosh et al., 2002; OECD, 2006; O’Leary & Bingham,

2009). The three levels are described as a ‘scale of participation’, seen as a tool to plot current

e-participation initiatives.

In the further course of this study, we will utilise the terminology provided by the UNDESA

(see Table 1).

Table 1: Overview of Levels of E-participation

Level OECD (2006) UNDESA Macintosh (2004)

1 Information E-information E-enabling

2 Consultation E-consultation E-engaging

3 Active Participation E-decision-making E-empowering

Various researchers and institutions have used one of these three models (an overview of which

shows Table 1) or have adopted and personalised them all together, similar to the adoption of

the OECD’s model by Anne Macintosh and the UNDESA. However, the basic idea of developing

a scale of initiatives that can be classified is the same. All three point out the critical fact that

the stages each have a purpose and use-cases in their own right and, while they often overlap,

they do not exclude each other. This means that the scale is not to be seen as going from ‘bad-

to-good’ but rather displays different levels of ‘intensity’ of citizen engagement (using ICT). For
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that matter, while an increase of e-participation is seen as desirable by all three authors, there

are many political initiatives which make the most sense on a ‘low’ participatory level, be it

e-information or e-enabling. Case-dependent management in terms of participatory level and

the extent to which ICTs are implemented is seen as a crucial skill of governmental units by all

three authors.

2.1.2 Historical Development

The roots of a digitised citizen-government relationship can be found in the early days of

widespread internet use in society. As ICTs started to disrupt business sectors, such as the emer-

gence of e-commerce during the 1990s, usage of digital technologies became extensive among

private households as well. The resulting increase of citizens’ digital literacy and widespread

success of e-commerce, thereby lead to higher expectations towards a government proficient

in the use of ICT to make related processes more efficient (Ebrahim & Irani, 2005; Heeks &

Bailur, 2007). Ever since the United Nations published their initial attempt to benchmark the

state of e-government through their UN e-Government Survey in 2001, there has been a rapid

development towards higher levels of e-government around the world (UNDESA, 2018). While

initially, only ten countries scored Very-High1 in the e-Government Development Index (EGDI),

the number had risen to 40 out of 193 UN-member countries by 2018, suggesting steady progress

towards more digitised public service offering and citizen participation. The UNDESA (2018)

concluded that the current Fourth Industrial Revolution, meaning new technologies fusing physi-

cal, digital and biological worlds across all disciplines, economies and industries (Schwab, 2017),

is promoting this strong shift. Therein, innovative technologies such as big data, internet of

things, cloud computing, geospatial data and broadband as well as artificial intelligence and

machine learning are named as main accelerators. Not only does this affect the extent to which

public sectors around the globe become increasingly digitised, but also the scope of the definition

changed over time. In 2001, the UN initially defined e-government as ‘utilising the internet and

the world-wide-web for delivering government information and services to citizens’ (UN Division

for Public Economics and Public Administration, 2001). This definition stays quite simple and

broad but more importantly is uni-directional, mainly encompassing G2C processes. Grönlund

(2010) criticises that implications of rapidly developing e-government in industrialised nations

were because of a too narrow definition of what e-government means. Therefore, e-government

1The groups are Very High, High, Middle and Low
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initiatives were only successful within the scope of the narrow definition, but rather basic when

taking a more ambitious view. Additionally, studies where criticised to ignore the dynamic na-

ture and early development stage of e-government: A successful e-government of today might

already be outdated in the near future. The critique involves that the definition drafted had an

exclusive focus on technicalities, administrative and economic values, resulting in a lack of focus

on public sector values. This means that the approach viewed the issues from the inside of a

government while lacking integration of outside factors. Furthermore, the understanding that

the dynamics of the stakeholder structure of politics, administration and citizens were neglected.

For that reason, Grönlund (2010) further argues that there is a need for updated e-government

frameworks and models as the old ones suggest an imminent “end of e-government history”

and lack adaptability to contemporary and future challenges regarding both ICTs and political

as well as societal trends. The definition provided by the United Nations has since been up-

dated, not only towards new priorities such as sustainability but also by adding and highlighting

citizen-engagement (UNDESA, 2016).

It becomes evident that when examining the subsequent issues of the E-Government Survey

that the shift in focus away from service delivery barely happened earlier than until the 2018

issue. Therein, technological trends such as big data, artificial intelligence and blockchain are

first acknowledged as major factors influencing e-government implementation (UNDESA, 2018).

However, although e-participation has gained increased attention and has been measured exten-

sively in recent issues, the critique by Grönlund (2010) might be justified yet again. According

to the 2018 issue, the number of countries with very-high E-Participation Index (EPI) scores

has doubled from 31 to 62 since the previous survey in 2016 while the number of countries with

low scores confirmed the trend by going down to 35 from 56. These numbers on e-participation

efforts around the world speak a very positive language, especially when considering that three

countries (Denmark, Finland and South Korea) achieved perfect EPI scores. However, this

raises questions when viewed in light of the previously mentioned critique on e-government by

using its arguments in an e-participation context. This area is even younger and goes through

a similar development influenced by highly dynamic and diverse outside factors.
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2.1.3 Purpose & Motivation

Parallel to the example of e-business, the move towards a more digitised and participatory

political system can be seen as a natural side effect of the digital revolution (Dutil et al., 2008).

Literature, however, describes direct reasons, more specifically push and pull factors, for a

government to transform into an e-government and to take control of the process.

As laid out in Section 2.1.2, disruptive technologies in combination with social developments by

the end of the 20th century created the ‘breeding ground’ for the emergence of e-government and

therefore e-participation in society, politics and research. However, though this development can

be seen as an external impact on both citizens and governments which they have to adapt to, in

it lies a vast potential to improve the efficiency of political processes and their value generated

for society through inclusion, participation and accountability (UNDESA, 2018). It is widely

accepted that improving government and increasing the performance of governance is the ‘goal’

of e-government and therefore, the general motivation for governments worldwide to embrace

this development and implement it (Costake, 2008). This implies two components which are

widely supported by organisations and researchers: first, the idea that the government has to

become ‘better’, meaning to improve value creation towards its citizens, and second to increase

its efficiency, which relates to making processes faster and smarter through the use of digital

technology. In short: e-government aims at ‘creating a government that works better and costs

less’ (Gore, 1993). Through emerging digital technologies, e-government applications have the

potential to simplify public services significantly (Kollmann & Kayser, 2010).

While the idea of making a government more efficient in an e-government context mainly implies

overcoming considerable barriers regarding the implementation and management of disruptive

technologies (UNDESA, 2018), the idea of making a government ‘better’ is less trivial to frame.

However, it has many implications for e-participation (Komito, 2005). Both researchers and

institutions have widely different opinions on what constitutes good government performance,

or good governance mostly focused on the purpose of their study and their background (Weiss,

2000). For reasons of clarity and comprehensibility, we divide the views in the following into two

different groups based on where they see the purpose and motivation of e-government. On the

one hand, we have the ‘higher level’ purpose of e-government and its related components, the

views of which are mainly characterised by outside societal factors and challenges. This stems

more from the citizens’ side, and the general question is: ’Why is e-government important?’.
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The second group includes reasons for e-government initiatives more from a governments point

of view, meaning what the motivation for a government to engage with this concept is. Here,

the question is ‘How can we benefit from e-government?’, predominantly from the government’s

perspective.

Higher-level reasons

The so-called higher-level reasons for the emergence of e-government in general and e-participation

in particular found in existing literature are (1) the emergence and rapid development of dis-

ruptive digital technologies, (2) the growing distance between government and citizens, espe-

cially marginalised groups, and the resulting need to reform government and democracy and (3)

pressing challenges regarding societal and environmental sustainability and the need to reach

sustainable development goals.

Digital technologies and the resulting disruption across all sectors are the facilitators behind

e-government and its related concepts, as it is implied in the ‘electronic’ element of the word

itself. The inevitable character of this technological development stresses the issue that the

governmental organisation needs to be adapted to the digital age as the implementation of

ICT into government cannot be avoided (Layne & Lee, 2001; Tuzzi et al., 2007). Although

the United Nations through their E-Government Survey imply that every government in this

world, for the better or worse, is an e-government to some extent, digitisation is an ongoing

process. The emergence, as well as the growing applicability of disruptive technologies in the

recent past, has shown that even a highly digitised government needs to be on its toes to keep

up with technology (OECD, 2019). Through the evolution of technology comes an increased

digital literacy of citizens, the ‘consumers’ of government, which raises expectations towards the

use of ICTs by the government itself (Grönlund, 2003; Ebrahim & Irani, 2005).

Secondly, e-government and the prospect of increased involvement of citizens in political pro-

cesses is also seen as a necessary method to strengthen and reform democracy. Around the world,

not only trust in democratic institutions ‘to do what is right’, but also faith in the entire concept

of democracy has been on the decline since the 1970s, with less than one-third of Millennials

believing it is essential to live in a democracy today (Tolbert & Mossberger, 2006; Richardson

& Emerson, 2018). The European Parliament’s Policy Department for Citizens’ Rights and

Constitutional affairs observed a decline in trust and a growing distance between citizens and
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governments down to the local level in all European countries, resulting in dwindling interest and

engagement in politics, especially by younger generations (Lironi, 2016). Additionally, there has

been a growing demand by recipients of public services to participate and a desire to co-create

policy and governmental services (UNDESA, 2016). In order to overcome the current politi-

cal disengagement, the UN report calls for increased citizen participation in political processes

through the use of ICT in order to create a more deliberate view of citizenship. The strategy

of improving trust in government by enabling e-participation and a bi-directional relationship

to the citizens is widely supported by scholars (Kim & Lee, 2012; Tolbert & Mossberger, 2006).

The OECD (2014) similarly calls for the use of technology to increase public trust by making

public institutions more forward-looking and responsive in their service delivery. In addition

to that, it has been shown that e-government can improve the citizens’ perception of effective-

ness and capability of government (Tolbert & Mossberger, 2006). The findings concluded that

already increased efforts of e-information, i.e. the first stage of e-participation, had significant

positive impacts on the perception ‘that government is effective at solving problems’ and trust

in general.

The digital revolution and the need to reform democracy in order to revitalise the relation-

ship between citizens and government have been deeply intertwined with the development of

e-government and e-participation since the establishment of the terms. While the entire topic of

e-government and these two developments is described as rather recent, growing awareness for

sustainable development has become the newest challenge and motivation behind e-government

efforts (UNDESA, 2016). With the introduction of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)

by the United Nations in 2015, the concept has become a core focus of the subsequent docu-

ments on e-government and e-participation by intergovernmental institutions (UNDESA, 2016).

While especially environmental sustainability has become a topic of public interest, SDG 11

(“Make cities inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable”, see Section 2.3.1) has also become a

flagship goal in an urban context. However, the surveys highlight that e-government initiatives

represent a selection of tools to target all SDGs. Making inclusion a prerequisite for sustainable

development of cities, SDG 11 further confirms that an increase in participation plays an inte-

gral part in the future of (local) governance. The goal also stresses the point that sustainable

development especially entails the participation of vulnerable and marginalised groups which are

normally left out of the political decision-making process (UN, 2015). The UNDESA predicts

that, while e-government initially was focused on digitising service delivery, the future will be
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about harnessing the power of e-participation to transform governance to better achieve sus-

tainable development (UNDESA, 2018). The legal and economic empowerment of people most

excluded in society does not only depend on effective government, commitment and leadership

but also on the citizens’ ability to participate in local and national decision making (UNDESA,

2012). The digital revolution enables widespread use of ICTs in society and thereby entails

new opportunities for inclusion regardless of social status. In reality, however, high barriers

to access regarding cost and literacy still exist and need to be managed to achieve inclusive

citizen engagement as these barriers can be exceptionally high for vulnerable groups (Gigler et

al., 2014).

For matters of clarity, these ‘higher-level’ reasons behind e-government emerging from literature

can be grouped in factors related to digitisation, societal trends and the need for sustainable

development. It needs to be noted though, that these groups are not mutually exclusive and

are highly intertwined. While the digital revolution ‘forces’ governments to become digital,

it also offers opportunities to deal with challenges related to societal trends and sustainable

development. The shift to a society calling for more deliberative forms of democracy is seen

as a result of an increasingly connected world, a result of digitisation by some (Clift, 2004;

UNDESA, 2018). Finally, the awareness for environmental and societal sustainability issues

could be seen as a result of societal trends which is a result of an increasing gap between citizens

and governments.

Motivation for governments

In addition to the outside factors of digitisation, the growing distance between governments and

citizens and a need for sustainable development, all of which ‘push’ governments to engage with

e-government and hence e-participation, there are also incentives which act as ‘pull-factors’.

As the reasons for governments to ramp up e-government efforts and increase participation,

we define two main groups which are (1) to improve efficiency in political and administrative

processes and (2) to create value for citizens, which reflects the two promises of e-government

(Bertot et al., 2008). The often-used analogy of a government as a business, delivering governance

and policy (the ‘products’) to its citizens (the ‘consumer’) offers a good way of visualisation.

In order to maximise profit, the government needs to deliver the right product with the desired

quality (‘citizen satisfaction’) while keeping costs low (‘efficiency’). From a purely technological
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and business perspective, digitisation enables governments to benefit from economies of scale

and cost reduction (Bertot et al., 2008). The overall benefit of digitisation regarding an increase

in efficiency in terms of time and cost apply to governments as they do for businesses. Not

only will automation increase the frequency of initiatives and policies through an increased

decision-making pace, but another main idea of automation includes that human resources can

be allocated in a more value-driven way.

However, similar to the ‘higher-level’ reasons, the two do not exclude each other and have areas

where they may even form symbiotic relationships. Gore (1993), for instance, outlines gen-

eral ways to reduce costs in government in the digital age by empowering citizens: the term

‘entrepreneurial government’ is used for a government which decentralises authority to citizens

and communities. The resulting ‘bottom-up’ processes of political decision-making are a tradi-

tional concept of citizen engagement and e-participation. In this case, however, the underlying

motivation and idea were to make government more cost-effective. While we mention public

trust as a higher-level reason, there is also a direct interest on the part of the government, as

in order to get (re-)elected, trust and approval of decisions from the citizens’ side is the foun-

dation upon which governments build their legitimacy in a democracy (Komito, 2005; Kim &

Lee, 2012). The use of ICTs in the public sector brings with it a wide range of opportunities

to get necessary support and compliance from citizens and to build public trust (OECD, 2001).

Within the domain of e-information (see 2.1.1) for instance, notification about upcoming ini-

tiatives in a timely manner, allows for preparation by citizens and low-cost adjustment in case

of disapproval (OECD, 2006). In addition to that, reaching a wide audience of citizens becomes

easier and consequently cheaper. As services and policies become increasingly responsive, and

the performance becomes better, public support for more ambitious and innovative government

policies is easier to facilitate (OECD, 2014). The engagement of citizens, especially within higher

levels of e-participation, also has the effect of increasing a sense of ownership and legitimacy,

motivating citizens to comply. The European Commission predicts that introducing citizens to

e-government processes on time will also have positive learning effects in regards to e-government

for both sides and will increase IT literacy among citizens (Lironi, 2016).

The ability to reach a broad audience through the use of ICT enables governments to exploit

the potential which rests in the collective intelligence of citizens (Dutil et al., 2008). Collective

intelligence is a new term to a rather old concept, which is changing dramatically through the

advances made in digital technologies (T. Saunders & Mulgan, 2017). It is widely accepted
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that when managed well, the use of collective intelligence leads to robust and innovative ideas

(Nam, 2012). The OECD (2006) puts the idea of using collective intelligence in the centre of e-

participation, saying that “enabling citizens in policymaking is a sound investment in the design

and delivery of better public policies and a core element of good governance”. The reasoning

behind this is simple: by including citizens, governments are bringing the stakeholders directly

affected by their decisions, together with their expertise and perspective, into the discussion.

One benefit of engaging with a diverse public is the availability of a variety of technical and

communicative skills of citizens, resulting in a more in-depth discussion (Macintosh, 2004).

A repeatedly mentioned benefit of collective intelligence is the ability to assess and check projects

in multiple dimensions before making costly investments in their execution (Nam, 2012; Dutil

et al., 2008). Through notifying citizens beforehand, potential problems and unintended effects

are easier detected, and consequences of future projects can be easier predicted. The OECD

(2006) sees in this first level of e-participation one of the most effective ways to identify and

circumvent administrative burdens, referring to it as a “quality check on the administration’s

assessment of cost and benefits” and a tool to help regulators balance opposing interests. While

these measures make decision making more cost-effective as processes gain validity, this works

as well for the benefit of the citizens, as the policies imposed onto them not only are of higher

quality but are also more ‘personalised’.

2.1.4 Challenges & Critique

The field of e-government and the implementation of ICT in the public sector is not only char-

acterised by the prospect of big opportunities and expectations of value creation for citizens

and governments alike, but also by high uncertainty and complexity (Sundberg, 2019). This

brings with it a myriad of challenges regarding e-participation outlined in literature, the most

pressing of which we present in the following. The first set concerns the traditional organisa-

tional structure of governments, which some say requires reformation to deal with contemporary

challenges, especially regarding digital technologies. This is followed up upon in the second part

by challenges specifically related to the existing ICT infrastructure. The third group sees risks

to citizens rights and freedoms through e-government. Finally, the fourth set criticises that past

approaches shed an overly optimistic light on the topic an failed to highlight potential downsides.

Some of these challenges are closely related to the push factors towards e-government described
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in Section 2.1.3, namely the rapid development of digital technologies and societal distance as

well as mistrust in governments and democracy.

Regarding the increased use of ICTs, the organisational setup of governments is seen as an ill fit

in the digital age (Sundberg, 2019; Layne & Lee, 2001; Ebrahim & Irani, 2005). They are mostly

set up in a silo structure based on the division of power and bureaucracy, opposed to creating

integrated services towards a fully integrated government (Sundberg, 2019). A troubling fact is

that the issue of silo structures, meaning the vertical division of government services (national,

regional, local) and the horizontal division by area of responsibility (finance, education, defence,

etc.) has been criticised in the e-government context already 18 years earlier by Layne &

Lee (2001). Overcoming the silo structure is seen as the decisive step towards e-government

transformation but also a big barrier to enabling a high level of ICT integration in government.

The integration of systems across different functions would mean that citizens were able to

do ‘one-stop shopping’ without having to consult different government functions for different

needs. Part of the reason why a broad application of inclusive e-government structures are yet

to be implemented is because it requires high initial investments, both in terms of finance and

workload (Bertot et al., 2008; Andersen et al., 2007).

According to Alshehri & Drew (2010), the “Lack or weakness of ICT infrastructure is one of the

major challenges for e-government implementation”. To enable a transition to e-government,

an appropriate architecture is required, which enables electronic services for citizens, businesses

and government through software and hardware (Dwivedi et al., 2012; Ebrahim & Irani, 2005).

Before e-government services and information systems can be implemented within government

organisations, the necessary network capacity and communication infrastructure must be in

place (McClure, 2000), which is often not provided.

Another set of challenges is related to the risk regarding citizens’ rights and resulting trust

issues. The decline of trust in the political system both calls for an inclusive solution through

ICT, but is also a challenge for e-government in itself. Trust in government and technology is

needed in order to create a transition towards comprehensive e-participation and an adoption

of ICT supported public services (Kollmann & Kayser, 2010). Additionally, this calls for good

management of ICT supported services as failures in the transition towards e-government can

result in the loss of trust in government during and after transformation (OECD, 2014). Across

all sectors, the digital transformation has always been accompanied by critical voices regarding
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privacy (Royakkers et al., 2018; Solove, 2007). Confirmation of these concerns is happening

on a regular basis through data breaches and performance issues of e-government initiatives

(Sundberg, 2019). Solove (2007) in turn sees additional risks to individual rights should citizens

agree too easily to extensive governmental data collection, especially when privacy interests are

weighted against security interests. The UNDESA (2018) found a further risk to the social

inclusion of the individual citizen, as it was found that the individual use of ICTs and social

inclusion actually demonstrate a negative correlation. While we reasonably expect that this only

covers e-government related ICTs to a very low degree, it is an important issue to be considered

when managing inclusion in a digitised society. Besides these concerns of citizens, the resistance

of public sector employees also leads to a hampered implementation of e-government as it may

lead to job cuts or other skills that are sought after (Abu-Shanab & Bataineh, 2014).

Considering the listed challenges and risks, there have been some researchers who have expressed

justified critique of a mainly optimistic, up to almost utopian discussion of e-government in both

literature and public discourse (Heeks & Bailur, 2007; Grönlund, 2003, 2010). Not only are

challenges as the ones mentioned in this section downplayed or even ignored, but e-government

is often seen as a ‘planned’ development where governments have made a conscious strategic

choice to go digital (Heeks & Bailur, 2007). The push factor digitisation puts society, businesses

and governments in a position where they have to engage with ICTs in order to keep up with

their stakeholders, giving governmental actors little of a choice. Furthermore, the optimistic

treatment of e-government topics is often based on the assumption that direct democracy or

deliberative democracy are ideal forms of political decision making (Grönlund, 2003). The

common idea is that the influence of ICTs on democracy and their application in the public

sector is often underestimated and solid governmental risk management is needed to absorb

potential unforeseen shocks to the system.

Based on the critique of previous research it becomes apparent that e-participation as a sub-topic

of e-government faces certain research gaps. This is also due to the nature that while research

on the topic was plentiful during the dawn of the concept in the early 2000s, there have been

few new inputs and studies on e-participation in recent past (Sundberg, 2019). In light of the

critique by Grönlund (2010), it becomes apparent that there is little research on e-participation

in practice, especially in countries boasting high EPI scores in the UN’s E-Government Survey

(UNDESA, 2018). While research highlights general challenges, such as ill-fitting government

structures and a generally low level of ICT infrastructure, it remains unclear what the specific
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challenges to the implementation of e-participation in countries with high EPI scores are. In

this context, the UN’s E-government Survey further lacks transparency in terms of highlighting

what constitutes a high level of e-participation, ergo setting benchmarks for e-participation in

practice. This is of special importance as the the topic is undergoing a high pace of development

and research in recent years has been sparse.

2.2 Smart Cities

In this section, we introduce the concept of the Smart City. E-participation generally aims at

improving the lives of citizens - in our case in urban areas - through the help of digital and

smart technologies. These technologies will thereby play an essential role in the development of

Smart Cities (Effing & Groot, 2016; Allam & Newman, 2018).

In order to understand the origin of the Smart City concept, the pull and push factors that

have driven its successive development are outlined. Subsequently, the term of the Smart City

is narrowed down, as there exists a multitude of definitions in existing literature which leads to

blurred boundaries. Due to the large quantity of these, commonalities and significant differences

in them are highlighted. In the third part, different dimensions of the Smart City are explored

using the Smart City framework of Allam & Newman (2018). In particular, the interplay of the

city’s governance, metabolism and culture is delineated, thereby demonstrating the connection

to citizen participation. At the end of this section, a transition from the classic Smart City

concept and its efficiency notion to livability in cities is established by seeking to capture and

simplifying the complexity of the latter.

2.2.1 Pull & Push Factors

Solutions are sought worldwide that will enable an integrated infrastructure, mixed land use

and sophisticated urban services for citizens with long-term positive economic impact. Efficient

public transport that connects employees with employers is seen as a critical factor for urban

growth and provides a good example. Combined with the support of these goals through tech-

nologies, such as ICT, the term Smart City has been coined (Albino et al., 2015). However,

the concept of Smart Cities is much broader than solely the simple, efficient implementation of

technologies in cities.
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The concept of Smart Cities has become increasingly popular over the last two decades. To fully

understand this concept, it is necessary to comprehend the importance of cities for the future

(Albino et al., 2015). Cities play an essential social and economic role throughout the world and

have a major influence on their environment (Mori & Christodoulou, 2012). 2008 represented

the year in which for the first time, more than 50% of the world’s population lived in urban areas

with 3.3 billion people. This figure is predicted to rise to two thirds by 2050. In Europe, 74% of

the population already live in cities (UN, 2010). Due to the increasing number of people living

in cities and the growing population, most resources are consumed in cities, which contributes to

their high economic importance, but also to a negative impact on the environment. According

to the UN (2010) cities consume 60-80% of the world’s energy and account for the majority

of greenhouse gas emissions. This scenario requires cities to discover solutions to such urban

challenges. Literature has identified the deployment of smart technologies as a potential partial

solution (Shelton et al., 2015; Mutule et al., 2018). Many other researchers, however, see the

solution in improved smart infrastructures and policies for closer cooperation between citizens

and policy makers to increase citizens’ participation in development decisions and thus ensure

a liveable and sustainable city. Accordingly, the term Smart City needs to be broadened to

encompass not only the efficient city’s use of resources but also smart collaboration and values

that define the outcome of smart technologies (Angelidou, 2014; Go & Govers, 2012; Jaria i

Manzano et al., 2016).

The Smart City as a solution for urbanisation problems is not only supported by the city govern-

ments but is also firmly based on the interests of private corporations, which invest large sums

of capital in Smart City technologies to obtain a share of the competitive but profitable market

(Söderström et al., 2014). In this context, Siemens and Cisco were identified by Navigant (2017)

as market leaders, followed by competitors such as Huawei, Schneider Electric, Bosch, Microsoft

and IBM. Sadowski (2016) pointed out that the development of Smart City technologies is po-

tentially only geared towards maximising profits. Thus, cities need to pay attention to the value

of these solutions for participatory approaches to governance and, accordingly, to their value for

society (Kitchin, 2014). Finally, the globalisation contributes with the free flow of people, goods

and information to increased competition between cities, which battle for large investments, the

best-educated workers, tourists and events to promote their economy. Due to this competition,

cities are forced to offer the best possible and adaptable services to citizens in order to mobilise

resources and retain them in perpetuity (Wolfram, 2012). All the above outlined arguments
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stem from the needs of citizens and can be summarised as demand pull factors for Smart Cities,

which have fostered the development of Smart Cities in recent years.

As a counterpart and second force alongside the demand pull factors, however, so-called tech-

nology push factors have driven the development of the Smart City concept. These factors arise

from the development and marketing of rapidly evolving technology, i.e. it is being driven by

the supply side irrespective of citizen needs. Nevertheless, these products aim to facilitate the

Smart City, which is why technology sellers and consultancies are seeking to gain a foothold in

the market. Further stakeholders are involved in driving this push forward, such as global forums

and their events, academic researchers that build prototypes and solutions for Smart Cities as

well as government institutions through their policies and funding programs (Angelidou, 2014).

2.2.2 Smart Cities Defined

The diversity and the often inconsistent use of the term Smart City often still results in con-

fusion. The primary appearing problem constitutes the myriad of terms for new cities such as

intelligent, innovative, wired, digital, creative, and cultural cities that connect “technological

informational transformations with economic, political and socio-cultural change” (Hollands,

2008). As these terms are often used interchangeably or are combined while applying similar

assumptions, it becomes difficult to separate them. A second difficulty is to exclude definitions

that are marketing-driven and hype the term as overly positive rather than based on the facts of

changing infrastructure (Short et al., 2000). As there is no universal template for a framework

or uniform definition of a Smart City, an overview of different definitions is given in Table 2.

Although it becomes apparent that the definitions focus either on the ’social’ or the ’techno-

logical’ element of the city, existing literature according to Komninos (2008) commonly refers

to the “utilization of networked infrastructures to improve economic and political efficiency and

enable social, cultural and urban development”.

Table 2: Smart City Definitions

Author Definition
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Toppeta (2010) A city “combining ICT and Web 2.0 technology with other organi-

zational, design and planning efforts to dematerialise and speedup

bureaucratic processes and help to identify new, innovative solu-

tions to city management complexity, in order to improve sustain-

ability and livability”

Nam & Pardo (2011) ”A smart city infuses information into its physical infrastructure to

improve conveniences, facilitate mobility,,add efficiencies, conserve

energy, improve the quality of air and water, identify problems

and fix them quickly, recover rapidly from disasters, collect data

to make better decisions, deploy resources effectively and share

data to enable collaboration across entities and domains”

Caragliu et al. (2011) “A city is smart when investments in human and social capital and

traditional (transport) and modern (ICT) communication infras-

tructure fuel sustainable economic growth and a high quality of

life, with a wise management of natural resources, through partic-

ipatory governance”

Harrison et al. (2010) A city “connecting the physical infrastructure, the IT infrastruc-

ture, the social infrastructure, and the business infrastructure to

leverage the collective intelligence of the city”

Giffinger, Rudolf (2007) “A city well performing in a forward-looking way in economy, peo-

ple, governance, mobility, environment, and living, built on the

smart combination of endowments and activities of self-decisive,

independent and aware citizens”

Dameri (2013) “A Smart City is a well-defined geographical area, in which high

technologies such as ICT, logistic, energy production, and so

on,cooperate to create benefits for citizens in terms of well-being,

inclusion and participation, environmental quality, intelligent de-

velopment; it is governed by a well-defined pool of subjects, able

to state the rules and policy for the city government and develop-

ment”

Hall et al. (2000) “A city that monitors and integrates conditions of all of its crit-

ical infrastructures, including roads, bridges, tunnels, rails, sub-

ways, airports, seaports, communications, water, power, even ma-

jor buildings can better optimize its resources, plan its preventive

maintenance activities, and monitor security aspects while maxi-

mizing services to its citizens”
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Komninos (2011) “(Smart) cities as territories with high capacity for learning and

innovation, which is built-in the creativity of their population, their

institutions of knowledge creation, and their digital infrastructure

for communication and knowledge management”

2.2.3 Smart City Dimensions

Allam & Newman (2018) have developed a Smart City framework presented in Figure 1 that

is less concerned with ICT technologies per se, but rather follows a citizen needs-oriented ap-

proach. Instead of the model having a separate ICT dimension, the three fundamental forces

of metabolism, culture and governance are emphasised. Addressing these three values allows a

targeted approach to the problems of urbanization (Shelton et al., 2015; Paroutis et al., 2014).

Figure 1. Smart City Framework adapted from Allam & Newman (2018)

The model is grounded in core human values and enables to follow a bottom-up approach in

which it is not assumed, as in many Smart City policies, that ICT automatically leads to a better

world and the ‘right’ results (Eger, 2000). Instead, the actual reasonableness of the deployment

of specific technologies is considered, which increases the probability of achieving the UN’s SDGs

and avoids viewing them as secondary to the deployment of these new technologies.
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Culture

With regard to cities, culture consists of various components such as urban cultural heritage,

which is closely linked to the history of a city, or the urban creative industries. Ultimately it

can merely describe the focus on needs of a city’s inhabitants through the fostering of liveability

(Rutten, 2006). In this model, all three elements are included in the term culture and can benefit

from ICT if it is implemented correctly. The result can accordingly be described as smart culture.

The UNESCO considers culture to be an essential viewpoint of urban policies and sees cities as

cultural microcosms that stimulate innovation, creativity and economic development (Neirotti

et al., 2014).

Cultural heritage plays an essential role in the economic growth of a city, as it attracts people

to cultural events, museums, art exhibitions or historic city centres and provides substantial

financial resources to the local economy. The economic potential of this cultural heritage can be

optimised through smart technologies and the utilisation of cultural assets can be expanded. For

example, through the application of modern ICT-based approaches, the visitors’ experience of

culture can be entirely transformed by museums offering digital museum guides or art exhibitions

providing virtual presentations. In the same way, the historical centre of a city can be discovered

and experienced by visitors in a novel way (Piccialli & Chianese, 2018). In addition to economic

opportunities, culture, according to Rutten (2006), also promotes the sustainable development of

a city, as it encourages urban regeneration and the redesign of urban areas by creative industries.

He describes the creative industry as a communicator of specific messages, which are passed on in

visual, verbal or auditory form and are based either on the creativity of an individual or a group

dynamic. Furthermore, citizens are willing to purchase these creative goods or services for their

meanings, experiences or emotions that they evoke in their audience. In many countries, the

resulting cultural economy adds essentially to economic prosperity through economic growth and

job creation (Scott, 2004). Such an effect can be facilitated and significantly enhanced through

the use of ICT. This culture-driven urban rejuvenation constitutes an eminent phenomenon in

cities all over the world. Wang (2009) describes how culture is often reinventing and rejuvenating

dilapidated urban areas, such as the Guggenheim Museum in Bilbao, which has been initially

criticised for the high investment required for construction, but in the long-run has outperformed

in terms of revitalising the urban area and the expected return on investment. ICT can make

such projects and large-scale urban regeneration based on cultural industries more attractive.
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However, this requires cooperation with local politics (Neal, 2013). Room for research still exists

on how to take full advantage of culture-driven urban rehabilitation and the role that Smart

City technologies can take on in this process. For the broad implementation in the future,

examples are necessary that exemplify the successful interaction of cultural heritage and smart

technologies.

The intersections between culture and the other two dimensions of the Smart City framework

become evident. The metabolism of a city does not function if it is solely supported by technol-

ogy, but also requires urban culture since solutions for climate change or local challenges such as

low resilience are indispensable and can be regarded as culture. In this context, the fundamental

importance of governance, which sets the parameters for the development of culture in a Smart

City, becomes apparent as well.

Metabolism

The term metabolism originally stems from the field of biology and describes the flow of materials

and energy through living organisms to create and sustain life. These materials are subsequently

transformed into waste and the energy into heat (Nicholson & Wilson, 2003). Metabolic, chemi-

cal reactions assure the functioning of life. Urban metabolism can be considered as an analogy to

this biological process, in which the use of resources inescapably leads to waste as well. Newman

has demonstrated that the flow of a city’s resources and its liveability should be aligned while

metabolism is being lowered and liveability enhanced (P. W. Newman, 1999). Dirks & Keeling

(2009) emphasise the significance of the organic integration of urban systems for a Smart City,

consisting of energy, water, food, transportation, buildings, health care and education. It is

argued that in a confined environment such as a city, no system functions completely indepen-

dently of others. ICT can make a significant contribution to achieving a reduced metabolism

by providing smart systems that reduce energy consumption, cut waste and manage the flow

of resources more efficiently (Hilty et al., 2011). Nevertheless, it is crucial that the introduc-

tion of smart technologies into the individual urban subsystems step by step is not sufficient to

create a Smart City, but a holistic approach is needed that considers the system as an organic

whole (Kanter & Litow, 2009). Furthermore, contrary to widespread assumptions, ICT enables

economic growth despite a reduction in the use of fossil fuels (Alper & Oguz, 2016).

However, the majority of scholars argue that cities pose more of a threat than a solution to
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environmental problems. The current trend shows that cities are consuming more and more

resources such as water, materials and energy, which leads to hazardous air, changes in ground-

water levels and the exhaustion of resources. Accordingly, a better understanding of the flow

of resources within a city is necessary to halt this trend (Bai, 2007). For this purpose and to

enable real-time monitoring with high resolution data of the energy consumption of cities, the

approach of Smart Urban Metabolism has been investigated. It enables monitoring and under-

standing the flow of energy and materials from the household level to the city level and from

monthly frequency to real-time. This idea consists of three essential components: (1) sensors

are utilised at all city levels to collect data; (2) these are transmitted in real-time in the form of

data flow streams; (3) the provision of information to various stakeholders through ubiquitous

technologies such as smartphones. Thereby, Smart Urban Metabolism offers reduction solutions

for energy, materials and waste flows as well (Shahrokni et al., 2015).

Indeed, ICT enables more efficient data analysis and thus an increased potential for environmen-

tal problem solutions. P. Newman et al. (2016) have proposed the urban fabrics theory, which

states that urban policies must focus on three different types of cities that have evolved over

time and now appear together. The old walking city, the transit/public transport city and the

automobile/motor car city. As these three urban systems have different fabric elements, quali-

ties, lifestyles and economies they require distinct ICT strategies to ensure the transformation

to an environmentally friendly and productive economy whilst maintaining economic prosperity

and high-quality living standards for the population. (P. Newman et al., 2016).

Governance

The third and final area of the Smart City framework is governance, which represents the

higher institutional level and sets the framework for the coexistence of citizens, companies and

institutions. Thereby, sustainable economic growth and innovation should be promoted (Nam

& Pardo, 2011). In the context of a Smart City, this process can be called smart governance,

which goes far beyond the sole use of ICT applications. Instead, it is based primarily on data

analysis and cooperation between the various stakeholders of a city. This interplay requires

a legal framework that creates an ICT infrastructure based on values, procedures and human

capital. In this respect, there are several challenges for governments to keep up with the pace

of digitisation. Walravens & Ballon (2013) point out that while the shared interests of the city
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are being pursued, trust and ownership must be created in order to safeguard civil rights and

at the same time be able to employ novel digital technologies to address a variety of issues.

Technology governance contributes to Smart City governance by increasing the transparency of

decision-making processes and information flows. It should be ensured that all social groups

have equal access to this information. Consequently, this increased transparency increases the

trust of citizens (Paskaleva et al., 2017). Furthermore, governance can establish policies that

allow harnessing the cognitive value of citizens for the design of the future city. Thus, the

benefits of collective intelligence are leveraged to create a city that meets the genuine needs of

its citizens. This approach is also called participatory governance and is closely related to the

concepts mentioned in Section 2.1.1 (Nam & Pardo, 2011).

The goal of the development of Smart Cities frequently constitutes sustainability, which, ac-

cording to Roberts & Abbott (2017) and P. Newman et al. (2017) can only be achieved through

governance that embraces the economic, sociological and environmental dimensions. Due to the

high magnitude and complexity of environmental decisions, research proposes a revision of the

policy outcomes. ICT has the potential to contribute to this through improved analysis and

monitoring capabilities. Once again, the overlaps between smart governance, smart metabolism

and smart culture become visible. The governing political authorities are in charge of the over-

arching guidelines of smart culture as well as smart metabolism and, in the ideal case, ensure

that the processes function fluidly while ICT is being implemented in the city.

2.2.4 Liveability in Cities

While the Smart City topic is primarily concerned with the potential improvement of efficiency

through digital technologies, and research is increasingly concerned with solutions to environ-

mental problems, the anthropocentric aspect in terms of the liveability of citizens in a city has so

far mainly been neglected (Pellicer et al., 2013). Digitalisation has led to more and more things

being measured, examined and compared in everyday life (Jucevičius et al., 2014). Performance,

efficiency and profitability are thereby becoming increasingly relevant. The high speed of the

changing world and a life that permanently revolves around opportunity costs is exhausting for

the human being and leads to a disruption of the social structure (Etezadzadeh, 2015). People

work more, sleep less, eat faster and plan their lives down to the last detail to get the most

out of the time available. As a result of this change, they become successively more ill, are not
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as creative and have less opportunity to reflect, which represents high costs for humanity and

makes it less resilient. This development leads to new needs. The demand for compensation of

the rapidly evolving environment and maximisation of quality of life is higher than ever before

(Etezadzadeh, 2015).

The term liveability is, according to de Haan et al. (2014) “difficult to apply, operationalise and

notoriously ambiguous”, but it is crucial to understand that the focus lies on the needs of the

citizen and the fulfilment of those. Urban liveability fundamentally refers to the relationship

between the quality of life and the environment. To narrow down the term, one can consider the

definition of Vuchic (2017) who describes it as a succession of activities that “encompass those

elements of home, neighbourhood, and metropolitan area that contribute to safety, economic

opportunities and welfare, health, convenience, mobility and recreation”. Veenhoven (1996)

however, defines it as “the quality of life in the nation — the degree to which its provisions

and requirements fit with the needs and capacities of its citizens”. Core elements of the various

definitions of liveability are quality of life, well-being and satisfaction of the needs of the people

(Newton, 2012). This concept fundamentally refers to specific characteristics that make an area

attractive and decide whether one wants to live, work, invest and do business in (Giap et al.,

2014). If we simplify the essence of the various definitions of a liveable city, it can be said

that the dimensions described refer to individual’s living conditions, which can be measured by

somewhat objective indicators such as economic well-being as well as by more subjective factors

such as personal satisfaction. As a final note, it is crucial to be aware that the meaning of urban

liveability and its indicators vary between geographical regions (Southworth, 2003).

In order to meet the liveability needs of the citizens in an urban environment and above all to

find a suitable way to do so, the citizens must be significantly involved in the political decisions

of urban development, as only they know what they really need in contrast to policy makers and

other stakeholders who often just claim to already possess the knowledge of what the citizens

need (Dameri, 2013). As Pellicer et al. (2013) state in their study, “In Smart Cities, citizens

are the key to the city development, whereas public administrations aim to provide new and

improved services”. One question that arises in the context of this thesis is to what extent

digital participatory tools serve to capture the urban needs of citizens.
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2.3 Governmental Strategies & Projects

In this section, three different supranational and national governmental strategies and projects

are presented, which are indispensable to set the e-participation initiatives in Copenhagen into

a political context. It further allows the reader to be conscious of the status quo of political

actions and better understand the perspective of the major relevant political actors on the topic

of e-participation as well as the initiatives’ impact on Copenhagen.

This section proceeds as follows: it begins with the highest hierarchical level, the UN’s Sustain-

ability Goal 11 and the indicators by which it is measured. Secondly, a multilateral partnership,

the Open Government Partnership, between Denmark and 78 other member states is presented,

which aims to empower citizens and harness modern technologies. The third and final part

deals with Denmark’s national Digital Strategy 2016-2020 and highlights the elements that are

of particular relevance to the citizen and participatory approaches.

2.3.1 UN Sustainability Goal 11

The global discussion about the future of cities has many facets and participants, with the

role of the UN being much discussed and being of major significance. Especially, the UN

Sustainability Goal 11 for 2015-2030, which aims for ”inclusive, safe, resilient, and sustainable

cities” (UN, 2015) directly affects e-participation efforts (Allam & Newman, 2018). The urban

goal consists of 10 targets and 14 indicators, whereby target 11.3: ”By 2030, enhance inclusive

and sustainable urbanisation and capacity for participatory, integrated and sustainable human

settlement planning and management in all countries” is of high importance to the citizen and

urban planning, as development plans in urban policy are no longer to be drawn up exclusively

top-down, but instead taking into account the ideas and wishes of citizens. The goal is measured

by indicator 11.3.2, the ”proportion of cities with a direct participation structure of civil society

in urban planning and management that operate regularly and democratically” (UN, 2017).

Accordingly, the citizens should be given more weight and the decision-making distance between

politics and citizens should be diminished. According to the UN (2015) Citizen engagement in

public administration “implies the involvement of citizens in the decision-making process of the

State – through measures and/or institutional arrangements - so as to increase their influence on

public policies and programs ensuring a more positive impact on their social and economic lives”.
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Although this objective has been developed at an international level, it is highly relevant for all

countries, including Denmark, which have signed the agreement. The Division for Sustainable

Development Goals (DSDG) within the UN supports, monitors and evaluates the progress of

the implementation of the 2030 Agenda within each country and publishes annual reports. To

achieve these goals “broad ownership of the SDGs must translate into a strong commitment

by all stakeholders” (UN, 2015). The Sustainability Goal indicates that the UN attaches great

importance to enhancing citizen participation and strengthening democracy, but the question

arises as to how far these goals are implemented in practice.

2.3.2 The Open Government Partnership

An initiative that Denmark joined in 2011 is the Open Government Partnership (OGP). The

partnership today comprises 79 countries and 20 local members that collaborate with a multitude

of civil society organisations. Every two years, each member is required to draw up an action plan

together with civil society, setting out commitments concerning transparency, accountability and

public participation in the respective country (Open Government Partnership, 2011).

The action plan preceding the current plan, i.e. for the years 2017-2019, had a strong focus

on the involvement of citizens in political decisions. At a super-ordinate level, it intended to

support the public sector in respect of openness and involvement. The Danish Agency for

Digitisation, which is the entity responsible for this partnership, justifies these two components

with “openness about the service that is provided to citizens is needed to make citizens capable

of holding public authorities accountable. At the same time, citizens must be involved to ensure

that the service provided is organised according to their needs and provided on their terms”

(Danish Agency for Digitization, 2017).

Denmark’s most recent action plan was developed for the years 2019-2021 which in its first part

highlights the initiatives already underway at the municipal level (Danish Agency for Digitiza-

tion, 2019). It is reported that a lot is currently happening in the areas of inclusion, co-creation

and open innovation. The first example is Gentofte, where politicians and citizens together in the

form of 25 task forces have been developing policies since 2015. A similar example constitutes

Aarhus within the scope of the Borgerdesign project (design by citizens) where solutions are

designed for challenges in the health services sector. Roskilde serves as a final example, where

a partnership between the social psychiatry and socially responsible company INSP! creates
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opportunities for susceptible young people.

Besides these initiatives, which result from the 2017-2019 National Action Plan, the current plan

also provides Denmark’s commitments until 2021. It still places the focus on citizens, but less

on their involvement than on their trust in the government. In the plan, Denmark committed

itself to 7 objectives which it intends to pursue: (1) Open National Archives Data, (2) Open

Workplace Health and Safety Data, (3) Climate Atlas, (4) Publish Terrain, Climate, and Water

Data, (5) A Platform for Citizens to Access Data the Government Holds about Them, (6)

Oversight Body for Social Services Claims, (7) Anonymous Whistleblower Portals for Justice

System Employees.

To improve understanding of the seven commitments, they are briefly explained in the following.

The top four all concern the collection and provision of open data. (1) aims to make open

data available to private individuals and professionals through the Danish National Archives

in order to increase the transparency of the public sector. Objective (2) is to collect data on

the Danish working environment and, similar to the first objective, to make it available to

the public in order to identify risks, combat problems and promote productivity and growth.

The subsequent climate atlas of target number (3) is intended to prepare the municipalities

and above all the citizens for the consequences of climate change and the associated extreme

weather situations of the future. Corresponding data is intended to enable the municipalities

to take necessary measures for prevention. The fourth commitment aims to promote data

collection and publication on terrain, climate, and water through joint public collaboration. For

example, to implement a hydrological information and forecasting system that monitors changes

in groundwater levels. This system shall enable appropriate urban planning and development

of infrastructure. (5) is designed to increase the trust of citizens in the government’s treatment

of their data by providing them with a personalised page, called ‘my Overview”, containing

the most critical information about a citizen, so that he can access current case processing,

deadlines, agreements at a glance. The following objective (6) aims to increase the social sector

transparency and legal certainty for the benefit of the municipalities and citizens through an

independent rule of law unit, which prepares analyses on issues such as case processing times

as well as provides ”information on compliance with administrative regulations”. The final

commitment (7) is to protect whistle-blowers against criminal prosecution and job loss, and thus

to encourage the detection of misconduct within the authorities. For this purpose, a schema is

to be developed which, for example, enables the anonymous reporting of criticisable behaviour

33



via an electronic portal.

2.3.3 Denmark’s Digital Strategy 2016-2020

The Agency for Digitisation, which is part of Denmark’s Ministry of Finance, has published in

2016 the country’s visions and goals of its digitisation with a sixty-pages strategy paper ”The

Digital Strategy for 2016-2020” (Danish Agency for Digitization, 2016). It sets the objectives for

the Danish public sector in the area of digitisation and its interplay with companies and industry.

The report is aimed at cooperation between the local, regional and national central government

level and is intended to prepare citizens, governmental employees and businesses for the digital

future. The strategy paper emphasises that the individual authorities bear responsibility for

implementing the strategy within their areas of responsibility and for driving the desired changes.

Although the strategy represents a holistic approach for the whole country and relies on the

cooperation of the various authorities, it also includes sector-specific projects and strategies.

With the strategy, the Danish Agency for Digitisation has set three overarching goals: (1) Digital

solutions must be easy-to-use, quick and ensure high quality, (2) Public sector digitisation must

provide suitable conditions for growth (3) Security and confidence must be in focus at all times.

While the second objective is primarily aimed at businesses, objective (1) and parts of objective

(2) are also of high relevance to e-participation initiatives. Concerning Objective 3, the so-

called Focus Area 9 ”Digitisation for everyone” is of particular importance. The government

aims to provide all citizens with the necessary competence to use digital tools, technologies and

platforms and thus to be able to communicate confidently and securely with the authorities. It

is thereby appealed to support and give guidance to all individuals who need help, for example

children and elderly people. This objective can be seen as a basic requirement for the successful

implementation of e-participation efforts since it is the only way to achieve the necessary diversity

of citizens and to consider all the different perspectives on urban development initiatives.

The first goal, which is further divided into three Focus Areas, is probably most relevant for the

future of e-participation in Copenhagen. As part of Focus Area 1, the government has set itself

the goal of improving digital communication with public authorities by making new solutions

user-friendly, up-to-date and processing cases faster. Furthermore, legislation and regulation are

to be adapted to the digitisation era in order ”to address the cross-sectoral legal challenges of

more eGovernment and more use of digital data”.
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2.4 Denmark’s System of Governance

For a better understanding of the scope of the political strategies and projects in the further

course of this thesis, the political structures of Denmark and Copenhagen are outlined in this

section. Besides the actual governmental bodies, the system of Copenhagen’s local committees,

called Lokaludvalgs, is defined in more detail due to their high relevance to our research question

and the predominant conduct of e-participation at the local level.

2.4.1 National Government

Denmark’s system of governance is based on a parliamentary democracy and a constitutional

monarchy. Thereby it is organised on a decentralised basis and has three levels of governance:

the central, the regional and the municipal level. Since the so-called structural reform in 2007,

the territorial division consists of five regions: (1) Nordjylland, (2) Midtjylland, (3) Syddanmark,

(4) Sjælland and (5) Hovedstaden. These, in turn, are divided into 98 municipalities. Both the

regions and municipalities have no legislative power and operate on the same hierarchical level.

Thereby, the municipalities are governed by the respective local council which is led by the

respective mayor. The regions, instead, are led by a regional council with a chairperson at the

top. Both the regions and the municipalities can decide on their internal organisational structure

(European Committee of the Regions, 2020).

At the central governmental level, Denmark has a cabinet as its executive power, whose members

are formally appointed by the monarch. However, the composition of the cabinet is decided by

the elected prime minister. Although Denmark’s monarch serves as the head of state, he/she

has de facto only a representative function (Greve, 2006). The parliament, also called the

Folketing, is elected by the citizens of Denmark every four years at the latest, depending on the

Prime Minister’s call for it. The last parliament was formed on 27 June 2019 and consists of

17 ministries. These 17 current ones are: (1) Ministry of Children and Education, (2) Ministry

of Climate, Energy and Utilities, (3) Ministry of Culture, (4) Ministry of Defence, (5) Ministry

of Ecclesiastical Affairs, (6) Ministry of Employment, (7) Ministry of Environment and Food,

(8) Ministry of Finance, (9) Ministry of Foreign Affairs, (10) Ministry of Health, (11) Ministry

of Higher Education and Science, (12) Ministry of Industry,Business and Financial Affairs, (13)

Ministry of Immigration and Integration, (14) Ministry of Justice, (15) Ministry for Social
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affairs and the Interior, (16) Ministry of Taxation and (17) Ministry of Transport and Housing

(Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark, 2020). Of these 17 ministries, the Ministry of Finance

is particularly relevant for the further course of this thesis, as it includes among four other

agencies also the Agency for Digitisation and is thus in direct contact with e-participation issues

at national level through projects such as the Open Government Partnership and Denmark’s

Digital Strategy 2016-2020 presented in Section 2.3. The 17 ministries are each chaired by

a member of the government cabinet, who is also known as the ‘minister’ for the relevant

department. The parliament constitutes the legislative power of Denmark and has the power

to pass or decline each of the 200-300 proposed bills by parliament members and ministers per

year.

2.4.2 Copenhagen Government

Copenhagen’s city government is divided into a supreme body, the City Council, and seven

standing committees. The City Council is the supreme political body of Copenhagen. It is

composed of 55 members elected for four years and provides the scope of the seven committees’

tasks. The Council is headed by the Lord Mayor, who chairs the meetings. The council generally

meets once a week and discusses, among other topics, urban planning matters (City of Copen-

hagen, 2020b). The standing committees are responsible for the day-to-day management of their

respective areas. Each committee has eleven members except the Finance Committee, which

has 13. The other six committees are: (1) the Culture and Leisure Committee, (2) the Children

and Youth Committee, (3) the Health and Care Committee, (4) the Social Services Committee,

(5) the Technical and Environmental Committee and (6) the Employment and Integration Com-

mittee. The committees can make their own final decisions within their areas of responsibility,

reducing the number of cases to be processed by the city council (City of Copenhagen, 2020a).

In addition to these direct governmental bodies, Copenhagen has developed a special system

in the form of so-called Lokaludvalgs in order to foster the dialogue between citizens and the

local government as well as to integrate the voice and priorities of citizens into the political

decision-making process. The committees are designed to increase neighbourhood democracy

and make it easier for citizens to influence political decisions affecting their district. In addition

to this political influence, the Lokaludvalgs enable citizens to apply for district allocated funding

and carry out social projects in their neighbourhood. There are in total 12 local Lokaludvalgs,
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which represent different parts of the city through citizens’ committees. A committee consists

of 23 members, 14 of whom are members of an association focusing on a specific topic, while the

other nine are local politicians and representatives of the political parties in Copenhagen. All

23 are elected for four years (City of Copenhagen, 2020c).
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3 Theoretical Framework

In this section, we present the Technology-Organisation-Environment (TOE) framework of Tor-

natzky et al. (1990). The framework describes how the adoption of an innovation - or technology

- by a business organisation is influenced by the factors of Technology, Organisation and En-

vironment (see Figure 2). Since we aim in our study to identify challenges which are decisive

for the implementation of e-participation in a political organisation, the TOE framework shows

strong parallels and offers a suitable basis for our later analysis. The Knowledge Base shows

the innovative nature and organisational impact of e-participation, indicating a good fit of the

framework.

Environment

Industrial Characteristics
Market Structure 

Technology support 
Infrastructure 

Government regulations

Organisation

Formal and Informal Linking 
Structure 

Communication Process 
Size  

Technology

Availability 
Characteristics 

Technological 
Innovation 

Decision 

Figure 2. TOE Framework reprinted from Tornatzky et al. (1990)

According to Hwang et al. (2016), the framework provides a valuable analytical model by dis-

tinguishing three groups of factors that influence the adoption, visualised by centre-pointing

arrows. As the name of the model implies, these group of factors or spheres are Technology,
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Organisation and Environment. They are connected by two-sided arrows that visualise their

mutual influences and dependencies. Although the framework with its three areas represents

a solid theoretical basis and has been empirically confirmed (Kuan & Chau, 2001; Zhu et al.,

2003; Iacovou et al., 1995), the factors within the three categories may vary between differ-

ent studies as well as its field of application (Hwang et al., 2016; Chau & Tam, 1997; Iacovou

et al., 1995). For example, Pudjianto et al. (2011) have applied the framework to examine

e-government assimilation factors.

3.1 Technology

The category technology refers to internal and external technological characteristics as well

as the set of available technologies associated with the corresponding innovation. Looking at

these attributes at a more profound level, they include the relative advantage that the potential

adopter sees in the technology over other methods of performing the same task. These advan-

tages can be of different nature such as being economical or social ones in terms of performance,

convenience or satisfaction. Another decisive factor of technology is its complexity, which de-

scribes the extent of difficulty in understanding and employing it. In this respect, it is assumed

that the complexity of the innovation correlates negatively with the adoption probability, i.e.

the more complex the innovation is, the less likely it is to be adopted. The last attribute of

relevance for the adoption of the technology is its compatibility. It describes how well the new

technology matches with previous experience, values and the demands of the adopter. Tornatzky

et al. (1990) describe that the better the technology fits into existing processes, the higher the

probability of adoption.

3.2 Organisation

The organisational aspect relates to the characteristics and resources of the relevant company,

i.e. its size, the complexity of its management structures, the human resources, the amount of

slack resources available as well as linkages among employees. Organisational resources repre-

sent the ability of a company to react to future needs as well as dynamic internal and external

challenges. Those resources pertain to the holistic infrastructure of the respective organisation

and to the extent to which it can foster innovation. Another decisive factor is organisational in-
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novativeness, which consists of a network of systems and practices such as quality management,

constant process optimisation, workstation rotation or self-managed teams. Also included in

this context are the available slack resources, which are considered to be excess resources that

can consciously or unconsciously be created in a company. In any case, they allow more time to

be spent on innovation. The final critical organisational factor is the internal stakeholders, who

individually or as a group influence the decisions of the organisation. These are primarily man-

agers, shareholders and employees. Thereby, both their informal and formal linking structure

as well as communication play an integral role in the adoption of a new technology.

3.3 Environment

The last element of the framework is concerned with the environment in which the relevant

company conducts its business, such as the relevant industry, the competitors, the customers,

the regulatory environment or the social community. Pressing conditions such as threats or

regulatory requirements can induce companies to take specific actions. For example, political

pressure can occur indirectly through incentivising certain activities or directly through the

enforcement of standards and laws. Companies react to these pressures often in a creative way

and rethink their operations in order to be able to respond to them in a cost-efficient way.

Besides the government, external stakeholders such as customers also exert normative pressure,

which results in the company trying to establish legitimacy and trust. Another factor for the

potential adoption of innovation is the competition within an industry. Companies often follow

or imitate competitors who are successful with new technologies in order to achieve similar

performance and not lag behind. The last relevant aspect of the environment is society, as a

company can feel a commitment to society to meet its values, standards and expectations.
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4 Methodology

In this chapter we will elaborate on the methodology we have used in this study. In order

to develop a profound understanding of the reasons for the methodological decisions and their

effects, while still ensuring a holistic view of the connections between the individual method-

ological elements, the the methodology is based on the research onion developed by M. Saunders

et al. (2016). The model distinguishes between six layers, which are ‘peeled’ or worked from the

outside to the inside (see Appendix A).

We start with the two outer layers, the research philosophy and the approach to theory de-

velopment. The research philosophy addresses assumptions of the author in the development

of knowledge. In contrast, the approach to theory development refers to the approaches used

in argumentation and distinguishes whether one proceeds deductively or inductively. After the

first two layers, the next three layers, namely the methodological choice, the research strategy

and the time horizon are elaborated. These can be summarised as the research design process,

as they describe in interdependence the path of how to transform the research question into a

research project. Finally, the last layer contains the data collection and data analysis techniques.

The chapter ends with the methodological limitations to be considered in our research design.

4.1 Research Philosophy

We approach our research question with the philosophy of interpretivism since we believe that

we as researchers are part of the research itself by interpreting data, in our case interviews,

which is never done entirely objectively.

According to M. Saunders et al. (2016), the term research philosophy refers to “a system of

beliefs and assumptions about the development of knowledge”. While this may sound relatively

profound, it is done automatically by every researcher when he conducts his study, as he de-

velops knowledge in a certain field and approaches it with a set of assumptions. Whether they

are conscious or subconscious, the assumptions he makes in every step of his research can be of

different nature (Burrell & Morgan, 1979). The assumptions are divided into three areas: (1) the

epistemology, which describes the assumptions about human knowledge, (2) the ontology, which
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denotes the assumptions about realities during research, and (3) the axiology, which reflects to

what extent and in which form the researcher’s own values impact the research process. Accord-

ing to Crotty (1998), all three types of assumptions “inevitably shape how you understand your

research questions, the methods you use and how you interpret your findings”. Correspondingly,

it is vital for the author to reflect on his own assumptions and become aware of them in order to

develop a consistent and credible research design as well as to support the subsequent method-

ological choices, research strategy and data collection and analysis approaches. The author’s

assumptions, namely epistemology, ontology and axiology, ultimately determine the overarching

research philosophy of which five dominate the business and management research field: (1)

positivism, (2) critical realism, (3) interpretivism, (4) postmodernism and (5) pragmatism. Ac-

cordingly, these three assumption types are explained in more detail in the following, and thus

justify our applied research philosophy.

Epistemology

Epistemology is the theory of human knowledge and examines what kind of knowledge is accept-

able in a particular research philosophy (Strang, 2015). In business and management research,

a wide range of types of knowledge is considered legitimate on the basis of its interdisciplinary

nature. According to M. Saunders et al. (2016), these include numerical data, textual data,

visual data, facts to interpretation, narratives and fictional accounts. However, ultimately it

is the researcher’s epistemological assumptions that determine what is legitimate for his own

work and philosophy. Regarding the epistemology in our thesis, it can be stated that we ac-

knowledge textual data and the interplay of multiple views of the interviewees as the source

of knowledge. Thereby, we develop truth through social interaction and aim at comprehending

lived experience.

Ontology

Ontology relates to the nature of reality. While this may sound very philosophical and abstract,

it is essential in practice to comprehend how the researcher views specific objects such as people,

companies or behaviour. Thomas & Hardy (2011) provide an example that illustrates the impact

of different ontological approaches. In the past, resistance to organisational change was seen

by researchers as harmful to companies and therefore as something negative. Thus, at that
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time, research was almost exclusively focused on how to overcome resistance. In the recent

past, research has approached it from a new perspective which has led to a new research trend.

Here, resistance is seen as something that takes place continuously within organisational change

processes and offers the respective company opportunities to detect problem areas. Concerning

the ontology in our study, we perceive the nature of reality as a flow of processes, experiences

and practices. Objects such as the human being are seen as complex and rich, whereby they

have to be viewed individually due to different cultures, languages and environments. Thus,

statements must be interpreted separately.

Axiology

The axiology is concerned both with the values and ethics of the researcher as well as with the

treatment of these of the research participants. According to Heron (1996), for example, the

researchers’ choice of philosophy, data collection method or strategy reveals a lot about his own

values. For example, if the author conducts in-depth interviews, this may indicate that he or she

attaches more emphasis to personal interaction with the research participant than to anonymous

answers via questionnaires. Hence, axiological competence requires the ability to identify and

articulate one’s own values as a researcher in order to decide based on these values about the

research design. Simply put, it is necessary to grasp the relationship between one’ s own values

and the research topic. The axiological assumption is represented in our thesis by our belief that

we as researchers influence the research through our subjective interpretation and put ourselves

in the position of the research participants as far as possible through a reflective stance.

From assumptions to philosophy

Based on the three areas of assumptions, we approach the research design of our thesis with

the philosophy of interpretivism. As an interpretivist, we distinguish people from physical phe-

nomena, as people create meaning (M. Saunders et al., 2016). These meanings and their social

world contexts are of high priority and are examined in detail. Since every person is different,

i.e. has a different origin, lives under different circumstances and thus perceives different social

realities, it is necessary to look at the cases separately instead of trying to create “universal”

laws, which are based on a one-size-fits-all approach. Furthermore, we as interpretivists believe

that law-like generalisations result in loss of complexity and rich human insights (Crotty, 1998).
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Instead, this complexity is addressed by focusing on identifying what is important to the indi-

vidual research participants. Because of this richness and diversity, the subjective interpretation

of research material by the researcher is of significance, which in turn requires an empathetic

attitude and can be regarded as an axiological implication (M. Saunders et al., 2016). Here, our

assumptions of the interpretivism philosophy become apparent, as we address the complexity

and individuality of each stakeholder through in-depth interviews and try to put ourselves in

the position of the respective research participants. In doing so, we attach great emphasis to

personal interaction to be able to interpret the respective person and the social environment as

far as possible. An overview of the characteristics of our chosen philosophy, interpretivism, is

presented below (M. Saunders et al., 2016).

Ontology Complex, rich

Socially constructed through culture and language

Multiple meanings, interpretations, realities

Flux of processes, experiences, practices

Epistemology Theories and concepts too simplistic

Focus on narratives, stories, perceptions and interpre-

tations

New understandings and worldviews as contribution

Axiology Value-bound research

Researchers are part of what is researched, subjective

Researcher interpretations key to contribution

Researcher reflexive

4.2 Approach to Theory Development

M. Saunders et al. (2016) distinguish in the context of the research onion between two major

opposing types of theory development, namely induction and deduction. A combination of

both is as well possible, which is called abduction. In our thesis, we have applied an inductive

approach to theory development since we do not derive our procedure of analysis from existing

theory. We thus do not draw a logical conclusion from a series of premises as it would be done

when working deductively. Instead of this top-down deduction, in our case theory follows data
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and not vice versa (M. Saunders et al., 2016). The inductive approach of our study becomes

evident, for example, through the fact that we did not mention any explicit challenges during

the interviews that we had found in existing literature. Instead we asked the questions openly

and allowed the interviewee to answer freely and without bias.

Moreover, we draw conclusions from the statements in the interviews and therefore accept a

gap between the conclusion and the premises. According to Ketokivi & Mantere (2010), this

is a typical aspect of the inductive approach, since the statements of the interviewees and the

conclusions reached through these by us would not be interpreted in the exact same way by

every researcher. Instead a certain degree of judgement is necessary despite the support of the

observations. Nevertheless, our approach to theory development through text analysis of the

interviews is structured by applying the thematic network analysis of Attride-Stirling (2001).

In the course of coding the interviews, we follow a bottom-up procedure and conclude from the

individual statements of the interviewees successively to super-ordinate themes, called Global

Themes. Thus we generalise from the ‘specific’ to the ‘general’ according to the inductive

procedure of M. Saunders et al. (2016).

According to M. Saunders et al. (2016), a strength of the inductive approach is the possibility to

understand how people interpret their own world. This is especially valuable to our research since

the citizen is placed at the centre of our investigation and understanding his needs is paramount.

This citizen-centric approach is coherent with our interpretivism research philosophy described

in Section 4.1 and provides a consistent basis for our research design. Finally, M. Saunders et

al. (2016) point out that the context of the data collection is particularly crucial in an inductive

approach and that a smaller sample size in the right context is, therefore, more suitable than

a large sample size as with the deductive approach. We have addressed the importance of

interpreting the interviewees’ views in our study through face-to-face and in-depth interviews in

order to be able to comprehend and respond spontaneously to statements or reactions.

4.3 Methodological Choice

After the two outer layers of the research onion, i.e. the research philosophy and the approach

of theory development, have been defined, appropriate research methods must be determined to

investigate the research question. According to M. Saunders et al. (2016), the selection of these
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is shaped by the first two layers and represents the process of research design. In the following,

we outline both our research purpose and our research methodology.

Research Purpose

According to M. Saunders et al. (2016), there are four different purposes of research: an explana-

tory, an exploratory, a descriptive and an evaluative. A combination of these is possible as well.

The research purpose of our paper is of an exploratory nature. We aim to clarify and under-

stand non-theorised phenomena by trying to capture the complexity of the research participants,

especially the citizens, through personal in-depth, semi-structured interviews. M. Saunders et

al. (2016) describe that how a research question is formulated already indicates the purpose

of a study. Thus, research questions that begin with ‘What’ or ‘How’ are mostly of an ex-

ploratory nature. As our research question is formulated as follows “What are the challenges to

implementing e-participation in urban areas?”, it underlines our study’s underlying exploratory

approach.

Similar to the above mentioned typical beginning of the research question, it is also common

for exploratory research to start questions with ‘How’ or ‘What’ during data collection, which

corresponds to our interview guidelines (see Appendix B). Another exemplary characteristic of

our approach, according to Shattuck (1989), is that it is somewhat unstructured, to describe

it more precisely it is semi-structured. This means that although we have used predefined

different interview guidelines for the respective stakeholders, we have only utilised them to have

a structure in our interview process and cover important topics. Instead of sticking strictly

to these guidelines, we have retained the possibility to add unforeseen questions in the event

of interesting answers and new influences and to investigate complex or particularly relevant

issues in more detail. Furthermore, we have adapted the interview questions in the course of our

interviewing process based on the latest information and insights received during the interviews.

According to M. Saunders et al. (2016), this flexibility and adaptability reflect a strength of

exploratory research. At the same time, as a researcher, it is also a prerequisite to be open to

such changes. In summary, it can be noted that this approach starts with a broad focus and

then gradually narrows it down through the progress of research.
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Research Method

Another fundamental constituent of the research design, besides the research purpose, is the

research method. M. Saunders et al. (2016) distinguish here between two general typologies,

qualitative and quantitative research. The former seeks to deliver “depth, insight and under-

standing”, while the latter aims at “quantifying data and applying measurements and statistical

analysis” (Malhotra & Dash, 2012). Consistent with our previous choices, the interpretivism

philosophy, the inductive approach to theory development and especially the exploratory re-

search purpose, we conduct qualitative research. Denzin & Lincoln (2011) supports this choice

by arguing that when the researcher must grasp the meaning of expressed subjective and so-

cially constructed meanings, qualitative research is tended to be combined with an interpretivism

philosophy. M. Saunders et al. (2016) further state that qualitative data collection is not stan-

dardised and that questions and procedures may evolve during the interactive research process.

In line with this statement, we have conducted in-depth semi-structured interviews, as briefly

mentioned in Section 4.3, where precisely this adaption possibility is inherent in the nature of

this type of interview. Since we exclusively conducted semi-structured interviews, our thesis

may be classified as a mono method qualitative study within the research onion (M. Saunders

et al., 2016).

4.4 Research Strategy

Our research strategy is conducted in the form of a case study. The case can consist of differ-

ent things, such as a person, a group, an organisation, a process, an event or something else.

However, it is important to narrow down the case under investigation and clearly define the

boundaries (Flyvbjerg, 2011). In our study, the case can be defined as the e-participation initia-

tives within Copenhagen, which means that it is a process and its related stakeholders that we

are investigating. After the case has been specified, the case study research tries to comprehend

the interrelation of the case within its context (Eisenhardt, 1989). Thus, it is vital to understand

the context of the research. Compared to the alternative research strategies such as surveys or

experiments, case study research does not attempt to control the variables to be studied but to

gain an in-depth understanding of their full complexity (Yin, 2014). M. Saunders et al. (2016)

further elaborate on this argument by stating that a case study permits to “generate insights

from intensive and in-depth research into the study of a phenomenon in its real-life context,
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leading to rich, empirical descriptions and the development of theory”. Considering our induc-

tive approach and exploratory purpose, a case study seems a suitable strategy concerning this

claim. Through this described thorough investigation, an awareness of what happens and why

it happens can be established. As a result, the impact of the respective situation and possible

courses of action can be analysed. Moreover, the case study choice is also consistent with our

interpretivist philosophy, as we are interested in developing “detailed and nuanced descriptions”

of our case, particularly at the beginning (Ridder et al., 2014).

In the past, a case study strategy has been criticised because it was said to be unable to provide

“generalisable, reliable and theoretical contributions to knowledge”, especially in the context

of interpretive, qualitative research due to small samples, which however has been refuted by

several studies (Flyvbjerg, 2011; Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Bansal & Corley, 2011). Nevertheless,

we will address the topic of generalisation in more detail in Section 4.6 as part of our data

analysis examination.

Yin (2014) further breaks down the case study into four differing designs along two dimensions

(see Appendix C). If we differentiate within the first dimension between single vs multiple cases,

we can specify that we have chosen a single-case design. Yin (2014) describes that this design

is reasonable if the case is “critical, extreme or unique”. Since Copenhagen, as highlighted

in the Knowledge Base, is a unique case due to its high e-participation ranking and its alleged

pioneering role in this area (UNDESA, 2018), our case stands out from typical ones. Accordingly,

our single-case choice fits well and offers the possibility to observe and analyse a phenomenon

that has been little studied. The second dimension comprises a distinction between a holistic

vs embedded unit of analysis (Yin, 2014). In this respect, our case study can be classified as

an embedded unit of analysis, as we focus our research on several units of analysis due to the

different e-participation initiatives and the various relevant stakeholders within Copenhagen.

Hence, we do not examine solely one organisation as a whole, as in the holistic case study

example of Yin (2014), but include the various institutions, companies and citizens’ committees

in our analysis. Consequently, by combining the two above described dimensions, it can be

summarised that we are pursuing an embedded single-case study design.
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4.5 Time Horizon

According to M. Saunders et al. (2016) there are two different time horizons to chose between.

The first is to collect data over an extended time period, which represents a longitudinal time

horizon. The second is to collect data at a specific point in time or a short period of time, called

cross-sectional time horizon.

In our case, we have chosen a cross-sectional time horizon. This choice makes the most sense

in our case as we want to examine the status quo for e-participation challenges in Copenhagen

and are therefore interested in the current state. This cross-sectional, instead of longitudinal

approach allows us to examine in depth the horizontal relationships between the stakeholders

within the context of e-participation initiatives. Furthermore, e-participation projects are long-

term oriented and develop over many months or even years. The challenges that arise are

changing even slower, which means that an investigation of change in the challenges using a

longitudinal time horizon is not feasible in our case for time constraints reasons. We conducted

our interviews within one month, to be precise within the time span of 26.02.2010 - 30.03.2020.

For feasibility and simplicity reasons, we presume that there have been no changes regarding

the challenges and the various stakeholder relationships during this time period.

4.6 Data Collection & Analysis

In this section, we first discuss in detail how we have collected our data. Thereby, we present

our form of data collection, interview procedure, the interview protocols, the sampling technique

and our stakeholder model. In the second part of this section, we thoroughly present our data

analysis. Using the method of Attride-Stirling (2001), we describe our coding approach and the

creation of our thematic networks. In this regard, we address the generalisation process from

the individual statements towards the creation of theory. Finally, we put this process into the

context of how we answer our research question.
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4.6.1 Approach to Data Collection

Form of data collection

For our research, we have collected primary data through semi-structured interviews. While we

have already discussed the reasons for the preference of this type of interview over structured and

unstructured interviews regarding our study in Section 4.3, the interview form remains open.

M. Saunders et al. (2016) begin by differentiating between standardised and non-standardised

interviews. Through our semi-structured interviews, we have chosen the latter. This choice

needs to be further divided into a one-to-one or one-to-many setting. In order to be able to

respond more specifically to the respective research participant and to be able to ask more

targeted questions, we have opted for the one-to-one form. Moreover, this choice enables us

to delve as thoroughly as possible into certain topics of interest in relation to the respective

research participant. The last distinction within the one-to-one setting needs to be made between

face-to-face, telephone and internet-mediated interviews. We have deliberately chosen the first

possibility in order to establish the closest possible contact with the subject of interest and to be

able to respond to additional non-verbal information such as gestures. Due to the coronavirus

pandemic situation, which made personal contact impossible during the end of our data collection

period (March 2020), we had to conduct our last three interviews through internet-mediated

video calls.

Sampling

For our sample selection, we have utilised purposive sampling. Before we arrived at this sampling

choice, we first had to decide if we need a sample that constitutes a representative cross-section of

a larger population based on the theory of probability, called probability sampling, or not. Since

only specific persons are relevant to our research question, namely those who are or potentially

get in contact with e-participation initiatives, we have chosen the opposite, i.e. non-probability

sampling, which is also called non-random sampling (M. Saunders et al., 2016). In contrast to

a necessary minimum sample size in probability sampling, there are no rules for it regarding

non-probability sampling, such as in our case. Instead, it depends on the “logical relationship

between the sample selection technique and the purpose and the focus of research” (Denzin

& Lincoln, 2011). Patton (2002) emphasises the importance of considering what is critical to
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find out concerning the research question, what will be valuable, what will be credible and

what can be achieved within one’s capabilities. This holds especially true for qualitative data

collection through interviews, as in our case. Although, as mentioned above, there are no precise

specifications, Creswell & Poth (2016) have suggested that for a general study between 5 and

30 interviews are a suitable scope. In our study, we conducted ten in-depth interviews.

The interviewees were determined by carefully assessing which stakeholders are relevant to our

research question and the topic of e-participation. We thereby identified governmental actors,

private companies, research institutions and citizens. In order to verify these, we initially had

an open one-hour discussion with a citizen participation specialised consultant on the topic of

e-participation. According to M. Saunders et al. (2016), our approach is a subgroup of non-

probability sampling and falls within the so-called purposive sampling technique, also known as

judgemental sampling. He describes that an indicator of purposive sampling is the judgement

of the researcher in identifying the “cases that will best enable to answer your research question

and to meet your objectives”. Furthermore, this type of sampling is frequently applied to very

small sample sizes such as in a case study and whenever the researcher attempts to choose cases

that are particularly informative (Neuman, 2014), which holds true for our study due to its

complex nature.

Our ten interviews were divided as follows with regard to the different stakeholders. The first

interview took place with an expert working for a think tank of the Copenhagen City govern-

ment on the e-participation topic, which served to develop a ‘feel’ for the current situation,

get more information about the different stakeholders and better understand the nature of the

research problem. Moreover, we held interviews with five members of different Lokaludvalg

representing the citizen stakeholder, who constitute the core of our research in so far as they

and particularly their needs are the target of e-participation initiatives and, therefore, are of

particular importance. The Lokaludvalgs represented were Osterbro, Kongens Enhgave, Indre

By, Christianshavn and Vesterbro. We have made sure that all Lokaludvalg interviewees were

citizen representatives and not political party representatives of the respective Lokaludvalg to

avoid political bias. In addition, we tried to make sure that these representatives have been

active for as long as possible so that they have an overview of the developments as well as the

current situation. Regarding the private companies stakeholder, we interviewed two represen-

tatives who are specialised in the development of e-participation tools. These two each fill out

management positions, enabling an overview of developments regarding e-participation projects

51



and further had an insight into the Danish market. Finally, we covered the stakeholder research

institutions through two researchers, one researching participatory approaches at a university

and the other researching electronic self-service in the public sector at a research institute.

Stakeholder Model

To illustrate the relationship between our four stakeholders described above, we apply an adapted

form of the quadruple helix model of Carayannis & Campbell (2010), which has resulted out of

the original triple helix model of Leydesdorff & Etzkowitz (1998).

The quadruple helix model of innovation describes the interaction between university (academia,

universities and higher education system), industry (industry, firms and economic system), gov-

ernment (state, government and political system) and public (civil society and media) to promote

innovation and social development. Carayannis & Campbell (2010) describe that as interactions

between stakeholders increase, the stakeholders involved partly adopt characteristics of the other

party and develop new skills. As a result, new hybrid institutions emerge, which fosters innova-

tion. Each stakeholder in the model is represented by a circle, the so-called helix, which partially

overlap and visualise the respective interactions between the stakeholders. For the sake of our

research purpose and simplicity, we do not delve further into the intricate details of the original

model of Carayannis & Campbell (2010), but use it to illustrate the stakeholder relationships in

our research.

Compared to the original version, we have adapted the model to our research question and the

e-participation topic (see Figure 3). We supplemented universities and academia as a stake-

holder with research institutions, since in our case research institutions which do not constitute

a university, but conduct research on the topic of e-participation are of relevance as well. Fur-

thermore, we have replaced media-based and culture-based public through citizen, since, in our

case, the citizen of Copenhagen is of greater relevance than society as a whole. Nevertheless, in

parallel to the former applied public, the citizen also interacts with all three other stakehold-

ers and can therefore take over its position in the model. The citizen stakeholder possesses a

unique position in this respect, as he is the only stakeholder who circles all others, i.e. in terms

of e-participation has an influence on all others and, conversely, is also affected by all others.

The government, research institutions and industry display overlapping sections in the model as

bilateral interactions exist between them. Accordingly, the centre of the model, where the three
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circles of non-citizen stakeholders overlap, represents the intersection of interactions in which all

these three stakeholders are involved.

It is essential to mention that we use this model mainly for stakeholder mapping to facilitate un-

derstanding of the interplay between them. Although we will explicitly address the stakeholders

in our findings and discussion, we will apply the further developed TOE framework described in

Section 3 for the analysis and will not go into further detail about the stakeholder framework.

State, 
Government,
Political system

Industry, 
Firms, 
Economic
system

Academia, 
Universities,
Research 
institutions

Citizen

Figure 3. Quadruple Helix adapted from Carayannis & Campbell (2010)

Interview procedure

For the four different stakeholders, we created individually adapted interview guides which

provided us with a structure within the context of our semi-structured interviews and ensured

that we did not neglect any essential topics or questions (Kvale, 2008). Although we created four

individual guides, they followed two different structures of topics. We have created one structure

of topics for the citizens, i.e. the Lokaludvalgs, and one for the other three stakeholders, namely

private companies, governmental actors and research institutions. This two-part subdivision of
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the topic structure resulted from our research question, since the citizen is placed at the centre

of our research, while the other three stakeholders are more system-relevant stakeholders and

are regarded as e-participation experts.

Despite the two different interview guide structures, we started all interviews with the same in-

troduction. We introduced us and our research providing background information on the topic

and explaining the motivation of our research in detail. Subsequently, we gave the interviewee

the opportunity to ask questions about it. As part of this initial discussion, we tried to build up

the trust of the interviewee and gain credibility as proposed by Malhotra & Dash (2012). Fur-

thermore, there is often interest in the topic on the side of the interviewee, which can be seized to

open the conversation (Kvale, 2008). Since, according to M. Saunders et al. (2016), uncertainty

often exists on the part of the interviewee regarding the data collected, we have explained that

the recorded data will solely be used for the later analysis in our thesis. Subsequently we asked

for the consent to record the interview, which we have received from all interviewees. As soon as

the interview was over, we conducted a unified end in all interviews by allowing the interviewee

to add significant issues that were neglected or to pose questions (Kvale, 2008). Additionally, we

as interviewers had the opportunity to go through our interview protocol again and make sure

that no points were forgotten as well as to summarise and ask questions in case of ambiguity.

Through this review of the answers with the respondent the reliability was increased.

Interview protocol for citizens As illustrated in Table 3, the interview is divided into five

sections to maintain a logical structure in the process and not lose track of the research topic

and objective (Patton, 2002). Each of these consists of various open questions on the respective

section topic. As described above, the first section is concerned with the opening of the topic,

background information and preceding questions. The following Section 2 examines the structure

and functioning of the relevant Lokaludvalg since although the organisation of the different

citizen committees is similar, each district shows differences in its inhabitants’ composition, its

characteristics and needs. In addition, its relationship and cooperation with other Lokaludvalgs

as well as other organisations is discussed. Section 3 then addresses the general functioning of

citizen participation independent of electronic support to identify underlying needs, difficulties

and the current status within the respective Lokaludvalg. The last section, Section 4, refers to the

previous part under consideration of the electronic component. In this regard, it discusses past

experiences, currently used tools and plans for the future. The interview ends with the uniform
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debriefing already described in which clarifying and skipped questions as well as additional

inputs are addressed. The complete interview guide is available in Appendix B.

Table 3: Interview Guideline for Lokaludvalgs

Section Reason

Section 1: Background

information on research

Providing the interviewee with information on the topic of research

as well as allowing prior questions and clarifications

Section 2: Structure of

the Lokaludvalg

Internal structure of respective Lokaludvalg as well as collaboration

and relationship with other organisations

Section 3: Citizen par-

ticipation

Motivations, challenges, barriers and status quo of citizen partici-

pation

Section 4: Digitisation Past experience and current use of digital tools as well as future

possibilities, challenges and opinions on it

Section 5: Review, fur-

ther questions / input

Reviewing the interview, check on questions covered as well as

raising additional questions of interest. Allowing the interviewee

to give further input and ask questions

Interview protocol for the other three stakeholders The second interview protocol for

the other three stakeholders consists of five sections as well (see Table 4). It starts in Section

1 with the same introduction as for the citizens. Section 2 deals with the role of the relevant

stakeholder in the e-participation environment, the current status in Copenhagen and expected

future developments. Subsequently, Section 3 discusses current obstacles to the development and

adoption of e-participation tools as well as the execution of e-participation initiatives. Section

4 then addresses relationships between the various stakeholders, i.e. how they interact or work

with each other. Particular attention is paid on the one hand to where conflicts of interest exist

and on the other hand, to where cooperation works well. The main focus thereby lies on the

relationship between citizens and governmental actors. The interview concludes in Section 5

with an identical ending to the citizen interview protocol. The complete interview guides for

the three stakeholders can be found in Appendix B.
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Table 4: Interview Guideline for Other Three Stakeholders

Section Reason

Section 1: Background

information on research

Providing the interviewee with information on the topic of research

as well as allowing prior questions and clarifications

Section 2: Stakeholder

role in e-participation

context

Role of the respective stakeholder in the e-participation landscape

as well as his viewpoint on status quo and trends of usage

Section 3: Challenges /

Barriers

Major barriers and challenges regarding the implementation and

usage of e-participation tools

Section 4: Collabora-

tion and relationships

Understanding collaborations and additional interactions of differ-

ent stakeholders

Section 5: Review, fur-

ther questions / input

Reviewing the interview, check on questions covered as well as

raising additional questions of interest. Allowing the interviewee

to give further input and ask questions

Regardless of the different stakeholders, there are a few conditions that should be followed

during the interview according to M. Saunders et al. (2016), which we have applied during

all interviews. The interview should take place in a quiet, comfortable and convenient place

for the interviewee, which in our case was the office of the person to be interviewed or via

video call. Prior to the interviews, we provided the interviewee with background information

on the topic, including interview themes. These can help the interviewee to prepare for the

interview and inform him/her about the topics the researcher is interested in, which in turn can

increase the validity of answers (M. Saunders et al., 2016). To avoid biased answers during the

interview, no comments were made by us regarding non-verbal behaviour such as gestures of the

interviewee. Our comments on the verbal answers of the interviewee were as neutral as possible,

while we still showed interest, as boredom would not encourage the interviewee to reveal much

information. Furthermore, we listened carefully and observed on which topics the interviewee

developed enthusiasm (Malhotra & Dash, 2012). By occasionally summarising the participant’s

answers, we ensured our understanding of these, especially on more complex issues, and enabled

the participant to add supplementary details (M. Saunders et al., 2016).
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4.6.2 Procedure of Data Analysis

In the following section, we will describe how the qualitative data generated through the in-

terviews was analysed. The approach of the analysis closely follows the process of thematic

network analysis proposed by Attride-Stirling (2001). After a short explanation of the method,

our practical approach will be outlined, thereby explaining how we reached and structured our

findings. Finally, we put this process into context of our Discussion and the development of

theory.

Thematic Analysis

To be able to analyse as well as ultimately interpret and draw conclusions from the qualita-

tive data generated through the in-depth interviews, we chose to organise the process through

thematic network analysis as described by Attride-Stirling (2001). This approach offers method-

ological rigour through a guided and organised analysis, thereby enabling the exploratory and

explanatory power of qualitative research. Not only does this aid the researcher, but also helps

the reader follow the reasoning behind the claims by visualising them in web-like structures,

hereafter referred to as thematic networks. In combination with a solid knowledge base pro-

vided by literature, the structured and comprehensive approach further adds rigour towards

generalisability on similar cases.

Thematic analysis as one of the most common methods in qualitative data analysis aims to

identify and analyse themes (or patterns) within textual data (Braun & Clarke, 2006). A

theme, in this context, needs to be something that is important to the overall research question

which is reoccurring in the textual material, thereby forming a pattern. While the approach is

especially popular for its flexibility and adaptability in different types of research, it is crucial

to approach it in an organised and methodological manner such as through thematic network

analysis. The concept follows the classic hermeneutic idea of organising the data on a detailed

level, then iteratively clustering these groups until conclusions can be drawn.

Coding Procedure The process from developing the codes to reaching the final Global

Themes described in the following closely follows what is described by Attride-Stirling (2001).

The initial step before starting to develop the thematic networks is to code the textual material,
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i.e. the transcripts of the in-depth interviews we conducted. We divided this step into two

phases: (1) developing a coding framework and (2) coding the material using the framework.

The coding framework used for this was based both on the underlying theoretical interests from

the research question and the recurring issues in the transcripts themselves (Attride-Stirling,

2001). The coding process started by each of the two researchers individually coding the mate-

rial based on recurring notions on e-participation challenges in the text. Afterwards, the codes

were combined by addressing the specific codes and looking for areas which overlapped. In

practice, this resulted in 186 initial codes from the combined coding processes. As expected,

many of these codes addressed similar issues and were consolidated. Hence, the two approaches

were combined and overlaps summarised while areas of discussion were solved collectively. The

result was a coding framework consisting of 48 codes in total (see Appendix D).

In the second phase of the coding, we used the refined coding framework to code the entire textual

material newly. Again, this was done by each of the authors individually, while the results were

discussed afterwards. As expected, the differences between the codings were relatively low as the

codes were derived in a collective effort and areas of disagreement were easily solved. The goal

of the two phases of collectively generating and applying the codes with follow-up discussions is

to achieve greater reliability among the two coders.

Deriving the Basic Themes It is important to highlight that the coding is not equal to,

and does not directly affect the construction of, the thematic analysis. Attride-Stirling (2001)

stresses the point that this step has to be conducted with high rigour and attention to detail

nevertheless. The next step is to derive the Basic Themes out of the coded material. An overview

of this process is described in the following and can be found in Appendix D. According to the

proposed method, the codes were grouped into broad clusters after coding the textual data with

the derived coding framework. Within each of these clusters, the respective text segments were

then re-read and the arising issues were noted, as well as which stakeholder highlighted which

issues. Out of these arising issues, with the help of the corresponding statements, emerging

themes were noted. These would become the Basic Themes. The selection process of how a

Basic Theme arises was primarily done by looking at how frequently an issue, or a set of issues,

was mentioned. However, subjective reasoning was used as well, e.g. when a statement gave

an explanation to issues implied by other interviewees or when it was of specific interest for the

overall study.
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Building the Networks The Basic Themes are intended to be simple and specific, on its

own having little explanatory power about the text itself, but reveal broader topics within

the Organising Themes. The Organising Themes can thereby be seen as clusters of similar

issues, giving further meaning to the Basic Themes. Out of the Basic Themes, 22 Organising

Themes were formed. These were subsequently combined in the final seven Global Themes. An

overview of the process of getting from the Basic Themes to the Global Themes can be found in

Appendix E. The idea behind these Global Themes is to epitomise the idea, or main point, made

by the combination of Organising Themes, hence they are formulated as claims. The overall

connection between Basic Themes, Organising Themes and Global Theme is illustrated in the

thematic networks, each of which forms a section in the Findings in Chapter 5. Each network is

described and explored in its respective section through the help of according statements in light

of its Organising Themes. The approach thereby offers a level of abstraction and structure for

deriving understanding from a vast variety of different issues. This has proven to be especially

helpful in a complex and multi-faceted topic such as e-participation.

Attride-Stirling (2001) highlights that the described approach ‘makes sense of others’ sense-

making’, thereby bringing meaning and offering a certain level of generalisability to the otherwise

subjective conclusion. The need for methodological rigour is also stressed by Yin (2014) who

further points out that generalisability in case study research means to pursue the goal of ex-

panding and generalising theory (analytic generalisation), rather than to enumerate frequencies

(statistic generalisation).

Discussion and Generalisability

Building on our findings through the thematic networks, we examine the composition and in-

terconnections of the various challenges of e-participation in the discussion (see Chapter 6).

Thereby, we further develop the TOE framework presented in Section 3 and structure our the-

oretical argumentation. Our findings and the further development of existing theory is trans-

ferable to other cases to a certain extent, which is referred to as generalisability (Ritchie et al.,

2013).

Generalisability refers to the extrapolation from a sample to a broader population and has been

a constant topic of criticism within qualitative research, especially in the context of case studies

(Firestone, 1993). However, it is argued that case studies are not intended to generalise from
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samples to larger populations or universes but rather generalise to theoretical propositions (Yin,

2013; Strang, 2015). This approach of generalising a particular set of results to a broader theory

has been defined as analytical generalisation (Firestone, 1993). Generalising to a theory does

not necessarily mean to prove this theory but more generally to find evidence that supports

it. While this also means that the findings of a particular case are only generalisable to cases

with similar circumstances and situations, rigorous inductive analysis at the analytical and

interpreting stages of the research can provide substantial and insightful generalisations through

the findings (Yin, 2013; Polit & Beck, 2010). Thereby, the generalisability of the proposed

theory may be strengthened by applying it to a similar case, i.e. cities which already implement

e-participation, have a similar political system and a similar level of human development, to

name a few factors.

4.7 Limitations of Methodology

Different approaches to methodology each entail strengths and weaknesses which must be con-

sidered in the choice of these and set into the context of their influence on the answer to the

research question. The following four methodological limitations of this study should be consid-

ered concerning the execution of data collection and data analysis.

The first limitation occurs because the interviews were conducted in English, which does not

represent the native language of the interviewees. It is important to note that although the par-

ticipants had a high proficiency in English, this may lead to some statements not being identical

with the actual literal intention. Consequently, sometimes the meaning may be partially dis-

torted. According to Welch & Piekkari (2006), foreign language use in an interview can threaten

the accuracy and shared understanding of responses. In order to minimise this limitation, we

adopted techniques to facilitate communication, such as asking frequent clarifying questions as

well as leading the interview at a slower pace.

Another limitation of this research might be originating from the limited sample size of inter-

views. In-depth interviews make it possible to collect extensive information using smaller samples

compared to other data collection methods (Neuman, 2014). Nevertheless, this small sample

size and especially the combination with the rather unique case study of Copenhagen, including

the Lokaludvalg structure implies that generalisation can only be made carefully to comparable
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cases. Even if there are cities with similarities, individualities will most likely remain, making

transferability in certain areas impossible.

Regarding our stakeholder selection, we only interviewed one representative from the munici-

pality who acted as our government stakeholder. We aimed to interview one additional govern-

mental experts in the field of citizen engagement but found an increasing lack thereof in higher

government levels. The idea was to interview one representative from the Agency of Digitisation,

which would have been particularly interesting in order to assess digitisation efforts concerning

e-participation on a national level. However, we were not granted an interview.

Additionally, our research might be limited by participant bias as well as researcher bias. It

remains unknown if, for instance, the interviewees (or participants) responded to the questions

based on what they think is the ‘right’ answer or what is socially acceptable rather than what

they really believe. To avoid participant bias, we framed open-ended questions to prevent

the participants from simply agreeing or disagreeing. We thereby guided them to provide a

more truthful response and tried to enhance the validity of these. Furthermore, we phrased

all questions in a manner that allowed the interviewees to feel socially accepted regardless of

their answer. On the other hand, we can not wholly exclude the bias from the researcher’s end.

When reconstructing the world and the perspective of the interview participant, the analysis of

interviews always requires the interpretation of the researcher. Although we have reflected on

our own attitude towards the topics in question as much as possible and have approached the

topic and issues as neutrally as possible to increase the reliability of our analysis, it is impossible

to completely eliminate the chance that the findings contain a slight bias.

Finally, due to the current coronavirus pandemic, the last three interviews could only be con-

ducted via Skype. Although this is not a problem in principle, it complicates the recognition

and interpretation of non-verbal communication such as gestures, which is otherwise helpful to

interpret the reaction of the interviewee, for example, boredom, enthusiasm or aversion, and

to guide the conversation accordingly. For instance, if we as interviewers had identified a spe-

cific attitude of the interviewee during the conversation, the respective topic could have been

addressed precisely by specifically targeted questions (M. Saunders et al., 2016).
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5 Findings

The findings of this research stem from the qualitative data gained through the interviews

and are outlined in the following. They are visualised and structured within seven Thematic

Networks, the approach which is described in Section 4.6.2. The Thematic Networks show the

reoccurring themes of the interviews in a holistic way and are displayed in the beginning of each

section, thereby paving the way for the subsequent discussion of the findings.

In the following, the Global Themes are broken down in their respective Organising Themes.

The approach follows the method of Attride-Stirling (2001) by basing the claim, the Global

Theme, on the Organising Themes, each of which is a summary of specific Basic Themes. The

ideas behind the Organising Themes is then elaborated with the help of exemplifying statements

made by the interviewees without describing each Basic Theme in detail (Attride-Stirling, 2001).

A comprehensive overview of the process of the Thematic Analysis can be found in Appendix

D (Codes to Basic Themes) and E (Basic Themes to Global Themes).

For simplification, each Global Theme has a descriptive ‘topic’ as its headline, while the actual

claim of the theme is given in its respective introduction. The breaking down of each Global

Theme thereby follows the same pattern: After a brief introduction each Organising Theme

is described as mentioned above. The quotes of the interviewees help giving meaning to the

argumentation (the keys to the specific pseudonyms can be found in Table 5). Lastly, each

Global Theme is reflected upon, summarising the findings and validating the claim. It will

also be highlighted what each stakeholder group contributed to the claim. The full interview

transcripts are accessible in Appendix F.
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Table 5: Stakeholder Pseudonyms

Key Stakeholder

LOK-C Citizen (Lokaludvalg Christianshavn)

LOK-I Citizen (Lokaludvalg Indre By)

LOK-K Citizen (Lokaludvalg Kongens Enghave)

LOK-Ø Citizen (Lokaludvalg Østerbro)

LOK-V Citizen (Lokaludvalg Vesterbro)

BUS-1 Private Company

BUS-2 Private Company

GOV Governmental Actor

RES-1 Research Institution

RES-2 Research Institution

Within the following, some stakeholder groups are referred to in different ways in the text. The

government actor represents the municipality and is sometimes referred to as such, depending on

the context. They and the Lokaludvalg in combination are sometimes referred to as practitioners,

as both practise e-participation.

5.1 E-participation Needs to be Inclusive

The Global Theme E-participation needs to be inclusive consists of the Organising Themes

Equality of access, Methods are case specific and Transparency. The according Thematic Network

is illustrated in Figure 4. The theme arises out of the statements made by interviewees that

e-participation needs to be citizen-centric and give citizens equal opportunities to participate.
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E-participation needs to be 
inclusive

Transparency

Citizens need to be able to track 
their process to have trust

Citizens need to be involved in the 
formulation of the strategy

Equality of access

Young people with kids have 
little time to participate

People who participate 
have good educational 
and social backgrounds

Younger generations are 
hard to follow up on

Physical meeting are mainly 
attended by elderly citizens

Methods are case specific

Citizens engage through 
different means

Which tools are used 
depends on the case

People without internet 
access are excluded

Figure 4. Thematic Network - E-participation Needs to be Inclusive

Equality of access

This Organising Theme summarises the notion that e-participation practitioners need to make

sure that everyone has the same ability to participate. A major point made by all stakeholders

was that current participation efforts through mainly physical methods include predominantly

elderly people with solid social backgrounds. Both the Lokaludvalgs and the municipality believe

that especially young families, which were seen as a key demographic, often lack the time and

flexibility to attend physical meetings. In addition to that, it was stated that the attending

audience seldom varies and its mostly the same people taking part:

LOK-I: I would say pretty much the same faces, yeah. Pretty much older people

who have the time to attend the meetings.

LOK-V: Yeah, it’s hard because when you look at the demographics of Vesterbro

we have a lot of kids and the parents don’t come. They don’t come.

Especially the second comment highlights the fact that with families not being able to show
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up, not only parents but also children are underrepresented. Another issue mentioned was,

besides being mainly old people, the demographic groups participating in both offline and online

participation come mainly from well-off social backgrounds, while poorer parts of society are

often hard to reach:

LOK-V: And especially if you want to contact the poor people. It’s not very good.

They are answering but not as much as people who are well off.

While some argued that older people are hard to reach through online means on the one hand,

hence calling for mixed-methods (see Section 5.1), there were also arguments from the Lokalud-

valgs’ side about an increasing digital literacy of the older generation. The argument for equality

of access appeared in all interviews but was especially highlighted through practical examples

from the practitioners’ side, meaning mainly from the Lokaludvalgs and the municipality.

Methods are case specific

The next Organising Theme Methods are case-specific highlights that not only are there many

combinations of methods which form the approach to certain e-participation projects, but that

these ‘blends’ need to be customised to the specific case and its parameters. As mentioned

especially by the government’s side, it is important to adapt the tools used depending on what the

practitioner wants to find out and what level of e-participation (see 2.1.1 for the different levels)

is identified as necessary for the respective case. A repeatedly mentioned variable demanding

adapted methods was the targeted demographic:

LOK-C: I think that for example, when we send out these questionnaires we reach

people more broadly. For example, because if you had family with children it suits

maybe your daily life better that you can do this.

GOV: That’s, I think, the strength and the weakness of digital participation. It’s

often younger people. But when we look at the traditional way that we do it today,

it’s more the elderly people attending the meetings. So, that’s why I say that we

need the variety of methods that we cannot do the digital without, in person, but

we can use it to supplement.

Especially the second comment highlights, yet again, the necessary blend of analogue and digital
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technologies, depending on the target group. This idea was also supported by other stakeholders.

The government representative highlighted multiple times that cases vary a lot, however, their

projects happen on a much broader scope than the ones of the Lokaludvalg. For instance,

another big factor for the government was the case-based inclusion of private companies in the

form of partnerships, something which does not play a role for the Lokaludvalgs. Moreover, a

larger scope adds, for instance, the issue of sensitivity of the topic to the discussion:

GOV: Yeah, and that depends on where you are in the municipality and what you’re

working with. What’s the case and how sensitive politically is the issue.

This further implies the level of e-participation as a decisive factor, as it was said citizens can’t be

included in the decision making process of every project, although it might be deemed necessary

to inform them. In general, especially the municipality’s representative highlighted the variety

of cases that occur in e-participation. The Lokaludvalgs further stressed that it is important to

know exactly through which information channel the specific target group of the case is reached

best. In addition to the demographics, also the inclusion of private stakeholders varies in larger

scale cases is an important thing to assess.

Transparency

Transparency as an Organising Theme summarises the idea of not only informing the citizen

about the opportunity of participation, but also making visible the impact of their participation

input has along the way of a project. This means including the citizen from the very start

when goals and strategy are formulated and giving citizens a voice in that part of the process.

Especially the representatives from the businesses saw in this a great way to improve self-efficacy

of participants:

BUS-1: The other one is that something comes out in the end of results. That

is based on inputs from the citizens where they can really see, I got this idea, now

it’s this one down in the town hall or whatever or my school has got a new way of

teaching the children and that was this group that I was participating in. I mean, if

you get this working, I think that’s the most important because just having another

system doesn’t make anybody happy.

66



Especially LOK-K was vocal about the fact that transparency on the reasoning behind decision-

making is important to make citizens feel included. While understanding that citizens cannot

be involved into every single decision, it is important to give them insights and make them feel

included:

LOK-K: The fact that you don’t get a response. You don’t get an explanation.

Sometimes they just do things and sometimes you have to just do things if you’re

trying to run a city. But that’s not a reason for not explaining to people why you’re

doing it.

Coming from a perspective focusing on user experience, the business representatives argued

that transparency is important to make people want to participate more and create an inclusive

culture. This was confirmed by the LOK-K who saw a lack of transparency as a reason for

frustration among Lokaludvalgs.

Reflections

The Global Theme E-Participation needs to be inclusive reflects the view of the interviewees

that practitioners have to pay special attention to make sure that efforts are actually centred

around citizens to create an inclusive environment. The views came from all camps although

the researchers gave little input to this topic. It became apparent that different demographic

groups engage differently which has to be accounted for. In addition to that, inclusion does not

only mean including the citizen, but also including other stakeholders such as private actors.

This is again important to know when designing an approach to a certain participatory case and

was specifically highlighted by the municipality.

5.2 Government Needs to Reconnect

The Global Theme The government needs to actively reconnect to citizens consists of the Organ-

ising Themes Bad relationship to citizens, Information leads to engagement and Pivotal moment.

The according Thematic Network is illustrated in Figure 5. This Global Theme incorporates the

idea expressed across the stakeholder interviews that the initiative to implement e-participation

needs to come from the government and the importance of top-down implementation in order
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to reach bottom-up idea generation through citizen engagement.

The government needs to 
actively reconnect to 

citizens

Bad relationship Younger generations demand 
personalised politics

Faith and interest in the political 
system has been declining

Politicians lost track 
of citizen’s needs

Information leads to 
engagement

Citizens need to be informed 
to become engaged

Citizens want to participate 
but don’t know how

Pivotal moment

Bad execution of EP will lead 
to worse faith in the system

Democracy is not seen as dynamic 
and changeable by state actors

Now is decided who 
shapes participation

Information is important 
to onboard people

Figure 5. Thematic Network - The Government Needs to Actively Reconnect to Citizens

Bad relationship with citizens

This Organising Theme arose from statements of all stakeholders on the poor state of the

relationship between citizens and their government, especially regarding citizens’ identification

with the political system and trust in it. One point made from the researchers’ side was that a

political system based on parties is something many citizens nowadays have trouble identifying

with because their views don’t always fit a fixed ideological framework:

RES-1: I mean, I at some points, in some situations, I’m a new liberalist. In others

I’m a communist. And depends on the problem I’m sitting with. Some things can

be better solve by having a very, very stringent approach to equality. Others can

better be approached by a very stringent approach to liberalism. I think that’s what

happening with modern people.
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While it was generally perceived that the relationship has become more distant, an increase in

citizen engagement was seen as remedy towards fixing the relationship by improving governance:

LOK-K They are saying at nearly every meeting, oh, we want citizen participation.

How can we do this? And the answer, I think is very simple. Make sure that people

know that they’re being heard.

The idea that the quality of this relationship has been on the decline and is at a low state is

also shared by the business representatives. BUS-2 shares the idea that a widening gap between

governments and citizens is a global trend, albeit in quite drastic words. However, he sees a

chance that rebuilding this connection can be mutually beneficial for both governments and

citizens:

BUS-2: I mean, the civil society organisations that are falling apart. So they really

lose track of the individual person on the street with organisations. So this is I mean,

this is ongoing in a lot of countries as you might know.

BUS-2: Like there’s a lot of knowledge that we don’t know about because we lost

contact. We are unable to oversee everything that comes towards us and social media

groups. And so we want to reconnect.

In general, the rising gap was perceived both as a barrier to implementing e-participation but

even more so as a need to increase participatory efforts. Especially the researchers highlighted

the existence of the gap while the Lokaludvalgs confirmed it through saying their ideas are rarely

respected in political decision making.

Information leads to engagement

There was the reoccurring notion made during the interviews that citizens can only be involved

in e-participation if they are informed correctly and they are aware of the existence thereof. The

underlying concern was: “How are citizens supposed to participate if they don’t know how?”.

This notion was voiced specifically by the business representatives, who distinguished between

‘informed’ and ‘engaged’ citizens:

BUS-2: So we define them as informed citizens which is already a first step, but

then the step to make them register to make them actually participate, put an idea
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in a comment, vote or participate in a poll. This is definitely a barrier that we need

to cross.

The comment also entails that there is a chasm to cross between informed and engaged citizen,

a theme which reflects many notions from the Lokaludvalgs side about difficulties with engaging

citizens. However, they also reported troubles in making sure the right people are contacted and

the information is received (see 5.7 Uncertainty of outcome). Again, the business side offered

insights:

BUS-1: The municipality has a unique possibility because people want to do it if

they’re asked correctly and invited to relevant projects. If they’re just invited, so

this really doesn’t matter, and we don’t get anything.

The difficulty for practitioners to cross the chasm mentioned above lies in making sure that

information is relevant and somewhat personalised, as other notions showed that citizens partic-

ipate in projects that either affect or interest them. While the Lokaludvalgs are heavily relying

on keeping citizens informed about their activities, the business side stressed the importance of

information from a more methodological standpoint.

Pivotal moment

This Organising Theme emphasises the time component of the overarching Global Theme,

wherein the urgency to act on e-participation now and not only in a couple of years is stressed.

This point was predominantly made from the research institutions’ side. Their notion is that,

as e-participation is currently in a highly developmental stage, there is a lot of uncertainty and

opportunity in who takes control of the process:

RES-2: There is again fundamental questions there about the power of organised

actors in society to shape processes and to benefit from processes right. If I mean

if we allow even private actors and even foreign private actors in (. . . ), if we allow

them to tell us how to run democracy without asking a lot of very hard questions of

where they’re coming from and who benefits and, you know, the two fundamental

political science questions, who governs and who benefits?

The comments entail that now, in the beginning of e-participation, it is decided who shapes
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the process and controls the direction, a control which will be hard to regain once given away.

The point is further underlined by RES-1 due to the fact that the relationship to citizens is not

getting better and the government should act on that in time (see 5.2).

Furthermore, the researchers see democracy as adaptable and dynamic and argue that this view

is not shared by the practitioners themselves, which the researchers see as problematic.

RES-1: Democracy is always changing. That’s one thing we have to face. I mean,

and sometimes our description of democracy is behind what actually happens in

democracy. And I think democracy is already getting participatory.

Their argument is that while it is important to take decisive control over the process of e-

participation, it is also necessary to adapt to new demands regarding democracy and politics in

general. Failing to do so would mean falling behind and having to adapt solutions which are not

self-developed, thereby becoming dependent on third-party solutions. The Organising Theme

Pivotal Moment was mainly supported by the researchers’ side. However, their ideas reflected

some issues present in other comments as well, e.g. the high pace of development described by

municipality and private companies.

Reflections

The Global Theme The government needs to actively reconnect to citizens was mainly supported

by the research institutions and the Lokaludvalgs. They criticise the misconception from the

government’s side that e-participation is solely the citizens’ responsibility, while it became clear

that the research institutions and Lokaludvalgs see the need for a top-down implementation

process. Furthermore, the importance of informing citizens was highlighted by both stakehold-

ers, which was seen as the entry point towards bi-directional e-participation. Especially the

researchers highlighted the contemporary urgency of the issue, saying that an active initiative

is not only important but it needs to happen now.

5.3 Inherent Issues in Organisations

The Global Theme of this section is titled Inherent issues in organisations halt implementation

and consists of the three Organising Themes (1) Organisational Inconsistencies, (2) Organi-
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sational Bottlenecks and (3) Underfunding. The according Thematic Network is illustrated in

Figure 6. The claim is made by the interviewees that there are inherent organisational flaws

within the political system which delay innovative processes such as a move towards more par-

ticipatory politics.

Inherent issues in 
organisations halt 
implementation

UnderfundingMore people needed to 
effectively practice e-participation

Practitioners are 
not funded enough

Organisational bottlenecks

Approach to citizen engagement 
depends on political views

E-participation means politicians will 
need to relinquish some power

Individuals in positions of 
power act as gatekeepers

Organisational Inconsistency

Many changes in functions make 
knowledge transfer difficult

Not on everyone's agenda

Capabilities are different 
between municipalities

Figure 6. Thematic Network - Inherent Issues in Organisations Halt Implementation

Organisational inconsistency

This Organising Theme contains the challenge of inconsistencies within the governmental bodies

responsible for e-participation. According to the researchers as well as business stakeholder, the

fluctuations in political offices constitute a problem which leads to a lack of politicians being

involved with e-participation in the long term, i.e. making it harder to gain expertise, and no

continuous e-participation initiatives are being promoted.

RES-2: Maybe they’re coming from a ministry into a municipality, and they’ve

never worked with e-participation before.

BUS-2: There’s a lot of window dressing, still, definitely when push comes to shove,

and a politician has to make a decision. He’s completely able to set aside everything
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that has been done and it’s actually happening still a lot.

In addition, the citizen side noted that the different political views of impact the desired degree

of citizen participation and, accordingly, the degree of e-participation:

LOK-Ø: Well, from my perspective, there’s been a good an open discussion, but

I can see that it’s also like, very political, open question as to how do you want to

continue? Do you want to continue with these community boards we have today?

Do you want to sort of close them down? Or do you want a totally different setup?

As a final remark, it was primarily the businesses that emphasised that the municipalities often

differ from case to case and that they have different expertise and capabilities, which means that

e-participation projects must be rolled out according to the specific case:

BUS-1: The work is the mind work of the municipality and how to enter the project

in the municipality, how to onboard citizens, how to get citizens in. Not only once

but more than once. Some municipalities would like everything to happen in one

month. And some municipalities say we take like three or four years to roll this out

in the municipality, because we know it will take some time. So it’s very different

from municipality to municipality.

The notions generating the Organising Theme are mainly criticism of inherent characteristic

of complexity of the political system, which is seen as a main barrier towards starting e-

participation initiatives. The issue is mainly raised by researchers and business stakeholders

who see these dynamics as a barrier towards building expertise on e-participation.

Organisational bottlenecks

According to citizens and researchers, a further hurdle which makes the implementation of e-

participation initiatives more difficult are individual persons acting as gatekeepers, preventing

the development of e-participation. At the top level, these are politicians who want to maintain

their power and refuse to cede it to the citizens, who may confuse their processes:

LOK-K: But the problem is with all democracies, if you want the democratic voice

as it is, the voice of the people, then the powers that exist will have to relinquish

some of that power.
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However, these bottlenecks also appear further down the hierarchy. Other individuals in public

service may have a decisive impact on the implementation of participation efforts by simply

refusing to work with it within their sphere of power:

RES-1: Don’t underestimate power, as I said. I mean, among policymakers, there’s

a power struggle here. But there’s also in Civil Services. There are chiefs of de-

partments, chief officers, chiefs of whatever. And they’re used to deciding quite a

lot.

In addition, at the local level, half of each of the Lokaludvalg members are representatives of

political parties and therefore advocate their agendas, with the result that some are in favour

of increased use of digital tools, while others are strongly opposed.

LOK-Ø: I think we leave it as it is, but half the board is political assigned. And

some of who are members are strongly focused on making more and more use of

these tools. Much more than we are using them today.

With the implementation of e-participation being mostly applicable to the local level and more

of a choice rather than a strategic goal, especially the researchers see many efforts coming to a

sudden halt when participation is simply not on a decision-makers agenda. This is also confirmed

by some Lokaludvalgs who are confronted with unwillingness to cooperate with citizens on a

regular basis.

Underfunding

The final Organising Theme within this Global Theme addresses the lack of resources within

the organisation. Several citizens and businesses stressed that the municipalities lack resources

to implement e-participation. These are resources in terms of staff as well as in financial form

since the municipalities only have a limited budget at their disposal which, from the perspective

of those responsible, is often needed more in other areas:

LOK-V: But actually the problem is resources because you could be on all of the

other channels also.

BUS-2: Smaller municipalities, they want to do something with participation. They

hear that digital is a thing. They hear that online as a thing. But they don’t have
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the capacity. They don’t have the people inside the organisation.

Especially through interviewing the Lokaludvalgs it became clear that resources are limited while

ramping up citizen engagement not only requires financial investments, but also experts to help

analyse the data and manage innovative participation methods.

Reflections

The Global Theme Inherent issues in organisations halt implementation was addressed exten-

sively by all stakeholders. With regard to organisational inconsistency, the high fluctuation

of political mandates, the different personal perspectives and the varying capabilities of mu-

nicipalities were emphasised. Furthermore, the politicians’ adherence to their power and the

decision-making power of other offices is perceived as a bottleneck in the transformation to

more citizen engagement. The last barrier identified concerns the lack of resources in terms of

both funding and personnel.

5.4 Ineffective Current Efforts

The Global Theme Current e-participation efforts are not effective consists of the Organising

Themes Lack of knowledge, Methods push, Misconceptions and Social Media drawbacks. The

according Thematic Network is illustrated in Figure 7. The general idea which came across

during the interviews was that there are already a lot of efforts to engage citizens at the moment.

However, most of these efforts are somewhat limited and ineffective. The notion was made that

there is room for improvement towards higher forms of e-participation.
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Figure 7. Thematic Network - Ineffective Current Efforts

Lack of knowledge

Especially through the interviews with the Lokaludvalgs, the idea came across that the required

knowledge to increased e-participation is often lacking. The lack of expertise came across in

two distinct areas, (1) the lack of technological knowledge and (2) the lack of methodological

knowledge. Especially the lack of technological knowledge, which could also be described as

a lack of awareness of contemporary technology, came across more through indirect notions,

whereby an interviewee made a comment which implied this notion:

LOK-V: If you go to put up posters in the streets today you’re in a competition

with the shops and all the professional market of that and yeah, if you start talking

to people, you have the organised faces that are paid to stand there. In a lot of ways,

making grassroots activities is difficult today, because you could say that all the old

ways are now somewhat disturbed.
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This and other comments show that the interviewee didn’t see digital technologies as an en-

hancement to traditional means but rather as a competitor offering less features. On the other

hand, there were some who made more direct remarks:

LOK-K: I think it’s probably fine as it is. I mean, I’m fairly digitalised as you will.

But there are some of my colleagues who still find it strange.

In general, the awareness of more advanced technologies or methods among Lokaludvalgs was

rather limited. Their methods used varied little and were rather simple, such as surveys, newslet-

ters, web pages and Facebook groups.

The lack of methodological knowledge came across through more direct comments on the lack

of expertise regarding participation in general. The Lokaludvalgs again stated that they lack

experts in the field and are left alone with having to learn a lot about how to properly engage

citizens themselves.

LOK-O: I think you need some more resources in terms of having like some experts

to set up this, these surveys and to target it a bit more, so you don’t just send out a

survey to all 8,000 members or participants in our area every time. I think there’s a

lot of opportunities within it but there’s also some constraints in terms of resources

and making use of the data in a proper way afterwards.

This lack of expertise was also noted by the third-party stakeholders, namely the researchers

and the business representatives. They claimed that on the practitioners’ level views on digital

technologies and participation are rather outdated. Practitioners especially on a very local level

are often not even aware of the vast landscape of solutions and are content with using methods

which have been proven to be inefficient for real participation long ago:

RES-2: At the practitioners level, and at the municipal level, regional levels, you

see a lot of stuff going on, where you have people, you know, beginners coming

into the field, again, trying to say, hey, let’s set up a Facebook page - that’s our

e-participation.

This mirrors the perception of practitioners seeing themselves as rather digitised and is seen as

a barrier towards more advanced methods, regardless of the need of resources. To sum up, all

but the municipality saw serious drawbacks towards technological and participatory expertise

throughout the political landscape.
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Methods push

The Organising Theme Methods Push emerged mainly through comments made by the re-

searchers and the business representatives. The term itself was coined by RES-1 and it reap-

peared in other interviews as well. Methods Push in this context means that methods are used

on a problem without actual assessment whether the respective method is even the best fit, but

rather because the practitioner wants to use this method. The way it was described by RES-1

was the following:

RES-1: So, they’re subject to the push of methods instead of the other way around

where they see what is it that we want to have solved and which methods should

be used for that? Which would be the correct way and which would come from

the fact that engagement is part of the strategies. But because it is not, they push

themselves into method defensive or method reactive mode.

While the point as a form of criticism of existing methods was made only by the researchers, the

municipality’s representative similarly warned that this approach is a common mistake which

should be avoided:

GOV: I think what we’ve might have already said many times that it’s case specific.

Because we look at the needs, we look at the exact project, we look at the wanted

outcome. So making one straight process of how to do it, it’s not the right answer.

While an obvious lack of awareness about alternative methods is cited as one reason for this kind

of behaviour, the researchers also see a high willingness by practitioners to rely on third-party

solutions. The lack of knowledge in the field is seen as a catalyst for this kind of dependence,

as it lowers the ability to develop own solutions and makes practitioners subject to bias when

choosing solutions:

RES-2: In Denmark whenever the word digitisation or technology is in the picture,

we look to first the US, then the UK, and then Germany to see what kind of solutions

you guys have. And then we buy them. And if they’re not expensive, we don’t want

them because then they’re probably not worth anything.

While the point of an existing methods push among practitioners was made only by the re-

searchers, it was also highlighted by other stakeholders, namely the municipality and the busi-
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nesses, that having the solution ready before the problem exists is a common mistake made

when the practitioner lacks e-participation experience.

Misconceptions

This Organising Theme summarises the remarks made by interviewees about the different con-

ceptions, and misconceptions, regarding what e-participation is and the current technological

status of the concept. As for example in 5.4, some of the comments used did not directly talk

about misconceptions but rather implied a misconception by the respective interviewee or stake-

holder.

The researchers shared the opinion that there are often misconceptions towards the technolog-

ical side of e-participation among higher level decision makers. Even at this level, most actors

are not experts on the topic and often share the misconception that e-participation is mainly a

technological problem rather than a methodological one:

RES-2: And so the first people, they talk to our industry people and they tell them

this fairy tale that you can fix everything with a smart tool, and so they have to go

through this whole learning process by themselves, which is quite wasteful, I would

say. It’s very difficult.

RES-2 perceived that in this way governments are vulnerable to becoming dependent on private

actors, who in turn are rightfully seen as technology experts, but not necessarily experts on

participation. He went on to say that the root cause for this misconception lies again in a

traditional overly optimistic view on the impact of digital technologies shared by not only by

practitioners but also by researchers. A view which is slowly fading towards more realistic

assessments but still present in current discussion:

RES-2: I think that’s a point that is sometimes missed by the e-participation liter-

ature, at least the optimistic part, because there’s such a heavy emphasis on the E,

that you’re looking mostly at the challenges that are specific to the digitisation of

participation. But, you know, when you’re forgetting that participation in the first

place is a very challenging perspective.

Another set of misconceptions was regarding to the actual scope of participation within political

processes. It became apparent during the interviews with the Lokaludvalg that their idea of e-
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participation was still very much linked to what they are practising at the moment. This entails

having more of a consulting function to the government while the actual impact on decision-

making is rather low. BUS-2 summed up this conception is also shared by higher levels of

government that participation is seen as an ’add-on’ tool, mainly encompassing uni-directional

communication. The idea that the entire political landscape could become ’participatory’ by

making e-participation an essential pillar of political decision-making is often missing in his

opinion:

BUS-2: And maybe from another point of view, the misalignment between what

people tend to say about participation and about to say about citizen engagement,

we will engage with citizens, we will make sure that they have their say, that they

participate, but then the actual making it counts as an actual part of the decision

making process.

In summary, the misconceptions on what e-participation are seen as closely related to a lack of

knowledge on the topic itself. It became also clear however, that there are also different views

on the topic. Especially the researchers highlighted that many practitioners are still clinging to

traditional views. It became obvious that awareness of the concept of e-participation and its

potential is limited especially on the Lokaludvalgs’ level compared to how the other practitioners

see it.

Social Media Drawbacks

This Organising Theme is closely related to its counterparts Lack of knowledge (5.4) and Mis-

conceptions (5.4). It was taken in as an Organising Theme as the use of social media for citizen

engagement was one of the main repeating topics during the interviews. Through the interviews,

several challenges to the use of social media, such as Facebook, became apparent while it still

finds broad application among Lokaludvalgs.

Facebook was mentioned as a tool in every interview with the Lokaludvalgs. The views on its

usefulness differed, some saw it as a good way to send out information and some tried using it

as an online discussion tool. Next to online surveys it was seen as the highest form of digitised

citizen engagement they used. LOK-I and LOK-C however criticised that the quality of the

discussion was not very high.

This point was widely supported by the researchers and businesses who found strong criticism
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against using Facebook - or social media in general - as participation tools other than for send-

ing out information. First of all, the discussion quality was seen as very low. The interviewees

argued that answers tend to get very biased and subjective:

RES-1: I think because I see so many dangers in for example, using Facebook for

participatory processes. First of all I think it’s a lousy tool for that. But, basically

also there’s a lot of dangers for having getting very biased answers.

RES-2 highlighted the fact that there is still a lot of learning to do from the local practitioners’

side that social media has significant drawbacks. He also argued that the effort for moderation

is not worth the outcome of the discussion:

RES-2: A year later they find out Oh, it turns out that Facebook is not really made

for democratic discussions and it turns into very nasty discussions and you have to

either shut it down or you know, shut somebody out.

One business representative witnessed that the quality of online discussions was significantly

better when the platform (which was supplied by the business) was owned by the municipality

rather than using a generic social media platform:

BUS-1: On the (name) platform it was attractive and serious and really good inputs

of high quality. On Facebook it was with emojis and bad wording and rhetoric and

everything. Such as ”This sustainable goals are just some shitty consulting, whatever

and blah blah blah”.

The ownership of the platform and the resulting ownership of the data was also seen as an

important argument against the use of social media for more than just providing information:

BUS-1: The problem with Facebook is you don’t know who’s on the other side of

the screen, you don’t own the data.

While especially Facebook was used extensively by the Lokaludvalgs, they saw certain drawbacks

but also expressed a certain need to have a tool such as social media and a lack of alternatives.

Especially the researchers but also the businesses were a lot more vocal about the inherent

drawbacks, highlighting that democratic-decision making is not what social media is intended

for.
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Reflections

While there is a lot of movement happening towards increased e-participation, the efforts espe-

cially on the local practitioners’ levels are seen as ineffective. Comments from the Lokaludvalgs

further show that the methods and knowledge is vastly different to what the municipality and the

businesses are working with. However, while the experience is increasing on these higher levels,

there are still misconceptions on that level as reported by both researchers and businesses.

5.5 Clear Responsibilities within Integrated Structures

The Global Theme Effective e-participation needs clear responsibilities within integrated struc-

tures consists of the three Organising Themes (1) Integrated organisations, (2) Top-down respon-

sibility and (3) Governmental control of process. The according Thematic Network is illustrated

in Figure 8. The claim builds upon the statements made by the stakeholders regarding their

views on how a government needs to manage e-participation by adapting organisational struc-

tures. The notions made implied further that a high level of strategic control over the imple-

mentation process from high government levels is needed to benefit most from e-participation.
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Figure 8. Thematic Network - Clear Responsibilities within Integrated Structures

Integrated organisations

The Organising Theme entails the views shared mostly by the research institutions and the

municipality that government structures need to be reformed. Especially the researchers saw

the existing governmental organisation as outdated and ill-fit for effective participatory politics.

With e-participation viewed as an unavoidable development of recent governmental innovation,

they further stated that these reforms would need to take place regardless of political agen-

das towards citizen engagement. In combination with the challenges democracy faces today

(see 5.2), one researcher (RES-1) sees further drawbacks in the traditional party-based system.

The interviewee repeatedly mentions that the traditional system fails at solving modern, more

diversified problems:

RES-1: I think that’s what happening with modern people, they don’t think in

ideologies, they think in political tools of which these ideologies represent some tools.

So we have a big problem. Our whole political system is based on parties. But most
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of the population don’t believe in parties anymore.

As mentioned above, this also applies when implementing e-participation. It was implied by

both the research institutions and the government that the effective execution of e-participation

will require changes towards a more participatory mindset, which entails integrating capabilities

across government silos:

GOV: I’m not sure centralising the methods themselves is the answer, but central-

ising the capabilities. So there has also been mapping of all participatory methods

that we’ve used in the city of Copenhagen. And, that’s in a unit in the economic

department. And they’re, like, trying to look at the process of how to organise that.

But I think it’s also important to have someone that’s a bit more local to the topic

to be able to engage properly.

This also addresses the reoccurring issue that organising e-participation under a certain area

of expertise, e.g. a ministry, does not lead to a participatory mindset across the government

and might even lead to conflicts of interest within the ministry. In addition to this ‘horizontal’

integration, the researchers also mentioned that ‘vertical’ integration, meaning between local,

specifically practitioners’, and national level is needed:

RES-2: There is sort of two kings in Denmark. Like there’s the mayor of Copen-

hagen and then there’s the Prime Minister. So they will be a leader, but there ought

to be a better synergy between the top level and the municipality level.

This lack of synergy between the levels was also mentioned by the Lokaludvalgs. As the practi-

tioners on a local level are the ones executing e-participation in practice, it is seen as important

that the formulation of strategy between national government and them happens on an equal

footing, in order to match the high ambition of the national level with the hands-on experience

from the local level.

Top-down responsibility

This Organising Theme summarises the reoccurring idea that while e-participation implies giving

more power to the individual citizen, the responsibility to start and manage the initiative needs
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to come from high governmental levels.

In general, the interviewees argued that in order to actually find widespread adoption within a

political system, e-participation needs to become a top priority and be communicated as such

from high governmental levels:

RES-1: And there has to be someone on that prestigious level, continue saying this

is a high priority for us, and we’re doing it ourself. It’s not only the municipalities or

the villages that should make citizen participation, the government should as well,

the parliament should as well.

This quote already highlights another issue which is that the responsibility to formulate e-

participation strategy has to come from high governmental levels as well. While it is seen

as true that citizen engagement in practice happens at the local level, both researchers and

municipality agree that it should not be their responsibility to decide whether to engage with

e-participation and in what way. The misconception that citizen engagement should come from

the citizens themselves is perceived as prevalent by the government representative:

GOV: But they are also sometimes putting the responsibility away by just saying

that’s something the public entity should handle.

The Organising Theme adds to the Global Theme by summing up the notion that e-participation

needs to be accelerated through top-down initiative and high prioritisation. The general idea

which came across during the interviews was that while e-participation after its implementa-

tion will facilitate bottom-up idea generation and decision-making through citizens, the imple-

mentation itself lies with the government. However, this responsibility of implementation is

misconceived to lie with the citizen by government actors.

Governmental control of process

This Organising Theme encompasses the concerns, mainly expressed by the academics, on

whether the implementation of e-participation will be mainly controlled by the public or the

private sector. The notion becomes clear, that this needs to be something controlled by the

government. While private actors are seen to play an important role, especially in supplying
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technology and services, the interviewees voiced that the ultimate strategy needs to come solely

from the government’s side, citing conflicts of democratic interest as reasons:

RES-2: I think you need to have that kind of public sector ownership of the entire

process. Within that, of course, I think it’s certainly possible that private actors can

deliver something right. I mean, they can deliver cloud services, they can deliver

development capability, once you know what you’re doing. But before you have

products that are more mature and actually work in specific settings I think it’s

dangerous to leave this just to private actors.

Private actors were not seen as ‘experts in democracy’ and might have hidden agendas. Fur-

thermore, ownership over the process not only decides who shapes e-participation, but also who

harvests the experience and acquires valuable learnings along the way:

RES-2: Because the decision makers in the municipalities and other government

institutions, they need to be on both sides of the coin. They can’t just be users.

They also have to be developers because they are the only ones that truly are able

to see the needs that they’re seeing and they need to have some kind of development

control.

GOV: Well, we have lots of stuff already that we do. And so, I would say, we have

a lot of internal capabilities and we could definitely turn that off. But I wouldn’t

say that we’re dependent on the private companies to do it and sometimes we do,

sometimes we don’t.

Contrary to the researcher’s worries, there was a high openness towards cooperation with private

actors from the municipality’s side, as seen in the comment made by GOV. It was noted however

that in general there is no dependence to cooperate with businesses. This was merely done

for economic reasons, e.g. to outsource processes, and to share knowledge. The researchers

however, showed more concern that responsibility for implementing e-participation might be

given to private actors too easily, possibly resulting in a loss of control over the process.
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Reflections

The Global Theme Effective e-participation needs clear responsibilities within integrated struc-

tures is mainly supported by statements directly concerning the topic from the representatives

of the research institutions. However, their concerns regarding the lack of a clear cut strategy

from highest governmental level can be found again by within the statements of the practitioners

of the Lokaludvalg. The cooperation with private actors sparked controversy as researchers were

worried about a privatisation of e-participation while the municipality showed a high openness

towards involving private actors trough partnerships.

5.6 Complex & Dynamic Technologies

The Global Theme The technological environment is highly dynamic and complex consists of

the Organising Themes (1) Fast technological development, (2) Combination of complementing

methods, (3) Requires advanced capabilities and (4) Security and ethical concerns. The accord-

ing Thematic Network is illustrated in Figure 9. The general idea taken from the interviews

making up for this Global Theme is that the technological and methodological environment of e-

participation is ‘not easy’ and poses unique management challenges to any kind of organisation.

This stems mainly from the fact that innovative digital and analogue means have to blended,

meaning that unique sets of capabilities are required.
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Figure 9. Thematic Network - The Technological Environment is Highly Dynamic and Complex

Fast technological development

This Organising Theme represents the acknowledgement expressed by the interviewees that

the development of digital technologies is very dynamic. The challenges mentioned here were

especially to anticipate and ultimately master new digital trends. The representative from the

municipalities expressed that they are experimenting a lot with new participation methods to

collect data which could prove valuable in the future:

GOV: It’s to get data that we cannot have today. So that can be new parts of our

new ways to collect data.

Experimenting with innovative and potentially disruptive technologies was also something the

business side engaged with. The goals that were implied from both sides were first and foremost

improving the efficiency in data collection and analysis, prepare for the future and learn new

skills. The business side especially mentioned broader technological fields, such as AI (namely

Natural Language Processing) and the idea of developing open source solutions for countries:
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BUS-2: We are very much talking about open source and becoming open source or

source available as a company. So this is one of the reasons that we’re moving more

or we are keeping an eye on the national level. I mean, if you say national level, we

mean, for example, the country of Denmark or the country of Belgium. But when

you move up to that level, we immediately start talking about open source, which is

not our model yet, but this is an ongoing discussion.

The discussion regarding the development of technologies and methods by the Lokaludvalgs was

rather focused on keeping up with current trends, such as the frequent change of communication

channels used by younger generations:

LOK-V: The problem is, you know, how do you contact young people? Because

what they’re using is changing every five years. So,you have to learn, you have to

train your staff. Every five years it is changing.

The municipalities highlighted the fact, although obviously working with more sophisticated

methods and greater technological capabilities, the inherent dynamics within technological de-

velopment will always mean adapting rather than developing:

GOV: And we will see much more of, especially the digital participation, which is,

like, technology changes so fast that we will always I think, be a step behind.

The idea that digital technologies are developing fast was made by all stakeholders but the re-

search institutions, whose comments focused more on the non-technological part of e-participation.

The municipality and businesses stated that they were experimenting with a lot of new tech-

nologies, some of which weren’t even market ready. They did see the high dynamic of the

technological environment rather as an opportunity than a challenge. The Lokaludvalgs view

was that they have trouble keeping up with new technologies. Also, their definition on what

was new differed: For them it was mainly the communication channels used at the moment and

the challenge of implementing already available systems.

Combination of complementing methods

This Organising Theme incorporates the idea how e-participation works through the combina-

tion of tools and methods which enhance and complement each other. Interviewees from all
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stakeholder groups agreed that e-participation will always have an analogue component and it

was highlighted specifically by representatives from the research institutions and the business

side, that digital tools do not work as stand-alone solutions. It was even pointed out that the

idea of digital tools solving problems merely through their existence in the process is a common

misconception:

RES-2: I would say that my narrative on this is that there was a period in the 90s

and Noughties, where everybody thought that everything could be fixed if you put

it online. And now we’re at least 10 years into pretty much everybody knowing that

that’s not true, even while industry still pretends that it’s true.

While it was stressed that e-participation does not mean the replacement of analogue methods

through digital means but rather the enhancement thereof, while analogue methods will be

adapted and improved in the process. This adds to the previous argument of combined methods

as it was noted that in most projects the combination of methods will be a blend of digital

and analogue. Even the representatives of the business providing an e-participation platform

highlighted this as a fact:

BUS-2: And having a digital solution you have to combine in a clever way, how you

can still have the town hall meetings of co-creation workshops or whatever, combined

with the digital solutions. So it’s really having both.

This does not only mean that analogue methods have to be blended together with digital means,

but that analogue participation methods can be developed towards a more value creating mea-

sure. This entails the idea that with digital technologies making certain traditional processes

becoming replaced by digital counterparts, analogue methods have to be adapted to fit in the

newly created context:

GOV: Yeah, but again, we’re also working on renewing the physical meetings. So at

the latest municipal plan, there was a big engagement process of getting them when

the strategy was just out to get public hearings. And people went to musical dinners

and made events and by so, the people in charge of the plan did, so they really made

different formats. And I think that’s just the key, you cannot just change to only

e-participatory methods. But you just need to have a variety of different methods.

To sum up, the interviewees highly stressed the point that e-participation creates challenges for
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practitioners as they have to become ambidextrous in using both digital and analogue partic-

ipation methods and tools. In addition to that, there is need to learn how to combine them

for most value creating outcome. This was highlighted by all stakeholders, albeit practitioners

(municipality and Lokaludvalgs) were more vocal on the topic.

Requires advanced capabilities

This Organising Theme includes views by the interviewees about the necessary capabilities

needed to deal with the technological tools and participatory methods involved in e-participation.

The general notion is that both innovative analogue and digital methods are complex and require

organisations to obtain diverse skill sets. The representative from the municipality highlighted

the diverse landscape of methods and tools and the necessity of not only knowing how to use

each, but also when:

GOV: We just need to make sure that we know about the different tools. And we

know when to use which.

It became evident within the municipality and the businesses, who are both experimenting a lot

with different methods and tools, that e-participation includes accelerated learning processes.

While the capabilities to engage with these methods were considered to be high within both

stakeholder groups, especially smaller and more local practitioners were seen to be unable to

capitalise on the digitisation of citizen engagement:

BUS-1: I mean, you will definitely see municipalities that do a big challenge or

whatever they do on the platform, they get 2000 ideas and they never get back to

them. I mean, that’s a crime if you ask me. So I mean, you need to have people that

look and find the valuable stuff.

BUS-1: So we have this front end platform, which works super well, but the main

challenge for a lot of cities is the analysis afterwards.

It became evident, also from the experience from the Lokaludvalg, that not so much the data

collection, but the subsequent analysis requires resources and skill. While digitisation has made

the collection of data across a broad population easier, even for the Lokaludvalgs, it has added

a burden in terms of increased workload on an equal amount of employees.
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LOK-Ø: So the Secretary has to spend time on preparing or making use of the data

afterwards. So it’s not just like, just send it out and then that’s it. There is quite

some work involved in terms of getting making use of it.

The difficulty of mastering skills across different disciplines and tools has been noted by stake-

holders from all areas, while there was an emphasis that this is and will be especially a challenge

on the smaller practitioners’ levels.

Security & ethical concerns

This Organising Theme sums up the notion made by interviewees that the advent of digitally

enhanced citizen participation brings with it risks and uncertainties in terms of (data) security

and the ethical questions of collecting citizen data.

In general, concerns regarding security were a rather small topic but it was mentioned by both

Lokaludvalgs and representatives of the research institutions. The representative of the Kongens

Enghave Lokaludvalg stated that especially among less skilled members, there are ressentiments

against the use of digital tools specifically because of worries regarding data security:

LOK-K: They are worried about information going the wrong places. (...) So there

are some people who are resisting more digitalisation.

In addition to the possibility of a data breach, specifically the researchers voiced concerns and

called for more alertness when outsourcing capabilities to private actors. Not only does the

practitioner lose control over the security measures but there are ethical concerns when it comes

to the use of citizens’ data. Private actors were seen to have different agendas then the munici-

pality:

RES-1: Even the Estonian system is hackable from an industry interest point of

view, because it is a private company, that serves the Estonian solution, which I never

understood why they did that. But so even in that, I would say, putting all different

kinds of public information, which I mean shouldn’t be out in the commercial domain

at all.

The General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) as the main regulation regarding the men-

tioned concerns, was only mentioned briefly by the municipality’s representative. As consent
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from the citizen is mostly given within e-participation, it was not deemed as highly relevant by

the interviewee.

Reflections

The Global Theme The technological environment is highly dynamic and complex encompasses

a range of comments from all stakeholder groups on the complexity of both tools and methods

involved in e-participation. A special emphasis is put on the learning process all stakeholders

are going through because of the topic being so new and dynamic. It became obvious that there

are large gaps between when it comes to the capabilities to master these processes.

5.7 E-Participation is an Investment

The Global Theme E-participation is an investment consists of the two Organising Themes

(1) High initial effort and (2) Uncertainty of outcome. The according Thematic Network is

illustrated in Figure 10. It reflects the general idea from the interviewees that getting started in

e-participation is connected with high initial costs and includes substantial organisational efforts

while there is uncertainty about the success of such initiatives.
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Figure 10. Thematic Network - E-participation is an Investment

High initial effort

This Organising Theme summarises the notion that e-participation requires high financial efforts

and that the implementation is perceived to be a lengthy process. Especially the representatives

from the business side highlighted that municipalities had to learn that implementing the offered

tool, and hence e-participation, is a process that can take some years until it can be used to its

full potential:

BUS-1: But it’s not something that you do from Monday until Friday. It takes

maybe a year or two years or five years.

BUS-2: So, people are already in this long-term process. They understand that it

takes time, that you need to make people adopt the platform, adopt the whole new

procedure.

However, they put an emphasis on the fact that the long-term nature of e-participation is widely

accepted among their clients nowadays. A barrier to the implementation named by researchers

and practitioners on the other hand are the required financial resources, which represent rather
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the cost of implementation than the running cost within this Organising Theme. One researcher

saw parallels to digitisation efforts in general, which were often confirmed by statements of the

Lokaludvalgs regarding limited resources:

RES-2: There’s a lot of digitisation that they’re not taking the lead on. And I

think e-participation is probably one of them. Right? Because it’s not necessarily a

financially beneficial thing, right. It could be a way of, in the first instance, to create

more expenses, public expenses.

LOK-Ø: I think there’s a lot of opportunities within it but there’s also some con-

straints in terms of resources and making use of the data in a proper way afterwards.

Uncertainty of outcome

This Organising Theme deals with statements made by the stakeholders regarding the uncer-

tainty of success of e-participation. The views differed in whether they perceived uncertainty

in terms of acceptance among citizens, e.g. reaching a critical mass, and uncertainty about the

ability to pull off the high effort. The former was mainly supported by representatives of the

Lokaludvalgs. A point made repeatedly was the fact that e-participation is competing with other

inputs to citizens who are already confronted with overwhelming amounts of digital information:

LOK-Ø: We are up against if you send it out, today you would get an email. So if

people don’t sort of respond straightaway it could be that you forget to fill out the

survey. So you’re competing about time resources, time for people’s focus and other

things with family work and maybe a busy life in general.

As the comment shows, this input is not necessarily digital. In that regard e-participation is

competing for time in people’s life, which was perceived to be decreasing anyways. The in-

terviewees where uncertain whether e-participation could successfully compete for that time.

Another side worried that e-participation might not be successful because of government struc-

tures failing to implement it in the right way. This would ultimately lead to mistrust and a lack

of acceptance among citizens:

BUS-2: So it’s really and that’s where a city can really screw it up, investing money,

starting the project, and not giving back to the citizens, because then they lose faith,

and it will take them years to rebuild it.
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In general, it was the Lokaludvalgs who were unsure whether e-participation would be successful

while the other stakeholders were generally optimistic about the concept itself. They in turn

implied that the future will be hard to predict and put emphasis on the learning process involved.

Reflections

The Global Theme E-participation is an investment included notions regarding the high ‘fix

costs’ of starting e-participation efforts, not only financially but also from an organisational

standpoint. However, some stakeholders, specifically Lokaludvalgs, were unsure how risky this

‘investment’ is. They were unsure about the acceptance by the citizens, while other interviewees

were generally optimistic about its positive impacts. In addition, the risk of practitioners failing

to deliver was highlighted by the researchers as something dangerous to the progress of e-

participation.
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6 Discussion

In this chapter we reflect on the findings from the previous chapter and put them into context

with existing literature. We introduce the discussion by examining the three spheres, namely

Technology, Organisation and Citizen, which, on the basis of our analysis have led from the

original TOE framework to the proposed TOC framework. We then evaluate the interconnec-

tions between the three spheres and present the final revised framework. Afterwards, the new

developed knowledge is examined to determine its impact on research and practice. Finally, the

limitations of this study to be considered and the resulting areas of research for the future are

addressed.

6.1 Spheres of Challenges

In this section we present the cornerstones of the further developed TOC framework, i.e. the

three spheres, namely Technology, Organisation and Citizen. In doing so, we explicitly ad-

dress the challenges inherent to the three spheres which must be considered for a successful

e-participation implementation.

The Citizen and the Organisation spheres represent challenges specific to the stakeholders citizen

and government from the interviews, respectively, but are derived through the insights gained

from all interviews. This is due to the fact that the statements made by the stakeholders

coincided at times and we wanted to included different points of view to each area. The fact

that all relevant stakeholder groups were involved adds depth and results in a multifaceted

framework covering different points of view.

6.1.1 Technology

With the first sphere of the TOC framework, we address the key characteristics of e-participation

from a technological viewpoint. This encompasses the entirety of digital tools and analogue

methods used to facilitate citizen engagement in an e-participation context. We start by re-

flecting on the findings regarding the high initial investments of implementing e-participation.

Subsequently, we delve into the complexity of the technologies and methods, and finally we

97



examine the significance of technology security.

Resource & Cost intensity

As existing literature has shown, the implementation of e-participation involves high initial costs

(Bertot et al., 2008; Andersen et al., 2007). This observation is consistent with our findings. Our

findings show that costs can arise both from the financial investment required to purchase third-

party technologies but more importantly from the additional personnel and structures needed

for both development and implementation of tools. These costs are high for the e-participation

practitioners, as the necessary skills and know-how are usually not available internally, meaning

that experts need to be hired or external software developers must be consulted. In addition we

found that high costs can arise if projects are implemented in a poorly planned manner and have

to be repeatedly revised and adjusted afterwards. Poorly executed projects will further lead to

long-term damage in the citizens’ trust and the government’s reputation, making subsequent

efforts more difficult. The emphasis that e-participation does not only need to be implemented

quickly but also executed with high rigour was identified by our study to be an essential point

to consider for practitioners. Apart from the high implementation costs, e-participation must

also be regarded as a time-intensive investment. The practitioners must give efforts sufficient

time to bear the fruits, i.e. it would be unrealistic to expect to introduce participatory projects

and see measurable success overnight.

However, we can complement the understanding of prevailing literature regarding implemen-

tation (Bertot et al., 2008) with our findings that there are also long-term, continuous costs

of processing data. This holds especially true at the local level, the Lokaludvalgs. They have

repeatedly argued that even if data is collected through digital methods, personnel is necessary

to manage the respective tools and process the data in a way that creates value. Here, the

overlap of the two spheres Technology and Organisation becomes obvious.

Complexity

Much in line with existing literature, our findings have shown that the technological environment

of e-participation is complex and challenging to master. However, in contrast to prevailing

research which highlights the general complexity of ICT-based solutions (Sundberg, 2019), our
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findings emphasise that the complexity arises not only through the single digital tool itself,

but because e-participation requires (1) the use of multiple complementing tools and (2) the

blend of digital tools and analogue methods. An additional difficulty here arises from the rapid

development and high dynamics of digital technologies, which makes it difficult for practitioners

to apply new technologies properly and adapt them to their own needs and those of the citizen.

The fact that not only the desired goal but also the circumstances of the case determine which

tools are used, is highlighted in Section 6.2.3.

Security

The last decisive factor within Technology, which influences the successful implementation of

e-participation is the security of the technological environment. On the one hand, there is the

risk of data breaches such as hacker attacks and the associated theft of data. On the other

hand, also legally collected data can be misused. The latter in particular is seen as a risk when

outsourcing the development and ownership of the digital tools to private companies, whereby

the practitioners lose control over these and the related data. The main reason for this concern

is that private actors often pursue goals not necessarily in line with the democratic interests of

the practitioners, such as profit maximisation. The general inclusion of third party technology

provided is underrepresented in research, and the risk of conflicts of interests is something our

findings add to this area.

Ultimately, security concerns lead to a certain resistance among citizens to participation through

digital tools, thereby making the introduction of e-participation more difficult. While this in-

dicates that the concern might be primarily on the part of the citizen, it was primarily the

researchers who repeatedly mentioned risks to data security and citizen rights. Through its Dig-

ital Strategy 2016-2020 (Danish Agency for Digitization, 2016), Denmark is addressing the issue

of data security at the national level with the overarching goal (3) whereby security must be in

focus at all times. However, it remains unclear how this goal will be implemented in practice.

6.1.2 Organisation

The Organisation sphere of the framework includes the structural characteristics of the govern-

ment in question as well as global challenges to its process integration through e-participation.
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In our findings, it became clear that existing organisational structures are not ready to compre-

hensively adopt e-participation as multiple prerequisites for this transformation are not given.

This assessment of the status quo is reflected in the first part. The second part reflects upon

challenges arising through the implementation process of e-participation. These challenges are

thereby independent of the first part’s current issues and are focused on the transformation of

organisational structures itself.

Structure (Status quo)

The general notion taken from the stakeholder interviews was, except for the municipality’s

views, that the government structure in the present case of Denmark is not ready for imple-

menting e-participation. This view is epitomised by the claims Inherent issues in organisations

halt implementation (see Section 5.3) and Current e-participation efforts are not effective (see

Section 5.4) which arose through the thematic analysis. This stands in stark contrast to the

views of intergovernmental organisations in the Knowledge Base (see Section 2.1.2), who see in

Denmark one of the leading countries in terms of e-participation (UNDESA, 2018)). The finding

thereby supports a group of critics of e-participation research who claim that the developmental

stage of the concept is often overestimated (Heeks & Bailur, 2007; Grönlund, 2010).

Within governmental structures, the views of the interviewed stakeholders reflected a view which

was already supported by existing literature but added further detail. For instance, it was

further confirmed that traditional structures show serious drawbacks towards implementing a

comprehensive concept such as e-participation, which has parallels in the difficulties of the

digital transformation of governments (Ebrahim & Irani, 2005). However, this case study added

detail to this and uncovered drawbacks of a country ranked high in terms of e-participation. The

national governmental structure, wherein the Agency for Digitisation is a subordinate unit of the

Ministry of Finance, was identified in the knowledge base. At the same time, this was highlighted

during the stakeholder interviews as problematic. As digitisation becomes a subordinate area

of Finance, potential conflicts of interest can arise as ICT-related initiatives - especially e-

participation - are often very costly without showing visible short-term return on investment.

The purely economic view of the Ministry of Finance could thereby inhibit development. Another

problem which became evident during the interviews was the resulting lack of responsibility for

e-participation strategy with the area of responsibility becoming diluted in the complex political
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system. A solution widely supported by our findings and literature could be integrated political

structures (Layne & Lee, 2001; Sundberg, 2019).

Further analysis of the interviews suggests that overly bureaucratic processes slow down imple-

mentation while worsening existing bottlenecks created by structures too much dependent on

the power of individual persons, i.e. gatekeepers. Both politicians and other persons in public

offices often have the sole decision-making power regarding e-participation projects. This implies

that if one of these individuals has a negative attitude towards increased citizen participation,

these projects can be easily nipped in the bud. Since implementing e-participation implies that

decision-makers must cede part of their power to citizens, this can further aggravate the occur-

rence of bottlenecks and hinder the progress of projects. The complex nature of government

structures became apparent in all stakeholder interviews who saw in it a significant issue to

implement something overarching such as e-participation, as communication among levels and

functions seemed difficult.

When comparing the stakeholders’ views, it becomes further apparent that not only the knowl-

edge but also the views on e-participation differ. Most of the Lokaludvalgs, while being ar-

guably the most active practitioners of citizen engagement, did not seem to be familiar with

e-participation as it is conveyed by literature, higher government functions (such as the munic-

ipality) and intergovernmental actors. This further shows that there is not only a gap between

the government and its citizens but also vertically between government levels. In addition, with

many decision-makers not being aligned on the concept, potential bottlenecks will become even

more harmful towards the implementation of e-participation.

Although existing structures do not lend themselves towards engaging with e-participation

(Layne & Lee, 2001; Sundberg, 2019), there are multiple efforts within the Danish government

to engage citizens through e-participation. This became evident through the interviews with the

municipality as the government representative and the Lokaludvalgs as a e-participation prac-

titioner representing the citizens. While analysing the findings, two main issues of these efforts

became apparent: (1) the lack of a clear strategy and (2) the lack of expertise and alignment

of government levels (municipal to local). The Lokaludvalgs never mentioned any alignment

with higher governmental functions and only coordinated efforts or shared experiences among

themselves on an occasional basis. Furthermore, the two approaches were profoundly different.

While the municipality engaged with e-participation in an experimental way conducting studies
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on a much broader, city-wide scope, the Lokaludvalgs approach to e-participation was much

less technical and subject to practical reasoning. While having an experimental approach is

crucial in a rapidly developing topic such as e-participation to leverage first-mover advantages,

the knowledge transfer to lower governmental levels is indispensable in order to adapt learnings

in practice. This directly affects the second challenge, showing that expertise at the Lokaludvalg

level is rather low. While obviously attributable to a lack of experts, it also indicates a lack of

knowledge transfer from higher government levels, again confirming the lack of synergy within

the government.

Research named structural issues frequently but quite generally, repeatedly highlighting the

inefficiency of traditional political systems(Layne & Lee, 2001; Ebrahim & Irani, 2005; Sundberg,

2019). The findings from interviews add detail at this suggestion within the context of the

Copenhagen municipality and the Danish government. Many of these structural issues are

also reflected in the ‘pull-factors’ named in 2.1.3, which suggest that the side benefits of e-

participation are to improve political processes in general. These and additional challenges to

the process of implementing e-participation are reflected upon in the following.

Process integration

Apart from existing issues of the current state of the organisation, challenges related to the

implementation process itself arose through both interviews and literature. Especially in the

Organisation sphere, a wide range of literature exists arguing how governmental bodies need to

be structured in order to become participatory.

Both research and our findings suggest that governments implementing e-participation need to

become integrated (Layne & Lee, 2001; Sundberg, 2019). This means overcoming the tradi-

tional silo structure wherein governmental areas are separated by topics horizontally. Integrated

structures are not only seen as a decisive factor to enable widespread digitisation but also for

e-participation, as both have to be implemented independently of the topic area according to

which they are currently structured. The interviewees, specifically the businesses and the re-

searchers, saw the need for reformation also as part of a culture change. As e-participation will

fundamentally change how society, and therefore also practitioners, view and engage in politics,

they see the need to adapt the entire system altogether. Yet again, this suggests that this culture

change will happen somewhat involuntarily, meaning that a move away from traditional political
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structures is inevitable. The acting professionals are merely left with the choice of whether to

take control of the process or not.

Enhancing the notion of integrated structures, our findings suggest that successful implemen-

tation requires a high degree of responsibility among upper government levels. This idea of a

top-level strategy seems contradictory to the fact that e-participation should enable bottom-up

decision-making. However, the findings put strong emphasis that the responsibility for facilitat-

ing culture change mentioned above and to steer e-participation implementation lies with non

other than the decision-makers in politics, namely the ones high up in the hierarchy.

6.1.3 Citizen

In this section we will address the Citizen sphere of the TOC framework. The sphere includes

challenges resulting from the citizens’ heterogeneity and their underlying mindset towards poli-

tics, all of which need to be taken into account in order to successfully implement e-participation.

First, we will reflect upon the heterogeneity of the citizens as a group, which has been found to

be a decisive factor when ensuring equality of access to e-participation. In the second part, we

reflect upon the mindset - and the change thereof - of the modern citizen, especially regarding

the role of the government and politics in general.

Heterogeneity

Our findings show through the arising theme e-participation must be inclusive that all citizens

must have the ability to be potentially involved. Ensuring equality of access is a central prereq-

uisite of e-participation and is especially emphasised by intergovernmental organisations such

as the UN (2015) and the OECD (2001). However, equality of access is both a promise and a

challenge of e-participation as our findings further show. During the interviews, worries about

not being able to include everyone dominated over the opportunity to involve a widespread

population.

It was emphasised by all stakeholders that the citizens are a highly diverse group, yet they all

need to have the same opportunity to participate. In Copenhagen, a very homogeneous group

regularly and actively contribute to current participation initiatives. These are predominantly

older people with a solid social background who have the time to volunteer. In contrast, es-
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pecially young parents have little opportunity to participate in these - predominantly offline

- meetings, as they are tied up with work, children and other commitments. As a result of

their absence, this population group, as well as their children’s needs, are underrepresented in

important decisions and votes. Several interviewees noted a general lack of young people par-

ticipating. These notions indicate a considerable inequality of access to current participation

efforts. However, engaging a more diverse group of people was widely regarded as room for

improvement but not necessarily as an urgent problem. At the same time, there was bias when

asked about engaging more through digital means. The potential of hampering access of cur-

rently participating groups was seen as a much higher risk. The fact that the group of people

currently participating are the ones that could be excluded within digitised citizen engagement

is underrepresented in literature, as is the described bias regarding the current inequality of

access. However, this challenge is mostly relevant for cases similar to Copenhagen, with a high

degree of existing citizen engagement.

The potential inequality of access remains a challenge, nonetheless, although literature puts high

hopes in the potential of e-participation to connect diverse groups. The findings show yet again

how citizens need online and offline communication channels. It becomes evident that citizens

with less free time would instead communicate through less time-consuming online methods than

through the currently predominant offline methods, while on groups such as older people prefer

traditional offline methods. However, it also needs to be accounted for that e-participation is not

only a learning process for organisations, but also for citizens. This means that there is a gradual

shift towards a more digitally literate society happening, which will facilitate the adoption of

online methods in the future.

This challenge of achieving inclusiveness and equality of access is reflected by in the United

Nations’ Sustainability Goal 11.3 to create “inclusive, safe, resilient, and sustainable cities”

(UN, 2015), albeit in a much more abstract form. Similarly, Denmark, in its Digital Strategy

2016-2020, has recognised the importance of this challenge and has set itself the goal of guiding

the use of digital tools to all those who need help (Danish Agency for Digitization, 2016). It

even mentions vulnerable groups, such as older people and children.
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Mindset

Prevailing literature finds that citizens’ belief in the competence of politics and democracy as a

concept has decreased in recent years (Lironi, 2016). The same development was also perceived

by the stakeholders we interviewed, specifically the citizens and the research institutions. Al-

though existing research views e-participation as a potential solution towards this increasingly

negative mindset (Kim & Lee, 2012; Tolbert & Mossberger, 2006), our analysis has shown that

the mindset itself poses a major challenge for successful e-participation efforts. With an increas-

ing lack of faith in the government’s competence by citizens, they become more reluctant to

cooperate and engage in e-participation efforts. Literature shows through studies that younger

generations see living in a democracy as less essential than older generations. This could be a

further explanation why younger people don’t engage in current participation efforts. Somewhat

contradictory to this, literature also suggests that there is an increased demand for personalised

and participatory politics, which is also perceived by the interviewees. It was further noted

that citizens of today have different political views which do not always fit in the ideological

landscape of party-based politics. Thereby, not a lack of interest in politics all-together, but

rather an ideological misfit could be the reason for young people not engaging.

While the causes leading to the citizens’ beliefs remain a matter of interpretation, it can be

reasonably argued that, in accordance with our findings, young people demand reformed and

more personalised politics. Herein lies the chance, as well as the challenge, of e-participation,

which is further looked upon in the relationship between the Citizen and the Organisation sphere

(see Section 6.2.1).

6.2 Relationships

In this part of the discussion, we will go into detail of the relationship between the three different

spheres of the TOC framework which are characterised by the arrows between them. The

relationships will be described along with the overarching topic characterising the respective

connection, as seen in Figure 11. In addition, the bi-directional nature of each arrow will be

explained in the context of each description.
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6.2.1 Citizen - Organisation

The relationship between Organisation and Citizen is mainly characterised by the finding that

the implementation of e-participation requires the government to take the first steps to engage

the citizen. During the stakeholder interviews, it became clear that e-participation, although

advocating for increased bottom-up involvement of citizens, cannot begin if the responsibility of

implementation is vested solely in the citizen. The challenge of the government approaching the

citizen first arises out of two characteristics of the respective stakeholder groups: (1) the lack

of high-level responsibility and strategic prioritisation from the government’s side to be able to

take this first step and (2) the fact that citizens’ mindset is characterised by mistrust in the

capabilities of the government leading to a widening gap between the two.

The reoccurring idea from our findings, that information (as the first stage of e-participation)

will ultimately lead to engagement (the third and highest stage of e-participation) promises

a remedy to close this gap. Simultaneously, it proves that the first step has to be taken by

the government. Previous literature supports this, finding that high degrees of government

information directed towards the citizen and the resulting transparency leads to an increased

belief of the citizens into the government’s capability (Tolbert & Mossberger, 2006). With it

comes the need for transparent processes resulting in trust through feedback provided to citizens

as part of e-participation projects. This focus on user experience requires the ability to track the

progress of projects which interest citizens or where they are actively involved in. By gaining

insights into how their personal ideas are translated into practice, affiliation and a sense of

ownership are created. Not only does this encourage citizens to participate, but it also reduces

resistance vis-à-vis political decisions which would usually be taken top-down. Hence, not only

e-participation efforts but also political processes, in general, need to become more transparent.

Especially the business stakeholders confirmed that this increase in transparency towards the

citizen is crucial for e-participation implementation actually to become fruitful.

The general idea that governments need to become more approachable for the citizen is also

highly influenced by the other side of the gap: the mindset of the citizen. Citizens’ modern views

on politics and engagement appear to be an ill-fit with traditional political systems. Reformation,

therefore, needs to happen in accordance with the citizens’ wishes for more personalised and

participatory politics. This also requires to close the identified vertical gap between the most

local level and higher levels of government. Thereby, higher government levels can formulate a
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more citizen-centric strategy by including the specific societal knowledge of the very local level.

In summary, the bi-directional nature of the relationship between citizens and government im-

plies that (1) the government needs to approach the citizen first, and (2) that the citizens’

mindset and needs are the main determinants in how this approach should look like and what

the desired outcome should be.

6.2.2 Organisation - Technology

The relationship between the Organisation and the Technology spheres of the revised frame-

work mainly consists of findings regarding the government’s attitude towards e-participation

and its related technology. Our findings specific to the case of Copenhagen show an attitude

characterised by misconceptions and a lack of expertise regarding not only e-participation but

also digitisation in general. This view largely coincides with the established Knowledge Base,

however, we add further detail.

Existing literature specifies the low level of digitisation, namely the network capacity and com-

munication structure, as one of the main barriers towards implementation of participatory struc-

tures (McClure, 2000). The slow pace in which governments adopt ICTs in their operations is

also reflected in the stakeholder interviews, however more indirectly. While the level of technol-

ogy used was very high with the municipality representative, it became clear that this is because

of the specialised function of the department. This suggests that their use of ICTs is due to the

experimental nature of their e-participation endeavours and hardly representative of the entire

government organisation itself. In addition to that, the digitisation level of Lokaludvalgs proved

to be very low and was characterised by many misconceptions. In general, they viewed their

digitisation level as high, while further comments proved the opposite. For instance, the fact

of using email as the primary communication channel was regarded as ‘being fully digitised’.

Interestingly, this shows parallels to the critique from the Knowledge Base that the perceived

level of digitisation and e-participation depends on the used scale Grönlund (2010).: if standards

are low, reaching high levels is not necessarily difficult. Accordingly, Lokaludvalgs did rarely see

room for improvement in their current efforts regarding digitisation, as they lacked awareness of

modern digital alternatives. The findings further add to existing research by coining the term

methods push (see 5.4), criticising the lack of knowledge for performing rigorous technology

assessments.
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E-participation as a concept has a technological side, consisting of the digital tools which enhance

citizen engagement, and a non-technological side, meaning organisation, management and most

importantly, societal factors. The findings make a vital indication at this point: the interviewees

share the view that the non-technological side is more difficult, but also more important to

master. Nonetheless, the technological side represents the foundation upon which successful e-

participation is built and must not be neglected. The findings show that the government, much

aligned to literature, lacks comprehensive digitisation at the most local level. Detail is added to

this notion by showing that this low level of digitisation is not only found within the mindset

of decision-makers and practitioners but also in the cluster of currently participating citizens.

Nevertheless, the municipality’s representative showed that significant effort to experiment with

potentially disruptive technology does exist. However, it remained unclear if this knowledge is

or can be transferred to other government areas.

The bi-directional nature of the arrow visualising the relationship indicates that the attitude and

technology know-how is affected by both spheres. First of all, the attitude and know-how of the

organisation towards technology determines the selection of tools and methods and the extent

of usage. In the other direction, however, technology has a profound impact especially on the

structure of the organisation, as the holistic nature of digital technologies and e-participation

requires organisational transformation (see 6.1.2. With the organisation getting a more par-

ticipatory mindset through the technology, perceptions and the level of expertise within the

organisation will change, possibly creating learning processes accelerating itself.

6.2.3 Technology - Citizen

The relationship between the Citizen and the Technology, including online and offline methods,

is mainly characterised by the variety of different cases of e-participation. These cases arise

through the heterogeneous environment of the Citizen sphere, which is catered for by case-

specific methods and tools from the Technology sphere.

The highly case-specific nature of e-participation projects was highly emphasised during the

interviews. While these use-cases can be dependent on the desired goal, the use of technology is

also profoundly affected by the targeted groups. Similar to literature, the findings highlight the

importance to engage each citizen and their individual needs as one of the reasons for requiring

different channels of access. The fact that not every citizen has the same means to engage, e.g.
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digital literacy or internet connection, requires the practitioners to use different tools depending

on the abilities of the included groups.

In summary, the influence of the Citizen sphere on Technology creates a challenge for practition-

ers because the capabilities needed to excel in different scenarios are not only of technological

but also of sociological nature. It became clear that practitioners need to become experts at

technology assessment not only depending on what they want to find out but also whom they

want to engage. Engaging the wrong group or the even more likely case of having a particular

group underrepresented or left out entirely would defeat the very purpose of e-participation,

which is to make politics inclusive.

The bi-directionality of the arrow is because of the citizen’s heterogeneity affecting the selection

of tools and in turn, the ability of the tools’ composition to affect the pre-select the target

group. This is an important implication for the management of e-participation, as the mentioned

exclusivity of tools and methods can - if used correctly - be a suitable tool to target a specific

group and steer processes.

6.3 Revised Framework

In this section, we present our further developed model by putting the first two parts of the

discussion into the overall context of the TOC framework (see Figure 11). This extends the

original TOE framework and functions to identify challenges arising from contextual factors

to the implementation of e-participation. Herein lies the essential difference to the original

TOE framework, as we do not apply the framework to the adoption of a particular technology

within a company, but to the adoption of a technology-driven concept within the political

organisation. This approach of applying the framework to a non-business case has been followed

and proven by in previous research (Srivastava & Teo, 2006; Pudjianto et al., 2011). While

the spheres of Technology and Organisation function mostly parallel to the original framework,

we have changed Environment to Citizen. As our analysis shows, the citizen represents the

main component of the environment context, thereby making this a justifiable replacement of

broad external factors. Consequently, the three spheres Technology, Organisation and Citizen

form the cornerstones of the framework. These are connected through bi-directional arrows

visualising their interdependencies. Further, the three spheres each contain inherent challenges
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of the respective area, which have a decisive impact on the successful implementation of e-

participation efforts. Arrows pointing to the centre of the framework represent each sphere’s

resulting impact on the overall adoption of e-participation.

Citizen

Heterogeneity
Mindset

Organisation

Structure
Process integration

Technology

Resource & Cost-intensity
Complexity

Security

E-Participation 
Implementation

Attitude/Know-howCase specificity

Reconnection

Figure 11. TOC Framework adapted from Tornatzky et al. (1990)

Technology, Organisation & Citizen

The Technology sphere poses various challenges inherent to e-participation as a concept. The

first is financial costs and required resources, especially during the implementation phase. Fur-

thermore, the complexity of combining different online tools as well as the blending of online

and offline tools has to be mastered. Finally, it is crucial to ensure that the citizens’ data stored

in the course of e-participation projects is secure and can not be misused for other purposes

such as profit generation.

The second sphere, Organisation, contains challenges related to the existing structure of the

government and challenges specific to the implementation process of e-participation within the

110



organisation. The former set of challenges thereby reflects the status quo of the organisation,

highlighting issues related to current strategy and structure. The process-specific challenges arise

through the implementation of e-participation and thereby act as ‘organisational requirements’.

They mainly address the need for integrated structures and widespread implementation of ICT.

The Citizen sphere highlights the significance of ensuring that initiatives are inclusive and take

account of the heterogeneity of citizens to avoid inequalities of access. Finally, the citizens’

mindset is characterised by a lack of trust and belief in the competence of the government. The

mindset is also characterised by the change thereof, where traditional political structures fall

short of addressing the needs and wishes of younger generations.

It is crucial to underline that the challenges of the three different spheres are twofold. A part

is independent of e-participation, such as structural issues and the citizen’s negative mindset.

The other part consists of challenges specific to the implementation of e-participation, such as

the citizens’ heterogeneity, integrated structures within the organisation or the complexity and

security of technologies.

Interdependencies

The three described spheres are connected through bi-directional arrows illustrating their inter-

dependencies. Each relationship is characterised by an overarching topic describing its implica-

tion in the context of e-participation implementation.

The relationship between Organisation and Citizen is predominantly characterised by the Re-

connection between the government and its citizens. In order to successfully implement e-

participation, our findings show that the government needs to actively facilitate this recon-

nection, the process of which is shaped by the citizens’ needs and wants. Organisation and

Technology are connected through the Attitude/Know-How of practitioners. The composition

of methods and tools is dependent on the attitude and know-how of the government, as it affects

which methods and tools are considered. In the other direction, technological development has

an impact on the Organisation and influences its general mindset and ways of working. Lastly,

Case specificity is the characteristic of the relationship between the Citizen and the Technology

sphere, whereby the constellation of the target group and the used technology are co-dependent.

Detail is added to the relationships and their topics in Section 6.2 where the connections are
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put into the context of our findings and existing literature.

E-participation implementation

Ultimately, the three spheres and their inherent challenges affect the implementation of e-

participation, which is visualised by the inward-facing arrows. This emphasises the importance

of the individual areas for the successful implementation of e-participation.

Starting with arguably the most crucial area, the Citizen, it is vital to carefully take into

account the citizens and their individual needs, wants and mindsets. Otherwise, e-participation

runs the danger of becoming a purely digital endeavour lacking its most core component: the

user. Not transforming government structures and taking the initiative as an organisation will

either lead to e-participation not being comprehensively implemented at all, or the government

losing control to private actors, wherein they are merely left to react to the development. Lastly,

without mastering the technology and methods involving e-participation, e.g. by fulfilling the

prerequisite of reaching a high level of digitisation and building up participatory expertise, e-

participation will never reach the desired level of value-creation. Even though the technological

side of e-participation was named as only playing a small role in the concept of e-participation,

it is indispensable for its success nevertheless.

6.4 Implications for Research & Practice

In the following, the implications for research and for practice resulting from this study will be

outlined. In the former, we highlight how this work fits in the overall context of e-participation

research. In the latter, we outline how this study contributes to the knowledge and work of

e-participation practitioners.

Implications for Research

This study builds on challenges for e-participation implementation identified by prevailing liter-

ature that we have worked out in Section 2. We have complemented existing literature by several

new and complex challenges which appeared in the course of our analysis. Instead of addressing

these previously presented individual challenges once again, we focus in this subsection on the
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overarching contribution of our study to research.

The general assumption in the existing literature and at the beginning of our research was that

e-participation in Denmark is relatively widespread and advanced because the concept has been

around for several years and Denmark occupies the first place in the UN’s global e-participation

ranking (UNDESA, 2018). In contrast, our research has shown that the current status is much

less developed and is more in its infancy. The findings show that there is a certain amount of

participatory culture through the Lokaludvalgs’ initiatives and the municipality experimenting

with sophisticated tools. However, this system lacks comprehensiveness, equality of access and

technological sophistication on a local level. This implies a lack of explanatory power of scales

such as the E-participation Index by the UNDESA (2018). We suggest that these rankings could

be improved by giving more transparency to why a specific case is good, giving an overview of

best practices.

While the E-Participation Index is criticised, Denmark, and hence Copenhagen, is still com-

paratively advanced and evidently has had participatory successes, albeit small. Based on the

underlying case, our study contributes to existing research by identifying the challenges that are

specific to an advanced e-participation country.

Another decisive contribution of our research is the development of the TOC framework, pro-

viding a basis for the investigation of e-participation issues as well as related topics such as

e-government or e-democracy. In this form, the framework is primarily applicable to the initial

challenges which must be overcome for the successful implementation of holistic e-participation

concepts. However, it also includes notions on how to manage e-participation in the long run.

Implications for Practice

Several implications for the implementation of e-participation in practice arise from findings of

this case study. However, they need to be viewed carefully within the scope of the underlying

case of Copenhagen as e-participation efforts are arguably different between countries. Therefore,

these implications and the resulting recommendations apply mostly to environments with similar

characteristics as Denmark and Copenhagen. These are related to measurable factors, such as

the development status of the country and the size of the population. Further, the cultural

background of the society plays a significant role as it affects the political mindset, which we
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find to be an essential factor of e-participation implementation. Additionally, our knowledge

base suggests that Denmark is already a relatively ‘participatory’ country, meaning that the

efforts regarding e-participation are relatively advanced in international comparison.

Our analysis shows that, even though Denmark ranks high in e-participation, implementation

of the concept is still at a rudimentary stage. The recommendations given in the following are

therefore necessities in order to cross the chasm from practising e-participation on an experimen-

tal stage to a political system which is comprehensively participatory. We have found that efforts

within the municipality are already advanced regarding methods and technology, but there is

little knowledge transfer and integration as these efforts are mainly concentrated on a single

‘think tank’. This leads to one of our main findings and recommendations for governments: e-

participation efforts need to happen on an integrated basis, meaning they need to be cultivated

both vertically and horizontally throughout government structures. This notion of integration

is also applicable to general digitisation efforts. In turn, a high level of digitisation is found to

be a crucial prerequisite of e-participation, thereby making efforts to integrate structures even

more critical.

The goal of more integrated structures is not only a matter of efficiency, i.e. to ensure current

efforts do not become diluted in complicated structures and knowledge transfer is ensured.

It is simultaneously a facilitator of a culture change towards more participatory and innovative

mindsets throughout government and ultimately, society. We have found that traditional politics

do not reflect the mindset of most citizens anymore. The societal culture change, which allegedly

led to the current status quo needs to be transferred to the governmental structures as well by

adapting them towards innovative trends such as participatory politics. Thereby, efficiency and

overall governance will be improved through the aid of digital technologies and related modern

ways of working.

When making these recommendations, it is essential to distinguish that especially the culture

change and a fully participatory system are long-term goals to be achieved. Notwithstanding,

we have identified challenges specifically regarding the structure of the government, which must

be addressed swiftly. This further stresses the point that these recommendations address the

implementation of e-participation, meaning its initial stage. Accordingly, solving these fun-

damental issues will ultimately lead to achieving the long-term goal of having value-creating

e-participation which benefits citizens and the government alike and creates room for innovation
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and new ways to strengthen and improve democracy.

6.5 Limitations and Future Research

Although our research provides a robust framework for the identification of challenges in the

successful implementation of e-participation, there are also various limitations to our study,

which future research projects can build on.

Since we have worked exclusively qualitatively, the findings and discussion are based on the

views of individual persons. Therefore, our results primarily work as an explorative indicator.

Although this allowed us to explore the depth and complexity of the challenges and, above all,

to address the ‘why’, it would be valuable to test and supplement the claims of the interviewees

with quantitative methods. Particularly with regard to the challenges concerning citizens, this

would make sense. The technological and organisational challenges, however, are difficult to

quantify. One could quantitatively examine the attitude of citizens towards the government,

their belief in democracy and their desire to participate more.

Since we have worked exploratively as mentioned above, the TOC framework is well-suited

for the analysis and classification of the diverse challenges. For further research, it offers the

possibility to break down the three spheres of Technology, Organisation and Citizen in smaller

and more narrow areas to examine e-participation on a more detailed level. In our case, the

spheres operate on a relatively abstract level, serving the high complexity of the overall topic.

In light of justified criticism of previous e-participation research (see 2.1.4), it is necessary to

highlight that, although this work has identified multiple decisive challenges for e-participation,

there are additional factors which need to be critically assessed further. While e-participation

needs to be tailored to the citizens’ needs and wants one way or the other, it remains to be

found out whether a critical mass of users (i.e. the citizens) will be reached in each underlying

case. This uncertainty of outcome can be mitigated through highly personalised politics based

on rigorous societal studies, but ultimately the citizen decides if he or she deems participation

as necessary and if yes, for how long he or she will participate. In order to get a differentiated

and neutral view on e-participation all-together, it would also be interesting to outline where

the boundaries of participatory politics lie, i.e. which are areas where citizen engagement might

not have positive effects.

115



Our study focuses on Copenhagen as a case study, and both the city and the majority of the

investigated districts, i.e. the corresponding Lokaludvalgs, can be regarded as progressive and

westernised regions. It would be interesting for future research to investigate if our findings are

applicable to cases of less developed regions. The only prerequisites for a study in these regions

would be that a certain level of ICT diffusion exists and that the form of government is based

on democracy.
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7 Conclusion

The underlying goal of this thesis is formulated in the research question: What are the challenges

to implementing e-participation in urban areas?. The question itself consists of three underlying

subquestions, aiming at: (1) answering what the current challenges of the implementation of

e-participation are, based on research and intergovernmental sources, (2) finding out the specific

challenges in the underlying case of Copenhagen and (3) discussing the arising discrepancies

between the findings of the first two subquestions.

The first subquestion is answered through the examination of existing literature, which iden-

tified various challenges for e-participation. An observed problem was that in principle digital

solutions in the field of citizen participation are often only viewed from the positive side while po-

tential downsides are neglected. As an initial challenge for the implementation of e-participation,

high investments in the form of financial resources and time were identified. Furthermore, silo

structures of the government organisation based on the division of power with a high level of

bureaucracy, lead to a lack of synergies according to research. In addition, the digital infrastruc-

ture which is necessary as a basis from a technical point of view is often missing. Finally, for a

high degree of citizen participation, a lack of trust in politics was noted, which is reinforced by

concerns about the security of their own data.

The second subquestion is answered through the findings arising from the stakeholder interviews

which reflected on the case of Copenhagen from different viewpoints. Specific to the underlying

case, we find that there is room for improvement regarding the inclusion of all citizens and

that the government needs to take more responsibility in actively promoting e-participation.

We further find that the current efforts regarding e-participation only happen ineffectively on

a small scale and that traditional views and organisational issues within the government are

barriers to increasing the efforts. Further aggravating these challenges, we find that state-of-the-

art methods and tools of e-participation and its management are highly complex which, together

with other factors, adds to the fact that implementing e-participation is a high financial and

organisational effort. We thereby conclude that the current status of e-participation in practice

in the case of Copenhagen is subject to organisational and societal challenges and uncover the

need for modernisation efforts within government institutions.
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Regarding the third subquestion, this study suggests that high discrepancies exist between how

e-participation works in the case of Copenhagen, and the perception publications from inter-

governmental organisations and some researchers. The study demonstrates that e-participation

is still in its initial phase, even in a country regarded as highly participatory by the UN such

as Denmark. Thereby, it appears that intergovernmental organisations overestimate the status

of e-participation itself while underestimating the pace of its technological and methodological

development. The lack of a comprehensive understanding of e-participation can be traced down

to the very local level of citizen engagement, as gaps not only between the government and the

citizens but also vertically and horizontally among government levels and areas of responsibility

are uncovered. The described discrepancies are reflected in the way e-participation is executed

in practice, leading to misconceptions and knowledge gaps.

This study shows that challenges of e-participation in practice exist in three different spheres,

namely the Technology, the Organisation and the Citizen, and their respective interdependencies.

While primarily the challenges specific to each sphere are congruent with previous literature,

the main contribution to research is the identification of challenges arising through the spheres’

interdependencies. The study shows that the government - as the Organisation - must facilitate

e-participation actively and thereby reconnect to the Citizen, thus bridging the identified gap be-

tween the two. The relationship between the Citizen and the Technology highlights the challenge

that e-participation is highly case-specific. This means that in each case, a different demographic

might be targeted through a different composition of methods and tools, making e-participation

management very complex. Ultimately, the attitude and know-how within government functions

characterise the relationship between Technology and Organisation. Our findings add detail to

current research by showing that both attitude and know-how have a strong influence on which

technologies are deployed. In turn, e-participation from a methodological and technological

stand-point affects how government actors think and work by scrutinising traditional ways of

working.

By uncovering barriers to increasing e-participation efforts in practice at the example of Copen-

hagen, we can draw several recommendations from this study. Parallel to previous research,

this study shows that comprehensive implementation of participatory politics requires transfor-

mation towards more integrated structures. Not only will this make implementation processes

more efficient but will also facilitate a culture change and clear with knowledge gaps and mis-

conceptions. We further make the important discovery that e-participation in its initial phase
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needs to be managed top-down with clear strategy and responsibilities.

While this study gives a holistic overview of e-participation challenges in practice, it needs to

be seen as specific to the underlying case of Copenhagen. To enhance the findings, testing

the robustness of the framework through similar circumstances is crucial. Profoundly different

conditions, e.g. cities in less developed countries, could give the findings a broader perspective

by highlighting case-specific differences. Ultimately, finding best practices to overcome these

challenges would provide great value in light of the dynamic nature of the topic.
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B Interview Protocols

Citizen

Interview Protocol for citizen 
 

Introduction: 

1. The conversation starts with background information on the interviewer(s), research topic and motivation. The interviewee is 
asked whether he has any questions before the start of the interview and whether the interview can be recorded for later 
analysis purposes. 

 
Questions: 

 
2. Organisation / Structure of Lokaludvalg 
- What is your name? 
- What is your position within your Lokaludvalg? Can you briefly describe your tasks? 
- How often do you meet?  
- Do you collaborate with other Lokaludvalgs (e.g. align on methods, work together on solutions)? 
- What are the steps of a request to the Copenhagen government by the Lokaludvalg? 
- Are there other ways of communication or collaboration between the Lokaludvalg and the Copenhagen government? 
- Do you have the feeling that your wishes are considered by the government? 

o Why? Do you get feedback on your requests? 
- Which role do private companies play in Lokaludvalg activities? 

 
3. Participation 
- What is the motivation of governments to increase participation of citizens? 
- What is the main demographic of people actively participating? (age, income, gender) 

o Do you manage for heterogeneity? (include a representative mix of people) 
- Are participants regularly attending or do you have high fluctuations? 
- Are participants in general well informed about ongoing projects?  
- What are the major challenges of your work at Lokaludvalg? 
- Do you feel the need to get more people participating? (Quantity) 
- Do you feel the need to get a more diverse group of people participating? (Quality) 
- How do you manage to get your desired group of people to participate?  
- Do you measure/monitor participation? 

 
4. Digitisation 
- Do you use digital tools to increase/improve participation? 

o Do these tools serve its purpose or is there room for improvement?  
- What are advantages and disadvantages of using digital tools for citizen participation? 
- How do you perceive the willingness to use digital tools within your Lokaludvalg? 
- Have you ever thought of taking more parts of the discussion and idea generation online? 
- What are the main barriers to increase e-participation? 

 
5. Final Questions and Clarifications 
- Do you have any further comments, questions or information which you would like to give us along the way?  
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Governmental Actor

Interview Protocol for private companies 
 

Introduction: 

1. The conversation starts with background information on the interviewer(s), research topic and motivation. The interviewee is 
asked whether he has any questions before the start of the interview and whether the interview can be recorded for later 
analysis purposes. 

 
Questions: 

2. Role in e-participation context 
- What is your name? 
- What is your position? Please explain briefly in your own words 
- How has the recent development of the e-participation topic been? 
- Is e-participation a topic of discussion/focus area? Has this changed in the last years (growing/declining)?  
- Which e-participation initiatives are run by the Copenhagen administration? Possibly together with Copenhagen Solution 

Labs?  
- Have you tested any forms of e-participation? What were the results?  
- What is the motivation of implementing e-participation from the government perspective?  
- How far is Denmark in terms of implementing and enhancing participation through digital technologies compared to other 

countries in your view? 
- Which technologies have proven to be most successful or seem to be most promising when trying to enhance participation? 
- What are current/future trends of e-participation? 
- Do you think e-participation is going to replace a lot of forms of physical participation or will it add on to what exists now? 

 
3. Challenges / Barriers 
- What are the main barriers to increasing e-participation (in Denmark)? 

o From a non-technological perspective (politics, citizens, trust, …) 
o From a technological perspective (disruptive technologies, digital literacy) 

- Can you describe the issue of digital justice (with a focus on Copenhagen)? 
- What are possible future challenges that come with an increase in citizen participation, e.g. for businesses, politics or 

democracy in general? 
- What are drawbacks of increasing citizen engagement? 

 
4. Collaboration and Relationships 
- With who do you work together when developing e-participation tools such as a platform? 
- With whom of the following stakeholders are you collaborating or working together the closest? research institutions, private 

companies, governmental bodies (adapted to respective stakeholder) 
- What is the role of businesses? How do you see their role in increasing citizen engagement? 
- How do the roles of national and local (municipality) governments differ when it comes to the implementation of e-

participation? Who is the main driver? 
 

5. Final Questions and Clarifications 
- Do you have any further comments, questions or information which you would like to give us along the way?  
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Research Institution

Interview Protocol for private companies 
 

Introduction: 

1. The conversation starts with background information on the interviewer(s), research topic and motivation. The interviewee is 
asked whether he has any questions before the start of the interview and whether the interview can be recorded for later 
analysis purposes. 

 
Questions: 

2. Role in e-participation context 
- What is your name? 
- What is your position? Please explain briefly in your own words 
- Who are your customers? 

o What government level are they? National, municipal, local? 
- How ‘digital ready’ are your customers? Are there complementary services you offer in addition to the platform? 
- How is the response from your customers? 

o How much work have they outsourced to the platform? 
- How is the response from the citizens? 

o What is their feedback? 
o  How does the tool change quantity and quality of participation? 

- How has the recent development of the e-participation topic been? 
- How far is Denmark in terms of implementing and enhancing participation through digital technologies compared to other 

countries in your view? 
- Which technologies have proven to be most successful or seem to be most promising when trying to enhance participation? 
- What are current/future trends of e-participation? 
- Do you think e-participation is going to replace a lot of forms of physical participation or will it add on to what exists now? 

 
3. Challenges / Barriers 
- What are the main barriers to increasing e-participation (in Denmark)? 

o From a non-technological perspective (politics, citizens, trust, …) 
o From a technological perspective (disruptive technologies, digital literacy) 

- Can you describe the issue of digital justice (with a focus on Copenhagen)? 
- What are possible future challenges that come with an increase in citizen participation, e.g. for businesses, politics or 

democracy in general? 
- What are drawbacks of increasing citizen engagement? 

 
4. Collaboration and Relationships 
- With who do you work together when developing e-participation tools such as a platform? 
- With whom of the following stakeholders are you collaborating or working together the closest? research institutions, private 

companies, governmental bodies (adapted to respective stakeholder) 
- What is the role of businesses? How do you see their role in increasing citizen engagement? 
- How do the roles of national and local (municipality) governments differ when it comes to the implementation of e-

participation? Who is the main driver? 
 

5. Final Questions and Clarifications 
- Do you have any further comments, questions or information which you would like to give us along the way?  
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Private Company

Interview Protocol for private companies 
 

Introduction: 

1. The conversation starts with background information on the interviewer(s), research topic and motivation. The interviewee is 
asked whether he has any questions before the start of the interview and whether the interview can be recorded for later 
analysis purposes. 

 
Questions: 

2. Role in e-participation context 
- What is your name? 
- What is your position? Please explain briefly in your own words 
- Who are your customers? 

o What government level are they? National, municipal, local? 
- How ‘digital ready’ are your customers? Are there complementary services you offer in addition to the platform? 
- How is the response from your customers? 

o How much work have they outsourced to the platform? 
- How is the response from the citizens? 

o What is their feedback? 
o  How does the tool change quantity and quality of participation? 

- How has the recent development of the e-participation topic been? 
- How far is Denmark in terms of implementing and enhancing participation through digital technologies compared to other 

countries in your view? 
- Which technologies have proven to be most successful or seem to be most promising when trying to enhance participation? 
- What are current/future trends of e-participation? 
- Do you think e-participation is going to replace a lot of forms of physical participation or will it add on to what exists now? 

 
3. Challenges / Barriers 
- What are the main barriers to increasing e-participation (in Denmark)? 

o From a non-technological perspective (politics, citizens, trust, …) 
o From a technological perspective (disruptive technologies, digital literacy) 

- Can you describe the issue of digital justice (with a focus on Copenhagen)? 
- What are possible future challenges that come with an increase in citizen participation, e.g. for businesses, politics or 

democracy in general? 
- What are drawbacks of increasing citizen engagement? 

 
4. Collaboration and Relationships 
- With who do you work together when developing e-participation tools such as a platform? 
- With whom of the following stakeholders are you collaborating or working together the closest? research institutions, private 

companies, governmental bodies (adapted to respective stakeholder) 
- What is the role of businesses? How do you see their role in increasing citizen engagement? 
- How do the roles of national and local (municipality) governments differ when it comes to the implementation of e-

participation? Who is the main driver? 
 

5. Final Questions and Clarifications 
- Do you have any further comments, questions or information which you would like to give us along the way?  
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C Four Case Study Designs by Yin
(2014)
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D Codes to Basic Themes

Codes (Issues discussed) Themes identified (Basic Themes) 

- Difficulties engaging low 
income households 

- Participation needs to be simple 
- Ensure representativeness 
- Old people partcipate in physical 

participation 
- Families do not have time 
- Recruiting young people 

• User-friendliness (GOV) 
• Do you ask who you want to ask (GOV, 

LOK) 
• Low incomes are often excluded (LOK) 
• Regular participation mainly by elderly 

people (GOV,LOK,BUS) 
• No time for (physical) participation 

(GOV, LOK) 
• Hard to keep up with (LOK) 

1. People who participate have good educational and 
social backgrounds 

2. People without internet access are excluded 
3. Physical meeting are mainly attended by elderly 

citizens 
4. Young people with kids have little time to 

participate 
5. Younger generations are hard to follow up on 

- Methods need to be based on 
socioeconomic factors 

- Whether people participate 
depends on topic 

- Composition of participants 
- Government Business 

Collaboration 
- Stakeholder involvement 

• Different needs (GOV,LOK) 
• Fluctuation (LOK, GOV) 
• Quality vs quantity (LOK) 
• Audience is based on case (GOV, LOK) 
• Different means of engaging (LOK, 

GOV) 
• Collaboration (GOV, RES) 
• Different demographics (GOV,LOK) 
• Case dependency (GOV) 

6. Citizens engage through different means 
7. Which tools are used depends on the case 

- Use collective intelligence of 
citizens 

- Communicate goals to citizens 

• Untapped knowledge (BUS) 
• Free information (BUS,LOK) 
• Transparency (LOK, BUS) 

8. Citizens need to be able to track their process to 
have trust 

9. Citizens need to be involved in the formulation of 
the strategy 

- Faith in government 
- People engage differently 

• Declining political interest (RES) 
• Reelection (GOV,LOK,BUS,RES) 
• Lack of faith (LOK,RES) 
• Engaged generation (RES) 

10. Faith and interest in the political system has been 
declining 

11. Politicians lost track of citizen’s needs 
12. Younger generations demand personalised politics 

- Information as the first step 
- Difficulties connecting with 

people 

• Informed vs engaged (BUS) 
• Onboarding (BUS) 
• First stage of participation (BUS) 
• Citizens do not know how to participate 

(BUS, LOK) 

13. Citizens want to participate but don’t know how 
14. Citizens need to be informed to become engaged 
15. Information is important to onboard people 

- Do not spam people 
- Democracy changes 

• Annoyance of citizens (GOV,LOK) 
• Trust is fragile (LOK,BUS) 
• Overestimation in DK (RES) 
• Democracy has always changed (RES) 
• Profit orientation (RES) 

16. Now is decided who shapes participation 
17. Bad execution of EP will lead to worse faith in the 

system 
18. Democracy is not seen as dynamic and changeable 

by state actors 

- Learning curve • Trial-and-error (RES) 
• Negative voices (BUS, RES) 

19. Capabilities are different between municipalities 
20. Many changes in functions make knowledge transfer 

difficult 
21. Not on everyone's agenda 

- Political views determine 
strategy 

- Dynamics of power 

• Opinionated (BUS,RES) 
• Giving up power (LOK,RES) 

22. Approach to citizen engagement depends on 
political views 

23. E-participation means politicians will need to 
relinquish some power 

24. Individuals in positions of power act as gatekeepers 

- Limited resources 
- Improve relationship to citizens 
-  

• Unused data (BUS) 
• Resources not enough (LOK,BUS) 

25. More people needed to effectively practice e-
participation 

26. Practitioners are not funded enough 

- Traditional views on 
participation 

- Denmark does not include 
external experts 

• Unused potential (LOK) 
• Academics are underestimated (RES) 
• Little expertise (RES) 

27. Practitioners rely on traditional physical methods 
28. There are very few experts in government functions 

- Lack of responsibility 
- Physical methods need to be 

adapted 

• Methods push (RES) 
• Reforming (GOV) 

29. Top-down proposal of ‘one-fits-all’ methods 
30. Traditional methods need to be reformed 

- Low level of digitisation 
- Conflicting views on e-

participation 

• Low sophistication level 
• Overestimation (LOK,RES) 
• Overestimation (RES) 
• Misalignment (LOK, GOV, BUS) 
• Antiquated views (RES) 

31. Basic digital technologies are seen as sophisticated 
tools 

32. High levels of government overestimate current 
level of e-participation 

33. No clear idea what e-participation is 
34. Views on digitisation are not up to time 
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- Use of facebook as a tool 
- Counter-productive discussions 

on social media 
- Inherent drawbacks 

• Use of social media (LOK) 
• Just comments (BUS,LOK) 
• Discussion quality (BUS) 
• Rude discussions (LOK, BUS) 

35. Facebook is seen and used as a multifunctional 
participation tool 

36. Online discussions are less solution-oriented than 
physical ones 

37. Social media is not optimised for e-participation 
38. Social media tends to spawn biased and 

inappropriate comments 

- Ownership of tools 
- Risk of losing control to private 

actors 

• Developers (RES) 
• Process ownership (RES 
• Who shapes democracy (RES) 
• Who owns the data (RES) 

39. Governments need to be both users and developers 
40. Ownership of the development process is crucial 
41. Private actors’ goals conflict with democratic values 
42. The data needs to stay with the government 

- Citizen's opinion is not heard 
- Government structure 

• Synergy between levels (GOV,RES) 
• Behavioural change (GOV) 
• Lack of respect (LOK) 
• Little leverage (LOK,RES) 
• Gatekeepers (RES,BUS) 
• Responsibility with the citizens (RES) 
• Centralising capabilities, responsibility 

(GOV, RES, BUS) 
• Complicated (GOV,BUS) 

43. Lack of synergy between state and municipal level 
44. Organisations need to be modernised and reformed 
45. Practitioner’s opinion counts little in final decisions 
46. Strategy and capabilities need to be centralised 
47. Top governmental levels tend to be very ambitious 

without including practitioners 

- Participation management needs 
to be adapted 

• Prioritisation of EP (RES) 
• Adjust organisation to technology (RES) 
• Top-down (GOV) 

48. E-Participation needs to become a priority 
49. Initiative needs to come from the top 

- Multiple tools needed 
- Combination of analog and 

digital methods 

• Many tools used (GOV) 
• Stand-alone solutions (BUS) 
• Enhancing trad. Participation (GOV) 

50. Digital tools don’t work well as stand-alone 
solutions 

51. Digital tools enhance analogue participation 
methods 

- Complexity of technology 
- Technological capabilities 

• Data analysis (LOK,BUS) 
• Overload of information (LOK,BUS) 
• Lack of knowledge (LOK,RES,BUS) 
• Potential of technology (BUS,RES) 

52. Practitioners are faced with a large amount of data 
53. Practitioners are not experts of latest technology 
54. Technology cannot be used to its potential without 

skills and resources 

- Development of technology • Uncertainty (BUS) 
• High-tech (GOV,BUS) 

55. It is hard to keep up with recent technological 
development 

56. Technology evolves very fast 

- Security • Ethical issues (GOV) 
• Hackability (RES,LOK) 
• Hackability (RES,LOK) 

57. Collecting citizen data results in ethical issues 
58. Security concerns lead to resistance 
59. Systems can be hacked and data can be stolen 

- High initial costs 
- Implementation takes time 

• Unused data (BUS) 
• High initial investment (RES) 
• Implementation needs time (BUS, RES) 
• Impatience (BUS) 
• Slow process (BUS) 

60. High effort needed to capitalise on data 
61. Implementing e-participation requires high initial 

investment 
62. The implementation needs to be understood as a 

time intensive process 

- Competition with other input to 
citizens 

- Turnout of votes can halt 
progress 

• Information overload (LOK) 
• Crowded email inboxes (LOK) 
• People tend to disagree (LOK) 

63. Government information competes with other 
information 

64. The outcome is more often negative than positive 
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E Basic Themes to Global Themes

Themes as Basic Themes Organizing Theme Global Theme 

- People who participate have good educational and social 
backgrounds 

- People without internet access are excluded 
- Physical meeting are mainly attended by elderly citizens 
- Young people with kids have little time to participate 
- Younger generations are hard to follow up on 

  

Equality of access E-participation needs to be inclusive 

- Citizens engage through different means 
- Which tools are used depends on the case 

Methods are case specific 

- Citizens need to be able to track their process to have 
trust 

- Citizens need to be involved in the formulation of the 
strategy 

Transparency 

- Faith and interest in the political system has been 
declining 

- Politicians lost track of citizen’s needs 
- Younger generations demand personalised politics 

Bad relationship to citizens The government needs to actively reconnect to 
citizens 

- Citizens want to participate but don’t know how 
- Citizens need to be informed to become engaged 
- Information is important to onboard people 

Information leads to 
engagement 

- Now is decided who shapes participation 
- Bad execution of EP will lead to worse faith in the 

system 
- Democracy is not seen as dynamic and changeable by 

state actors 

Pivotal moment 

- Capabilities are different between municipalities 
- Many changes in functions make knowledge transfer 

difficult 
- Not on everyone's agenda 

Organisational Inconsistency Inherent issues in organisations halt 
implementation 

- Approach to citizen engagement depends on political 
views 

- E-participation means politicians will need to relinquish 
some power 

- Individuals in positions of power act as gatekeepers 

Organisational bottlenecks 

- More people needed to effectively practice e-
participation 

- Practitioners are not funded enough 

Underfunding 

- Practitioners rely on traditional physical methods  
- There are very few experts in government functions 

Lack of knowledge Current e-participation efforts are not effective 

- Top-down proposal of ‘one-fits-all’ methods 
- Traditional methods need to be reformed 

Methods push 

- Basic digital technologies are seen as sophisticated tools 
- High levels of government overestimate current level of 

e-participation 
- No clear idea what e-participation is 
- Views on digitisation are not up to time 

Misconceptions 

- Facebook is seen and used as a multifunctional 
participation tool 

- Online discussions are less solution-oriented than 
physical ones 

- Social media is not optimised for e-participation 
- Social media tends to spawn biased and inappropriate 

comments  

Social Media drawbacks 
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Themes as Basic Themes Organizing Theme Global Theme 

- Governments need to be both users and developers 
- Ownership of the development process is crucial 
- Private actors’ goals conflict with democratic values 
- The data needs to stay with the government 

Governmental control of 
process 

E-participation requires clear responsibilities 
within integrated structures 

- Lack of synergy between state and municipal level 
- Organisations need to be modernised and reformed 
- Practitioner’s opinion counts little in final decisions 
- Strategy and capabilities need to be centralised 
- Top governmental levels tend to be very ambitious 

without including practitioners 

Integrated organisations 

- E-Participation needs to become a priority 
- Initiative needs to come from the top 

Top-down responsibility  

- Digital tools don’t work well as stand-alone solutions 
- Digital tools enhance analogue participation methods 

Combination of 
complementing methods 

The technological environment is highly dynamic 
and complex 

- Practitioners are faced with a large amount of data 
- Practitioners are not experts of latest technology 
- Technology cannot be used to its potential without skills 

and resources 

Requires advanced 
capabilities 

- It is hard to keep up with recent technological 
development 

- Technology evolves very fast 

Fast technological 
development 

- Collecting citizen data results in ethical issues 
- Security concerns lead to resistance 
- Systems can be hacked and data can be stolen 

Security and Ethical 
concerns 

- High effort needed to capitalise on data 
- Implementing e-participation requires high initial 

investment 
- The implementation needs to be understood as a time 

intensive process 

High initial effort E-participation is an investment 

- Government information competes with other 
information 

- The outcome is more often negative than positive 

Uncertainty of outcome 
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F Interview Transcripts

Interviewer 1: Ferdinand Krumhoff, fekr18abstudent.cbs.dk
Interviewer 2: Florian Fabarius, flfa18adstudent.cbs.dk

F.1 Lokaludvalgs Christianshavn and Indre By

Date: 09.03.2020

FK 0:02
So, just for legal purposes, it’s okay that we record this?

LOK-C 0:09
It’s okay.

LOK-I 0:09
It’s okay.

FK 0:13
And can maybe each of you state your name and your position and what your tasks are or what
you do?

LOK-I 0:22
Yeah, my name is x and I work as a communications consultant basically. And my job description
is pretty much communication both the external part and the internal part. But basically, most
of it is external, I would say, and we work a lot with you know, try to get people involved in
the things that the local council is interested in, which is mostly urban planning. That kind of
projects, you know, hotel buildings, nightlife how to develop R̊adhuspladsen out here and things
in that area in a way and then we try to gather information from the citizens because often I
would say the way citizens get in contact with municipalities, it can be quite hard. But going
through the local council makes it a bit easier in a way. So they tend to write us and we try to
give information to the different departments.

LOK-C 1:51
So, my name is x and x works for Indre By, the city centre and I work for Christianshavn. So
the office covers both areas but we divided like the areas but what I wanted to add is like that
the local councils they have, the system is like this so that they have like a more direct line to
the mayor and so they have to answer when we write. They have to answer, in that way it’s
easier for getting the answers for somebody who’s in charge. Yeah. So that’s one of the roles
that the city council or the local councils say they have.

FF 2:47
But it’s not like if an individual contacts one of you, you’re not obliged to contact the major
then? Because are you rather gathering information or wishes from various, like several people
and then contact the major or is it also single requests?

140



LOK-C 3:07
It can be single requests.

LOK-I 3:08
Yes. I don’t think we have to take the information further but we do it. It’s part of the job
really. Yeah, make the citizens’ voice heard in a way, here. And by not doing that, that’d be
quite stupid in a way.

FF 3:27
And is it never that you feel like there are so many requests that you have the feeling you have
to be at some point like you can’t forward everything or is it really not that many requests that
you ever had the feeling?

LOK-C 3:45
I think if it’s like a lot of requests about the same issue, then you gather them, you know, and
then if it’s just one single request, you send it forward because it’s a single issue. If it’s a lot of
requests, then the local council, they discuss what can we do? Can we do something else? They
take it like as a project for them because they feel okay, here’s a lot of people who are concerned
about this issue. So they discuss it. They have like a monthly meeting where they discuss the
different projects that are going on. And then they say, okay, we had another request in this
issue. We should write the mayor in charge, but can we do something else? So that would be
like how it would work.

FK 4:37
Okay, and how do you gather this information from the citizens, how do you monitor what
people want or what issues are?

LOK-C 4:48
Many they write an email to us. We have meetings. Well, yeah, but that’s more like if there’s,
for example, they want to construct a new hotel.

FF 5:03
Only for certain projects.

LOK-C 5:05
For certain projects we can have like a big project. We arranged a meeting like that, then we
invite, like, who is in charge of the development and relevant people.

LOK-I 5:14
Pretty much an open meeting where everyone can come.

LOK-C 5:17
And they can ask questions there. And we also do like a resume and try to follow up in that
way.

FK 5:26
And how many people, how many citizens of the district show up to these meetings on a regular
basis?

LOK-C 5:36
100
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FK 5:37
Okay, yeah. Is it mainly the same faces in a way or?

LOK-I 5:41
I would say pretty much the same faces, yeah. Pretty much older people who have the time to
attend the meetings.

FK 5:55
How do you reach out to these people? How do you invite them?

LOK-I 5:59
Through the newspaper, an ad or through Facebook.

LOK-C 6:04
Yeah, we try to use different communication channels like newsletters, Facebook. We have a,
but that’s Christianshavn. They have like a poster, like, where they put a poster Christianshavn
and then ads in the newspaper.

FF 6:26
You are doing it separately, right? Just like for a certain Lokaludvalg normally or are there also
some cases where you combine meetings or something else?

LOK-C 6:37
In our two areas?

FF 6:40
Yeah. Or in general in other cases of Lokaludvalgs?

LOK-C 6:43
Yeah. Could be. Could be if it’s like a big project, for example, there was this big project that
they want to build. It didn’t end up like that. But there was this discussion if you should do it
together with Amager Øst, because this area will also be involved. It’s not the normal situation,
but it has been done. If it’s like a big project, yeah.

LOK-I 7:10
And next week we actually have a meeting together about air pollution.

Okay, with all Lokaludvalgs?

LOK-C 7:16
No, just these.

FK 7:19
But is there a particular reason why Indre By and Christianshavn put together the offices?

LOK-C 7:28
I think it’s an economical reason. They would like to have two separate but it’s to save money
for us, basically that we cannot hire more people.

FK 7:42
And with this decision making process, maybe you can guide us through that basically. What
are the different steps or when you have, for example, a project like a hotel construction or
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something like when does the community get involved and how do you generate ideas and how
do you actually make these ideas heard that come from the citizens? How do you basically give
them a voice?

LOK-C 8:11
Normally like big projects like this, they will be in the city hall they have a web page called
Bluehost. So all building projects they will be hearing. It’s a public public hearing that is put
on this web page and everybody can go and write their answer. Before this comes out the local
council will get a notice that this is coming up and then the local council gets a possibility to
make their voice heard. So actually, they can do it twice, the local council, in this public hearing
face and before. Then normally the mayor in charge of the department of the city hall in charge
will write us, his office and we will take it further to the local council and they will discuss
it in the meeting. Discuss whether we should arrange a public meeting for the community?
Sometimes they do like questionnaires that they send out to only people living in this area
asking questions relevant for how should they make that decision or the opinion and then from
that they write their answer to the department.

FF 9:50
And this survey is then regarding the certain project? It is not the one which is send out like
three to five times a year right? Usually a lot of Lokaludvalgs have like this survey, which they
send out three to five times a year, which was I think, more general?

LOK-C 10:06
No, that would be a different one. We write about whatever is necessary, whatever is the subject.

LOK-I 10:13
So that can be about building a hotel or guideline for air pollution or? The local council decides
whether they want to use questionnaires or arrange a public meeting or a workshop.

FK 10:27
Depending on the project?

LOK-I 10:28
Yeah.

FK 10:30
Okay. And do you feel that the knowledge you’ve gathered through these means, either through
the surveys or through the meeting. What comes from the citizens? Do you have the feeling it
has the possibility to fundamentally change projects or that it has some weight in the decision,
the political decision?

LOK-C 10:56
Yeah, I think they do, but they wouldn’t be adjustable. Depending how big basically.

FK 11:01
So it’s also depending on the project.

LOK-C 11:02
Yeah, yeah. But they definitely have the possibility to make adjustments. Yeah, definitely.
Definitely.
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FF 11:09
Okay. Do you get then always feedback on input?

LOK-C 11:14
No, not always, sometimes.

FF 11:18
Unfortunately, just one more question regarding the collaboration between Lokaludvalgs and we
talked about it already briefly. Do you also not only regarding the hearings, but do you also
sometimes collaborate in other ways that you communicate how you’re doing certain things,
approaching certain issues or about tools which you’re using or whatever? Are there other ways
or reasons why you sometimes communicate or is it rather separate how most Lokaludvalgs
work?

LOK-I 11:53
Sometimes we also like ghostwrite for the newspapers, we try make an audio and then send it
to newspapers and hopefully they will use it in a way. And that could also be about all kinds
of topics really. Where the local council has an opinion really.

FK 12:18
Okay, maybe let’s go to the next topic because we told you the thesis is about e-participation,
everything and now we’d like to ask you a couple of questions about that and how people
participate and who participates. First of all, because you said the main demographic is older
people that participate, have you tried to reach out or do you try different means to also get a
more mixed demographic group on board or are you experimenting in that regard?

LOK-C 12:55
I think other local councils are better with this. Unfortunately sometimes it is a question about
time. We could. Yeah. But we try to I mean, we try to use Facebook, we try to use in that way
different channels. But I also think it’s sometimes a question about what is the subject of the
meeting? If you had a subject about children’s institution, I’m sure it will be another audience.

FK 13:28
Because then you have more families?

LOK-C 13:30
Yeah, of course. Yeah.

LOK-I 13:38
And also here in Christianshavn. They have more old people living here than in Norrebro, Valby
or Vesterbro.

FF 13:48
So in Christianshavn it is also representative in a way?

LOK-I 13:51
Yeah. Yeah, I would say so.

LOK-C 13:53
Yeah, it’s true.

FK 13:56
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That’s interesting because I didn’t think of that but of course different neighbourhoods have
different demographic groups.

LOK-I 14:03
And also because it is in the city and it’s quite expensive to live here in Indre By and Chris-
tianshavn. Children, families, they live somewhere else. Yeah,

LOK-C 14:15
Yeah, they live somewhere else, because they can’t afford to live in here. So I also think that’s
part of the answer why, you know, the participation is based on old people in a way

FK 14:27
But have you seen certain effects or certain change in that regard depending on how you reach
out to people? hHave you been getting more young people in the last year or has this increased?
Or do you even measure that?

LOK-C 14:45
No, no.

FK 14:47
All right. What would you say in general is some motivation of governments to get I know, it’s
a very general question but what is the motivation to run these local committees and to get the
citizens opinion on things? Just what would you say are the reasons for that?

LOK-I 15:14
I would say that people, when they contact us, and they contact the different institutions or
departments, their opinions are worth something, you know, in a way, so it’s not just like, they
just don’t dump it. They use the information of some citizens.

LOK-C 15:44
So they feel heard.

FF 15:48
A way for them getting closer to the citizen?

LOK-C 15:51
Yeah, I think also that they can make better solutions, basically. I mean, of course, it’s individual
from each politician what they actually think of this system, but I think in the big context, there’s
an acception of that. it’s a good system to get closer to the people living in the city.

FK 16:12
Are there certain parties or certain voices that say that don’t like the system that much?

LOK-C 16:17
Well, I think you’ll can find them.

FK 16:22
For which reasons?

LOK-I 16:25
I think they would like to use the resources in a in a different way really. Use the money in
different areas, than this kind of participation.
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FK 16:38
Do you have certain numbers, how much does it cost or how much money goes into a Lokaludvalg
each year?

LOK-C 16:46
I don’t have, but I am sure that I could find it.

LOK-I 16:48
I think it’s about 15 million Kronor to run all of them on a yearly basis. Something like that.

LOK-C 16:58
But that is I mean the cost is of course our salary. But also you can apply if you have a project,
a cultural or social project in your city area, you can apply for money to do this project. So in
that way, they also support like a lot of cultural projects. That’s also a cost for example.

FF 17:29
So only people who are working there or the Lokaludvalgs can initiate these projects or also
other individuals who are living I don’t know, for example, in a certain district?

LOK-C 17:40
Everybody who is living in the area, anybody who wants to run a project in the area could
apply.

FF 17:46
And then this person sends a kind of proposal?

LOK-C 17:49
Yeah, they have to fill out like a scheme. Like what is the project about? When is it gonna take
place? What is the connection to the area? Which people are you doing this project for? So
what is the reason? Why you want to have it in this area?

FF 18:04
And that could be all kinds of things like saying yeah, we would like to have more trees or I
don’t know, want to have a cultural market here?

LOK-C 18:12
Could be anything. It could be anything. You cannot make earnings from the project. It’s
always given voluntarily.

FF 18:20
Yeah. Makes sense.

FK 18:23
Generally about the hearings when it comes to new projects, is it that people go there more to
get information on the project or are people that attend generally well informed and already
have formed some ideas and opinions on it?

LOK-C 18:41
I think it’s both.

LOK-I 18:42
Yeah, I think it’s a mix.
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LOK-C 18:43
Yeah. Somebody wants to hear and get more information. Somebody if they don’t agree, they
go there to tell that they don’t agree. Yeah.

LOK-I 18:53
It’s both and some are well informed already and know pretty much everything about the project.

FK 18:59
Yeah. Are there a lot of people that actually go there also to protest or to be against it kind of
in a way or is it generally very constructive?

LOK-C 19:11
Both.

LOK-I 19:14
I would say, many of the participants can be quite conservative regarding development. But I
think that is also because of their age.

FK 19:27
Okay. So you would also say that the views in general among the demographic of people
participating are more conservative and keeping it as it is.

LOK-I 19:39
In Indre By, yes,

FK 19:42
Okay. Yeah. But that’s very interesting. Do you feel that you need to get more different people
on board? Do you feel that this is kind of a challenge or where you think this would actually
improve the whole decision making process if you had like a more heterogeneous group of people?

LOK-C 20:03
I think it’s always. I mean, of course, it’s always something that we consider how can we do it
better? Do we reach a broad variety of the population.

LOK-I 20:18
It is a challenge I would say.

LOK-C 20:22
I think that for example, when we send out these questionnaires we reach people more broadly.
For example, because if you had family with children it suits maybe your daily life better that
you can do this. When you want to you can make the answers when you want to. It’s not like
Thursday evening at seven when you actually don’t have time to be there Thursday evening at
seven. So we try to do this as well to see what that gives.

FK 20:59
Besides that, what are the general major challenges that a local committee faces nowadays or
that you guys face in your work for the committee?

LOK-I 21:13
I would say getting more people to participate and younger people to participate.

FK 21:22
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So it is also about more people? Do you feel that you sometimes you don’t get the desired
number of people attending these hearings?

LOK-I 21:29
I would like higher numbers. I would definitely like higher numbers.

LOK-C 21:34
I think the numbers are okay.

FK 21:36
Yeah okay. Do you have some more questions for participation? I feel that we’ve covered most
of it?

FF 21:56
The last one, maybe? Is there a way actually that you monitor or measure participation, like
of course sometime in surveys, I guess you can see how many answered or you said you also
more or less know how many people are attending the public hearings right? Are you in general
keeping track of historical changes or anything?

LOK-C 22:19
We don’t, we don’t have like a goal.

FF 22:25
Yeah. Okay.

LOK-I 22:28
But when we have public public meetings, we write down how many participated like it was 35
or 130 or yeah.

FK 22:38
Okay. Do you feel this could be helpful to use to work more with data or to gather more data
in that regard when it comes to demographics or things we talked about to kind of see also
developments? Is that something you have talked about?

LOK-C 22:58
I think it could be interesting to do it. I think it could be useful as well. It hasn’t been a subject
to start to do it. No, I think it’s a wish. I mean, I’m sure somebody would like to do it.It is
also a matter of resources.

LOK-I 23:21
We’ve talked about using Facebook more in a professional way. Through ads and yeah. targeting
people more through their interests and yeah. So if they’re interested in tall buildings, maybe
we could write tall buildings and get them to participate in the meetings.

FK 23:43
Yeah. Do you know whether any other Lokaludvalgs do that, that they run ads online based on
interests?

LOK-C 23:50
I think Valby and Norrebro.

FK 23:57
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Okay, that’s interesting. In general which are the digital tools you use at the moment to reach
out to people?

LOK-C 24:06
Besides the one we mentioned?

FK 24:07
Yes

LOK-I 24:08
It is Facebook and newsletter and our homepage.

FK 24:13
Okay. What would you say are the disadvantages of using digital tools? Have you run into
certain challenges where you say, this is kind of not reaching the desired purpose?

LOK-I 24:35
I can’t really think of one right now, I’d say.

LOK-C 24:39
Disadvantage. I don’t know. I mean, we’ve discussed, for example, it’s important that we also
keep on using the traditional newspaper ad because there are some older people. That’s their
source of information. So you have to balance.

FF 25:01
Yeah.

FK 25:07
And what would you say, I mean, we’ve kind of talked about it a little bit, but in general the
willingness or the openness towards digital methods, how high would you say is that especially
also among the older generation? Do you feel like you also reach them through digital methods?
Or do they also fill out these surveys online?

LOK-C 25:30
I think they do. Yeah, I think they do. Yeah.

LOK-I 25:38
Many old people are using Facebook. Many old people are of course reading ads and newspapers.
So I think we reach them in a way.

FF 25:51
So their willingness is also rather high using potentially digital tools.

LOK-I 25:56
Yeah, yeah. When talking about old people but we could be better at using it and target it to
the younger generations in a way to get them to participate.

FK 26:09
I mean, maybe now we’ve been talking about using these digital channels for informational
purposes. But is there some sort of strategy or talk about taking parts of the discussion online
or have you ever thought about that, that you could maybe either complimentary or instead of
meeting in person also have this discussion and the idea generation online? Do you even do that
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already?

LOK-C 26:40
We do. Well, we do it on Facebook sometimes, ask the questions, like we had this meeting about
this and this and this. What do you think? Do you have any other comments?

FK 26:55
Do you get a lot of feedback in that regard? Or do you feel that it’s a lively discussion there?
How is it different?

LOK-I 27:03
I wouldn’t say lively discussion. I would say people pick up the information and write a comment.

LOK-C 27:09
We get a few comments each time, but it’s not a lot.

LOK-I 27:13
Yeah. So we don’t take part in discussions.

LOK-C 27:17
No. We don’t go into the discussion. That’s not our role, because we’re just servicing the local
council. So actually, we’re just giving the information.

LOK-I 27:26
We as the local council can give sort of different opinions about a topic.

LOK-C 27:32
Yeah, that’s true.

FF 27:34
So it’s more for providing information instead of like consultation or active discussion.

LOK-C 27:40
Our role is not to take part in the discussion.

LOK-I 27:42
Yeah. But we have talked to the members of the local committee that they can take part in the
discussion. Yeah. If they sort of say this is my own opinion. This is not the local councils. This
is my own view.

LOK-C 27:57
So and normally what they do is, of course, they have their individual point of view, but that
is not the opinion of the local council. And this is the opinion that we can inform about.

FK 28:14
Okay. What would you say besides, I mean, you said that resources are also sometimes a problem
when it comes to making this participation more digital and everything. What would you say,
are there other challenges you would say? Or would you say that if we had more resources, then
it would be super easy to use and everything or do you think there’s also other barriers to that
to increase digitization and the so called committee?

LOK-I 28:46
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I think the resources is one thing and then getting to learn a new programme that’s another
thing. So if we had, like, let’s say, another employee here, we could go into that area and get it
more digitalized in a way.

FK 29:05
How many employees are you actually for the two Lokaludvalgs?

LOK-C 29:10
We’re three.

FK 29:12
Three for two local councils?

LOK-I 29:13
Yeah.

FK 29:14
Okay. Do the others have more employees in that regard?

LOK-C 29:20
Lots of them have one more.

LOK-I 29:23
Three or four for only one local council.

FF 29:26
Okay. For your position in general or because I thought for example, when we looked at all the
homepages I though there are like five or six people per council?

LOK-C 29:42
I don’t know. It’s a long time ago when it was when this construction of local councils were
made. I don’t know how it was decided how many they should be in each office. I mean, in
Chrstianshavn there’s not that many citizens’ compared to others. So I guess that’s why in
the beginning they wanted to make it together with Indre By, but they feel definitely as two
separate groups. So that’s why it was decided but they could have each a local council. But the
city hall would not give more money for the people supporting them. So that’s why we have to
support two.

FK 30:34
Okay, yeah. I just have one last question. So, how long have both of you been here or have been
working for the local committee?

LOK-I 30:47
I have been here for four years.

LOK-C 30:52
I am a substitute for someone on maternity leave. I have been working for Valby and Vesterbro
Lokaludvalg.

FK 31:05
Okay, perfect.
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LOK-I 31:06
About two years.

FK 31:16
Yeah, I think in that regard that’s all. We have everything.

FF 31:20
Yeah, thank you very much. Thank you for taking the time.

LOK-I 31:23
No problem. And if you have any further questions just write us an e-mail.

F.2 Lokaludvalg Kongens Enghave

Date: 12.03.2020

FK 0:02
Can we record this interview?

LOK-K 0:04
Yes

FK 0:03
Do you have any other questions?

LOK-K 1:48
No, that’s more or less what I had understood you are doing.

FK 1:51
Okay, perfect. Maybe to start out, what is your name and what is your functional position in
the local committee?

LOK-K 2:02
My name is x and I sit in the executive committee and as such I am the x.

FK 2:15
Okay and what are your tasks basically on the executive committee or how does that look like?

LOK-K 2:25
Well basically we have two main areas. One is where we have about a million kronor which
people can apply to for various projects that they want to start. And we will then evaluate and
give out money, if it’s suitable. That’s one area. The other area is commenting and we don’t
actually have any political power as such, we’re more of an advisory board. We can advise on
anything that happens to be going on in in our area.

FK 3:17
Okay. And how often do you meet? How often do you have these discussions or are they more
on a regular basis? Or do you meet according to projects and functions?

LOK-K 3:34
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I sit in the cultural subcommittee. We meet once a month. A week after that the executive
committee meets and then the whole committee meets at the end of the month. So we meet
once a month. And then of course, we have various interime groups. If we have a problem or
if we have a large building project or something like that, that we want to look closer into, we
organise a small group to look into that and that means we meet three times a month.

FK 4:18
Okay. And do you have any projects together also with other local committees? Or do you
exchange ideas? Do you collaborate in any regard?

LOK-K 4:29
We write and exchange ideas, but basically each area functions within itself. But if there are
projects that sort of border our area, we will collaborate with the other groups. For example,
at the moment we have the old railway works. Do you know those in Vesterbro? They also call
it the railway town now, and that is on the border between Vesterbro and us. So, you know,
it’s a great interest to us what happens in there. So we collaborate with them, they share, we
share meetings and and share ideas.

FK 5:26
Okay, and how do you get involved in a project like this, for example, this railway town project?
How do you work together with the municipality or does the municipality reach out to you or
do you actively get engaged?

LOK-K 5:45
Well, we can initiate projects if we want. If we have something that we feel should be done.
Then we can initiate it and contact the municpality to start the project, but most of the time we
[inaudible 00:06:05 - 00:06:19] and when we see something that concerns our area, if nobody’s
already contacted us, which they often do, we will get it all that way. Ask if we can have a
meeting with them and discuss whatever is in the wind.

FK 6:40
And do you in general have the feeling that the municipality respects your opinion in that regard
or are your wishes being heard and if so, how do you make sure that you have a saying in the
decision that are made?

LOK-K 6:58
We basically get ignored most of the time, which is very frustrating. Basically, we feel very
much that we are ignored. And it’s very frustrating. Being involved with with something and
being interested in something and then finding that they just do whatever they want anyway.

FF 7:34
So by being ignored, you mean that they don’t really listen or they listen and then they don’t
act on it or?

LOK-K 7:43
Yeah, they are supposed to listen and then they ignore us. We’ve had quite a few cases out
here in recently, where we have been very vehemently against what they were doing and they
basically just have gone ahead and done it anyway.

FK 8:04
Do you have an example for that where that has happened?
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LOK-K 8:07
Do you know, the school Stejlepladsen near the old fishery harbour. There’s an area there which
has traditionally been used for the fisherman’s nets and it’s a protected area and they needed to
build Copenhagen municipality needed to sell the land in order to raise 2 billion kronor which
they had miscalculated in the metro budget. All of a sudden they needed to raise the money. So
they tried to do it on Amager Faelled, you know the carbon land on Amager and the protest out
there was so strong that they backed down and needed to find somewhere else. So they found
a plot of land that is protected over here. And within two days, they decided that this is what
they were going to do. They put the protection to the parliament, and the parliament agreed
that oh, yes, we don’t need to acknowledge that protection, we’ll just ignore it. And they’re
gonna build lots of apartments there.

FK 9:38
I am surprise that it’s so easy to lift the protection of land. Is it culturally protected because it
has historical value or was it environmental?

LOK-K 9:51
Environmental, there’s a fairly large bird sanctuary right next to it. We were surprised to that
it was that easy. It was not an example of Danish democracy at its best.

FK 10:10
And why do you think the municipality doesn’t listen to your opinions the way it does? Or
have you had any sessions where you talked about maybe how you can increase or how you can
increase you being heard basically?

LOK-K 10:36
We talk about it quite a lot. But the problem is with all democracies, if you want the democratic
voice as it were, the voice of the people, then the powers that be will have to relinquish some of
that power. I mean, and they don’t want to do that. They’re very democratic as long as they
decide as democratic when other people voice their opinions. In the case of the Stejlepladsen
is because they needed the money. I have no problem with that, but the way it was presented
to us, basically to the people of Copenhagen was not that we have these various options, which
one shall we choose? That would not have been taking any power away from them. They still
have the final decision, but we all had a chance of saying what we thought was the best idea.
They were afraid I think of it being that nobody wants to do in their area, you know, it’s fine to
build a power plant as long as it’s not in my backyard, you know? And that is a problem. But I
think it is a shame that they don’t use the opportunities that they have. Because building high
rise buildings where they’re planning on building, I mean, it’s an eyesore. It would completely
ruin one of the few green areas that are left in Copenhagen, which was one of the reasons that
Copenhagen is such a nice place is because of all our green areas in our parks. And if you remove
the parks, well, then it’s not a very nice place to be anymore. You’d be shooting the golden
goose at the same time, and all we’re trying to do is just sort of trying to not be conservative
and protect everything at all costs but just making sure that you know, the development that
is going on is managed. You probably know about Sluseholmen and Teglholmen and all this
building going on out here. Well, if you are basically building a new town with 30,000 people
in it, you need amenities. I mean, when they built Sluseholmen, they forgot to incorporate the
school. 15,000 people, mostly young people have children. So you need to build a school you
need to build a youth club. You need to build places where people can meet. You need to build
an environment. You need to build the whole thing. And they didn’t. There was no shops
there. There was nowhere they could build a shop.
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FK 13:53
Yeah.

LOK-K 13:54
And this is the sort of thing that we feel that you know, why don’t they listen because we
were saying it from the start. Now remember to build the roads, to build the schools, to build
everything. And they didn’t. They’re now planning on building another large part on the
other side of the main artery Sydhavnsgade, which is the main road from the motorways into
Copenhagen centre. And they’re going to build another group of flats on the other side. And
there is no plan how all these people are going to park their cars, how these people are going to
get from there into the city. There’s a metro on the other side of the road, but you’re going to
have to cross a very, very busy road, the busiest road in Copenhagen. And there’s no provision
for building a bridge or for building a tunnel or anything. And these are the sort of things that
we are bringing up and say to the council, to the municipality, you have to think about these
things. And then when they don’t, we’re suddenly left with a problem. That’s very frustrating.
We used after what we’re talking about using electronic media. We have a group out here,
which is a panel of citizens, totally voluntary. And we use that for sending questionnaires out,
you know, what do you think about this? What do you think about that? And then we get an
opinion of what people think in the area, and we transmit that further on to the powers that
be.

FK 15:46
Do you think that the municipality has an easier time listening to you or also assessing the
people’s opinion when they get these surveys? So when you have raw data basically, where you
say these are the numbers of people, these are the suggestions.

LOK-K 16:05
I would like to think that when you have a survey and you you transmit the result to the
municipality that they would take it more seriously. That doesn’t seem to happen, unfortunately.
Okay, I am very, as you can hear, I am really disgruntled with the municipality and the way they
are doing, because at this time, they are saying at nearly every meeting, oh, we want citizen
participation. How can we do this? And the answer, I think is very simple. Make sure that
people know that they’re being heard.

FF 16:43
Yeah. So there is a bit of a lack of transparency and showing appreciation and that they’re
taking it serious.

LOK-K 16:54
Yeah.

FK 16:56
So do you perceive that it also has a demotivating effect on the people that are participating?

LOK-K 17:08
Very much so. The fact that you don’t get a response. You don’t get an explanation. Sometimes
they just do things and sometimes you have to just do things if you’re trying to run a city. But
that’s not a reason for not explaining to people why you’re doing it. You want to do something,
surely you have a qualified reason. It might be we need money, or we can’t afford that or
whatever it might be. But you know, give us a reason.
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FK 17:43
Yeah. But maybe to move on also to the participation in general and also one last point to
this topic as well. Why do you think then the government or what would be the underlying
motivation of the municipality to include citizens in idea generation and decision making?

LOK-K 18:09
I’d like to think that if people got involved and actually were actively involved in the process in
the decision process, that we would end up having a place that people would feel more ownership.
Which would mean that they would take more care of it. People would see the reason why public
transport is preferable to cars, for example, if you explain that to people in a in a sensible way,
instead of just saying, you know, I mean, Copenhagen has got this idea that, you know, they
want a carless city. No cars in the city. So what do you do? Well, you put up the charge for
using the metro. It gets more expensive to use the metro, you change all the buses, which they
did last year. So that there are a lot of very unhappy people. Because before the way the the
system, the bus routes made sense. It doesn’t make sense to people anymore. The Copenhagen
bus system. I don’t know if you know it, but it used to be that nearly all the buses went from
the centre and out the main arteries. And then there were buses connecting it across. Which
means you virtually get anywhere in Copenhagen and surroundings by only having to change
bus once. Now if I want to go from here from the south part of town to the northern part of
town, I have to change buses four times.

FK 19:49
Oh, wow. Yeah, I’ve heard they recently changed that and that people are confused about the
numbering of the lines.

LOK-K 19:56
Yes. That is not an improvement. It is important to explain to people why they’ve done this.
I mean, they might have very good reasons why they’ve done it. But all we hear is, ah it is
because of the metro. The new Metro will sort it all out.

FK 20:10
So that was also a lack of communication in that regard. And, in general, also to stay at the
participation part, who are the people that are actively participating in the local committee or
that come to the panel discussions and everything? What is the main demographic there in
your local committee?

LOK-K 20:35
Well, there’s a certain lack of young people, but most of them are in their 40s or in their 50s.
It’s a fair mix of women, men and others. So it’s really quite a mix. There’s no sort of specific
demographic. I mean, it’s not just old people, it’s a good mix.

FK 21:15
Okay. And do you ever manage for heterogeneity? So do you reach out to try to get more for
example, young people on board? Or have you had any initiatives in that regard?

LOK-K 21:28
We are elected for four years. We are at the moment, halfway through the election period, we’ve
just done two years. And the way that we are elected is you know, Denmark has an awful lot of
clubs and there’s a club or an association for everything. And it’s the associations and clubs in
the area that can put forward a candidate. So we have everything I mean, we have somebody
who has been put forward by the dog walkers, some from the motion club, you know, an exercise
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club and all sorts of things. So it’s very mixed. And if they want to put forward a young person,
I mean everybody encourages a young person to go forward. The problem is, I think that most
young people in Denmark are struggling with kids and jobs and incredibly high rents in their
flats and I think they don’t really have the surplus to do it. When your kids are out of the way
as you will and you reach your 40s and things then you have time to do something. And people
do.

FK 23:03
Yeah. Okay. Do you feel that in that regard? Also, you need to get more people to participate?
Or do you feel that most of the time this is a manageable number or do you want more?

LOK-K 23:18
No, I think it’s fine as it is. If we have an issue that really is important, then when we have
public meetings we use public meetings a lot to get people’s opinions as well as the panel. And
when we do people meet up in great numbers.

FK 23:42
Okay. How many people are meeting up then on a regular basis?

LOK-K 23:48
In the meetings about Stejlepladsen, for example. We had upwards of 200, 300 people. Having
that many people at a public meeting that’s a lot.

FF 24:14
Yeah, that’s a huge number, definitely.

FK 24:17
And do you have the feeling that it’s more or less the same faces showing up again or do you
also get a lot of new people coming in?

LOK-K 24:30
There are a lot of the same faces. Obviously, people who are politically engaged will be politically
engaged in whatever topic happens to come up. But we also actually get quite a few young
people. We are in this area that I’m living in, we have rejuvenation of the area, which allocated
some funds to improve the green areas, to improve whatever is a five year process. And they’ve
just started here and we actually have several young people in their 20s and 30s participating
in that group.

FK 25:31
Yeah, that’s interesting, actually. And do you perceive by seeing it or do you actively measure
and gather the data of what demographic you get to participate?

LOK-K 25:47
No, it’s just my impression of it. There’s no hard facts.

FK 25:53
Okay, but that was all really interesting insights into participatory area. And now, as we said
before, our kind of our second part of the paper is also the digitization of these processes and
how you can kind of use certain tools to improve how citizens engage and participate and are
being heard. Is that a topic of discussion in your local committee, or do you use any digital
tools already?
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LOK-K 26:38
I don’t know. I mean, emails are digital. And I mean, they’re used a lot. I mean, not a lot, but
quite a few of our decisions are just made by us mailing around to each other. If it’s difficult
to meet like at the moment with the Corona, stop and everything is cancelled. I mean, this
morning there was a flurry of emails to all of us and shared in various groups cancelling one
thing and another. We use Facebook a lot for information to more a general sort, you know,
events and stuff like that. Obviously the web page is also very active and is where we have all
our documents. You can access them from home. So we do that. We use mail every now and
again. MailChimp for example. So yeah, we use it a fair bit, I would say.

FK 28:02
And do you feel like these tools serve their purpose? Or do you feel that this improves engagement
in general? Or do you still see room for improvement?

LOK-K 28:13
It improves the accessibility. I mean, the fact that we don’t have to meet physically makes it an
awful lot easier to communicate quickly and it has the drawbacks of all digital communication.
You don’t sit face to face, but you can do on Skype. Another such media. But, apart from that,
I think it is definitely an improvement.

FK 28:45
Okay. Excellent. Have there been discussions in your local committee to take more of the
discussion and idea generation online, or would you say that it’s fine?

LOK-K 29:00
I think it’s probably fine as it is. I mean, I’m fairly digitalized as you will. But there are some
of my colleagues who still find it strange. They are worried about information going the wrong
places. Information being gathered by people who shouldn’t have the information and hacking
and stuff like that. So there are some people who are resisting more digitalization. My daughter
runs an online business completely. She lives here in Denmark now. She doesn’t speak any
Danish because she does everything from home online.

FK 30:00
Okay, wow.

LOK-K 30:01
So, I know about digitalization.

FK 30:05
Yeah, yeah, I can see that. I mean, also in science at the moment, you can see all the things
you can do with it, also with Skype and everything. Yeah. In general, have you also seen any
disadvantages to using digital tools and this citizen engagement with it.

LOK-K 30:33
Sometimes I find it very frustrating that I don’t get a response as quickly. Sometimes you don’t
know whether people have actually received it or not. I’m responsible for the memberships of
the cultural house out here. I don’t know if you know it. If you don’t, you should google it and
come listen to some of our concerts. Great music venue. But when I send out a MailChimp I get
back that maybe 70% have opened the emails that I’ve sent out. And that’s really frustrating
not knowing who it is, why they haven’t opened and stuff like that. I mean, it wouldn’t be any
better if I sent a letter but sometimes that I think can be a problem.
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FK 31:32
Yeah, definitely. I can imagine. It’s actually a really good point. And what would you say are
the main barriers to increase these digital efforts besides saying okay, some of your colleagues
are reluctant, but would you say there are also other barriers to digitalize the engagement more
or other challenges?

LOK-K 31:59
I think the amount of information that we get thrown at us. That means that you sometimes
you say oh can’t cope with it anymore. You know? And you might miss some information
because it was the fifth email in line, you know, and you just got fed up with it or you had to
go and make yourself a cup of coffee or or something. So you missed it. We are, I think we are
so bombarded with information, important information, but also an awful lot of crap. All the
advertising and all that stuff.

FK 32:46
Of course, especially when you’re talking about Facebook.

LOK-K 32:51
All right. Yeah, yeah. And it is difficult going back and finding something that you’ve seen and
where is it gone.

FK 33:03
If you also don’t own the tool in a way, because it’s somewhere else. Yes, I feel that we’ve
covered most of it or from my side actually all of it. Those were super interesting insights. So
do you have anything?

FF 33:27
No also from my side everything covered. Thanks a lot for taking the time to give us insight
and we will have to hand in our master thesis mid of may and we are happy to share it in the
end with you in case you’re interested.

LOK-K 33:42
I’d love to. Yes, yes.

FK 33:45
Yeah, we’re happy to do that. And thank you so much for the interview for taking the time
and also for being so flexible doing it on Skype in these times, and also, thank you so much
for the insights. I think it was super interesting because we’ve also talked to other people like
another local committee and also some businesses that do e-participation and people from the
municipality and it’s sometimes super interesting what the different stakeholders see and how
they view the problem. And it’s especially interesting when you hear from someone from the
local committee who is so close to the citizens and what they have to say because sometimes you
see that there are some gaps and people have different points of view. That was very interesting.

LOK-K 34:45
Okay, if you should find that you have any supplementary questions just contact me.

FK 34:51
Yeah, we will. Thank you and have a nice day and stay safe.

LOK-K 34:58
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Good luck and don’t get ill.

FK 35:02
Thank you. Bye bye

F.3 Lokaludvalg Østerbro

Date: 30.03.2020

FK 0:03
Okay, so is it okay for you if we record this interview?

LOK-Ø 0:07
Yes, that’s okay.

FK 0:11
I just started the recording. So, can you maybe tell us your name and a little bit about yourself
and which local committee you’re working in and what your role is?

LOK-Ø 0:23
Yeah. Well, my name is x. So I’m volunteering in this local community. I started my involvement
two years ago as a representative of our local Environmental Research Centre at Osterbro. So
it’s Osterbro Lokaludvalg and it really was much about for me to get a better understanding
of some of the local processes and how we actually engage locally when it comes to different
political decisions concerning our neighbourhoods. And then I was bit more interested in the
local democracy. It was a little bit by incident how I got involved, but I thought it could also be
good to see some younger people in these community boards. I’m a family father, if you can say
so I have three kids. So some representation in these community boards. I think it’s interesting
from that perspective, first of all, to get a different representation. So I’m fairly new, 2 year.
But yeah, I’ve done some experience. That was a little bit about me.

FK 2:16
So what are your tasks at the moment, actually? Or do you have any recent tasks like what
does it involve?

LOK-Ø 2:26
Well, I’m not heavily involved in any projects. as such. It has been very much to sort of engage
in the different meetings, like we have a monthly meeting, where different decisions has to be
made by the 21 people in the board. We have some subgroups within this community group.
I’m sitting in the group involved with physical planning. And for instance, the latest community
strategy on on local involvement, the Community Plan 2019 I think it’s called. I was part of
one of the working groups that tried to give some opinions back to our politicians. Then I’ve
been involved in some of the workshops, we have had quite a few workshops the last couple of
years under the topic, how to engage your community and how to involve your stakeholders,
and people in general. And that’s a very big discussion and it’s very political these days. How
much involvement do you want from your community? So there’s been some quite interesting
workshops on that. That’s where I have been involved.

FK 4:19
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How would you describe this relationship with the municipality or with basically the Copenhagen
government and the Lokaludvalg? Because you said there’s some discussion going on how much
it should be involved or the citizen should be involved.

LOK-Ø 4:40
Well, from my perspective, there’s been a good an open discussion, but I can see that it’s also
like, very political, open question as to how do you want to continue? Do you want to continue
with these community boards we have today? Do you want to sort of close them down? Or do
you want a totally different setup? And between the political parties of borgerrepræsentation.
So at the City Hall, there is a number of different opinions as to the future of these community
boards and some want to have a much higher local involvement of your inhabitants. And others
want to sort of say, well, we want it in a different way. So there’s this sort of a waiting position
at the moment where our politicians have to decide on the way forward. So to me personally,
there’s a lot of involvement and discussions and we have our local politicians coming out to
our board on a regular basis to give their political views and give their statement as to what’s
important, what to prioritise in our neighbourhood, here at Osterbro. So that is very positive,
but on a more overall level, there’s some big discussion or an open question as to how to continue
with these citizen involvement projects. Does that make sense?

FF 6:51
Yeah, definitely. What would be an argument for closing the Lokaludvalgs down for example?

LOK-Ø 7:04
To my understanding and you may have to ask some other people who are much more involved
in it. But to my understanding it could be some financial questions like you put out some a
certain amount of money to the local community boards and you have a secretary that needs to
support these boards. So what value do you actually gain from this funding? This money? On
the other hand that could also be like, yeah, another question. I think it’s phrased as, why don’t
we just engage within the local planning projects, and so it’s instead of having the community
boards close to the citizens then it should more be like a process in the local planning of different
new infrastructure, building projects and so on.

FF 8:19
Okay.

LOK-Ø 8:19
But that’s my understanding. And again, you may get different arguments.

FK 8:25
Do you have an idea. I mean, it’s just out of curiosity, from which political direction are the
voices coming which want to close down the Lokaludvalgs? Is it more diversified or is it a certain
direction?

LOK-Ø 8:48
Yeah, I’m actually not entirely sure where, for instance, our social democracy, whether they
want to close it down or whether they just more want it to be in a different way. Across the
parties I’m not too sure whether the left what we call Venstre or Dansk Folkeparti are totally
against the board, but that’s my understanding. But you I think to get a proper answer it would
be good if you talk to for instance some of our secretarie or even our chairman because they are
much more involved and much more knowledged about it.
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FK 10:00
We might do that. But that’s actually very interesting to hear that as well. But in general,
also, again with the relationship between the local committee and the government, do you have
the feeling that the wishes by the local committee and by the citizens that they are considered
by the municipality or that the municipality listens to the local committee?

LOK-Ø 10:27
I think in many ways they listen, and there’s a lot of like, engagement and the discussions and
people write to the different political parties or the mayor but I think it also is important to have
some groups that are involved in a much longer part of the presses and not just people who are
closely related to a project in a neighbourhood. So if you have these community boards, they
can be involved for a longer range of period and they have more resources in some ways to the
Secretary resources. They have the option of actually taking things to the politicians. They have
some more legitamecy to engage in that discussion and be heard. We have had some, I guess
many projects where people feel like they’ve been involved or invited in to different workshops,
dialogue processes, and so on, different participation and workshops, but often it ends by like,
well, we don’t really feel like our voices were put into the final decision of a project. So there
are some issues around how much participation takes place.

FF 12:37
Okay, so you are involved in the process, but often it seems like not in the final decision that
much?

LOK-Ø 12:46
Yeah.

FK 12:48
So, now talking a little bit more and going into the citizen participation, part of the local
committee actually and the citizen engagement. What would you say is the motivation of the
municipality to have Lokaludvalgs and to have someone to engage with citizens?

LOK-Ø 13:14
I think ideally you would often get a much better process, much better acceptance of why you’re
putting a place, a different sort of working structure, building project or infrastructure project.
People in the city or in the community wants to some extent have an influence as to how the
city develops. And because the city develops so fast, it’s important. The motivation to involve
people is to sort of say, well, you’re part of how the city should look like in 10 and 20 years. And
people who buy apartments want to live here for a number of years. So those kind of thoughts
I think are very important. Otherwise you would get resistance and a lot of complaints in the
newspapers.

FK 15:01
And what is the main demographic of people actively participating in your local committee?
And what kind of people are those?

LOK-Ø 15:09
Yeah, I think in that case, you should talk to John who you’ve been in touch with because he
could give you some data about our I don’t know, I think we have 8,000 people who have signed
up for this e-participation and then you could get a little bit of a feeling of the demographics.
My personal opinion is that often we will see some of the elder people engaging because they
have more time to meet. A lot of the families having kids. It can be difficult for them to find the
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time between the family. You’re having dinner around six o’clock, you have a job. So to engage
on a voluntary basis. Meet up after the different workshops is often a bit difficult. That’s my
impression.

FK 16:19
Do you have means where you manage for getting other people than the ones you have? You
are saying you predominantely like the way you see it have elderly people. Do you ever have
initiatives where you say now we need more young people and what are ways to do that?

LOK-Ø 16:42
It’s something we always have in our working groups, I would say. How do we get in touch
with the groups that we don’t necessarily hear from so oftenly? How do we reach some in a
different way? So for instance our board responsible they’ve been out like with a coffee waggon
at different locations here at Osterbro at different times during the week and then the weekends
too, and trying to sort of okay now we need to get some young families in. We need to get some
older people. We need to look for sort of a verity in the people who we try to engage with. I
think there is also for instance, I was in a working group about schools. And the question was
also okay, how do we actually reach the ones who are most of concern? So we have an option
to send out letters, digital letters to everyone in the school district. So I think it’s no matter
who’s working on a project, it is always a question that comes up. How do we sort of reach out
to people we don’t normally catch on the street, for instance, meet at the workshops.

FK 18:41
Yeah. Other than getting different demographic groups, what are in general major challenges,
the Lokaludvalg faces right now? Or your local committee?

LOK-Ø 19:00
In terms of like, what challenges?

FK 19:05
Just in general, what would you say are challenges that you face at the moment?

LOK-Ø 19:11
Well, for instance, one of the key things we have every month is applications from citizens or
groups, different kinds of groups, theatres, sports, music, all different kinds of things to apply
for money, funding. We have the option to provide some financial support, like 10,000 kronas,
20,000. kronas. Something like those kind of amounts. That helps sort of build new initiatives or
networking initiatives in our community. And one challenge is to keep making sure that people
know they can apply for those fundings. And another thing is to keep talking about what this
community board is about. We are having every month new people that are moving into our
city. And it’s always about like, what is this board doing or this community board doing? How
can we engage if you have a local sort of idea, project or concern in your neighbourhood? How
can you use us to come out with a profile as to how the different neighbourhoods can use this
community board, and that is just not always clear to everyone. And so a lot of being out there
and keep informing are communicating what we’re doing and inviting people in. So there’s a lot
of working with voluntary people. And that’s always a challenge in itself.

FF 21:16
So it is a lot about raising awareness of the functionalities of the Lokaludvalgs.

LOK-Ø 21:22
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I would say so, yeah.

FK 21:24
Um, so in general, would you say you need to get also more people participating or engaging,
like more citizens engaging with the local committee? Or do you have enough?

LOK-Ø 21:42
I think within the board we have enough because as a strong network behind the people.

FK 21:49
I am not talking about the board but when you have for example, as I understand it, you also
meet citizens. Citizens bring in their ideas and you listen to citizens. Do you feel like you need
more engagement from citizens? Like a higher number?

LOK-Ø 22:13
I think it’s a both yes and no question or answer because in some situations it would be good
to get a broader sort of opinion or broader verity of people who are putting out their opinion
or involvement. In other situations, I think we have enough. Like a local project could be so
local that those who feel very much strongly about it. They are participating or they have some
representatives. It could be like building apartments. We have these building associations of
the people living there, and they would show up with a representative. So to me if you ask me,
I would say, sometimes we do yes. Other times we have enough. When I listen to some of my
colleagues then I would say often it’s like a concern, oh we don’t have enough. But to me, I
think there’s a okay fine balance actually.

FK 23:54
Okay, so to come to the digital part basically because we told you before we were talking about
e-participation and so there’s of course a digital part to that. Do you use any digital tools at
the moment to increase or improve participation as you have it now?

LOK-Ø 24:21
Well, our community board, I guess we all have the same tool within Copenhagen and in the
municipality have their own or tool as well.

FK 24:44
Or which tools do you use, actually?

LOK-Ø 24:47
Yeah, I can’t remember what it’s called. But if you ask John, you can always send him some
questions directly about the name of the tool we have. It could even be on our website. I just
can’t remember the name of it. But then you can see what type they have. And it’s used in
each of the districts of Copenhagen and the local municipality has a similar to themselves.

FF 25:21
Is it the one with which you’re sending out the survey?

LOK-Ø 25:26
Yeah, well, we use it as a survey tool. You can target it for a specific range, geographic range,
you can put it out to all the participants. And you can use it, I mean, I don’t know, maybe we
use it four times a year or something. But you can get that sort of information from John.
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FK 26:00
Does this tool serve its purpose in a way? Oh, do you see room for improvement in that regard?

LOK-Ø 26:07
Yeah. It has some strengths. You can get a snapshot of a different opinions about different
initiatives in Copenhagen. There are some concerns as to the data and the precision of the data.
You have to be careful in terms of how it’s used, especially because the data you get is often
used for different political purposes. So if we want to use it as an argument for for different
projects, but someone else could use the same data with the opposite argument. And you really
need some people who are skilled in using the data and the data system. It’s quite interesting
in the way. I think there was a presentation here a year ago for our community board as to the
liability of the data. And if that’s something you have the time or find relevant, I’m sure you
could also ask for that presentation to some extent. And John can elaborate on it. Yeah.

FK 28:16
Okay, interesting. So in general, how would you perceive the willingness to use digital tools
like the one you described in general to also use digital tools in your Lokaludvalg? How digital
literate is the committee?

LOK-Ø 28:38
To my understanding from what I hear and how the data is presented to us, there’s a big sort of
support from the community to answer these surveys we put out. Because we don’t put out a
survey every month, then when we ask for something to get an opinion about different projects,
then I think we get a pretty good response rate every time.

FK 29:14
Do you think you could use this tool for more things than just these, you said it’s like you use
it maybe four times a year, would you like to use this tool more or in general to use digital tools
more to engage citizens?

LOK-Ø 29:31
In general, I think I mean, it could be, but then I think you need some more resources in terms
of having like some experts to set up this, these surveys and to target it a bit more, so you
don’t just send out a survey to all 8,000 members or participants in our area every time. I think
there’s a lot of opportunities within it but there’s also some constraints in terms of resources
and making use of the data in a proper way afterwards.

FK 30:17
Are there plans on taking more parts of the citizen engagement online? So do you have concrete
plans to increase that or is it right now, do you leave it as it is?

LOK-Ø 30:29
I think we leave it as it is, but half the board is political assigned. And some of who are members
are strongly focused on making more and more use of these tools. Much more than we are using
them today. So, personally, I don’t have a strong opinion about it but I know some of my
colleagues with a political background want to use it even more. But I think it comes down
to like always a matter of resources because it does take some time, it does cost some money.
So the Secretary has to spend time on preparing or making use of the data afterwards. So it’s
not just like, just send it out and then that’s it. There is quite some work involved in terms of
getting making use of it.
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FK 31:44
Besides the resources factor, what are other main barriers to increase digital participation?

LOK-Ø 31:54
Well, definitely, as you know for From your own personal life, you probably getting tonnes of
emails and tonnes of communication in the daily work and your daily life and that’s how I see
it as well. We are up against if you send it out, today you would get an email. So if people
don’t sort of respond straightaway it could be that you forget to fill out the survey. So you’re
competing about time resources, time for people’s focus and other things with family work and
maybe a busy life in general. That’s how I perceive it. If that makes sense.

FK 32:49
Yeah, definitely. Okay. We’re actually through with our questionnaire. I don’t know, Flo, do
you have any more questions?

FF 32:58
Two more questions. You said because for many of you, you have to be careful with using the
survey, for example, because people might use it for their ideological purposes or maybe that
the members of certain parties are trying to kind of misuse the data for their ideology of their
party?

LOK-Ø 33:23
Well, the good thing about the community board is that, we need to sort of agree between the
21 people of us. So even though one or two or five would say, ah then we can use this survey to
point out this statement, it would often be like a working group and then the rest of the board
who has to go through and approve any sort of statements we put out back to our politicians.
So there’s also that sort of quality check within the group. But for instance, back in 2006, there
was a big project, starting up getting these bike lanes, fast track bike lanes through Copenhagen.
And it created a lot of negative response in different areas because it was just pushed through
and people didn’t feel like they were heard. And regarding one of the surveys we did in a group
I was involved in back then, the data we got was then used by the municipal, the group who
was working on this bike project, by saying oh, well, we can see 56% of the participants in that
survey are actually in favour of it, but then that was totally misleading compared to these very
local sort of community groups. So some of the data can be handpicked for different purposes
and that’s just the nature of the politics and local planning, I would say,

FF 35:26
Yeah. Do you ever get stuck with certain decisions because you can’t agree on one thing or the
other, or do you always get to a solution?

LOK-Ø 35:39
Within our community board we would always find a solution and then you would always vote,
if there is someone who disagrees or lets say like one person when we have our monthly meetings
and going through the agenda and the proposal is put forward, saying we would like to propose
this and that the board would approve it. And then just one person could sort of say, Oh, I
disagree I want to change the discussion about this. And then you can vote and then being 21
people on the board, you could then make a vote and say, okay, who is against and who is for
it? So that is more like how our meetings are run.

FF 36:41
Okay. One last question. We talked about the relationship between the Lokaludvalgs and the
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city government but do you ever hear anything from the national level? I mean, I know it’s far
away from the Lokaludvalg, I guess they’re not directly approaching you, but maybe through
the city government that ever heard of that there’s an agenda from the national level or some
certain interests or ambitions or whatsoever?

LOK-Ø 37:12
Well, I guess our main focus is what the local municipality is working on, their strategies, their
projects. Right now, there’s a lot of focus on the state level, which decides how much money you
can spend on building projects, schools and everything every year. So all the topics concerning
new changes to our neighbourhood is directly related to decisions made by the state. But other
than that, I think the most of the discussion is about what is it our local municipality wants
and what is it our neighbourhood wants?

FF 38:15
Okay, so the main connections is kind of the budgeting. And then the rest happens more on the
local level?

LOK-Ø 38:27
Yes, I would say so. You would probably get a couple of different answers depending on who
you talk to.

FK 38:36
Right. Okay, great. I think that’s all we needed to know basically and we are through with
the questionnaire. So yeah, thank you so much for taking your time. Do you have any other
remarks or anything you’d like to say? Or you’d like to let us know?

LOK-Ø 38:58
I think it’s great, it is cool to see that you guys come up to Denmark and bring focus on this
topic about local participation and I hope it always gives some questions back to whoever you
talk to, some reflections. I think it’s fun that you’re doing this and I hope you get involvement
and feedback from those people who you get in touch with. If you need some other connections
or anything, then I am happy to see if I can guide you in this direction.

FK 39:48
Thank you.

FF 39:48
Yes, thank you. We will also be happy to share our master thesis in the end in case you are
interested. And yeah, it was also really interesting to talk to you because I think we could say
you are rather a minority in a Lokaludvalg as a younger family father. It’s also important to
get that viewpoint. Thanks a lot.

FK 40:11
Yeah. Thank you.

LOK-Ø 40:13
Cool. Well, nice talking to you. And good luck with the projects and I hope you’re safe in these
Corona days too.

FK 40:22
You too. You kind of have to isolate yourself when you’re writing your thesis anyways.
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LOK-Ø 40:28
Yeah, true.

FK 40:31
So for us it’s not that bad. But I hope that, everything is all right with you and your family as
well. And that you are safe and you also enjoy the time together. Yeah, and thank you again.
Thank you for the input.

LOK-Ø 40:49
Yes. Well, you’re welcome. It was a pleasure.

FK 40:52
Have a nice day. Bye, bye.

LOK-Ø 40:56
Bye. Thanks.

F.4 Lokaludvalg - Vesterbro

Date: 13.03.2020

FF 0:00
Okay, so yeah, is it okay if we record this interview?

TE 0:03
That’s fine.

FF 0:04
Thank you. Great.

TE 0:08
My name is x. I’m x years old and I’m in a management position for the Lokaludvalg in Vesterbro.
And well, I’ve been the x for three years. Before that I have been organising grassroot activities
actually all my life. I’ve been working on grassroot level policies since my youth. So when it
comes to lets say, how do you connect to people? How do you talk, get in contact with other
people. It’s my opinion that what you can see during these years, since I’ve started that in the
end of the 80s, that if you go back there, you’ll either put up posters on the streets, or you took
the phone or your send a letter. That was actually the three main ways to organise things unless
you were standing on the street talking to people and that way. You could say that at that
time when you took the phone and called somebody you were sure of getting the full attention
because the phone was connected to a socket in the wall and standing in the corner, you know
that they were sitting in the corner talking to you. Whereas today, we don’t know what people
are doing. And everybody is multitasking. It’s not a very good way to get the attention of
people. If you go to put up posters in the streets today you’re in a competition with the shops
and all the professional market of that and yeah, if you start talking to people, you have the
organised faces that are paid to stand there. In a lot of ways, making grassroots activities is
difficult today, because you could say that all the old ways are now somewhat disturbed. And
then you have the electronic ways that now has come in. So you have to use those. It’s also my
believe that in the old days, normally people saw a poster, they talk to somebody on the phone
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or they got a letter. They read the letter. Today, if you get an email, you might get 20 a day.
You don’t read them all. So or you read the first three lines and then you don’t read the rest.

FF 4:01
Because it is too much information?

TE 4:03
Yeah, it’s an information overload and sometimes we look at a kid. Why do they want our full
attention? But that’s not unnatural for me, because that’s how it was when I grew up. And
when you’re talking, you have the full attention of somebody. You never have that today, or
you can’t be sure about that. It’s hard.

FK 4:36
Maybe let’s go back because we would like to start out. We have some questions, first of all
about the organisation, then we will ask about the technologies as well. Yeah, so that we can
kind of go through this in a structured way because I think it’s really interesting what you say,
but we have some questions for that. And the first of all, maybe what are your tasks specifically?

TE 5:05
As a chairman, I have the task of communicating with the local newspaper. This is a single
journalist there so I have a weekly meeting with him. Normally, right here. Well, it’s my job
to pick up the phone when they call. I organise meetings. Personally, I write things on my own
Facebook account. But we have normally a person that attached to the office that writes for
the Facebook accounts on behalf of the Lokaludvalg.

FK 5:57
And how often do you meet or are these meetings rather regularly?

TE 6:03
Normally I have a weekly meeting with a journalist. And I use Facebook.

FK 6:13
What’s the purpose of this meeting with a journalist?

TE 6:16
Yeah, it’s three things. Of course it to put in things that we want to have pushed in the paper.
But then he also uses me because of my political context on the municipality. But I also get to
hear about what he sells. Well, if he has 10 letters from the inhabitants in Vesterbro, it shows
me he has 10 of them but I don’t get to see them of course if he is not printing them but he
tells me what’s going on. So it is information both ways. And yeah, and then to push.

FK 7:11
And are there also other kinds of meetings you have? You probably have Lokaludvalg meetings,
like these panel discussions and also these hearings?

TE 7:20
Yeah. I organize meetings and go and sit in panels and so on.

FK 7:25
Okay.

FF 7:53
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By the way, usually we would have printed a new one but because we can’t go to university at
the moment because our campus is locked we had to use this again.

FK 8:01
It’s so many different circumstances, right? It’s a very surreal situation sometimes. But I mean,
this is cosy and the tea is definitely better than at university. Okay so with the Vesterbro
Lokaludvalg, are there also collaborations with other Lokaludvalgs? Is there a lot of communi-
cation?

TE 8:01
Well no, we have our own office with our own employees. There’s 10 meetings a year with all
the chairmans. Five meetings with the people from the municipality and five meetings that are
preparing these meetings.

FF 8:56
So you actually meet quite often?

TE 9:00
Yeah, every month or second month.

FK 9:03
With people from the other Lokaludvalgs?

TE 9:05
Yeah, but that’s only the chairman’s meeting. The other 22 members are not meeting that
much. And there’s debates and courses for the regular members also. So maybe two or three in
the end and then there’s topic meetings, when the branch is organising the [inaudible 00:09:39].
When they want to develop that they hold a meeting for everybody that is connected to that
panel.

FK 9:51
What is that?

TE 09:54 A policy for old peoples home.

FK 9:56
Ah okay. So the projects that affect our whole city basically?

TE 10:07
Yeah. Or maybe just parts. We are, you know, some that are placed near to the centre of the
city. We have parties going on. We are four of the candidates that have that situation. So we’re
invited to a meeting to focus on that topic, how to deal with the noise and how to deal with
cleaning up after the party. So you have these kind of meetings also that are either for all of the
Lokaludvalg or topic related meetings.

FK 10:54
And how does the communication actually work with the municipality itself. So when, for
example, there is a project like building, for example, a new building, a rather large one, for
example, that affects the community. Does the city approach or use a Lokaludvalg? Or do you
find out about that and approach the city and how does involvement like this look like?

TE 11:22
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Well, there’s a lot on how to deal with that. On a minimum scale they do that centrally. And
then they have us as a plus. So that is important because I’m not paid for what I’m doing.
So if it’s something that I find and all the others find not interesting. We don’t do anything.
Right now, according to the law, they have to hear us down at the harbour because a building
company down there is postponing. It’s a rather big building site and they’re building all these
islands. Some of them, some of it is a road, whether it’s a metro station. They have to ask us
and all the inhabitants around if it’s okay that this road is first build and renovated in 2024
because they want to take all the new houses in use and let them out the people who live there.
And they are not really not allowed to do that unless they get a dispensation for that. So, but
of course they have a dispensation for the losses. You have to hear all the neighbours and you
have to hear people that are interested in this kind of things in your municipality. And we are
normally those but right now, well, we don’t think it’s important because of course the metro
is there and if you renovate the street now, all these lorries are just gonna bash it up and press
the streets. So there’s no need for wanting him to build it now. So we don’t care about that.
So it goes to say that sometimes of course if we feel it’s important we do things. Sometimes we
don’t think it’s important.

FF 14:02
And if you are against something, for example, you’re all against something. Do you feel like
these wishes are being considered or does it also happen that everyone says no, but they still do
it?

TE 14:12
That’s a political question. Sometimes and sometimes not, yeah.

FK 14:19
But in general, would you say that the opinions of the citizens through the local committee are
being respected and heard by the government or by the municipality?

TE 14:34
Well, yes and no, because you could say that sometimes. Well, the municipality it’s 55 people.
We are 600,000 inhabitants now. So there’s one there for every 11,000 of the rest of us. And if
you’re sitting in the the council, the branch for technique and environment stuff, the 11 people
there, they have 800 of these neighbour hearings each year. The salary is 60,000 Danish Kronor
a year. It’s not a full time job. So they have a tonne of neighbour hearings about this, but then
they have all the buildings and they have all the other stuff. Their schedule, their calendar is
full. It’s in my opinion, it’s not functional. You can’t expect them to know everything that they
are voting on. That’s one of the major problems that if you talk to residents, they think that
in there, they have discussed everything and know everything about everything that’s going on.
And the fact is, they know absolutely nothing. That’s a problem.

FK 16:42
And why is that? Because they don’t listen? Or it’s just in general an overload of too much
information?

TE 16:49
No, for them. Actually I think people think that it doesn’t help. You can go in a website,
you can see what their phone number is. I don’t think anybody does. Actually, I don’t think
anybody just go in checks the phone number also. There’s a problem and write them a mail,
something like that. It’s like the direct contact. A city is just too big. People feel like they’re
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sitting over there and they must have discussed it because they are the the bosses of the city.

FK 17:42
But isn’t that kind of the function of a Lokaludvalg?

TE 17:45
Yeah, we are there to build up the bridge. Yeah, you could say that. For some of them I think
it’s a good idea. More and more believe It’s a good idea. But they also have their own ideas.

FK 18:10
Well, so it’s sometimes a conflict of interests in that regard.

TE 18:14
Yeah, it is of course.

FK 18:15
But talking about that, what would be the motivation of a government to actually use citizens?
Because you say okay sometimes they listen to what you as a Lokaludvalg gather as citizens opin-
ions and ideas, and sometimes they don’t, but what in general would you say is the motivation
of the municipality or the government to actually have citizens participate in the Lokaludvalg?

TE 18:47
Yeah, they want to be reelected of course. Yeah. That’s one thing. And then they also want a
democracy that works. And then, of course, some of them see that, I believe someone of them
think that their party is the main communication for what is going on. And some of them
also think that when they have some of the smaller parties only of maybe 20 or 50 members in
Vesterbro they know that they actually don’t have any members to talk to. So of course that’s
one of the good things about Lokaludvalg is that each party has a member there because then
they know they have somebody to call and discuss matters.

FF 19:53
Okay. What do you actually do if your different political views, kind of clash within the Lokalud-
valg if you have different opinions?

TE 20:03
We vote. Normally we all vote.

FF 20:05
Do you always have a direct voting?

TE 20:07
Yeah, normally we vote but everybody knows that if you want to get something done in there
you have to have a broad consensus about how do we do this. How do we want this done in
Vesterbro? Because if we don’t we’re not going have it done our way anyway.

FK 20:37
Yeah. Okay.

TE 20:43
Just an example, our [inaudible 00:20:45] has just been renewed. There’s a big, what is the
word? It is like a heavy rain project that is done there and part of that was that we also wanted
to have an ice skating down or there. There was a broad consensus in the Lokaludvalg about
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that and some of us got in contact without parties in the municipality. And I’ve heard that at
the end. You know, once a year in September month, they decide which projects are going to
be built from what’s in the box. How much money do we have. We are gonna build something.
Once a year in September they make a budget for the next four years. Actually it was the Unity
List at the left side. It the Radikale Venstre in the middle. And it was the party Venstre. It’s
called the left but it is actually a right side party. These three parties wanted this ice skating
done. And so we’ve got it and that goes to show for me, this is a good way that we can function
and bringing projects further. Yeah, it gets things done.

FK 22:31
So, in general regarding the citizens participating and going to the discussions. What is the
main demographic there? Or would you say it is rather heterogeneous in Vesterbro?

TE 22:57
You could say that it’s a lot of people that are looking like me. 50 year old men, white men.
That’s the normal one. That are going to the meetings. Yeah. Talking with long words and
good educations. These are the normal. And if you want to contact other people, you have to
go down. I meet them somewhere else and go down on the street.

FK 23:35
Have you ever had any discussions about or are there any initiatives to get a more diverse group
of people?

TE 23:45
Yeah. Yes. And we do that by leaving the office. Yeah.

FK 23:54
So if you want to, it is really face to face.

TE 23:58
Yea, if you want to know what people are saying you have to meet them face to face. So, we
do that. When we have some money we can use for different purposes, we use them sometimes
going to the local festival parties in the streets in the afternoon We put up posters and we talk
to people there.

FK 24:25
Wouldn’t it be easier if you would say okay, we also want to talk to more of the young people
and more females? Would you say, if they would come to you, of course, there is this way of
saying you have to have this face to face discussion and you approach them in a way. But do
you have any, is there any discussion on how you actually manage to get, for example, young
people to come to the meetings and into the discussions?

TE 25:03
Yeah, it’s hard because when you look at the demographics of Vesterbro we have a lot of kids
and the parents don’t come. They don’t come. Don’t come unless you go to the kindergarten or
you go on Saturday to Enghave Parken at the playground. If you go there, put up a desk with
coffee and then you can talk to them. If you do that they want to talk but they don’t come on
Tuesday night at seven o’clock.

FF 25:41
They are busy with the family.
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TE 25:44
Yeah. So you can say that also if you want a more socially diverse, economically diverse you
can go to places where the money is. Yeah.

FK 26:17
Do you feel that it has been changing or that there’s a need actually to have these discussions
to be more diverse and everything. Especially the ones where you don’t approach people but
where the people come to you. That there might be the need for a diverse group?

TE 26:42
You could say that we started out, we only had used for once. We started an internet protocol,
database where I believe we have 3,500 inhabitants in Vesterbro that answered our last survey
with questions. But it’s not very socially diverse. Economically it’s people with good education
and good economics who answer more in a hard way than people with no homes.

FF 27:51
And are people that are at your meetings usually well informed and also actively participating
in them? Or is it mostly people who just want to get information on seeing what’s going on or
is it mixed?

TE 28:08
You could say that when you look at the different Lokaludvalgs in Copenhagen at different
places, we are a special place. All the others are also, but in Vesterbro it is special. When you
look at how people are living. It’s a flat but they are Andels value [inaudible 00:28:37] .

FK 28:40
Sorry, what is that?

TE 28:41
It’s a kind of way to own your flat along with all the other owners.

FF 28:53
Ah yeah, I know this model. I’m living in something like that. Where you own a part and you
know most people who are living there and it is kind of a community, shared ownership, right?

TE 29:03
Yeah. And in Vesterbro that’s 80

FK 29:10
And that’s much more compared to other districts?

TE 29:12
Yeah. Because if you go to Sydhavnen, that’s maybe 8%. Down there it’s a much larger
area of social housing projects. All social housing projects down there. And different places
in Copenhagen are diverse in that matter. What I wanted to talk about is that a lot of the
people who are coming to our meetings, they started in the school. They were in the [inaudible
00:30:01], the pupils counsel. They have been extremely active all the way, all the way through
their life. And now they are active in the local ownership, common ownership. Yeah, they are
coming

FK 29:38
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So it is people that already have an interest in participating.

TE 30:18
Yeah, broad and diverse politically, but if you will you could say that they’re very much alike.
Yeah.

FK 30:32
Okay. And to sum this up, also the organisational, the participation part we just talked about.
Before we move on to the next topic. What would you say are the biggest challenges at the
moment of your work in the Lokaludvalg for both you but also for the local committee in general?

TE 30:55
One of the things is that once a year, our social ministry on the national level they make a
paper, a book, brand new book, and they have tests showing how much time does the normal
inhabitants in Denmark use on paid work. And that amount of time has gone from five hours
a week to four now. Yeah. You can see that everywhere. It’s getting harder and harder to have
people to come to meetings. And one thing is to come to them as a participant, but to be the
person that are inviting and organising the meetings, there’s less and less of us. That is how it
goes right now. I believe it’s because it’s getting more and more stressful to be on a job. Yeah,
it is just how it is now.

FK 32:25
Yeah. So in that regard you lack the resources in a way or the lack of people like human
resources.

TE 32:34
Yeah, but also you know, to get people to think this is important, I want to come. It’s getting
harder and harder. And also because there’s diversity in the information challenge and an
information overload. You also have to maybe get in contact with people on two or three levels.
Two or three ways before they do something or they just read their letter, their e-mail.

FK 33:06
Yeah. And now to make the bridge there because he also just mentioned emails and before you
listed some of the tools you were using. To sum it up a little bit. What are the digital tools
you’re using at the moment in the local committee and how digitised in general would you say
is the Vesterbro local committee?

TE 33:35
Well, you could say that the digitised world is there and if we do something else, it’s a choice. It’s
a plot. If we go somewhere and have a meeting. What our employees do is digital, everything.
So we have everything it is on e-mail now

FK 34:22
And specifically when engaging with citizens?

TE 34:26
Yeah, so it’s e-mail for people that have contacted us and left an e-mail for us. It’s the local
Vesterbro Lokaludvalg. Get in there, that’s of course not electronic but it’s our database where
we ask people of their opinions. Yeah.

FK 35:10
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So what is this database?

TE 35:12
Also Facebook of course. Very important.

FK 35:17
I’m sorry, but what is this database you were talking about?

TE 35:24
When you’re an inhabitant in Denmark you are legally obliged to have an eboks address unless
that you can’t read that. You can get your doctor to sign that you can’t administer this eboks
but all others are obliged to have it. So we send out on that. So we know that we hit everybody
living here and invited them to join our database. So we have that. We have, I believe, 4000
e-mail addresses. And we use that to contact people.

FF 36:10
What happens actually to the people who don’t have eboks, they get everything by the tradi-
tional post?

TE 36:14
Yeah, yeah.

FF 36:16
Okay makes sense.

FK 36:18
And do you feel that in general, that the digital tools that you’re using at the moment is kind
of serving its purpose or do you feel that you’re not really using it to its full potential?

TE 36:32
We just started having it. I’m thinking it’s gonna be good. And of course, that’s one of the
things that I talk to the other of the chairmans about because some of them have had this for
three or four years now. You can use that either, of course, as a way to talk to local inhabitants
to get an idea of what are their ideas about things, what do they think of things. Well, of course
you can put kind of a degree on something and then ask them how much they think about this
or how little they think about this. But you are asking questions that are not like this flowing
conversation. It gives some kind of point but it’s not a good way to generate ideas.

FF 38:02
So it is more for the communication rather than for idea generation.

TE 38:06
But what is good about it, is that you are generating a discussion in 3,500 or 4000 people, in
their heads.

FF 38:16
So raising the awareness?

TE 38:18
Yeah. And 4000 it’s one out of ten. So it’s a good way. Also you can use the answers. When
75% says, we want this you can use that to go to the municipalities. This is actually a good
idea. It has a double function. But it’s not good to generate ideas. Yeah. And especially if you
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want to contact the poor people. It’s not very good. They are answering but not as much as
people who are well off.

FK 39:08
Okay. But in general how do you perceive the willingness to use these digital tools in your local
committee? How do people react to it, especially the employees of the Lokaludvalg and the
panel?

TE 39:31
That’s just how we do it. Yeah. Everything is digital unless we print a poster or something like
that.

FF 39:42
Okay, seems like people are willing to use digital tools.

TE 39:46
Actually they’re unwilling to use paper. They think paper is a waste of resources.

FK 39:50
But also in general, we’re not talking about you sending e-mails to your colleagues. But I mean,
this is about the engagement of citizens. So how’s the willingness of the people? Is there a
willingness to also have the engagement with the citizens more and more digitalized?

TE 40:10
Yeah, I believe so. But actually the problem is resources because you could be on all of the
other channels also. We are using the website and the Facebook, but yeah.

FK 40:30
So besides resources, would you say are there other barriers to increase e-participation or to
increase digital participation?

TE 40:44
The problem is, you know, how do you contact young people? Because what they’re using is
changing every five years. So,you have to learn, you have to train your staff. Every five years it
is changing.

FK 41:06
So there is a motivation to get more young people?

TE 41:10
Yeah, we would like to but the problem is how to do it. And on that platform, whatever you
choose, you’re also up against professionals, against companies that train people, you know,
so you’re just drowning. The good thing about face to face, you can say is that we want our
commercials shown to people that are living in Vesterbro.

FK 41:45
Yeah, definitely. But that’s kind of something different than taking the discussion online, right.
Yeah, with Facebook it is always a problem of ownership and everything. You don’t own the
channel.

TE 41:46
But you can use Facebook, both to contact people but also to take debates on. And sometimes
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we have debates rolling there. But normally it’s more, it’s a way to push information out.

FK 42:38
Yes. So actually, I think from my side I’ve covered everything. Maybe how long have you been
at the local committee?

TE 42:50
Well, we started in 2008 I belief.

FK 42:56
Okay. So you are already 12 years in the Lokaludvalg?

TE 42:58
Yeah, this is municipality organised. So we have a local office where the employees work. Before
that we had a grassroot organised local council. So instead of Lokaludvalg it was Lokalr̊ad. We
had no employees at that time.

FK 43:34
But you’ve been active in that regard?

TE 43:37
Yes, since 1997.

FK 43:43
Okay, interesting. So yeah, from my side, actually everything is covered. Do you have any
questions left?

FF 43:55
No, I think I’ve covered all questions. A lot of information. Thanks a lot for taking the time.

FK 44:02
Yeah. Thank you so much for providing us with the input.

FF 44:06
Yeah. And we are happy to to share our thesis in the end in case you’re interested.

TE 44:12
Yeah.

FF 44:13
Hopefully mid of may if we are able to hand in on the first due date already. But that’s our
plan.

F.5 Business - 1

Date: 11.03.2020

FK 0:03
Maybe for legal purposes, Is it okay for you that we record this?
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BUS-1 0:07
Yeah, you’re welcome. You are welcome to record the interview.

FK 0:11
Thank you so much. Are you in Denmark at the moment?

BUS-1 0:16
Yes, I am in my kitchen in my house.

FK 0:21
We are also at Florian’s place. Currently, the local authorities require you to avoid public spaces
at the moment. So maybe that’s good. So should we dive directly into the interview?

BUS-1 0:38
You can do that. Maybe you can give me a short briefing before?

FK 0:42
Definitely, definitely. And then also, if you have some questions beforehand, of course we can
do that. Okay, so as we already wrote you, but maybe to clarify a little bit we are currently in
the process of writing our thesis on e-participation. So it started off basically as Smart City for
the people. So how do you increase livability and inclusion in modern cities in urban areas or
smart cities if you want to use the buzzword in that regard. For that reason we are focusing on
Copenhagen and Denmark. Copenhagen because there are quite a lot of initiatives already and
the political system is kind of also directed more towards citizen participation and we’re very
close to everything here. So in that regard, we’re focusing on Denmark and we are currently
in the process of doing our interviews, for example, some expert interviews, like with you and
(Name), for example, but we’ve also been in contact with the Lokaludvalgs because we want to
find out as this e-participation takes place on a more local and municipality level, that these
are the ones closest to the citizens and are already including e-participation methods, and then
we want to kind of find out how digitally ready are they. What are the challenges basically, not
only from a technology side, but also from from an organisational side. Yes, so at the moment,
we are kind of in the beginning of everything.

BUS-1 2:01
And you will be on the conference in Copenhagen, the Smart City conference?

FK 3:02
No, that’s the first time I hear about the Smart City conference.

BUS-1 3:07
In March, if they still do it, I don’t know if they cancelled due to the virus. But Denmark is
hosting a Nordic Smart City conference in Copenhagen in March in the Scandic Hotel, I believe
it is. And there will be like, hundreds, couple of hundred, 300 probably more participants from
all over Scandinavia and from Belgium, from Germany, from Netherlands from whatever all
discussing smart cities. So it might be a good place for you to be and if you go to the Nordic
Smart City website, you’ll probably be able to get a free ticket because your students.

FK 3:51
Oh, that’s great. I’ve actually got the website open now and there’s the ability to register. It’s
actually super helpful, thank you already for mentioning that. That would actually be a good
place. I’m probably not here in a week but then maybe Florian can go.
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BUS-1 4:09
If you will treat it confidentially for your own use, I can send you the participant list. Because
I was curious of who will be there. Is this interesting for me to participate in and it is a UK
company doing the event, organising. So he sent me the participants list. So it’s at least what
it looked like from I think Thursday or Friday last week. And there might be key people for you
to talk too. If there is anybody you would like to talk to you can see it right there.

FK 4:48
Great, then we might also be already prepared about who to approach.

FF 4:55
There are many companies at the moment who of course, are also looking at efficiency rather
than livability, we feel like. So it’s important for us to distinguish kind of in that sense as we
are also focusing more on the livability side and not only on making everything more efficient.
BUS-1 5:14
Okay. Okay.

FF 5:15
Thank you very much.

BUS-1 5:17

All right. So before you start the interview is just important for me to say that I’m glad
you spoke to (Name), because he has been government success managing since almost the be-
ginning, I guess. And he has been into so many different implementation of the system. So he
definitely knows a lot more about this than I do, because I have only been here since around
summer, and I am just in my first implementations at the moment, so it might be a bit limited,
but feel free to ask.

FK 5:52
Sure thanks. Yeah, thank you. But I think also from your background and everything. I feel
that you can give us some valuable insights, especially when it comes also to the, as I understand
you are also with gamba, doing this agile transformation.

BUS-1 6:11
Yeah, that’s my colleague Thomas who is doing the agile. Yeah.

FK 6:18
Maybe you can also tell us a little bit about that. And I think in that regard you have a good
insight into how kind of ready the stakeholders are. So maybe to start off, can you briefly
describe what your role within (Business-1 Name) is?

BUS-1 6:38
I think they call it the business developer for Denmark. So I’m their partner in Denmark and
I have the task to roll out the (Business-1 Name) platform in Denmark. And that’s where we
are the moment. Hopefully we’ll move north to other parts of Scandinavia. So it’s my job to
introduce (Business-1 Name) the municipalities in Denmark, and to, of course, to present them
to the platform and have meetings with them and hopefully have them closing licences on the
platform and then to support them in whatever way they need in terms of implementation.
Some municipalities are more experienced in this than others. Some municipalities believe they
are experienced, but in real life, they’re not very experienced. So I mean, it’s a matter of being
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able to really understand where are they, in terms of being able to do this and where you can
you support them. So I do that with a lot of support from their process too, but I have all the
main contact to the Danish clients.

FK 7:49
Yeah. Okay, interesting.

BUS-1 7:54
We only have four clients at the moment in Denmark. Four municipalities and a promising
pipeline. And then we had this very interesting project, which was the sustainable goal. It is the
authority called Danmarks Statistiks. They did a big tender and then it was won by Deloitte and
then the whole project is within like six to nine months to bring in citizens but also organisations
and companies and authorities to discuss and have a Dansih baseline for the sustainable goals.
And they decided to use (Business-1 Name)s platform for all the interaction with citizens and
organisation both on a digital way but also in physical conferences and meetings. So everything
has been documented in the platform on the spot.

FK 8:59
Okay, so Which municipality was that again?

BUS-1 9:02
That’s not a municipality, it’s, in Denmark you have what is called a Danmarks Statistik. It’s
called Danish statistics. It’s a company working with the data on a macro level in Denmark.
And they had a tender, a big one. An international tender and it was won by Deloitte, you
know the company and Deloitte has been the lead of the project in the last year. And I can give
you the different links after our interview or in a chat, so you can go directly in and look at it.

FF 9:38
Okay. So that was on a national level?

BUS-1 9:43
Yes, they have been doing workshops around in Denmark in Aarhus, in Copenhagen, in Aalborg
and Odense in different places and then people have been able to enter the website and to come
up with whatever input they had. And this is some of interesting parts also for you, because
I think at the moment it is only close to 700 people that took that opportunity, but in a lot
of cases, it’s like one person from that Danske Bank or one person from Danish industry. And
then they are giving the inputs on behalf of the whole organisations. But we have thought that
most citizens would enter and participate. I think it’s on a too high level for many citizens, they
sometimes don’t dare because it’s like the big organisations and the big directors and whatever.
So we have a little bit of an issue there I believe.

FK 10:48
So do you think that was the reason why people are reluctant to participate?

BUS-1 10:53
I think it might be one of the reasons. Another reason is that the sustainability goals are still a
long way from many people because it’s 2030. So I mean, for many people that is not something
that concerns them now, and for a lot of people who are responsible in terms of climate and all
that stuff, of course they are more active. But still, I was surprised that only 700 people get in.

FK 11:21

181



Okay. What where you aiming for? What were you hoping for?

BUS-1 11:26
Only a couple of thousand would have been my guess. But I mean, the 700 can mean that if
you take the workshops, it has been hundreds of people participating, and they only count for
one or two users in the platform. So I mean, a lot of more people have been involved.

FK 11:48
And you blended basically these physical meetings and the digital platform?

BUS-1 11:53
Yeah, we have done nothing here. It has all been done by Deloitte. So they have been doing
everything. We have just provided the platform.

FF 12:02
And do you know how it has been promoted?

BUS-1 12:06
Yeah, they have been using like, adds and Facebook and posted this on LinkedIn and probably
to that different networks and they have a website that they link to that is dedicated to the
project.

FK 12:23
Okay

BUS-1 12:25
No big commercial in the TV.

FK 12:30
I can imagine that advertising on social networks nowadays is depending on whether you have
a desired group of people you want to target. This can sometimes be more efficient. But, yeah,
let’s dive more into (Business-1 Name) and the platform actually, that you offer, and we were
wondering, I mean, we read a little bit about what is on the website of this platform, and we’re
kind of interested also in the technologies that you apply into the platform. What are some of
the innovative technologies you’ve been applying lately or which just recently came?

BUS-1 13:16
I think you’ve been talking to (Name) about technical stuff used on the platform and all the
different. So if you have asked (Name), why do you need it for me?

FK 13:26
No, we asked for the interview with (Name) later today.

BUS-1 13:31
Now, because he’s much more, I think it’s better to get whatever is related to the technical stuff
of the platform is better you get that from (Name). He is much more qualified.

FK 13:47
Okay sure. Then we would kind of go more into the customers side. And in general, who are
your customers? Are they predominantly nationals and situated in Belgium, or do you work
very diversified internationally as well?
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BUS-1 14:06
I can answer you but you need to know who you’re talking to. Because I’m representing Den-
mark. So if you want. I didn’t know if you want to have that answered internationally because
then you need to ask (Name).

FK 14:21
Okay, so then lets focus on the Danish customers because in the end it’s good that you say all
of that and we can go more into detail with (Name).

BUS-1 14:37
My part is Denmark, (Name) manages all the other countries, but it is an international product.
Most countries in Europe and Chile and beginning in the US. And, yeah, so I mean, it’s indeed
an international product, but my responsibility what I can count for is Denmark.

FK 15:01
Okay. And the customers you have in Denmark, are they all on municipality level?

BUS-1 15:09
Yes, aside Deloitte. Denmark, this is not a municipaltity. They are a public organisation
authority, you know Danmarks Statistik?

FK 15:22
Yeah, I mean you explained it a bit.

BUS-1 15:25
Yes and four other municipalities. My main target, at least for now, just as it is for (Business-1
Name) internationally is municipalities and cities. But the structure we have in Denmark is like
five regions and 98 municipalities, which means I don’t go to the city. I go to the municipality,
and there might be 11 cities within the municipality, but I go to the municipality. That’s
different structure to what they have in like UK or Belgium or France. In Sweden and Norway,
they have 600 municipalities. So it’s a bit different than Denmark.

FF 16:12
Yeah. Is Copenhagen already involved?

BUS-1 16:18
No they don’t use (Business-1 Name) no. We have an ongoing discussion and talk with Copen-
hagen, so that’s part of the rollout. But the municipalities we have is Furesø, it’s a Hillerød, it’s
Hørsholm and it’s Vejle. That’s the four municipalities that we have at the moment. What’s in
the pipeline I would like to wait with.

FK 16:46
Since when have you (Business-1 Name) offered their service in Denmark as well,?

BUS-1 16:52
August. Since August.

FK 16:54
So it’s a very new project.

BUS-1 16:57
Yeah. Yeah, it’s very new. And of course, we have had to do some kind of localization to the
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Danish market in terms of translations on the platform, a lot of stuff preparing for Denmark.
But we have all that fixed and we are ready to roll it out.

FK 17:19
And maybe can you walk us through a little bit how such an involvement with a municipality
looks like then like, how do you start? How do you roll it out? And also do you mainly focus
on technical stuff? Or is there also some, basically these whole complimentary assets you have
to bring?

BUS-1 17:41
I mean, it’s the rollout is backed on pure marketing. So that is about using your network. It’s
about contacting the municipalities. It’s about newsletters. It’s about posting on LinkedIn, not
very much on Facebook. So then begin to build up your place at municpalities. And then when
you begin to have municipalities, it becomes easier to get the next municipality. So it’s totally
traditional marketing. When we do that we try to enter the right level in the municipality, of
course, which is all the people that are in charge of the administration in the municipality. It
can also be some of the political elected people in the municipality, it could be the mayor also.
But in Denmark, you have a structure where you have a CEO for all municipalities and in most
municipalities, the citizen involvement is the responsibility of the CEO of the municipality and
then it can be distributed out to the different departments in the municipality.

FK 18:51
Okay. Is it very different between these municipalities how digital ready they are basically or
how the roll out works there or do you have a lot to make them kind of ready to use the platform?

BUS-1 19:06
It’s a very intuitive platform, you can say. It’s really well done by (Business-1 Name). So it’s
pretty easy to get started in a technical sense. The work is the mind work of the municipality
and how to enter the project in the municipality, how to onboard citizens, how to get citizens
in not only once but more than once. Some municipalities would like everything to happen in
one month. And some municipalities say we take like three or four years to roll this out in the
municipality, because we know it will take some time. So it’s very different from municipality
to municipality. So the main implementation I do is more like to have a discussion with the
key people, finding out the projects they’re really going to introduce to the platform and is it
the right project? Does it have an appeal to the citizens? Do they have the internal resources?
When you start being digital in this type of system, people come in with ideas, they want answers
to the ideas. So they want to know that they are heard. They’re used to not being heard. So
two of the main issues if they complain in a in a municipality is that they never understand the
process, and they never hear anything. So that’s why the system of (Business-1 Name) is very
transparent. You have like a timeline that shows you everything. We are right here now. This
has happened, this will happen and what can we expect? It’s okay if the municipality say we
have the project, for instance, in two months, and we won’t get back to you until after these two
months. We won’t get get back on all ideas, but only under selected ideas that we want to work
with. As long as the citizens know what is going to happen, it’s okay. If they don’t know it’s
not okay. So all this how should they facilitate this towards citizens? And internally? How do
they get the right people to work on the projects and on the platform to moderate the ideas to
give answers to look into? I mean, you will definitely see municipalities that do a big challenge
or whatever they do on the platform, they get 2000 ideas and they never get back to them. I
mean, that’s a crime if you ask me. So I mean, you need to have people that look and find the
valuable stuff. And if you as a project owner have been able to onboard the right people, both
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internally and the right citizens and describe the project really well, you will get value. There’s
an enormous resource in the citizens. And if you just find out how to tap into that, you can
put a lot of innovation in the hands of the citizens. And they are also consultants and engineers
and whatever they’re doing in a civil life, or professional life. Normally, they take thousands of
kronor, to do whatever they do. But if they’re a citizen, and you interact well, with the citizens,
you can get advice for free. For the citizen it means if the municipalities run better, because
they get a lot of value and on how to do the policy for young people or whatever they do, the
school, if they are a patient and so on, then people want to live in the municipality. They’re
happy, happy people, and that raise the prices and the value of the houses and whatever. So I
mean, there’s such a good reason and win win, for everybody it works.

FK 23:05
Yeah, yeah, definitely.

BUS-1 23:08
So, it’s not a technical issue, and it doesn’t take many resources from a municipality. The
main resources, is what are you going to do? Why are you going to do it? What do you want
to achieve? From whom do you wanna achieve it? Who will do all the communication and
responsiveness to the citizens? That’s the main work

FK 23:30
Yeah. Is there also an issue when it comes to resources from the municipalities that they might
say, okay, we’d like to do all that. And we are aware that there’s incredible value in the citizens
opinions, but we just lack the resources in terms of people.

BUS-1 23:48
There will definitely be and that’s why the when you asked us the different technologies within
the platform, one for instance, is the NLP which is a small AI element, which are able to look
at all of the ideas that come into the platform, to look at the titles, to look at the content and
then to cluster the ideas in meaningful clusters or classes, smaller classes, even smaller classes
to give an overview and the representation of what are the good ideas, what are the trends and
this in all the ideas that come from the citizens. And if you look at each idea, you can see or
group of ideas what is the gender, gender of the people answering? what are the age? where are
they living? so, that type of automation into the platform will of course help a municipality in
moderating and looking under on all the ideas they get in. So it will lower the need of resources,
but there all municipalities have less resources than they should have. I mean, it’s always an
issue.

FK 25:08
Yeah, I can imagine. But in general to what extent are your Danish customers already using
this platform? Is it still in the stage where it’s a rollout or an experimental stage or have you
already implemented it for certain things?

BUS-1 25:30
Let me share with you my platform. Do you see my platform?

FK 25:35
Yes

BUS-1 25:38
Maybe I can show you Hørsholm in here. This is the same look that all platforms got. The
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banner will be different. The name will be different. The logo will be different. The colour
scheme will be different but the main look is like this. So you have the different projects here
and in this case with Hørsholm, they have a hearing on there, they call it a plant strategy.
Yeah, so it’s a strategy where they have seven different goals. You can see them here. It’s like
a place to live for everybody, a good day in the school. What they do here is that they at least
show, towards the sustainability goals each of the targets they have supported or each of the
goals. What SDGs it supports. And then you can see the seven different goals here and if I
open one. Oh, I clicked I guess the wrong place like this. Then you can see here, this is the
different stages, that this is the history. This is where we are now until March 11, which is in
fact today, I guess, at midnight, this will stop. And then they’ll be a phase where they are
looking at all the inputs, and then they will communicate out what they have decided in terms
of the strategy. Yeah, and if you look down here, you can see this is the different actions that
they have presented to the citizens, what they intend to do or plan to do and then they have
asked the citizens to comment on this. So like take this as an example here. More communities,
across generations, for instance. And if you open this, they would work they say here that they
board of the municipality will work towards rooms and activities that let children meet elderly
people and all that. And then people come up here, as you can see, with different comments.
Some of this is coming from a workshop, a lot of that, in fact. Citizens are coming in here. So,
in this case here, they have got almost 600 contributions from citizens plus, yeah, about 500
votes, 15 of those being downwards. And 485 votes being up-votes. And the up-votes means
that they have an activity suggested that somebody likes. So that’s also a very good feedback,
of course. So this is how it’s working. So that is what they are doing. If I look at Vejle comune
they have started up a project now. It’s not really started yet, but it will within the coming
weeks on how can they protect the city from the flood. Is it called flood? Because the situation
is that a lot of damage and increasing damage due to the climate. That all the water is getting
into the buildings you can see here if it rains like half a metre you have a problem. So what
can they do and they’re doing a big activity for the rest of the year with architect competitions
and meetings in different places in the cities and everything documented, and also the online
ideation happening here. So that’s another example. Deloitte is here. So I said almost 700,
it is 650. And then have all the different goals they’re working on here with all the comments
and ideas and everything. For how can we have a new Danish baseline? Okay, so this is how it
works.

FF 30:25
It looks great. And then just a question. You have the transparency and then you can see the
states where it is at the moment. What happens basically in the end, then, as I understood
your NLP and AI you can analyse the certain topics people are concerned about or where they
have ideas, but what isn’t the end of feedback, what does it look like?

BUS-1 30:48
Well, everything you have in the system, you will be able to export. So you have like an Excel
sheet with all the ideas and comments and ratings and everything. So you’re able to take out
the most acknowledged ideas or solutions or whatever it is. And then of course, it’s up to the, to
the municipality, how they want to inform. It’s a communication task. How do they get back.
For instance, in Hørsholm, I showed you with the strategy. Halfway into the process, the mayor
wrote a letter from the platform that ended in all the email mailboxes with the participants
and say, thank you so much for your participation. And I’m so happy and I look into this and
this and I can see a pattern like this, and we are half way now. And this is going to happen. I
mean, it’s such an easy, easy job to do. It takes them like 10 minutes to inform everybody, and
everybody feels so lucky. Wow, I got this letter. I know from my neighbour, he said to me hey
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(Name) the mayor wrote me today about this challenge. It was super great to get that. So I
mean, it’s not very difficult if they take it serious in the municipalities to be able to have a good
and easy communication with the citizens.

FK 32:14
But I could imagine, the people that are participating at the moment are still a relatively
manageable number. Is there a desire to get even more people in the audience.

BUS-1 32:28
Yeah, I mean, the target is like in two years in Hørsholm, it’s something around 1500 to 2000
citizens with a good representation of gender and a good representation in geographic where
they live in the municipality, and a good representation in age. One of the big challenges for
most municipalities is every time they have a town hall meeting it’s the same people and it’s the
elderly people coming down for coffee or shouting because they are always shouting whatever.
So they don’t get in touch with like you, you’ll never go to a town hall meeting. But if you could
sit instead of being on Instagram, you could sit and take a bit of responsibility and to participate
with something you really have some knowledge to give. That will help your municipality solve
something, why not do that. But it’s not something that you do from Monday until Friday. It
takes maybe a year or two years or five years. It is also culture in the municipality. And when
you get a certain number of citizens that begin to tell their neighbours and friends and what are
you doing? I’m sitting here it’s a super exciting conversation thread I have in the municipality
about how we can blah, blah, blah, blah, blah, then it begins to spread. And when that happens,
we are happy. Yeah. Ask (Name) when you talk to him about Chile because they just had a
new referendum in Chile. So (Business-1 Name) would work with seven different cities where
the citizens should vote for this new constitution, or whatever they call it. And I think they
had in a very, very few days, they had 2.1 million votes. I don’t know how many registrations,
but it was thousands and thousands of registered users in like 36 hours.

FK 34:41
Okay, well, then I will probably also ask him in that regard, because I’m kind of interested but
maybe he can tell us more about that. You’re also welcome to give your input on that. Because
I mean, the way you set it right now, the number of people on the platform is relatively small
still and so I guess it’s also easier to manage for a mayor to look into that and kind of get an
overview what are the different ideas but when it becomes widely used, of course, that gets much
harder.

BUS-1 35:11
But that’s what i said before. I think one, one percentage you can look at is like 5 to 10, let’s
say between 5% and 10% of the citizens in a city, by the municipality. So if you have like 25,000
it is some way around 1700, 1800, 2000 citizens will connect on the platform. Some places more
some places less. The important stuff is when you plan your internal planning of the project.
Who is going to be moderators and this because it’s not the project owner, it’s not the mayor.
Is it these five guys in the technical and planning department or is it these five guys or girls in
the sustainability, whatever department? So they have a role and a responsibility and they are
appointed moderators. So when ideas begin to flow into the platform, it will be distributed out
to the people that have that responsibility to look at it, to take whatever is the most important
and reported back and to maybe give some kind of thank you. Not this, I mean the thank you
for your input is coming automatically. So, it’s more about showing interest like it’s a super
great idea have you been thinking about this or that or maybe we could combine it with a and
b and c, and get an even better solution, or we tried this five, three years ago and try to talk to
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Peter. So the planning makes it easier, also when there are more inputs.

FK 36:50
Okay. And yeah, that’s very interesting because it also calls I feel for new organisational struc-
tures in that regard in the municipality, because you might have to distribute responsibilities
directly

BUS-1 37:09
Yes, it is a challenge because some like it and some hate it. It is a challenge because it is
something they’re not used to do. So for some people it comes on top of what they’re normally
doing.

FK 37:23
And how would you rate it compared to other countries? Would you say Denmark’s municipal-
ities are relatively open in applying increasing participations, but also to use digital tools to do
that?

BUS-1 37:46
I am not qualified for answering that in terms of (Business-1 Name). You should ask (Name)
but I mean the as you already know that almost everybody is connected in Denmark and has
been for many years. So the number of people being able to work on the system and have
enough knowledge to use the system that’s that’s not the problem. It’s more the how is the
relation between the municipality and its citizens? Has the municipality historically done a lot
of shitty projects when it comes to IT or whatever. Some of them have, so that if they introduce
something new, the citizens say, they don’t want to know, not again, and they criticise them for
using money or time or whatever. So it’s really and that’s where a city can really screw it up,
investing money, starting the project, and not giving back to the citizens, because then they lose
faith, and it will take them years to rebuild it. So that’s why it’s for me and for (Name) that
you will talk with later today super important to be sure that they get a good implementation
and to really have a good contact with the client.

FK 39:15
Generally what is the feedback from the participants so far and what kind of people are partic-
ipating so far on the platform in Denmark?

BUS-1 39:24
In fact, there is a measurement system with the NPS score that they have and (Name) is much,
much more on top of that, but every time somebody has used the platform, they can give a
small would you recommend this to blah, blah, blah, and then they keep it between one and
10 stars or whatever. But I believe it’s pretty good and I know that the the municipalities we
are working with in Denmark, they’re still young in terms of (Business-1 Name) but they are
happy. Furesø has been using it for a year and they’ve just done an evaluation and that was
super positive.

FK 40:07
Okay, perfect.

BUS-1 40:09
Give me a second. Maybe I got it here. It’s important to understand that Furesø did a few
tests. They did a number of small projects on the platform, but not really rolling it out. But I
have it, let me see if I can show you here. What happened here? Can you see my platform now?
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FK 41:06
Yeah

BUS-1 41:08
It is another platform, I thought it was in English, I’m sorry. But they let me see what it is. In
fact, this is some of the evaluation they did here. It is active citizens on social media that are
entering or using (Business-1 Name). So it’s people that are already doing some online stuff.
91% of the users had also a profile on social media, and 67% of those were active every day.
57%, no more than that is like 92% would use (Business-1 Name) if they were offered a relevant
project. Now we are back to the communication storytelling here. So people want to do it if
they’re offered to participate. The biggest barrier to people was that they didn’t understand
how they could contribute to the project. Again, I think we are back to communication. Most of
the contributors say yes, they believe they got an understanding and more knowledge of different
political projects in the municipality by using (Business-1 Name). 7 out of 10 contributed to a
project. They believe that the platform is supporting the political processes in a positive way,
and a broader part of the contributors and also non-contributors would recommend other people
to use the platform. So that’s not bad.

FK 42:56
That’s really positive.

BUS-1 42:58
So I think if they had like 1500, that would be the same picture. Yeah. So the municipality has a
unique possibility because people want to do it if they’re asked correctly and invited to relevant
projects. If they’re just invited, so this really doesn’t matter, and we don’t get anything. I
mean, if it’s the traditional way, just powered by a digital solution, then it doesn’t work.

FK 43:32
It’s very interesting also, with the feedback, but in general, is this group of people quite hetero-
geneous distributed among age and income, so demographics?

BUS-1 43:45
I think there might be. Now I can show you that, I have to show my screen again. If I look
at the and I can take it here I login. Hi doggy, hey. Now I enter the backend now of the small
Hørsholm strategy project. So I have to go there. I got a puppy. Here you can see that we have
255 registrated users. How they are active. This is where the most of it took place. They have
57 ideas because that’s their own ideas that they have put in but they’ve got 557 comments,
422 votes. They can see here how are people commenting on each of the main goals? If they
look at the users, it is not a mandatory field for people to tell when they are born. So you have
57 of the 255 users told them but the other one, the main part is you see that there are not so
many young people in Hørsholm. So the main part is like yeah, well, up to 69.

FK 45:45
That’s surprising actually. Because it’s, I mean, one of the main critique points of using digital
tools to enhance participation is that older generations might be excluded from using these tools.

BUS-1 46:03
That’s what I said in the beginning that Denmark has a very good tradition in terms of being
connected. So older citizens have been told how to use the iPad or smartphone and by the
different elderly organisations there have been training and whatever. Everybody use NemID,
everybody has to connect to the healthcare system with using a PC. So, of course the very old
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and very sick are difficult but most people, also the retired people are connected. But if you
look in Belgium, there will be a huge representation down here of young people. So that will be
different from municipality to municipality.

FK 46:57
Ah so you say in a different municipalities you would also have more young people that are
participating?

BUS-1 47:03
Yes, in Leuven for example that was during the hype of Greta Thunberg. There was big
demonstrations in in Leuven on the climate. And (Name) can tell you about that. (Business-1
Name) supported the organisation called Youth4Climate. They participated on the platform
and it was like a couple of thousand young people that registered and participated with several
thousand ideas in a very short period of time. And that’s also interesting. So that’s also you
can say our job to tell the municipalities and support them on how can they communicate and
attract the young people to the platform. That’s that’s also really a matter of communication.
Because if they communicate in a old traditional Town Hall way. It’s not very sexy. So but I
think they are pretty good at that. One important thing also is combining the physical meetings
with the digital meetings because you don’t solve citizen involvement by adding power. And
having a digital solution you have to combine in a clever way, how you can still have the town
hall meetings of co-creation workshops or whatever, combined with the digital solutions. So it’s
really having both. Maybe you have a workshop, then you have like, hundred selected people
because you know, they’re the right users, you get a lot of ideas, they become less ideas, you
end up using the funnel of innovation. So you end up with like 15 super great projects, then you
put them on the platform and invite all the other citizens to look at those ideas and comment
and build on top of those ideas. When you can do that and have that really working you get a
much better result in the end.

FK 48:06
Yeah. Interesting. Yeah, definitely. Also probably asking about this funnel is probably a good
thing also to ask (Name). How this decision making is taking place on a technical basis.

BUS-1 49:28
I don’t know how much (Name) is into the funnel because I’ve been working with Stage Gate
and agile Stage Gate so that’s something that is important for me too. It is also something
that I know about but it’s the same process in a municipality and a project where you have a
challenge you need to solve. You get a lot of input and you give people the chance to just come
up with whatever idea but some of them are good and some of them are not and some can be
co-created to be even better. So it is a process but you cannot support everything. That’s why
this platform also has what is called the, let me say that in this Hørsholm strategy project, we
had a physical workshop. So we invited 130 citizens who participated in a three hour workshop.
We had the seven goals. The one politician was facilitating each goal. And one admin person
that was trained by me was sitting with a Chromebook, putting in all the ideas and comments
that came from the citizens during the workshop in each goal. So when they left the workshop
after three hours they got 405 comments to the seven goals that was already documented and
visible to all citizens on the platform. So when you understand how to do that, it is really
beginning to get strong.

FK 51:04
Certainly more supplementary and complimentary than exclusive.
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BUS-1 51:08
Yes

FK 51:11
Maybe now talking about Denmark, again, how is the competitive landscape actually, when
it comes to software as a service provider or e-participation platforms? Are there also other
companies who offer something similar?

BUS-1 51:28
Some municipalities are using Facebook. The problem with Facebook is you don’t know who’s
on the other side of the screen, you don’t own the data. And in some communication threads,
it’s really not very good. I had an example from the Deloitte project where I looked at the
same sustainable goals, with communication coming from participants on the platform. And
the same goal was with communication coming from people on social media, and others. On
the (Business-1 Name) platform it was attractive and serious and really good inputs of high
quality. On Facebook it was with emojis and bad wording and retorics and everything. Such
as this sustainable goals are just some shitty consulting, whatever and blah blah blah. Unless
something the municipalities are aware of where should they use social media and mostly they
should use social media for onboarding people, but also have actions on the social media and
get them over to the platform and have them registering on the platform. Oh just a second.
This is Cleo.

FF 52:04
Hi Cleo

BUS-1 52:57
Yeah, so we don’t have that much time because I need to take her out to pee.

FK 53:03
Yeah, but I think it’s been already quite informative. Let me quickly see whether we have missed
on something very important. Maybe in general the role of private companies in that regard for
e-participation, do you feel like it’s increasing or are municipalities already experimenting with
maybe developing their own solutions in that regard?

BUS-1 53:34
It’s difficult because I haven’t met so much competition yet. We have met it on what it’s called
the platform for local plan hearings, because there are some legislations tied up to a local plan
hearing and demand from the municipalities.

FF 53:56
Sorry we can’t hear you anymore. It’s very quiet now. Is there something with the microphone,
maybe?

BUS-1 54:05
I don’t know.

FF 54:06
Now it’s better.

BUS-1 54:08
Okay. Yeah, if you do these technical hearings or global plan hearings. There are some legislation
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that they have to follow, and there’s some about journalizing everything. So there’s some spatial
stuff needed on the platform. And therefore, there is somebody that have done platforms
especially for that. That’s not the same we’re doing. Then there’s Facebook, then there are
some open source providers, but they’re not very much out to this field. So no, really no. I
think we have at least for some time, we have a very good situation here.

FF 54:48
That’s what our research so far showed as well, what it seems like. You seem to be the biggest
player in that sense.

FK 54:58
Yeah. That’s super interesting. Flo do you have another thing you want to ask? Or did we
miss out on something? Maybe just to also to wrap it up, but what would you say is the
biggest challenge for you as a private actor in dealing with political actors and going in there
and working together and offering your service?

BUS-1 55:29
I think one of the biggest challenges is to prove value creation and in terms of using something
like this and you have to implement the platform in a very, very work loaded environment
where everything is changing. Just for the moment you have the Corona which means that
all municipalities are looking at what is happening here? And what can we do? And what
about the elderly and the hospitals and the whatever? So it changes focus for everybody, and
they’re working 24 hours a day. And in a couple of months, it’s another thing. So I mean, it’s
a very, very busy bunch of people that really want to do it. But where it’s so super important
that you do a good implementation, and show value. And if you can let them win, if you can
help them win towards the citizens, because the citizen gets more engaged, and you have this
companionship working between municipalities and citizens. I mean, then you will really create
value for the municipalities and I think that’s what it’s all about. Because if you don’t do that,
they will just cut you off again.

FK 56:53
Yeah, so kind of summarise it into like transparency and trust as well as appreciation?

BUS-1 56:58
Yes, yes but also one thing that is happening apparently on the platform. The other one is that
something comes out in the end of results. That is based on inputs from the citizens where they
can really see, I got this idea, now it’s this one down in the town hall or whatever or my school
has got a new way of teaching the children and that was this group that I was participating in.
I mean, if you get this working, I think that’s the most important because just having another
system doesn’t make anybody happy.

FF 57:38
So demonstrating impact and appreciation.

BUS-1 57:41
Demonstrating impact, yeah. Then of course, when he’s politician, it’s also a matter of voting
and getting reelected. So if you can, by doing this, also help the politicians become reelected in
the municipality that is another part of the game.

FK 58:01
It’s how you motivate the different stakeholders. Definitely.
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BUS-1 58:05
That’s at least one of the motivators.

FF 58:09
Great. I think that’s from us. We don’t wanna stop your dog from peeing.

BUS-1 58:15
She will pee on the floor and then I have to take it up, but it’s okay. No, no. If you now talk
to (Name) he is a super great guy and know a lot more than I do. And if you have anything in
the end, when you’re doing whatever you’re doing, and you still have some questions, feel free
to call again.

FF 58:34
Thank you very much. Thanks again for taking the time and the insights.

FK 58:39
Thank you so much. That was super valuable. Bye

BUS-1 58:42
You are welcome. Bye

F.6 Business - 2

Date: 11.03.2020

FK 0:00
Is it okay if we record this interview?

BUS-2 0:03
Yep, no problem. If you post it afterwards what you will do with it’s okay. It’s fine.

FK 0:10
It’s just for the thesis so we can analyse and code and transcribe it and everything.

BUS-2 0:17
Perfect.

FK 0:19
All right, shall we directly dive in into the interview? We may be explain a little bit about our
project and then you can ask us some questions and then we start.

BUS-2 0:33
Yes, sure.

FK 0:34
So as we wrote in the email, we’re writing our master’s thesis at the moment at Copenhagen
Business School. I’m Ferdinand and this is Florian.

BUS-2 0:45
Okay, hello.
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FK 0:48
And we write it on the topic of e-participation. It started off as the topic of smart cities and
livability in smart cities. How you can increase inclusion and participation. And so we directed
it now more towards e-participation and want to find out in a general context, but also with the
focus on Copenhagen what are the challenges? And what are the opportunities? And how does
the outlook for the future look like when implementing e-participation and how it is and how
it will change the way we think about democracy? And how about the systems we have now?
So we’ve been also in contact a lot before, we’ve interviewed some local committees, which are
very active in participation here and idea generation in Copenhagen. But so far, mostly not
digitalized. And so we are also doing some expert interviews such as with you guys, with x we
did it before and now with you so this is kind of like a semi-structured and more explorative
interview. So we want to find out what are you doing and what your view is on e-participation
and also from the business side and from the technology side.

BUS-2 2:15
Okay.

FK 2:16
Do you have any questions beforehand?

BUS-2 2:21
No, not really. Did you already talk to x or is it happening afterwards?

FK 2:27
Yes, already two hours ago.

BUS-2 2:28
Okay, so you got a small introduction on what his role and his role in Denmark is for (Business-2
Name)?

FK 2:36
Yes, definitely, definitely. We also focused more on Denmark and how it is with him working
with the Danish customers and everything. So with you we also would like to know a little bit
more about the technology as you also have been working for (Business-2 Name) and probably
have a broader picture.

BUS-2 2:54
Okay, well, maybe just one thing that I work as what we call government success manager. So
it’s more about if you want account management, working with cities. So if you really want
to dig into the business side of where (Business-2 Name) is evolving or towards the way that
(Business-2 Name) is evolving, that would be another interview, but I can definitely help on
some issues.

FK 3:22
Yeah, definitely. We can maybe see with the questions and everything, but we are especially
interested in also in this interface between (Business-2 Name) and governments

BUS-2 3:34
Okay

FF 3:34
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And how this relationship is. In case you can’t answer something, just tell us.

BUS-2 3:39
Yeah, I’ll be honest.

FK 3:41
Perfect. So maybe to start off, can you briefly describe what your role within (Business-2 Name)
is and how long you have been working for (Business-2 Name)?

BUS-2 3:51
So I’ve been working for (Business-2 Name) almost since three years now. Like one year and a
half after it was founded. So quite from the beginning and the role like the title that we give a
role as you know, since we are a SaaS company, Software as a Service. So we provide a platform.
We provide a software package and a service package to cities, to local governments, to our clients
basically. And inside SaaS, you have a role which is defined as Customer Success management.
So it’s a bit of a fancy term that is used. It’s another word for account management. So I
have a lot of cities that I work with from very small municipalities to bigger cities, and I’m an
intermediary person. So I’m the main contact person of people from inside the administration,
helping them implementing the platform, helping them to set up processes, to set up their
platform, but also processes, so guiding them in the way that they should use or they want to
use the platform. So I’m inside the company that means that I am the first contact person and
then all the feedback that I get. So on one hand I direct them into using the platform properly,
and showing them around, showing them examples, inspiring them and stuff and guiding them
through the whole customer lifecycle if you want. But also giving their feedback back towards
our team. So our product team and our development team they’re never in immediate contact
with, with our clients, so I’m the intermediary also. So I collect feedback. If 10 cities asked
for the same, let’s say module or feature or whatever, inside the platform, we try to make sure
that it gets developed at some point. So in general, maybe you have seen at Customer Success
management, we give it an even more fancy term. We call it Gov. Sucess, Government Success
management, which is not the title that I use when I present myself. I’m presenting myself more
as a project manager, participation specialist, participation expert, online expert, something
like that.

FF 6:28
Right

BUS-2 6:29
Very long answer for a short question.

FK 6:32
No, that is very in depth and I guess with such an idea and such a new field in general there
are also some things to explain. Like there’s some new roles coming in as well. So thank you
for that. So let’s start out by talking about the product more and talking about the platform
itself. First of all, we’ve heard about some interesting technologies that you’ve been using in
there and can you maybe point out some of those which have been very crucial to the success or
where you say these have been very innovative and new in that regard, which makes (Business-2
Name) unique?

BUS-2 7:17
On one hand, I can say that the product as such, it is new in the sense that it’s set up as a
participation platform an e-participation platform as you wish, whatever you want to call it. It’s
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a platform that centralises all the processes that are linked to participation. So inside and inside
a local authority, inside a local governments, inside a city. That in a sense is already, from my
perspective, innovative to have one central platform that brings together all the processes, offline
processes, link them in an online environment. But of course, when it comes to technology, I
will not get into detail because I’m not able to tell you what kind of language we write it in
or whatever. What is important is not only the front end, but of course the back end what
is behind the platform and it’s everything that is linked to data analysis and analysing the
input, analysing what comes into the platform, what is important in the platform. And in terms
of technology, again, without being able to go into detail, we use natural language processing
or NLP processes. It’s a smart technology on recognising words, recognising similar words,
grouping them, clustering them, which is as a side note a main focus for this year. So we are
growing our development team especially to develop this whole side of the product. So we have
a very good platform and we are very good. And it’s not because I’m at (Business-2 Name) but
we have a very good front end. We have a very good platform that allows cities to do a lot of
things, going from surveys to idea generation, going from scenario planning over pollings and
stuff. So we have this front end platform, which works super well, but the main challenge for a
lot of cities is the analysis afterwards. So this is our main focus for now. So it has taken some
time. We have taken steps already in terms of NLP. And in terms of this clustering, but the
time has come now to really work further on that.

FK 9:41
Yeah okay. So is this NLP used to kind of find the ideas or to group the ideas and find the right
ones.

BUS-2 9:51
Yes, yes. So it’s also used as a I mean, it’s supposed to be used, let’s say to get a constant
sentiment of what is coming in the platform. So if people use it as you already named the idea
generation, use it as a sort of idea box or initiative box where people put in their information.
Not only questions but hand in proposals and hand in ideas so that as a person from the
administration or as a politician, although they are not that much on the platform, get an
immediate view on what is important inside the city. Of course, this is a very high ambition,
but this is the ambition for now. We are already taking the first steps. Let’s say to put it simply,
if you log into the platform as an administration as a project manager or as a responsible for a
particular project, you can immediately see okay, you have a dashboard that immediately tells
you this is important, this is important. We can work on that, we can maybe elaborate on this
subject and stuff like that. So is you really would need more details on how natural language
processing works, don’t hesitate.

FK 11:06
Definitely then maybe we look into that but it’s also of course, not only about the technical side,
because we talked to x about it before. Now from him we got a really good overview over what
Danish customers basically look like. But he said when it comes to the international landscape
of customers, as I understand that you work with them quite closely, you might have a really
good overview. What kind of customers are there? So they are governmental, but what level
of government? Are they quite standard, like across the customer base, or is it very different
depending on the customer?

BUS-2 11:48
It’s very diverse, although we are targeting more and more to local governments, actual munic-
ipalities from very small 10,000 inhabitants municipalities to very big cities. You might have
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checked our website. So we have worked, now we’re launching a platform in Seattle. We have
worked for Vancouver. I’m not the sole contact person, by the way, I don’t know every platform
in detail. But today I also was in a municipality of 12,000 inhabitants talking to the communi-
cation person inside that small municipality. So it’s a very diverse, it’s a very broad spectrum.
And the target is always, we have a definition, I can look up the definition, the target always
has to be a local government, a local authority. Which doesn’t prevent us from also working for
organisations, bigger organisations like, how do you call that in English? Yes, let’s call it a supra
local authority. So we have regional governments, we have regional organisations all with a link
to, in some way, a political level. So there’s always a link with politicians, but in general and I
think that’s 80% of our customer base is either a city, municipality or regional governments.

FF 13:26
And so how does it come that you say, okay, you focus more on the local level? It’s more because
of the demand that it seems that there, it’s more demand driven, that it’s more the local level
or city levels who are requesting such services or what’s another reason that you, for example,
you don’t do it on a national level?

BUS-2 13:47
Well, because indeed, the question comes a lot from local politicians who in their city decide
they hear about, okay, online participation, digital democracy, we have to do something with
it. So this is for us as a company more scalable because we have a potential bigger pond to
fish in of course, on a national level, there are other networks, other kinds of companies that
they work with, which is not our main focus. So, we are in contact with bigger companies that
provide nationwide platforms, but this for now is not our focus. We are in very close contacts,
how would you say that, that is a question that is a bit business related. So, for example, with
foreign affairs we have a very close relationship because they are for example, now in some as
you might have heard from x which is quite important and maybe also a bit too detailed. We
are very much talking about open source and becoming open source or source available as a
company. So this is one of the reasons that we’re moving more or we are keeping an eye on the
on the national level. I mean, if you say national level, we mean, for example, the country of
Denmark or the country of Belgium. But when you move up to that level, we immediately start
talking about open source, which is not our model yet, but this is an ongoing discussion

FK 15:27
Which would be the reasons for you to go open source or what is the motivation behind that?

BUS-2 15:35
The discussion is ongoing as even yesterday, so I can really not go into detail. I mean, we just
had a discussion with the board. There’s different reasons, there’s different pros and cons. If
that is the subject of your thesis. I mean, if that’s really something that interests you, I can’t
really give you the answer.

FK 15:56
It’s not directly, it’s connected to our topic, definitely. That’s not our focus area, but it would
have been interesting, but I can understand that.

BUS-2 16:06
We can hand you the information, but only again for me, I missed the internal discussion a bit.
And it’s not completely my field. We have this I mean, I can come up with with the pros and
the cons right now. But since as a company we didn’t decide on that yet it’s a bit sensible.
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FK 16:26
So that’s fair enough, it’s okay. Maybe again, going back to your customers basically, you said it’s
quite diverse also from the government level. How digital ready would you say your customers
are, especially on the local level, when we talk about small municipalities and everything. Is it
easy for you to kind of hand them the product and have them implement it and then they run
it by themselves or do you need to also offer some complimentary services?

BUS-2 17:03
Very good question. So, no, it’s not easy. And this is definitely for us a learning process. So
maybe it’s interesting for you to know, like, in the beginning, we really treated our customers,
let’s say we started the contract and the day after we handed them the platform. So like, here’s
your platform, you can start using it. Let’s set up a call, let’s organise a kickoff meeting. And
we wanted to go super quick. So we said like, okay, start using it, as from tomorrow. We have
learned that this is not the way to go. We need a longer implementation process. We need a
longer time to prepare them to make them digital ready, as you say, to make them organisational
ready. And this is definitely our model that is changing a bit. And so this whole process and
this is in general, it really depends also on bigger cities, smaller municipalities, there’s a big
difference of course. Smaller municipalities, they want to do something with participation.
They hear that digital is a thing. They hear that online as a thing. But they don’t have the
capacity. They don’t have the people inside the organisation. Of course, we try to make our
platform as intuitive and easy to use as possible. It’s easier than a common website. So our
back end is very easy to use. So if they have a clear focus, if they know exactly what to do, and
sometimes it takes time, sometimes they knew it from the beginning. We can set up a platform,
let’s say in one day. If we see that they are not ready, that they first need to think through
what the process is, what their whole ambitions are, what their objectives are, how they’re
going to get organised internally, we take more time and we set the implementation, let’s say
the technical implementation, sometimes it takes six months. So we spend a lot more time, even
as if you would see us as a software provider, which sometimes we are seen as software providers.
Other times we aren’t. If you see us as a software provider, we even take sometimes six months
to prepare a whole process, to prepare the start of a platform. And the biggest difference is
there indeed, as you say, with the smaller and bigger ones, a bigger city that has, let’s say, an
engagement team or a whole team ready to start implementing a process. We just hand them
the platform and they are off. With smaller municipalities it takes in general and I’m really,
generalising it takes more time.

FK 19:53
You also see differences there between countries? So in which you operate in. So is it interna-
tionally different how ready they are or how much of an involvement of you they need?

BUS-2 20:06
I didn’t do that comparison and we didn’t do any actual research on that. Let me think. But
for example I’m mainly working in Belgium and in the Netherlands and some international
customers. So already between Belgium and Netherlands there’s quite a difference because
in the Netherlands, it’s closer to the let’s say, the Nordic countries. So their management is
organised, their their organisational management is organised in a different way. And then in
Belgium, so we, for example, in the Netherlands, we immediately have the right persons around
the table, which is not the case in Belgium. But yeah, we could dig into that deeper. It’s hard
to say what the exact differences between different countries are. I don’t have a clear answer on
that. My first answer would say, no, there is no real difference. We’re still in an experimental
learning process on all levels.
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FK 21:15
As it sounds it really depends on the project.

BUS-2 21:21
Yeah, it really depends. There’s so many parameters and so many conditions. It’s hard to say
like, I could pretend but I’m not going to.

FK 21:40
Okay. So in general, what is the response? Or what response do you get from the customers?
What is some feedback in general? How do they react basically, are you fulfilling their wishes
or do they have the same views on how e-participation should look like to customers?

BUS-2 22:02
You can of course ask the question to them but in general, I must say. So we we keep track of
that, of course, so we know exactly what the customer thinks about it. Of course, the identity of
our customers. If a customer it’s not that clear cut. So we don’t have like one type of customers,
we work with all different types of people inside an organisation, but in general, you know, you
can track the health score. And so we try to keep track of the health score of customer. Both in
terms of how they use the product, and how happy they are with the services that we provide.
So there’s the technical support and there’s the service support that we do. Very broadly, in
terms of product, they are super happy. So there’s almost never, we don’t see any drawbacks
there. People saying like, okay, the product doesn’t deliver what we want. To the contrary, the
product does a lot more than what they actually need. Of course, the bigger the customer and
the clearer the focus they have, the more tangible their questions become. And sometimes that
creates friction. But we always, for example, if we have a very big city that we work with, we do
that extra effort to make sure that they get what they want. So the product always delivers. I
mean, let’s say 90%. From my perspective, and how I see it delivers what they want. In terms of
services it’s a bit less because we are evolving. Our model is evolving there and sometimes they
expect a lot from us in terms of support and services. So not only support, not only technical
support, but also services. They start with a clean sheet and they expect us to to help them
setting up their processes, what we do but of course, we are not a consultancy agency. We’re not
like super close to them following up, we’re not project managers. There’s still a lot of work to
do on their side. So their expectations sometimes are not met. We are also evolving and giving
more services and giving that also in our pricing plans the option to get more services from
our side. But as we are a SaaS company, we are a scale up, we don’t want to spend too much
time only on services. So we don’t want to become a consultancy agency, which is definitely a
difficult balance.

FF 24:42
Are there actually any certain product features or add on features which are used kind of the
most within the different projects or seem most important?

BUS-2 24:55
Yeah. Well, the origin of our (Business-2 Name) platform is a platform to gather ideas, also to
generate ideas, to make people comment and vote, and then we help with analysis of the ideas.
That is still the biggest part. People gather ideas on certain topics, on priorities, on plans. So
like complete opening it up. We still have a lot of surveys being used. So we have built in
surveys, embedded surveys in the platform. We try to prevent them from using that too much
because that’s not the participation module or the participation method that we want to put
forward because that’s one way participation. So it’s not high on the participation ladder just
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to send out a survey, but it is still used a lot less and less. This is a constant challenge. We
have an online polling that is used quite often. So like keeping track of certain topics very quick.
Yes, No questions. That is used a lot. Pinning ideas on a map. So the online mapping feature
is also used a lot. And in general, the platform is not to be underestimated also used quite
profoundly, just to also give information. So we make sure that our platform is also used as an
information platform. So people get everything that they need, before the start of a process,
during a process, seeing the whole process on a timeline. So this is also a change that we have
made. Whereas at the beginning, we wanted to pull people immediately inside the platform,
make them participate immediately without too much context. Now we spend a lot more time
in the product. We make sure that there’s possibilities to share files, to put images, videos and
stuff like that. So because we feel that it’s super important. So that also the information part
is not to be underestimated.

FK 27:09
You also manage and monitor the feedback you get from the citizens or from the participants
on the platform. So do you also have an overview over the citizens? So the participants of the
platforms? Do you get any feedback in that regard? Or do you help communities also manage
that they get the right people and sufficient amount of people that they want?

BUS-2 27:39
But of course, we follow on the engagement on every platform. So we see how many people
register, how many people visit the platform, and in terms of NPS or in terms of how happy
they are, the first contact of a citizen is of course our customers. So they get immediately in
contact with them. We are used more as a support of course, so we we come in when people
aren’t able to reset their password or whatever. And so we don’t get an immediate view. Of
course it’s more inside the personal contact with our customers so that we learn how happy
their citizens are. It’s hard to measure of course. If they are not happy, we wouldn’t know it.
We will not be able to renew the contract. And so we see the whole making the citizens happy
if you want or making sure that it is used properly. We see this as a joint work between us
and the people from the administration. So we’re partners in that. It depends from customer
to customer. Sometimes things go well, sometimes not at all. It also depends on their focus on
how clear objectives they have or not, if they meet the objectives and the milestones or not.

FK 29:04
But in general have you witnessed any big change in quantity but also quality of participation?
So have you seen the numbers of people actively participating in local politics or local politics
decision making in a way rising by a lot? And have you also seen that the demographics have
changed?

BUS-2 29:34
Well, I will not pretend that we have already made big changes in a lot of decision making
processes, which we haven’t. This is I mean, I still see this as a start process. So since everything
is still quite new for a lot of governments. So I wouldn’t pretend that we already make changes.
Of course, what we do see for example, from our business side if you look at the contracts for
now that we close, where we started off, at the very beginning (Business-2 Name) we said like
okay, we will set up a platform for the next three months or six months. Now we’re only selling
licences for at least one year. So, people are already in this long-term process. They understand
that it takes time, that you need to make people adopt the platform, adopt the whole new
procedure. And what we see now in the contracts, people, our customers tend to renew for
multi-year contracts. So we are in a lot more than from beginning where we still had contracts
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from three to six months. Now we have contracts from five to six years, where they see like okay,
let’s take the time to develop this. Let’s take the time to do this. We have clear successes, short
term successes that you might find on our case studies websites. So we have clear successes that
worked well. For long-term successes, this is still an ongoing process. When I say success, why
do I give this example of multi-year processes. What you see is people have seen the possibilities,
they discover what the platform is able to do for them and they understand that they need time
to hand the possibilities, to hand this platform inside the organisation. I never go to a city and
speak to everyone at the same time. There’s always one contact person or single point of contact
that is always overworked, doesn’t have the time to relax, spread the word. At one point after
six months, he or she understands, okay, we need to implement this in a better way. We need
time for that. So this for me is really a positive ongoing process, that people are inside in this
long-term process. It’s not an immediate answer to your question, but I say it’s ongoing.

FK 32:28
No, I can understand. We also understand that it’s quite a new market in a way and also new
to your customers. And so there is a lot of change as I understood it. There are things that
you kind of have to find out. So, but have you ever thought about because as I mentioned, as I
heard from x from Denmark, that the numbers of people participating are still rather low and
it’s people that are generally very interested in the topic and that use the platform because they
are also in a way actively looking for ways to participate. But when it comes to larger numbers
do you feel that a lot of these participation needs, also idea generation needs might have to
change when you talk about larger numbers of people? Because I can imagine to make everyone
feel heard and to kind of respect every meaningful opinion or idea that’s added to the platform,
it becomes harder and harder the more people you have. Is that an ongoing discussion or have
you’re already actionplans in that regard?

BUS-2 33:52
What i said before on the importance of informing people, making sure that people are informed.
This is a general challenge of a lot of local governments that they say like, okay, we need to do
something else, we need to use digital possibilities to get back into contact with our people. So
this is like a first step. We sometimes are seen as just one of the means, one of the tools to have
more contact. So already on the information side, we definitely fill in the needs because we have
a very big discrepancy when you look at the number of people that visit the platform and the
people that actually register on the platform. You can imagine, of course, people go and look
into a platform, they see something they read through. So we define them as informed citizens
which is already a first step, but then the step to make them register to make them actually
participate, put an idea in a comment, vote or participate in a poll. This is definitely a barrier
that we need to cross. When push comes to shove, when things are really getting important,
when people talk budget, when they talk about installing, I mean, let’s say, we had a process on
a carfree Sunday every month in the city. There was a poll and there was a whole preliminary
discussion on it. We got 20% of the people actually participating online because that really
touched their daily life. And so maybe, when we talk about that, the difference that we always
make is a distinction between informed and engaged citizens. Informed is already a first step and
then the goal is to make them engage, to get them engaged. And again, maybe one thing that I
haven’t said and we should stress. We are an online platform, we are a digital platform. We’re
in the field of digital democracy, there is always a link with what happens offline, of course. So
we also accommodate to that. The platform makes it possible for people in the field, to import
ideas, to import the input, to gather input through live contact, physical contact. And this is
definitely also a focus for us. Because we don’t want to be seen as a tool and then just count the
numbers of registered people. It’s a lot more than that. And of course, the impact is measured
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by not only the number of visitors. For us is important the number of registered users if you
want. You see that I talk about citizens as users but this is the way that we see them from our
perspective. We keep it as a focus, we keep it as an impact focus, impact milestone, because
for politicians that is still important. We see that they still measure success by the number of
participants. Although I believe there’s a lot more work on the quality of input. I really believe
that you can have a lot more impact. You can have enough impact without the highest number
of participants, but with qualitative input and there, we actually do make a difference. We are
not a social media group of people who put it on whatever. So we really see that we have a
quality level. We reach a quality level linked to the fact that people have to register. So we
really reach this quality, which is appreciated a lot by our customers. So the number of input
that is marked as spam, for example, is super, super low. It’s 0.2%. So people don’t use it to
complain, don’t use it to put on whatever. So that is also important to take into account.

FF 36:00
Is there a way to measure the impact or the input of citizens? For example, if there’s certain
idea a project that has 300 likes or upvotes? Is it possible to measure if this had an impact on
the final decision of the government or for example, if you had an idea generation project, did
any of the ideas get implemented? Or is there also a way on this kind of success?

BUS-2 38:50
Yeah, good question. I can definitely. If you look on our blog posts, we try to write as much
about implemented ideas or implemented projects. So there’s definitely some examples to give.
Of course, it’s never one on one like, okay, this one got 300 votes, so it got implemented. At least
it has been put on the agenda and that we see a lot of course when there’s a lot of activity or
engagement around citizen initiatives, a citizen proposal or an idea. It gets put on the agenda.
And we really see that and this is also how the product is built that politicians start to use what
we call official updates and official comments. So they start to use it actually. So it is linked to
the number of votes or comments or the activity around it. What we do see and what we always
say, you shouldn’t only make a decision count on the number of vote . So they don’t let only
count this. For example, let’s say for 20% of a decision, because counts, that’s just one thing
or a number of thumbs up. It’s not the sole parameter to decide on, of course. We have done
a project, for example, on reshaping of a square in a small municipality, where four options,
where four spatial options were put forward. People could comment on it, the spatial planners
participated in the discussion, people voted on it. Then the four options were brought to a jury,
to sort of an assembly where things were discussed, and the number of votes were taken into
account for I don’t know 30%. They did take them into account but not as the only parameter
which we would never say to do so. We had an example on a yes/no question, where they said
we will follow the yes or the no. And they actually followed the result which was quite funny.

FF 41:12
That’s very direct.

BUS-2 41:17
Yeah, but then you could say direct democracy with a very fancy term.

FK 41:25
Okay, in general, in Europe and also abroad, how’s the competitive landscape in the field? As
I understand it, it’s a very new business area, but are there competitive products? Do the
products differ a lot in their solutions they deliver?
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BUS-2 41:47
That would be a question for a business developer. But, yes, of course there are. It’s quite a
competitive environment. In Belgium I can say that we are leading. We are the biggest platform
in Belgium, we have very good competitors in France, then UK. If I understood well, depending
on the country, depending on the size of the country. In Belgium you could say there is place for
two. In France there is place for four and stuff like that. So this place is getting filled up. We
have smaller ones. Maybe one more and in every country it’s very market specific. For example,
in the Netherlands, the open source discussion is a lot more important than in Belgium, for
example. So, in this whole process, but again, if you would need more details on that, I think
we would be happy to help you.

FK 42:54
Yeah, definitely, but in general do you know just very quickly other products? When you talk
about competitors, is someone offering a very different tool or a very different solution towards
the problem of engaging more citizens in decision making and idea generation, or do they also
offer a similar platform? Do they have a similar strategy?

BUS-2 43:25
Good question. Do you know a bit about who else? Do you have other platforms or companies
in mind?

FK 43:31
We haven’t really found that many.

BUS-2 43:37
Okay. I can give you some examples of very similar companies, very similar platforms. In
France, for example, that’s called Cap Collectif. In France, you also have Fluicity. So, let’s say
in general, if I can make a very general comparison, on the front end on how it is shown to
citizens, there are very similar platforms. You can have features and modules and you can say
like, okay, we want surveys, we want to do an online mapping or to do a poll, but where we try
to make the difference is really, as I said, in the beginning it’s really on the analysis, on the data
analysis, on helping cities in making their life easier basically and collecting this input. Because
what I experienced a lot as a side note, people want to do participation, but when we say like,
okay, let’s do this. Let’s create a big success with this platform, they say ah no no, don’t overdo
it. If we have too much input, we will have a lot more work. We don’t want this. So why do I
say this, because you can do a lot, you can organise a very simple solution, you can create as as
a competitor or as a company, a very simple platform that looks very nice on the front side that
provides you all modules and things, but what do you do with the input afterwards? And this
is like, half of our company is working on that, you know. We can create a very fancy platform.
It’s not difficult, I mean, it is difficult of course, but the whole processing, data analysis is where
we try to make the difference and when you talk, when you look at the competitive markets, we
feel that that is where we want to make a difference.

FK 45:35
Okay,

BUS-2 45:36
And we are.

FF 45:37
It is a big topic. We also talked a bit about it with x. Giving feedback and enhancing trans-
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parency seems crucial.

FK 45:47
By the way, you are a Belgian company, how is it different when you work with foreign authorities
basically? Are there some issues for that because I mean, politics in that regard and democracy
is a very sensible topic. I could imagine that many governments would kind of either outsource
it to local provider solutions?

BUS-2 46:17
Again, we are at the verge of internationalising. So we have more and more international
customers. It’s a focus to enter the United States next year. We have a colleague working
from the UK who is from the UK. We are working with partners, partner resellers, such as x,
who is a colleague, but is actually a reseller. So in our internationalisation, the focus that we
have taken now again, it’s more of a business question, but I can tell you that the way that
we are internationalising is focusing more on partner reselling. So we are looking for partners.
Some partners, some people just come to us saying like, we want to sell your platform as an
expert inside their country, which is definitely fine, which is also the reason why we have a lot
of platforms in Chile, for example, because people are selling our platform there. We don’t
know the Chilean context, of course, that good or not at all, but they do. And let’s say in the
heart of Europe, we work with people here in our company. We have people from France, from
the Netherlands, from Belgium, from Germany. So of course, we can always do better. Every
market is different. We try to keep track of the specificities of the market. So yeah, the way
that we are seeing it, it depends. In the Netherlands they think we are very sympathetic. In
France they look at us as a sort of exotic company. It has its pros and cons.

FK 48:15
So the markets are different when it comes to the mindset and attitudes when it comes towards
this topic because it’s both technological but also organisational.

BUS-2 48:33
Yeah definitely but we try to hand them and people like our platform or like or solution if
you want also because we tend to put things simply. So say like, okay, don’t make it, don’t
overcomplicate it. We are working for political administrations which are per definition very
complicated organisations, very diverse organisational structure. And we try to bring a very
simple solution which is also what they like for example. So sometimes it’s good, sometimes
they actually need it, which gives us the possibility to work when we work for Grand Paris Sud,
like a very big region in Paris. We don’t have to know all the perks. We don’t have to get
to know their organigramme or how they are organised internally. We just make sure that it
accommodates for difficult structures, that we have project moderators. We have different roles
that people can use the platform with. And we focus on these different roles. We don’t need
to know all the details of course. But yeah, the more you know the market this is also different
from my perspective than from sales perspective. We need someone from France to sell in France
of course. There is a big difference there.

FK 50:06
Sometimes it is even just keeping things simple instead of complex solutions.

BUS-2 50:12
Yeah, although you don’t want to make it too simple either, but yeah, no, it’s definitely like
that.
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FK 50:20
You don’t always do this survey and then like some comments and everything and put a lot
around everything, like one certain project or issue then you kind of also need to keep it simple
that for the government, it’s not too much effort or like exceeding their resources.

BUS-2 50:41
Yeah, definitely.

FK 50:46
What motivation do your customers state? When you get in contact with them, why they want
to increase e-participation? Or why do they want to use a platform like yours to engage more
with citizens?

BUS-2 51:10
So the question is, why did they start using an online platform? Why did they come to us?

FK 51:15
What is basically the motivation?

BUS-2 51:23
The main motivation is of course, I mean, the civil society organisations that are falling apart.
So they really lose track of the individual person on the street with organisations. So this is I
mean, this is ongoing in a lot of countries as you might know. So I really feel that this is the main
motivation. We want to get in contact with the people again, we don’t want to be alienated as
elected people from the system. So this is the main motivation which is very difficult. And the
solution is not only in an online platform of course, but we really feel that this is the discourse
on that. A big motivation is also informing, making sure that people know what they are doing
and collect. So, this is the second one and the third one is definitely, how do you say it in
English I always forget about how to say that is finding support for their ongoing policies. So
they have a policy. They decide and which is fine, elections. They define the policy, they define
a multi-year programme. But they want to gather support and gather feedback on what they
are doing. So their motivation is really staying in touch, getting closer to the citizens and also
gather support and making their policy richer. How do you call it, reaching out to the collective
intelligence of the citizens. This is definitely something that they always say. Like there’s a
lot of knowledge that we don’t know about because we lost contact. We are unable to oversee
everything that comes towards us and social media groups. And so we want to reconnect.

FF 53:31
And do you know, what actually the biggest concerns are of your customers using your platform?

BUS-2 53:39
Concerns in terms of how they use the product, the platform or?

FF 53:45
Not necessarily. Potentially anything that the governments are concerned about the platform,
before they start to use it? Or are there any things where they sometimes mention worries?

BUS-2 54:02
Well, one of the biggest challenge is definitely the fact that administration’s are overworked. So
they are over demanded. A lot of politicians expect a lot from their people. So there’s really a
problem. Their main concern is we will not be able to manage this. This is another thing that

205



we have to do. So there has been on all levels and I can say that for France and Belgium and the
Netherlands. I’m not sure about Denmark, a lot of cuts on the city administrations. So there
are less and less people working for the administration and the whole thinking of we have to
centralise our organisation and outsource a lot working with other companies to help us. So the
downsizing of city administration is a concern that is a problem that we are not going to solve
with an online platform. We can only try to help them and being as efficient as possible, again,
in terms of collecting input, but also in analysing. You won’t have to do it, the computer will
do it. And this is, I would say the biggest concern and maybe I’m already giving the answer.
So the concern is, how do we get organised internally, how do we organise this, who reports to
whom? Who takes the lead? Who is responsible for what? Who manages the platform? Who
manages this whole process? That would be for me the main concern.

FF 55:55
So kind of a lack of resources and sometimes the structure of the different departments.

BUS-2 56:01
Yeah, definitely. Does that sound familiar or?

FF 56:07
Definitely.

FK 56:11
Yeah, we’re reaching the end but to sum it up, what would you say are the biggest barriers at
the moment to introduce this platform or to enhance e-participation?

BUS-2 56:42
Well, the biggest barriers is as I said linked to the lack of resources, linked to the diminishing
number of personnel inside the city administration. There is of course also the lack of technical
knowledge,which is definitely a barrier, although we are making our platform and online partic-
ipation as intuitive as possible. We will need more technical knowledge inside an organisation,
inside a city. Also when we talk open source, for example, you can make your source code
available but there we will need people to use it of course. So there’s definitely this question
of inclusiveness and how inclusive is technology. This is an evolvement on all different levels,
which is a lot broader than only on participation, of course. Digitalization. So this is a barrier. I
mean, a barrier or challenge, let’s say. And maybe from another point of view, the misalignment
between what people tend to say about participation and about to say about citizen engagement,
we will engage with citizens, we will make sure that they have their say, that they participate,
but then the actual making it count as an actual part of the decision making process. For me,
this is definitely a challenge. There’s a lot of window dressing, still, definitely when push comes
to shove, and a politician has to make a decision. He’s completely able to set aside everything
that has been done and it’s actually happening still a lot. So for me, that is part of opening it
all up, showing it to everyone, making sure that everyone is involved. So making sure that it
is impossible for a politician to take one-sided decisions. So keeping everyone informed, making
a platform as a part of a process of democratising decision making processes and this is a very
big challenge. It’s another interview.

FK 59:22
This whole idea of this whole business area is so new that it is challenging a lot of perceptions
that we have about the local politics. Do you see some issues when it comes to a platform, to a
digital platform like your (Business-2 Name) where you say there are also challenges to keeping
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it democratic because when you talk about the idea generation on a digital platform like yours.
Or do you see an issue there about keeping it democratic in a way? Or are there challenges to
having it democratic, especially when we talk about large numbers of people participating? I
can imagine, as a topic becomes very actively discussed that it’s harder for the individual to be
heard, that for someone who comes after one peer that has been upvoted a lot to kind of still
reach a critical mass? Do you understand what I mean?

BUS-2 1:00:36
I don’t get the actual question completely.

FK 1:00:40
If you have a project which, of course you have certain projects where you’re aiming at a certain
type of customer and then target, but there are other projects where you probably want to add
people from all kinds of different backgrounds or kind of age or kind of income whatsoever. Like
the way you try to reach a very heterogeneous crowd. So then how are you able to reach a good
representative mix of people?

BUS-2 1:01:17
Well, there’s, as I said, there’s of course, you will not solve that only with a technical or with
an online platform, of course. Is that the same question that you asked? A bit?

FK 1:01:29
Yeah.

BUS-2 1:01:30
Or it doesn’t. But it does matter. But, again, there’s a lot of sides to the story. It’s not only
about having a platform, it’s having the resources, having the people inside the organisations
to go on the street, and making sure that you collect the input, that you collect the intelligence
in all different ways. We are just part of a bigger radar and involving people inside a particular
project. Sometimes a project or a process doesn’t need an online branch and it can be done
on the street or one on one talks. So the solution is not only in a digital platform. Is that an
answer to your question? If not I’m sorry, I mean, we can definitely take it up later but I have
another meeting to go to.

FF 1:02:26
Okay. You have answered all our questions.

FK 1:02:29
I think we’ve also covered most of it. So from my side there is nothing more to add. Yeah,
thank you so much.

BUS-2 1:02:41
Thanks a lot for your questions. I think you are moving in the right direction, you definitely
asked the right questions. So it’s a bit of a challenge to answer them all on the spot. So if
you need more, if you need more information, or you want to have a more structured answer on
some questions, don’t hesitate reaching out.

FF 1:02:58
Yeah, we will. Thank you very much

FK 1:03:00
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Thank you so much for taking the time and giving us these insights. That was very helpful
because you also highlight areas that is really interesting.

BUS-2 1:03:22
Thanks so also keep me posted of your work. When you have something ready don’t hesitate
sending it over.

FF 1:03:31
Mid of May we’ll be ready.

BUS-2 1:03:34
Already mid of May? Wow, that’s quick. Nice.

FK 1:03:38
Yeah they have tight deadlines at CBS.

BUS-2 1:03:43
okay keep me posted.

FK 1:03:48
Thanks a lot x.

BUS-2 1:03:50
Okay See ya, bye.

F.7 Government

Date: 26.02.2020

FK 0:00
So first of all, as a little disclaimer is, it’s okay for you that we record this interview?

GOV 0:06
Yes, of course.

FK 0:10
Could you first start maybe describe what your position and role is in Copenhagen Solutions
Lab?

GOV 0:18
Yeah, so I’m, I’m a business development consultant. Now just shifted to the urban data unit,
but used to be in Copenhagen division, but so I will have experienced from both units to draw
on and I was previously in the urban data unit, so I know it quite well already. Even though
I’ve just been there a month by now. Again, so to say, and like, maybe to get you into what
my expertise is. I’m a sociologist but have a master in urban data analytics. So, my expertise
has been to develop how is it that we use data in work today? And what are the actual needs
and how to translate it into potentials of support from data. So that can be either developing
new types of data or new types of analyses or how to visualise data and communicate data to
the right people so that they can use it. I’ve been working a lot with flow data as you also
mentioned just before, but also a lot on the urban planning side with the planets I have been
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working a lot on the air quality project that we’re doing at the Copenhagen Solution Lab and
also various other projects.

FK 2:10
So this is mostly where would you say this mobility data mainly go into? Is it more about
efficiency, so to speak, and traffic and urban planning, for example or do you also monitor other
things?

GOV 2:27
So that’s the case, there’s so many use cases. And for the flow data for that specifically that was
for getting more insights into this soft pedestrians and bikes because we have a lot of information
on the cars but not that much on other types of modes. And it’s something that can be used
all the way from the strategic planning of the road networks, the mode choice and everything.

FK 3:03
What is the reason why you don’t have that much data on the rest? Haven’t you measured it?

GOV 3:10
It’s because it’s difficult data to get. So today we do use manual counts. But for the cars, we
have GPS. So it’s much easier to get the data. And then of course, we’ve looked into using GPS
data for pedestrians and cyclist as well, but it’s much more complicated data and you get into
lots of other issues around and GDPR and data compliance. So there’s a lot of other ethical
things around like getting the data but yeah,

FK 3:54
So to kind of make the bridge to e-participation. Is it a topic right now at Copenhagen Solutions
Labs?

GOV 4:05
It is a huge topic. All around the department.

FK 4:09
Okay and what form does it take?

GOV 4:16
It takes many forms. So I think a thing that we’ve learned working with smart cities for quite
a while now in Copenhagen is that we have to step away from looking at the technology first
so we need to look at the need, what is it that we want to know? And why is it we want to
know it and in which format do we need it to be useful? And therefore, I think we need to work
with a wide variety of participation methods. And we’re looking into app based participation,
crowdsourcing. We have surveys, more traditional e-participation forms. And we have this, I’m
not sure, Point, car map point mapping that we’ve used for getting people’s input on where the
city is that that we need? We’ve done it on where would you like to have trees planted? Where
do you think the bike infrastructure is not good enough

FF 5:37
And how does this point mapping work?

GOV 5:40
So that’s a map that you push out just by a link and then you give people the chance to plot in
on the map, like super simple interface, but you have like, for that type of participation method
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you need to have it very simple, because you can’t do lots of things at once. But you can do
like it’s really good for focused investigations.

FK 6:12
And what did you use it for? Do you have a specific use case?

GOV 6:15
Yeah. So everything was because we needed it as an input to either a strategy or implementation
plan. Yeah, to the politicians and we never do stuff that doesn’t have some kind of reason.

FK 6:36
Yeah, definitely.

GOV 6:37
But it can have many forms.

FK 6:40
Yeah. But so far, what is your motivation actually, in that regard? What would you say is the
municipality’s motivation in engaging more with e-participation?

GOV 6:57
I think there’s several. It’s to get data that we cannot have today. So that can be new parts
of our new ways to collect data. It can be to target different groups than we have today. And
we see, and that’s, I think, is the strength and the weakness of digital participation. It’s often
younger people. But when we look at the traditional way that we do it today, it’s more the
elderly people attending the meetings. So, that’s why I say that we need the variety of methods
that we cannot do the digital without, in person, but we can use it to supplement. We can also
use it as more of a screening. It’s faster, you can make less work intensive investigations that we
can get as an input quite fast. And by using the digital participation whereas having meetings,
sometimes a more time consuming and you can get a broader or a larger number of people to
say their opinion but again, we always need to be very careful about who is it that answers and
who is it that and like specifically was the most important is who is not answering so that it is
representitive. So that’s something that we always have very much in the top of our head.

FK 8:44
Then you would say e-participation is if I understand it right for the Municipality more seen as
a data collection method in that regard.

GOV 8:59
No, it is seen as many things because it’s engagement. Its responsibility. It is behavioural change
and data collection. So that’s also a broad thing. I mean it is a massive topic, right.

FK 9:20
Speaking about actually what you just mentioned with the different demographics and taking
everyone in. Do you have any specific examples of how you maybe have solved these problems so
far, where you say, okay, this is how we managed to get everyone on board? Like with different
different methods.

GOV 9:47
That’s a good question. That’s mixing methods. So, for example, when we did a hearing on the
new resourcing waste plan. Then we had the traditional way of doing it. But we added on.
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FF 10:10
The traditional way is?

GOV 10:12
So that’s through a platform, a hearing platform. And it’s by law that you need to do it as an
municipal entity. I cannot remember, but I think there was a meeting as well. But at least we
also tested out a crowdsourcing platform. And to have that semi focused interview like a focus
group. And but we had 19 people engaging in that discussion that was over an hour.

FF 10:54
That has been for the whole city of Copenhagen?

GOV 10:56
That was for the whole city of Copenhagen.

FK 10:59
Was it that the capacity was kind of just 90 people or is it more that just 90 people signed up
for it?

GOV 11:06
No, 90 people engaged in the conversation all the way through. And it was a younger crowd.
So it gave us a different kind of insights into a broader spectrum of citizens.

FK 11:29
And what are your channels to reach as many people as possible?

GOV 11:34
Yeah. So yeah, that’s something that we’re still working on. That specific case was together
with a consultancy, and they did the recruitment, but we’re working on it right now. We have
our social media platforms. We have and what you call the citizen panels and we have the local
councils, that you are also going to talk to. So we have different ways of reaching out, but it’s
something that we’re building up. It’s something that we definitely need to focus on. How to
get the right channels open up. But I think it’s also getting back to what you also asked about
just before. It’s more than just data collection. It’s also behaviour change. So also something
that we need to have some kind of... I’m not sure change is the right word, but getting citizens
more active in actual participation. Because there’s been a movement more and more towards
that because in Denmark is high trust to the public sector. People are willing to just let the
public sector solve issues. But they are also sometimes putting the responsibility away by just
saying that’s something the public entity should handle. And, that’s where we would like to use
participation methods to also engage people. And I think that’s something where we need to
work towards getting people more and more active, but it takes something both from the citizens
but also from the municipalities and the state and public entities because we need to also look
at our own internal structures to make sure that inputs can get in and influence the decisions
in the way they should. And that’s both working with the bureaucracy but also politicians.
Because in the end, it’s the politicians taking the decisions. But we need to give the citizens a
voice in that dialog.

FF 14:27
Because you were talking about engagement. Would you say so far the e-participation efforts
were mainly providing citizens with information or was it like because there are these free kind of
stages we found in our research like was it more informative so far? Or is it even like consultation
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or the highest stage, is it active participation by the members?

GOV 14:53
It depends of the case. It can be everything. So we’ve just had a quite big, I would say, third
level active participation case for the mediaeval city for looking at how the area should be used
in terms of the amount of car traffic. And we put together a whole panel, they met up, I think,
five or six times to have workshops and work with suggestions, which they then presented to
the politicians. So we also work on not just evolving the digital participation, but also evolving
the in person.

FK 15:43
Yeah. How democratic would you say is this in the end? So when these panels come up with
these ideas? I guess there’s no obligation from a politician side to say we have to take one or
the other.

GOV 16:02
The politicians are not forced. But they have to listen. And it will influence. And it’s their
voters. So of course they will listen. The panel was chosen from socio economic parameters
to make sure that it was representative of the area. And there was two public meetings where
everyone could also make comments to the things that the panel made. So they, like had a small
working group, and they open up to everyone that wanted to state their opinion.

FF 16:47
Yeah. So there’s no really formal, legal obligation. It is more based on trust.

GOV 17:02
No there is a legal obligation. That will also vary from case to case, like how many should
be heard, but if you’re making a new building, the neighbours should be heard. And if you’re
making a strategy then it might not. Like that depends on the way that the strategie is formed,
like, whether it’s an obligation or whether it’s just something that in my opinion makes sense.

FK 17:34
Yeah. So it is a lot about inclusion and decision making.

GOV 17:40
Yeah, and that depends on where you are in the municipality and what you’re working with.
What’s the case and how sensitive politically is the issue.

FK 17:55
Yeah. You mentioned before that on one project you are also working together with consultants.
In general, who do you collaborate with on these projects? And is it in general that it’s more
internal task forces that you have or that it’s often partnerships?

GOV 18:19
I don’t think you can see there’s a pattern. It’s case dependent.

FK 18:25
Okay. And it sounds like there are a lot of different cases.

GOV 18:30
There is a lot of different constellations and like, sometimes we would have universities involved,
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sometimes we would have private companies, consultancies involved. Sometimes it’s the engi-
neering consultancy. Sometimes its management consultants. It’s like, and sometimes we just,
we can do it ourselves. So there’s yeah, and sometimes we mix them up and make different
constellations.

FK 18:59
But in general, would you say there is a high dependency on private and private sector basically
to kind of to drive this forward? Or would you say the capacity or the capabilities of the
municipality, are mainly internal or you would also be able to drive that internally?

GOV 19:23
In terms of making the participatory processes or in terms of the actual strategies?

FK 19:30
Engaging with the citizens?

GOV 19:34
Well, we have lots of stuff already that we do. And so, I would say, we have a lot of internal
capabilities. And we could definitely turn that off. But I wouldn’t say that we’re dependent on
the private companies to do it and sometimes we do, sometimes we don’t.

FK 20:03
Of course these partnerships are helpful.

GOV 20:05
Its partnerships. But I think yeah, I think what we’ve might have already said many times
that it’s case specific. Because we look at the needs, we look at the exact project, we look at
the wanted outcome. So making one straight process of how to do it, it’s not the right answer.
And you could make suggestions, you can make rules about having some point of participatory
element but stating that it should be this and this is really hard. And then sometimes it’s
something that where we really need the companies to be involved as well. Sometimes it’s only
the citizens. Sometimes it’s also something that is going to affect people from outside of the
city.

FK 21:12
But do you feel that because the way you describe it and with it being so case specific kind of
how e-participation looks like and how you have to engage with and who you have to engage
with. Are their efforts to kind of centralise it? Do you think it’s even possible to centralise it.
Lets say through a platform or something?

GOV 21:41
I’m not sure centralising the methods themself is the answer, but centralising the capabilities.
So there has also been mapping of all participatory methods that we’ve used in the city of
Copenhagen. And, that’s in a unit in the economic department. And they’re, like, trying to
look at the process of how to organise that. But I think it’s also important to have someone
that’s a bit more local to the topic to be able to engage properly. But we have centralised units.
So this is why like the data units and analysis people, they can come with the capabilities of
actually making this analysis.

FF 22:45
But so far there’s no central tool, right? Like, for example, because you said you had surveys
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and the pinpointing mapping.

GOV 22:53
But it’s different tools. And I think we shouldn’t try and put them together in one platform
because that would not be the answer. We just need to make sure that we know about the
different tools. And we know when to use which.

FK 23:07
Yeah. And would you still say that there is a lot of learning to do in general?

GOV 23:15
Yeah. Plenty. And, I mean, this is in my personal opinion, I think this is just the beginning.

FK 23:28
Yeah. Okay.

GOV 23:29
And we will see much more of, especially the digital participation, which is, like, technology
changes so fast that we will always I think, be a step behind.

FK 23:45
I mean, it’s also kind of technology comes on to us. It is not necessarily something you choose
right?

GOV 23:54
And this is where it’s really important to state the case specific because if we do not have that
anchor point, then there’s just too many tools, too many new methods that we can try and use,
which maybe doesn’t make any sense for us.

FF 24:22
Did you so far actually try to measure the participation or the engagement of citizens? Like for
example, when you send out surveys or something? Or other tools and did you actually try to
measure how much it is used and how, whether it meets the requirements?

GOV 24:42
Yeah, so but we have a different unit making the surveys so I don’t have the numbers. But I
know that they always keep track of the response percentages.

FF 24:57
Yeah.Just to summarise, so you are using you said the surveys, the mapping pinpoint and what
was the third one?

GOV 25:06
Crowdsourcing.

FF 25:08
But crowdsourcing in form of?

GOV 25:11
So that’s semi Focus, focus group, semi structured interview platform. Yeah. We have another
like so we’re testing a lot of smaller options at the moment as well. We’re looking into app based
participatory methods and yeah, different kinds. And then we have the hearing portal, which is
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like, well, we put every place by law that we need to put stuff on the portal.

FF 25:49
Okay.

GOV 25:50
We use just normal letters and through the eboks. I am not sure whether you are familiar with
that?

FF 26:00
Of course. The online portal you mentioned, it is just like a possibility for the citizens to?

GOV 26:09
So we can post, like a description of the things that we want them to be able to comment on
and they can send in comments.

FF 26:18
So it’s also kind of a discussion forum or?

GOV 26:21
It is not a discussion forum, but they can send in their response.

FF 26:24
Okay. Yeah. So you get a feeling of what people think about your idea.

GOV 26:28
Yeah.

FK 26:28
I’m just wondering, how do you find, like, specifically for each case, the right people basically
to target and to send these letters to?

GOV 26:42
There’s procedures for if it’s local.

FK 26:48
Is it through CPR numbers?

GOV 26:50
Yeah, yeah, yeah. So then it’s based on how many people need to be heard here, then it’s on
CPR, if it’s for example by law that we need to have the neighbours opinion. But if it’s in
general stuff, then we have people that have signed up to participate in a panel. So it varies a
bit, again, depending on the platform that we use or the method.

FK 27:19
So if you would not have signed up prior to that, you would also not get an idea.

GOV 27:24
Then it’s not everything that you would hear. If you look at the portal for hearings, then you
could see it, but yeah.

FK 27:33
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But what would you say in general are the biggest challenges at the moment or going forward
with these? Because I mean, I know this topic is incredibly broad in the way you described
it. There are so many cases, but in general, when it comes to the municipality and especially
Copenhagen specific.

GOV 27:53
With the e-participatory I would definitely say recruitment and engaging people.

FK 28:08
Recruitment of participants?

GOV 28:09
Yeah. And, also recruitment in terms of getting it into the right representation. Because we
still, like, of course, in a few years, the elderly people will be more technology used. But right
now there’s still a gap. So that’s something that you need to be very careful about. But yeah,
I think that’s like I would say that’s the biggest issue. Maybe also the overload.

FF 28:58
overload of information?

GOV 29:00
Of surveys or things they have to participate in. Because it’s easier to do then yeah, I think you
need to be careful not to spam the citizens.

FK 29:12
Yeah, definitely.

GOV 29:14
A third one that we can also see is it takes a bit more for people to engage. So do we get the
people that are more interested in that certain or specific topic? Or do we get people that are
just dissipating.

FK 29:38
So it acts between quantity and quality? Where you say what do you want?

GOV 29:49
So we do have concerns. And talk a lot about them.

FK 29:54
Yeah, definitely. I mean, there’s also the kind of the ones we found, especially this engagement
topic. Do you have some like success stories where you would say okay, this is how we managed
to actually include everyone? Or is it more that it’s right now you still kind of like say this is
an ongoing struggle?

GOV 30:19
Ongoing, but we’ve had really good like but it’s not all of the surveys, where we have all of the
background information because sometimes we also just want to make it easy for people so we
can’t just put in tonnes of questions before they can actually do comments. We’ve been very
lucky getting people to answer the point mapping and the crowdsourcing example. For example,
we had a lot of different exactly the age groups that we don’t see as much at the meetings.

FK 31:02
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I mean in that regard with this physical meetings, would you also say that it’s kind of also,
because I would imagine with these physical meetings that you might also have an issue of
engaging different demographic groups because I would assume that these are mainly older
people at these meetings.

GOV 31:21
Yeah, but again, we’re also working on renewing the physical meetings. So at the latest municipal
plan, there was a big engagement process of getting them when the strategy was just out to get
public hearings. And people went to musical dinners and made events and by so, the people in
charge of the plan did, so they really made different formats. And I think that’s just the key,
you cannot just change to only e-participatory methods. But you just need to have a variety of
different methods.

FK 32:13
It goes hand in hand.

GOV 32:15
It does. And it can definitely provide new insights. But you need to have it together with other
methods. Yeah. To get the full picture. Okay. And at least that’s the majority of the cases.

FF 32:30
Yeah. What is the age group you said is most difficult to reach? Because you said a lot of
elderly people for the offline events or younger people who are using mainly the digital form. So
is it difficult to reach people at age between 30 and 60 years or what would you say?

GOV 32:46
No, it’s difficult reaching families with young kids, small kids, because they’re really busy. And
the physical meetings are often when kids are being put to bed

FF 33:04
So isn’t it then also a major challenge to meet the requirements for kids because then they are
obviously not participating theirselfs and their parents are the most difficult to reach?

GOV 33:16
Yeah. Of course, but we also have forums like so we have a specific panel just for kids, where
they can comment on stuff as well. So, like, I think we try. We try that’s in the How do you
say that children and youth department they have this, yeah, children, young people panel. So
I mean, we try to get everyone represented and when it’s something specifically on kids, it’s of
course important to target the parents or the kids themselves. That, again, is case specific.

FK 34:03
Yeah definitely

GOV 34:04
It’s just really important to be sure that you actually ask the right people.

FK 34:10
Yeah. You wouldn’t ask kids when building a new powerplant.

FF 34:18
Regarding the size of the population, would you say does it matter a lot? Because I guess
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especially offline events might be affected by this or would you say it’s like for example easier
with a smaller population to organise such efforts or offline and online participation efforts?

GOV 34:44
That’s a good question. I’m not really sure about that.

FF 34:51
Have you never had any issues for example, by I don’t know, maybe aligning the requirements
by different districts, for example?

GOV 35:04
Of course, the more engaging the better because then we can segment the analysis afterwards
into smaller or more detail. I’m actually not quite sure. I think you can ask more people sending
out a survey. But how many respond, that you can never know. You never know how many
attend meetings either. So it’s always a bit of a gamble.

FK 35:46
Yeah. Because you kind of play the ball over and then you have to wait what the other party
does with it

GOV 35:53
Exactly. In some meetings, 300 people attend and other be tentically. And it is the same with
the digital participating. But sometimes you just hit the right topic and people are just super
engaged.

FK 36:11
This is where like you said there’s several disciplines coming in. Because also what leads up to
the participation is actually kind of this engagement and this is where it also has to do with
marketing I guess.

GOV 36:27
And communication. And like how politically sensitive is the issue? How many people have
heard about it? Is it something that is just in the public eye or is it something that is just
pulling under the radar? It varies a lot.

FK 36:56
Yeah. That’s super interesting. Just maybe to wrap it up. Would you say because you have
mentioned that before that there’s some characteristics within Denmark or with the Danish
population which have an effect on how you can use e-participation on to which scope you can
use it. Do you also collaborate with international actors there, or do you know how it is? How
Denmark fares kind of compared to other European countries? For example?

GOV 37:41
Yes and No, right? Again project to project. Sometimes we have collaborations with other
cities. Sometimes we do European projects. Sometimes we know.

FK 37:56
But would you say that in Denmark there is a thing that would make it easier kind of to do
these things, or is it other certain challenges that are specific for Denmark or Copenhagen where
you say this stands in the way of further enhancing it?
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GOV 38:16
I think for example, the percentages of citizens in Denmark that votes are really high compared
to other countries. And I believe that maybe you can see a pattern of people also wanting to
participate and give their opinion. But it’s just speculations.

FK 38:46
Yeah, this is all stuff we can read and double check. That’s interesting. We might have to look
into that as well.

GOV 38:54
But I don’t know how much. Then there’s also differences looking into cities as actors, states
as actors. Maybe states are not like cities. I would believe that cities can engage in a different
way than states. But again, speculations.

FK 39:24
With these cases, you mentioned that most of this takes place on a local level or micro level?

GOV 39:31
People care about it in a different way.

FF 39:36
So what do you think is the reason for that, that it’s more on the local level that the people
involved are closer to the issues?

GOV 39:44
Yeah. And they feel like this is something that will affect me. So if I put my opinion here, they
will maybe change it right here where I live,

FK 39:55
It is also a matter of being listened to. I mean, of course, since you have a smaller group of
people then the perception of self-efficacy on your work being heard is much higher.

GOV 40:10
State level is just a level above and a lot of times it constraints with the cities. But getting the
right, you really need to put it out in the open in the public to get a lot of people to care about
one specific legal constraint. Then there’s climate for example, like people are all over and they
really push the governments on.

FK 40:44
And this is also more than a national thing or actually an international thing.

GOV 40:48
It’s like everything right? But also it starts at the city level but it goes all the way up. So some
topics just reach out to the public.

FK 41:01
But speaking of the state or national level, Copening Solutions Lab or what you do is kind of
under the municipality? Are there certain coordination efforts or strategies which come from
like above, would you say it’s like a top down thing that you kind of say you have an agenda,
you work with or is it something which kind of you grow from within your own departments?

GOV 41:31
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It’s both. Yeah, it goes both directions.

FF 41:42
One thing which I still wonder is of course the age topic is a major challenge but are there any
other any other heterogeneity difficulties, so maybe some like social differences, backgrounds,
income levels whatsoever?

GOV 41:57
Yes, and that’s of course all the classic parameters that you include into like, looking at the
representativeness of every recipient.

FF 42:09
But there was never measured, okay, this kind of social group is more engaged or people with
this kind of background?

GOV 42:17
I’m not sure whether we have like an overall meta analysis of what we do in participatory
projects. And I’m not sure whether there’s an existing analysis of that, but for each analysis we
look at it.

FF 42:35
And the last question from my side is because you also mentioned the legal or GDPR difficulty
sometimes, is this actually an issue or is it rather easy to solve on the e-participation level?

GOV 42:51
I mean, participation level, it’s quite easy, I would say, because you ask people to contribute.
So they can just not contribute but you just need of course to frame it to be sure they know
what they’re giving their comments on and then they’re giving it to us so that we can use it.
So it’s not an issue.

FF 43:24
That was super helpful. Very interesting.

FK 43:26
We kind of got everything answered or basically more topics we can dive into and explore now.
I think it has shown again how incredibly complex this is.

F.8 Research Institution - 1

Date: 04.03.2020

FK 0:07
First of all for legal purposes, is it okay that we record this interview?

RES-1 0:12
Yes. And you don’t need to hide my name or anything. I won’t say anything I could offend.

FK 0:21
Then, maybe can you tell us your name again and also what your role and function in the DBT
foundation is?
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RES-1 0:29
Yes, I’m x. I’m in a directing role here at the Danish Board of Technology Foundation for
Fonden Teknologir̊adet. My function here is basically to lead this organisation, which means
leading project acquisition, project execution, administration and so on. I have a x. It is very
much taken care of the administrative side, more and more and more. So I’m more and more
taken care of the development of the strategic side of the organisation. Also because I’m close
to pension so I’m also again to give over definitely responsibilities to others in the house. I’ve
been involved in technology assessment for side citizen engagement etc. Well, Sunday it was I
started x years ago. So we had a little breakfast Monday morning.

FK 1:40
Okay, congratulations

FK 1:49
And this foundation it was probably called something else?

RES-1 1:53
It started at being called Board of Technology. It was established in late summer 1985. It was
established as an experimental organisation but was prolonged for one year, then two years,
three years and one year. Then in 1995, it was made permanent change the Danish name to
Teknologir̊adet which is Technology Council. But we kept the old English name to not make
confusion. So we in English are still called the board, not the Council of technology. And then
in 2012, there was political traffic accident. So in the negotiation of the research funds what
was called the research reserve, which is the part of the funds that the politicians decide over.
They missed some money and we were closed. Because we were established by law, we had to be
closed by law. And in the hearing process, there was a 100%. rejection of the idea of closing us.
So politically there was a shift in political senses about this. So instead of closing us, there was
made a rollout from the public institution the Danish Board of Technology into a foundation.
Foundation doesn’t mean a big pool of money. It means a type of organisation which is not
owned by anyone. It’s owned by itself. So there was a rollout of all the activities, the projects,
the persons and everything, to this foundation. Now we are a private foundation. We don’t
have public grants. We only live by the projects we establish.

FK 4:04
So the funding it originates from the projects, it happens on a project basis?

RES-1 4:10
Yes

FK 4:11
So when someone basically hires you for a project?

RES-1 4:15
We have 80% from research projects, mainly EU. Then we have some from foundations. Fonds.
The safehouse to make the difference. And we have a minor part of our turnover from what you
would call consultancy work, but it’s minor.

FF 4:36
So mainly working for the EU?

RES-1 4:38
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Main work, I think 80% is research project with a total dominance of EU projects.

FK 4:44
Yeah. And the money then comes from these funds like this horizon 2020 and everything?

RES-1 4:50
Horizon 2020 but we also have a lot from the FET flagships. I don’t know if you know that
but that are huge innovation technology flagship that’s run by dt connect the ICT Connect DT.
There we are in the human brain project, which is a very big thing for us.

FK 5:10
Okay, so now to wrap it up kind of this project based workflow, how does it actually work? And
how do you get involved in a project or a decision making process actually, because the way I
understand it firstly, it’s a political project, for example?

RES-1 5:26
It depends. I mean, there is a big difference between the idea of what research is when you look
at the EU research programmes and the national research programmes. National programmes
are still hanging somewhat in the idea of disciplinary research, whereas EU projects are, they’re
both transdisciplinary but on top of that, they also have this idea of engagement and multi actor
inclusion in research. Which is our speciality basically. So we are often invited into research
proposals or we take it into EU and coordinate ourselfs. Projects in which there needs to be
a strong collaboration with societal actors and citizen engagement, policy dialogues and so on
because that’s what we are methodological very strong in

FK 6:29
Okay. So, are you more involved in these national or international projects? Or is it that with
the role as a director you are kind of overseeing everything?

RES-1 6:44
Personally?

FK 6:45
Yes personally

RES-1 6:47
I am a little bit everywhere. I have some national thing I try to accomplish. For example, we
are very much involved in a discussion about the aborting of citizens assembly in Denmark.
We are very much involved in the whole idea of citizen engagement and public enlightened,
public education on climate change and policy changes in climate. So, in the Danish I try to
establish the strategic positions, which we think are important for Denmark which can end up
with projects or end up with all the policies or whatever, but it’s something that we think we
should have an opinion about. And some of it could end up with funding for us as well but not
all of it. So it depends.

FK 7:46
How do you make yourself heard in that regard? Or how do you get involved? Who is actually
like the back of this project and how do they actually say okay, we are going to involve the DBT
Foundation depending on which project it is, as well?

RES-1 8:02
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There are many ways things happen. We have a name. We actually have internationally we
have a bigger name that we have in Denmark. People know us internationally, I mean all over
the globe. So, often people simply contact us and say we have this and this role we would like
you to take that in this and this project. But also we scan, we scan for example, all EU calls we
scan them, when they come up for projects we wanted to take part in and then we might write
to people and say if you’re setting up a consortium, then this and this role in this project, if you
can use us we are there. And some of them we simply decide to coordinate ourselves. Then we
are already sitting in the seat. So there are made very many roads. Also, I mean, we have a lot
of organisations we’ve been working with before. So some of them also think about us.

FK 9:12
Okay, what types of organisations are those?

RES-1 9:15
From civil organisations to researchers to hub institutions, science networks

FK 9:24
You just said that your international name basically might even be bigger than the way you’re
known in Denmark, for example. How would you say are the priorities in Denmark compared
to an international level when it comes to enhancing citizen participation? In general?

RES-1 9:59
When you hear Danish actors talking about Danish democracy, then I think they overestimate
not necessarily the level we are but the pace of development of democracy. And whereas it’s
totally the opposite when you go internationally. They might not be at a level where we are
in many respects, but they have a heavy development and they’re very open for experimenting
for trying new ways. They can see the need of it. So in a way, you could say that Denmark
in my view risks losing. We are one of the frontrunners internationally with regards to citizen
engagement, or we have been and if we don’t pull ourselves together then we might actually get
longer and longer down and lose this position as a front runner. And I think there’s this idea
in Denmark that we’re still the front runner. I think we as an institution are a front runner.
I mean, that’s generally recognised as generally recognised, but we are not working so much
in Denmark as we are internationally. So I think that Denmark loses a lot of opportunities.
We could be much, much stronger. I also think that if you look at international recognition
of participatory innovation, for example, you find that this is an international development.
People who think that it’s important to have societal actors engaged in innovation to make it
relevant and market ready and everything. Denmark is not. I mean, it’s like it’s never existed.
If you look at the policies of the innovation foundation of our innovation fund, the word is
called Innovationsfonden in Denmark, I mean, they are 1970ish with regards to their concept of
innovation.

FK 12:23
Would you say this innovation and participation happens more on a technological base or more
on an organisational level?

RES-1 12:33
What happens more or what do you mean? Excuse me?

FK 12:36
Like, is it more that innovation happens in terms of technologies, that technology kind of drive
this change in democracy you were talking about or in participation, the enhancement of par-
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ticipation? Or is it more that organisations change, that the whole political playing field that
it involves more citizens through changing basically the structure of who to involve?

RES-1 13:06
I think there are two sources for when you talk about you have been saying methods for en-
gagement of citizen participation, then I think that innovation comes often from the fact that
organisations begin to decide that they want to use this instruments. And then they will come
into situations where they can see that the instruments or the procedures they use that they
haven’t anything. Over here we have a white map, white piece of the map, so we have to develop
something that fits to this situation. So I often think that it’s a demand pool or need pool that
makes innovation but but in order for that to happen, then institutions have to decide to actually
go this way. I mean, so there was also a methodology push, some other thing, the strong thing
happens when institutions begin to move in this direction, and when they see what needs they
have, then they begin to innovate. But because of this, this doesn’t happen, they will also see
if you interview different organisation actors in Denmark, then some of them will say, well, we
took this method, and then we implemented it, instead of going the other way around, we had
this need, and then we took a discussion of how we will fulfil this need, and then we saw this
methods or we developed the methods, that’s the right way to do it. Because they don’t have it
as part of their strategic and organisation procedures to actually use participation. Then they
are subject to the methods push, so we see it everywhere.

FF 14:48
So it is more about reacting then acting

RES-1 14:51
Yeah, you see the same with the citizen assembly borgerting. What is happening now is not that.
What should happen was the politician said, we need to have better citizen engagement with
regards to, we need to have it on the policy level, we need to have it in the local, in institutions
and so on. Then what we need to do is to see which kind of methodologies we should use where
in which situation. They do the opposite. They are subject to push from some lobbyists to
say, citizens assembly, that’s what you need, that will solve all your problem, which is not true.
They are pushing one method. So they’re subject to the push of methods instead of the other
way around where they see what is it that we want to have solved and which methods should
be used for that? Which would be the correct way and which would come from the fact that
engagement is part of the strategies. But because it is not they push themselves into method
defensive or method reactive mode.

FF 15:14
What do you think is the reason for that Denmark seems to comparatively lose their advantage
in terms of participatory initiatives and methods, so to say, or, as you said, in comparison to
international efforts, as you said, at the moment Denmark is the front runner, but they are in
danger to lose this status, as you said. Has anything changed? Or I mean, I know in the European
Union, they have in general the goal of increasing citizen engagement and participation, but is
there something that might be the reason why Denmark seems to be increasingly restricted to
that?

RES-1 16:43
I think there is this little overestimation of Denmark being a very innovative thing of democracy.
So they just think, oh, it goes well, so we don’t need to do anything. That’s a little kind of
ignorance among Danish decision makers. But there’s also one problem which stems back from
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at least 10 years ago or more which is that there was a series of ministers of Internal Affairs,
who at some point said, well, citizen engagement, that’s something that should be going on by
the citizens, it should be going on locally, which is rubbish. It should be going on everywhere.
And if you don’t have, I mean, if you don’t have the central strategic actors, like for example,
the Ministry of Internal Affairs or the parliament, being the one who states that strategic goal
in this and also behaves as it is a strategic goal for them, and they just try to mainstream
by saying, ”Oh, you down there in the last row, you can do that”. If they are mainstreaming
like that, then it won’t work. Mainstreaming has to have an anchor point on the most, you
could say prestigious level in order to work. And there has to be someone on that prestigious
level, continue saying this is a high priority for us, and we’re doing it ourself. It’s not only the
municipalities or the villages that should make citizen participation, the government should as
well, the parliament should as well. This is a strategic thing for us. They forgot to do that, or
they didn’t want to do that. I don’t know what the reason was, but they actually tried to push
it to the municipalities and forget it for the government department. So this is something that
was very stupid.

FK 18:47
Yes. Because I mean, it’s it’s not only black and white in a way that you said, okay, it’s either
having one centralised strategy on engaging citizens or completely distributing it locally that
you say okay, we as a government have nothing to do with that, that’s the municipalities job?
Because you could probably say that different municipalities have kind of different needs or very
different demographics that kind of call for different strategies in that regard. How would you
say? On what level do you see this strategy being completely centralised? So how do you see
that?

RES-1 19:27
No, I don’t think it should be centralised. The point is we have a total of actors, public actors
mainly. Some of them are municipalities, some of is government, some of is parliament connected.
And then there are, I would say even when you talk about pacience certainly overlap of things
that should be done. Take climate, for example, climate is in the total overlap that needs to
be engagement connected to the parliament. There needs certainly to be engagement connected
to the governmental strategy making and it need to get engagement that local strategy making
and implementation of climate policies. So, this is an area where the old lab, its social ever all
of them needs to use engagement. How do you then structure that? Well, first of all, there has
to be a clear agenda in the parliament. And of course, that will also have something to do with
the sitting government. Secondly, that needs to be paid for by the government. There needs to
be some lighthouses because they call it method houses or clearing houses or whatever. People
who ensure that what goes on here are relevant, competent, make courses, make conference,
evaluate. So you have to have someone who pushes on a professional level the mainstreaming
and then you have to have in each of these organisations, you have to have personal front runners,
organisations, some level in the organisation who are the contact points for the lighthouses and
who implement it in the institutions. So I mean that strategic mainstreaming has not been done
at all in Denmark. And, so the answer to your question is they forgot all about the parliament,
government strategic level and said ”Oh, let the municipalities do this”.

FF 21:45
It is only municipalities and even the lower things like Lokaludvalgs but there’s nothing in the
very top so to say, the national strategic level.

RES-1 21:56
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So they cut off the strategic, the national, they cut of the university of participation, the light-
houses, they cut off all of those things that are actually able to make the whole system coordinate,
be better, understand better what participation is in my role compared to the others role.

FK 22:21
So you say there’s also a lack of involvement of experts in that regard.

RES-1 22:25
I’ve never heard of any mainstreaming that worked without having these lighthouse / clearing
houses, yeah.

FK 22:33
What do you understand as a lighthouse? Can you maybe quickly define

RES-1 22:38
Those who make the dangerous experiments, those who have the international network, can
build the bridges, have an idea what happens everywhere, those who you call when you say ”I’m
in this situation, what is what works in this situation?”

FK 22:55
So like universities and DBT foundation maybe?

RES-1 22:59
Yeah, it can be different kinds of actors. But if you look at for example gender equality, then
we have had several organisations funded to be lighthouses. We have Kvinfo in Denmark, kind
of an NGO like, but publicly paid NGO. We have had different offices in different ministries.
Now, the Moderniseringsstyrelsen under the Ministry of Finance, but it has also been in the
Prime Minister’s office and have had the responsibility for gender equality in Denmark. So you
have these places where someone have clear responsibility for quality training, evaluation, and
policymaking in the area. And then you have a mainstreaming of gender equality everywhere.
So I actually think gender equality is a very good example of how mainstream should work.

FK 23:56
That is interesting. Especially in Denmark or you mean generally internationally?

RES-1 24:03
I think it’s quite general and in the countries, probably take Norway, Sweden, Finland, Iceland,
whatever I think probably they have a policy, it could be this lighthouse, they have a policy
role as well, strategic roles as well. So it doesn’t need to be many organisations, but you have
a clear connection to strategic and the policy level. And you have a clear role of being someone
who steps ahead all of the time.

FF 24:33
Which would enhance the visibility and the consciousness about these topics.

RES-1 24:38
And you could say, couldn’t say personalised, but yes, in a way personalise the idea that this
is something that moves. This is something where progress is being made. And you can learn
from looking at those who make the progress and there has to be someone who has the role of
sending the signal and grabbing the signal that’s sending them on.
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FK 25:03
And do you see this being executed at some international example in a very good way where
there is an example?

RES-1 25:13
The only one I can remember in participation is only a half one but it’s actually it is in the
UK. The problem in the UK is they have science wise which they tried to do it and I think they
had lots of success stories in the science area. It was the secretary, it was an organisation called
involved which looks very much like us, and which we work much together with and also they
had made an office in I think it was in the, in the Ministry of Internal Affairs. I’m not quite sure
which made policy papers for all different kinds of organisation and how they could implement
a more participatory approach. I don’t think UK is the worst best example of success. But I
certainly think that they have moved forward by this. I mean, everybody will say that this has
moved them. So they have taken a big step up. They’re not there yet, but they’re taking a big
step up.

FK 26:22
And you say, in general, this enhancement of citizen participation is more of a European priority,
or do you see it also outside of Europe becoming more and more of a topic?

RES-1 26:37
It’s worldwide, I mean, even some dictatorship, so I mean, even China has made a lot of ex-
periments with it. I mean, they’re not making participation about how the party should work
but they are making about very concrete thing on sustainability, town planning and made a lot
of experiments. It has always been big in the United States in the scientific area, but not so
much in the policy but there are very good examples in the United States as well. Australia,
there is a big discussion in Australia about this. Many actors who really push for this. Also
private foundations in Australia. I think Taiwan has made probably more citizen participation
and activities then the rest of the world has done together. They have really, really, really been
active. That might be an exaggeration, but they have done a lot.

FK 27:42
Okay. Maybe this is not completely your focus area or this might not completely be a focus
area, but since we are also looking at the technological side o participatory methods and how
to engage citizens, we might want to take the bridge to that part as well. And you already
said that these methods are kind of, there’s a difference in whether they use them because they
have to use them and they don’t move fast enough or whether you actually see the needs and
then choose your technology. But would you say that these technologies, that they are kind of
happening quicker or that they are kind of the driver for these methods?

RES-1 28:37
When you say technologies, what do you think of?

FF 28:41
Digital technologies.

FK 28:42
That it becomes easier for persons, young people to collaborate, for example, through digital
platforms and everything and this, that this whole discussion of kind of this more participatory
democracy in a way happens because technology is at a state now where people collaborate and
exchange information more easily?
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RES-1 29:06
I don’t think so. I think there are many reasons for the push for citizen engagement. It’s, I
think a lot of it happened earlier because there’s a reason that the Danish Board of Technology
actually has been a front runner on this. And the reason was that technology since the 70s,
energy crisis, nuclear power, biotechnology later, the risk society discussion. The technology
area has been one of the areas where it was most obvious at an earlier point that we will never
gain trust and some sort of consensus in society without citizen participation. About these big
technological crises you could say so. So participation was developed very much by technology
assessment, simply in order to be able to take the normative aspect of technology development in
society into account and give consistent policy advice, also on the normative aspect of technology
developments. So that’s why I asked because ICT was also part of that. But I think the push
for participation actually came because of these big conflicts around technology implementation
in society. And I still think this happens. We see it less and less, it may not be so visible. But I
think for example, with regard to implementation of AI in administration, healthcare and so on.
There’s a huge need for having participation use as part of the decision making process on these
issues. So we have a lot of technological developments still, where participation is simply needed
in order to make robust policy advice. So I think that was a very big driver for the participatory
turn, you could say. In a way, I actually think that the social platforms have been negative to
that because I don’t think they actually install participation. I think they installed something
else. We will call it dialogues statements. We could call it many things. And I actually think
we need a vocabulary on what is it actually that the social platforms do but I don’t think what
they do is participation in the sense of giving people influence through structured processes

FK 32:03
Can you maybe elaborate further on why that is?

RES-1 32:07
Yes, because the first of all there is the whole idea of what do you mean with the public when
you want to have policy influence? Lobbying, and anybody can do lobbying. There’s a lot of
lobbying done through platforms. But do we want to call lobbying for public participation? At
least for me, it’s on the edge of quality public participation. It is taking care of your interests.
It’s taken care of specific viewpoints. And that’s fine. It has to happen. But I wouldn’t call
it public participation. I mean, if you’re in a democratic sense begin to talk about public
participation, then in my view, we need to have processes which in a democratic setting can be
seen as legitimate. So it’s not single interests in society which dominates. It is the population
as such. You have some foundation in the general population and not only echo chambers or
what it can be. That’s why in most participatory processes that I have seen, nearly, I would say
all participatory process now useful policy advice, you will find that there’s some sort of checks
and balances on the composition of who you involve. So that it is either it’s representative or
it’s mixed or it’s balanced. So you wouldn’t go to one interest group, let’s say elderly people or
families to elderly people with Alzheimer, and then you say we only ask them and then we could
policy advise what should happen in the prioritisation of the health care system? I mean, that’s
not a good way of making policies. You would ask them so that you would get the input from
them but then you would ask some sort of representative or balanced panel about what they
think should happen to apply to prioritization. That would be the way forward. I don’t think
social media are good at establishing these structured legitimate processes. It’s not the same as
they can not play a role. For example, if you have a participatory process in which part of it
is a brainstorm, for example, then social media could be good for brainstorming. It could also
be good for proliferating a debate of some sort. People just begin to talk. But when you need
to conclude and all that, then you need to be able to defend the composition of who you asked.
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And that’s very difficult in social media. You can so easily cool because we can be grouped by
robots.

FK 35:18
So you say when it comes to, just to sum it up if I understood it correctly, when it comes to
idea generation, it can be good to form a discussion and to get a lot of different opinions, but
when it comes to decision making or giving advice in general it is not suitable.

RES-1 35:37
Except if this advice, of course, is a lobby kind of advice, but we wouldn’t make lobby kind of
advice. I mean, let the lobby groups do that’s why I also hesitate to actually call it lobbying for
public participation. I think it’s interest caretaking which is another thing.

FK 35:58
But lobbying also represents corporations while when you talk about public participation it is
more about representing the citizens.

RES-1 36:06
Typically the public loses in the lobbying game because the public is not as strong actor in the
lobbying game. That’s also why I think, call it public participation is I mean, its participation
of those who can pay for the best communication company and old politicians who have network
and I mean, in lobbying the strongest is the one with the biggest purse.

FK 36:32
But would you say the way citizen participation works now that you have good heterogeneity
of people that take part in it or where you say, ”okay, this is a fair representation of citizens”
or do you see that there’s still a lot of room for improvement in that regard?

RES-1 36:57
If we talk about non-online methods, then this is trivial. I mean, we know how to put together
legitimate panels. I mean this also has been done in surveys and public opinion. So it’s for
hundreds of years, or something like that, probably not but a long time. And so that’s trivial.
When it comes to begin to use online functions in this area, then it’s not trivial but we are
beginning to find out how to do it. Personally, I’ve been starting all the projects here some
years ago, and now we are there with a tool for engagement processes, we call it engage suite
which is as flexible as you can say the target for our work with developing that online tool is
to be able to make processes that are as legitimate as face-to-face processes. And we begin to
really work with this in a way so that you cannot subscribe as a bot. I mean we have checks
and balances of who subscribed, it’s real people we are talking about. That’s one thing, a very
simple little thing. Don’t be overtaken by bots. So that’s one little thing. Now we took away
one problem in the internet. We can see where people live, we can check geographic distribution,
we can if we want, we’ve worked together with the public institutions, we can check against the
Civil Registry. So that we can get some demographic data. How old are they? Are they men,
are they women? Are they and so on. That’s not the same as if you have a population in your
participatory project online which is vanished, but you’re able afterwards to compensate for the
imbalances in your analysis. So, we begin to be able to make online processes in specialised
systems. So that we are able to handle the problems when we have a representation on the
internet. That’s the beginning and also the system we have made, you can say we haven’t put
all our money on clean online participation. The system makes it possible to make multiple forms
of participation. So for example, let’s say that we make a participatory process on prioritization
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in healthcare or some issue. Then we could make the same process for people who are clear
online users. And we could make a system where you could establish a meeting with your friends
in your kitchen. So, you go through the same process with them, but you have deliberation as
well. So, you go into the platform, you will just click a link and then you open a meeting and
then you get a link to send that to your friends and they open their forms or whatever. And
when you have the meeting then you discuss the things you follow the process that we instruct
you in, you see the videos in the system, or whatever it is, you discuss it and then you answering
it each on your device. Also we can have a large scale meeting with thousand people in a big
room. They’re sitting at tables, and each of these tables are treated in the system as your kitchen
meeting. So we can mix face-to-face meetings with online answers and we’re able to answer the
difference between the different kinds of processes if they give different kinds of answers.

FK 41:10
Differet to face-to-face basically?

RES-1 41:13
Yeah, we call it blended. If we’re saying blended participation normally is used for that you
use online tools in a face to face setting. But we actually put a little extra on it. We can
blend clear clean online as blended with clean face-to-face with the same platform. And we
able to compare how these different inputs differ between them if they do. So for example, if
there’s a big difference in the answers from the online population, or from the clean face-to-face
population, then we are able to look into the data and begin to analyse what could be the reason
for that. Are they demographic? Are there other reasons for that?

FF 42:13
So would you say that a platform seems to be the most promising digital tool to use regarding
e-participatory efforts?

RES-1 42:24
As a structuring tool, yes. I think because I see so many dangers in for example, using Facebook
for participatory processes. First of all I think it’s a lousy tool for that. But, basically also
there’s a lot of dangers for having getting very biassed answers. So to structure the process,
we developed our tool simply in order to be able to structure the process in a way so that we
can believe in the results or at least analyse if there’s bias in the results But another thing
is, when you make different participatory processes than there’s a lot of online tools you could
use. I mean we would probably not only use our own tool. Now and then we would go into
some type of quiz system or whatever co-writing system or so. There’s a lot of tools out there
that can be used as you can say techniques in part of your participatory process. I mean, also
e-learning tools are there or some of them could be used for part of it. So there’s a lot of tools
out there that you could pick and choose from and put them into your participatory process at
some point. Here we do that, here we do that. So there is a lot of options of doing that but the
whole structure of the participation, I think that has to be managed very strongly.

FF 43:55
And do you know which online tools are mainly used so far within Copenhagen as online tools?
I know there’s certainly some surveys.

RES-1 44:04
Surveys, I mean, they use all these SurveyMonkey and all that. One reasons why we developed
this is also we see some problems in SurveyMonkey. It is simply too limited in how you can
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arrange it in a longer process. It’s difficult to work with SurveyMonkey as the tool you put a
discussion up against. It’s simply too limited in its features. But I think I’ve put myself on the
wrong track. What was your question?

FF 44:43
Which tools in general are used?

RES-1 44:45
I think they use that but also there’s a Spanish system which is more and more used for some
processes which the municipalities use, for example, the ideation. For example, reporting that
there is a fire hose somewhere, which suddenly has rollen out and there is water running out
of the street. So you can go into console and report that and then the technical department
send out a car and fix it. So these kind of things, there are tools for that. There are tools
for a specific approach to participatory budgeting, which is the approach where citizens come
up with ideas for how to use money. Then they begin to rank them and so on, they prioritise
them and then you can even put a pot of money and let the citizens decide how it should be
distributed or some structure, some processes. It’s typically a Latin American approach, which
has been taken up by Madrid, the city of Madrid. So they have made this tool in order to
streamline this specific approach to participatory budgeting. But participatory budgeting is
many things. It can take many different forms. But this system console, it simply implements
the Latin American processes.

FK 46:17
That’s interesting.

RES-1 46:18
Yeah. So there are tools for specific processes out there. What we have developed is a tool
which is flexible, as flexible as if you would make a programme for a workshop.

FF 46:28
Yeah, so it’s adaptable for certain needs.

RES-1 46:31
Yeah.

FK 46:31
Who was involved in the making of this tool? Did you develop it completely in house or who
are the partners?

RES-1 46:39
It’s inhouse and then it’s part of also the product we often installed in our projects. And then
according to the needs that come up in these projects, we we make tweaks and additions to it.

FK 46:52
So the initial motivation was a need for a tool like this to use in your projects?

RES-1 47:00
Yes, the need was that when we develop face-to-face participatory processes, we have a lot of
different approaches and lessons learned from different projects. So when we make a Saturday
for 500 people in a gym, then we design it for the situation and for the topic. And so we have
many parameters we look at. So we should take care of this, so we make this session like this,
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and this session like this. And when we looked at the online tools out there, they were all stiff.
They can only bring you through one. It’s like whenever you put people into a gym, then you
have to follow this scheme. That was simply not acceptable for us. So we began to discuss as
publicly as possible to make a modular system that begins to reflects the way we would like to
work and we have a very, very good programmer here. I get by luck in a situation where I can
say we can use this tool for this. And it’s out there. But it’s very seldom you get into these
situations. I have taken some computer science myself as well, a long time ago at University.
So I just sat down with him and said, look, in my view, it’s possible make a total open system
where you construct if you do it like this, and this and this and he said, of course.

FK 48:40
Yeah, that’s really interesting. So one question that came back to mind because I wanted to ask
you that before. You said Denmark is not doing a very good job in it and the Danish government
is trying to enhance citizen participation. What is the motivation of governments to actually
change democracy in that regard or increase participation of citizens?

RES-1 49:16
I think there are many motivations. I wouldn’t call it a democratic crisis, but we have some
things that we should react on in time. For example, the number of members of political parties
has been reduced drastically over the last 50 years. And the best explanation I can find is that
because I can only look at myself and my friends, is that we have changed from being either you
were socially liberal or you were liberal or conservative or social democrat or communist or new
liberalist. Now we are multi ideologists all of us. I mean, I at some points, in some situations,
I’m a new liberalist. In others I’m a communist. And depends on the problem I’m sitting
with. Some things can be better solve by having a very, very stringent approach to equality.
Others can better be approached by a very stringent approach to liberalism. I think that’s what
happening with modern people, they don’t think in ideologies, they think in political tools of
which these ideologies represent some tools. So we have a big problem. Our whole political
system is based on parties. But most of the population don’t believe in parties anymore. So
we need to instal something else. I think Iran is thinking it’s a state that citizen have begun
case interested. So it’s their own personal case that they’re fighting for. I don’t think so. I
think they are problem interested now, instead of being ideology interested, then we begin to
think we need to solve the climate crisis, we need to have better integration, we need to take
more care of the elderly. They look at the problem and then they want to be involved in solving
the problem or developing the policies to this. And then they begin to think that they can be
safe, because they’re not very keen on having a liberal solving it or communist solving it. They
want it to be solved in a multi perspective way. So that’s part of the reason that we see more
and more citizen engagement. That’s the way they feel safe with policies. They have listened
to the many different positions before and they do not take decisions from one-sidedness of this
ideological one-sidedness. Citizens simply want politics to be more multi ideological and not be
single idealogical.

FF 52:17
And from the government side? So they want more citizen engagement or e-participatory efforts
to, let’s say, make the citizens happy or do they want to get more information to make better
decisions or just get elected again or what do you think is the motivation of the politicans?

RES-1 52:41
I think there are many positions. There are some who do have the same kind of approach.
We have big problems in society. They can only be solved if we use all the tools from all the
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ideological tools, all the technological tools and all the actors. Climate, very good example.
Equality and health care, very good example. We have a lot of big challenges where everybody
basically has to use all different kinds of tools and use each to mix to solve them. So I think that
understanding is clear amongst some policymakers. And then we have dinosaurs, those who say,
I’ve been elected to make this decision, and to fight for my party, and if my party wins, then it
will be my party’s ideology, but we will steer this and I will take the decision. So that’s another
I mean, which is totally ignorant to the needs, we find, in my view, totally ignorant to the needs,
we find in the population and which is old fashioned. That’s not the way to make policy in the
21st century. But we see them, we see a lot of them out there. And then we have I think also
the pragmatics. Some who say okay, I’m a dinosaur type, but I can see the need for softening,
softening up a little. So can we do a little participation here and a little participation there and
then as the main function I will get a dinosaur and it sounds a little like I’m making a joke out
of these but I actually think they’re important bridge builders these people because they are
the typical the old power oriented politician types who can see that there are specific situation
where we certainly need to work in other ways. Important bridge builders to development.

FK 54:40
Okay. Yeah, that’s very interesting. Actually, I never thought about it that way. The way
that the ideology kind of gets applied to all different sectors and that’s a very interesting in-
sight and definitely through increased citizen participation, some challenge you could overcome
potentially or that could solve this problem in a way. Yes, I think I’ve actually asked most of
my questions. In general, would you say looking into the future now, the main barriers through
increasing participation, would you say they’re more of non-technological, social nature, or are
they more about actually technological nature that you say that digital technologies, kind of
pose a challenge in that regard?

RES-1 56:02
I think there are many barriers of very different nature. Don’t underestimate power, as I said.
I mean, among policymakers, there’s a power struggle here. But there’s also in Civil Services.
There are chiefs of departments, chief officers, chiefs of whatever. And they’re used to deciding
quite a lot. I mean, it’s not everything going on in a municipality that ends up in among
the politicians. A lot of decisions are being taking in the administration. So we see a lot of
restriction among leaders in the administration here and they are not necessarily the top leaders.
For example, if you look at a municipality, very often you’ll see a municipality director and the
mayor who really see the need for this and you also find people down the single civil servants in
their institution who want to do it. But all the middle layers, they are used to be the ones who
make all the plans and take all the decisions and roll them out. And this citizen participation,
it’s just a pain in the back. It will anyway be me who takes the decision, so why should we listen
to them first? So we see a lot of organisational resistance in this area. That’s one thing. There
is the idea that it costs money, which is true if you don’t listen, because then it not only costs
money, it’s also throwing money on the street. So this partly connects to the other thing. What
we see is that if you integrate well, your participatory processes into your normal procedures,
then you save the money by this. Because you shorten all the country, you take away a lot of
conflicts before they arise. You find compromises with your citizens instead of getting conflicts
with the citizens. You get input because citizens know a lot. You get input which you can use
which make your decisions more effective, more robust. So that’s one thing Another thing is we
also see that citizen engagement now and then releases decision power among politicians in areas
where they don’t bear to take a decision. So we see there’s a lot of areas where politicians know
what to do, but they don’t dare to do it because they think that they will get the population
against them.

233



FK 59:09
It’s about giving away responsibility?

RES-1 59:11
No, they think they will get the population against them. If they make a good participatory
process. And then they found out that a population actually is angry that they didn’t do take
that decision yet. So, that often releases a lot of decision power, which saves a lot of money
sometimes. We have examples where the money we’re talking about could pay for participation
for one or two years. So it’s really big money nowadays. So I don’t think past participation as
such cost money, but it is a barrier, one of the barriers that people think it costs money.

FK 59:46
You mentioned some benefits that the increase in citizen participation can have or will have but
do you also see some pitfalls where you potentially have to watch out for because when you were
kind of also talking a little bit about changing democracy or how we think about democracy in a
way that it becomes more participatory and making it more participatory sounds very positive
and initially, you think that’s a very good thing but then the whole fact that you say, okay, we
change the way we do democracy, kind of, for me personally, that sounds like something where
you become alert, and you say, okay, there might be some pitfalls we don’t necessarily see right
now, but we have to watch out for. a few. Have you had any ideas in that regard?

RES-1 1:00:47
First of all, we simply have to acknowledge that democracy is changing any way. Democracy has
always changed. If you look at the Danish constitution, written in 1848 or 1849. And the fact to
the constitution we have now and the fact that democracy we have now. I mean, it’s so different.
So and that was the first democratic constitution we had. So I mean, we had two chambers.
One of the chambers in the first was the landlords. And then we have the people in the other
chamber. It was the landlords, that had the most power. Later that this landlord chamber was
taken away and then the people got the most power. Poor people and women could not vote. I
mean it was a totally different idea of democracy that our democratic constitution was made on,
and we’re talking about 150 years ago only. Democracy is always changing. That’s one thing
we have to face. I mean, and sometimes our description of democracy is behind what actually
happens in democracy. And I think democracy is already getting participatory.

FK 1:02:00
Do you see risks to that or where you say we have to watch out while it’s becoming more
participatory. Are there some strings where you say we might lose them or this is where there’s
a risk where you could lose control over the process?

RES-1 1:02:28
I think that often when democracy changes is because the risk of not making that change is
higher. So it’s an unconscious rational process of going towards something that solves the
problem that is getting bigger and bigger. For example, right now we have a situation where
the media is getting extremely conflict oriented. If you take a look at the United States, each
media station is ideological. If you just go 20 years ago back, it wasn’t like that. Even the
media are now going into more and more polarised positions. We see groups in society going,
political parties going more and more, the middle is losing. So that that means that all the
both the places where the consensus building in our society should happen. they’re beginning
to lose to me. Yeah. And I think that’s what is happening, as I say, as an unconscious rational
process. Now, when people begin to ask for more citizen engagement is that it’s trying to put
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it back to new structures in where we have the room, the rooms where we can agree on what
not not listening to the 55% of our society that disagrees, but begin to look, this goes with the
95% of society who wants to find compromises. I think what we’ve seen is a consequence of
problems. And therefore, I actually think that the biggest risk is not to listen to that. Then
we just follow along. If we don’t listen to that, then we follow on with never begin to believe in
the developments that actually have provoked these needs. And I think that’s dangerous, then
it is that we begin to see developments like in Hungary and Poland are strong men and women
coming up and beginning to talk about democracy as being illiberal. Then these problems that
our democracy problem becomes suddenly begins to be legitimised instead of being counteracted.
And so I actually think the data is not the same as, I mean, democracy is not perfect and it has
never been, but I think it’s more perfect to go in this direction then to ignore it.

FF 1:04:56
Last question from my side. I know we talked about it already a little bit but just in general
within Denmark or Copenhagen, especially, which role do the private companies play in general
in e-participatory initiatives? I mean, if we’re looking at stakeholders, of course, the government
and the citizens are the main involved stakeholders, but what would you say is your feeling on
the role of the private companies in that regard?

RES-1 1:05:32
I think they could play a role. I think for example, let’s say that Facebook or Google began to
open up their organisation and begin to put transparency into and they also began to state that
we’re not only moneymakers, we also want to serve democracy and we want to do it in a way
which is overseen by the Ministry of Internal Affairs. Basically you can scrutinise everything
that happens here because we work for democracy, they could do that. And I even think they
could earn the same kind of money as they earn now. Because then they would have several
rooms, they will have some rooms where the more social media people talk and share. And they
do have rooms where they begin to structure processes, which are overseen and checked and
everything is safe from robots and so on. They could take these decisions, they just didn’t. So
I also think that there are strategic elements between these big platforms. Of course, they have
considered this. I mean, certainly. I’m not quite sure about Facebook, but I’m quite sure about
Google, that they consider what this could be 50 years ago and how they could serve different
demands and so on. That’s the way they work. And they’re quite creative with regards to
that. So I’m quite sure that they have discussed this. Could Google make totally transparent
overseen by everybody, by the congress, by whatever a way to implement electronic democracy
in some sort of way? They have had working groups on that and they have put enormous
amount of money into analysing that. They have decided not to do so. And I simply think that
it’s a dominance of stockholder interest in these parties. They simply say who are the most
important? Is it democracy or is it those who own us and want to have the shareholders and
want to have profits from it? And some in these companies said fuck democracy we’re serving
our shareholder. That’s an active decisions they have taken because they have the technology.
They could do it.

FF 1:08:07
So especially in Denmark so far, the private companies are also on a smaller level. Maybe they
play rather minor role, you would say?

RES-1 1:08:15
I would be afraid of smaller companies. But even the Estonian system is hackable from an
industry interest point of view, because it is a private company, the serves the Estonian solution,
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which I never understood why they did that. But so even in that, I would say, putting all different
kinds of public information, which I mean shouldn’t be out in the commercial domain at all.
Giving a company access to that.

FK 1:09:09
So you say these platforms as this Engage Suite Project ownership should always be with the
government?

RES-1 1:09:18
No, there we do not have access to the user.

FK 1:09:24
You said you use some authentication methods there. Do you use NemID? Or how would you
use that because I would think this in Denmark it would work quite easy to kind of check also
for heterogeneity.

RES-1 1:09:41
Yes, but we don’t analyse on the data across the activities on the platform at all. So if you
wanted to run a participatory projects, then we would work together or you would learn to use
it and then you would set up your participatory project. You would extract the data from the
platform, analyse it, and then it would be deleted from the platform. So the platform is not a
data confusing machine like Google and Facebook. And my problem with the Estonian and the
Google and Facebook is the data stays there and becomes the goldmine for the company and
that’s not how we work with this one.

FK 1:10:29
Yeah. Okay, that’s very interesting. Yes, I think I’ve also asked everything and that were some
super interesting insights actually. So yeah, thank you so much for taking the time for being so
open as well.

F.9 Research Institution - 2

Date: 30.03.2020

FK 0:04
Is it okay if we record this interview?

RES-2 0:06
Yes, go ahead.

FK 0:09
Thank you. So, maybe can you briefly describe who you are and what your research area is?

RES-2 0:18
Yes, my name is x. I’m a PhD from Roskilde University in social science. I was previously a
project manager at the Danish Board of Technology, where I did some projects for the European
Parliament, specifically the Office of Science and Technology Options Assessment (STOA), which
does technology assessment for the parliament. And I did a few projects there in e-participation,
and other than that I’m sort of broadly specialised in the relationships between institutions and
societies and technological development.
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FK 1:07
Okay, thank you and what is the Roskilde School of Governance? Can you briefly describe what
your role there is? You are a teacher, right?

RES-2 1:21
Yeah, I just started there as an external lecturer. It’s sort of a double gig actually. I am partly
an external lecturer and I’m partly a scientific assistant. It’s sort of a stepping stone to getting
into a postdoc position, right. I’m a little late to the game of academic advancement. I’m 42
years old. So this is sort of getting in there at a late stage, but I have a lot of stuff to work on.
So I hope it’s going to work out. I’m working with a professor called Jacob Torfing. He’s sort
of a specialist in co-creation in public administration. So there is a very big overlap you can say
between what I used to do and what I’m doing now.

FK 2:14
Yeah, I can imagine. And so about the topic of e-participation. So what you’ve been working
with, what would you say is the current status or what have been recent developments in general?
Can you maybe broadly describe what the current development of the topic is?

RES-2 2:34
Yeah, that’s the big question. But very broadly, I would say that my narrative on this is that
there was a period in the 90s and Noughties, where everybody thought that everything could be
fixed if you put it online. And now we’re at least 10 years into pretty much everybody knowing
that that’s not true, even while industry still pretends that it’s true, right? And so you could
say the practice of e-participation puts it into a weird kind of state because it’s a field that a
lot of people are coming to a new all the time, right? It’s like every year you have new people
coming up with new projects that sort of start from the beginning. Because they’re new to
the field. Maybe they’re coming from a ministry into a municipality, and they’ve never worked
with e-participation before. And so the first people, they talk to our industry people and they
tell them this fairy tale that you can fix everything with a smart tool, and so they have to go
through this whole learning process by themselves, which is quite wasteful, I would say. It’s
very difficult. At the same time, of course, there is a buildup of a more experienced layer of
decision makers that are trying to come up with more meaningful solutions. One thing that is
certainly on my radar is this move, I think it was started by the municipality of Madrid, right?
They made this tool a few years ago, they started this tool a few years ago. I can’t remember
what it is called. But I’m sure you can.

FK 4:46
Yeah, we’ve been looking at it, but I’m also missing the name right now. RES-2 4:53
What they’re doing is not only building a tool, they’re also leading a movement of Open Source
collaboration among municipalities for learning what works and building up tools that are freely
available to everybody. I think that’s a very crucial development. Because as long as the tech
part is hidden behind proprietary walls, you just really don’t have a creative and productive
way of working with it. Because the decision makers in the municipalities and other government
institutions, they need to be on both sides of the coin. They can’t just be users. They also
have to be developers because they are the only ones that truly are able to see the needs that
they’re seeing and they need to have some kind of development control. And I just think that
going through privatisation mechanisms to do that is just too costly and it’s too slow. And it
introduces too great a risk of bad faith actors, convincing gullible people, that they can solve
problems that are just not that easy to solve. Right? Because there’s a constant balance between
the technological architecture that you’re trying to do e-participation with, and the institutional
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framework within which you are doing the e-participation. Neither of those two are stable or
should be stable when you’re trying to do e-participation and trying to make it work. You have
to have some kind of developmental creative control over both parts right. So you need to be
able to reform institutions. You also need to be able to adjust the technology. And that’s I
think, if you look at what the European Commission have been trying to do with the [inaudible
00:07:14], right? I think that’s what it is called. It has a little bit of that, in that they are
trying to develop a process that they’re also themselves supporting technologically. And I think
you need to have that kind of public sector ownership of the entire process. Within that, of
course, I think it’s certainly possible that private actors can deliver something right. I mean,
they can deliver cloud services, they can deliver development capability, once you know what
you’re doing. But before you have products that are more mature and actually work in specific
settings I think it’s dangerous to leave this just to private actors.

FK 8:08
Would you say that is a general view that is kind of developing that you say governments have
to take ownership of these tools as well? Or are there conflicting views? Are there also people
that say it’s more about privatisation?

RES-2 8:26
Sure, yeah. I think if you did a discourse analysis, I think you would find an overweight of those
viewpoints. That’s sort of the standard viewpoint. And that’s why there’s so much to talk
about. And also there’s a great interest, of course, in talking about it, and there’s a feedback
loop in that if you convince others that this is the way it should, then you make money from
having convinced them and hence there is a further incentive to keep it up right? So in industry
led publications and conferences this is the fundamental view. It is that the digitalization or
e-participation is fundamentally at the same time a privatisation of government functions, which
I think in that context is pretty much just a common assumption that everybody works on. I
just happen to think they’re wrong.

FK 9:44
Okay. So, would you say, especially when you’re looking at Denmark, I mean, I don’t know
if you know that or if you have an insight to that, but would you say in Denmark, from the
government side, there’s predominantly also a view that including the private sector is the way
to go or with dominance of the private sector?

RES-2 10:08
Yeah, I mean, there’s so many different actors in the public sector. So I think I couldn’t give
you one answer to that. Also, I don’t know every actor well enough to actually answer that. But
I would say that it has certainly been the tendency in the work of the Agency of Digitisation.
For them, it is definitely a process where the public sector sets up targets and they set up the
specification for what they want to develop. Often they pay private consultants to help them
do their part. And then they, you know, set up contracts with the private actors and try to get
the stuff developed. And of course, if you’re talking about huge governmental administration
systems, I think it’s a different case. I don’t know enough to say something about that but maybe
there is an argument there, that it’s inevitable that you would have to have private actors with
bigger muscles involved. But I think when you’re talking about e-participation tools, unless
you’re talking about the elections and that kind of stuff, then I think e-participation is really
not that complicated, right? Technologically it’s not very complicated. It’s really about finding
out how best to put together stuff that is useful in your decision making process and in your
participation processes. And so I think the basic argument for privatisation is just misplaced
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in that area because you don’t need a huge development effort to build them. What you need
is time and and the ability to adjust, right? And that’s the problem that this ability to adjust,
you lose it when you privatise it. Because each learning loop becomes so expensive, you have
to readjust your contract, you have to make second versions that you also pay for and stuff like
that. Whereas if you just lowered the ambitions a little bit and took a lot of the development
work in house, then you would have a much more flexible and much more able kind of e-
participation platform. I think that’s part of the philosophy of what this movement led by the
Madrid municipality is, to take some of that stuff back. Of course, there is a cultural clash there
right because Southern Europe and South America is in terms of the government philosophy
diffferent. It’s much more easy for them to end up at the conclusion that privatisation is not the
answer. Whereas for us here in the super new liberalised Northern Europe, we have the problem
that you have to have a lot of older people admitting that they’ve been wrong for a long time.
So it’s culturally a lot more difficult to come up with the conclusion that, hey, this is probably
something that the public sector should be doing by themselves.

FK 14:13
Okay. Yeah, that’s interesting. What in general, would you say is the motivation of governments,
however, to generally increase participation of citizens? Because it sounds the way youput it
that this is a big topic. It’s just a discussion of how to do it. But why would from a government
perspective they actually engage citizens more?

RES-2 14:38
Yeah, that’s a good question. I think it’s multiple agendas at once. I think there was a resource
saving agenda, right? Saying we need to mobilise people to be more active in the community in
order to, you could say, enhance the social capital of the community and to enhance the ability
of the community to solve its own problems through voluntary work. That’s not only a cynical
position. It’s also an ideological position. I mean, some people actually truly believe that that’s
better. And that’s how it should be and that it would make us all happier, and there’s an
argument to be [inaudible 00:15:35]. Then there are motivations that are more, I mean, because
this volunteering and financial savings agenda, this is sort of tied to day to day stuff. It’s sort of
getting renovation to work better. It’s enhancing the ability to avoid loneliness in elderly people.
That are very sort of community based topics. Whereas when there’s another camp or there’s
another agenda, which is about solving complex problems. It’s about, you know, environmental
degradation and climate change and financial instability and all those very systemic kind of
topics were premise number one is that no one organisational actor can solve these problems by
themselves. And then as a follow on from that is that we need to get everybody on board. Not
just the organised interests, but also ordinary people and get them on board for many different
reasons. Again, it can be to sort of mobilise them as a kind of volunteer workforce. But it can
also be to say that, as decision makers, we need to understand what are the limits to what we
can do because these sort of democratic limits, I mean, what will people take? That’s sort of the
negative side of democratic inclusion, right? It is to say that we need to understand what are the
limits to government intervention not just in the economy, but also in people’s ordinary lives.
That’s sort of the negative side of that, but the positive side is also to say what are actually
the ideas that are out there because I think if you’re sort of an environmentalist, I think you’re
sort of saying, hey, but we have all the good ideas. Why don’t you just do them? Actually,
I think that if you look closely at governmental decision making processes, they’re often very
close down, actually. I mean, you have this discussion right now with the Corona pandemic
response. In Denmark, there is a big kerfuffle between them, the Minister of Health and the sort
of top departmental chief of the Health Agency about this whole thing. What should we have
done and how early should we have reacted? And should we be testing more or less? And that
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discussion tells me, it’s just an example, that these kinds of decisions are actually still being
made in very closed off rooms, where very few actors have access to the actual decision making.
And so the point is that filtering-in the ideas that are being made from a grassroots level is
actually difficult. And so citizen participation is one way of getting little grassroots ideas into
government so that they’re actually part of the discussion.

FK 19:34
Okay, yeah, interesting. What would you say in general, in Denmark, the status of e-participation
is at the moment? I mean, how would you describe it?

RES-2 19:45
I’m not actually capable. Just to say you have to take my position with a big grain of salt
because I haven’t made sort of empirical studies of that. But from what I know from talking
to people and colleagues, it’s still, I mean, as I said, I think in Denmark there is definitely
what you’re talking about. There is a higher layer of governance where the ideas are much
more advanced and where the ambitions are higher in the sense that you’re trying to make sort
of more advanced systems and more comprehensive systems and solutions. And then, at the
practitioners level, and at the municipal level, regional levels, you see a lot of stuff going on,
where you have people, you know, beginners coming into the field, again, trying to say, hey,
let’s set up a Facebook page - that’s our e-participation. Then we can talk to the citizens. And
then you know, a year later they find out Oh, it turns out that Facebook is not really made
for democratic discussions and it turns into very nasty discussions and you have to either shut
it down or you know, shut somebody out. And it’s just not very manageable. And I would
say that, in general, my feeling is that if we are talking about this cultural chasm between
southern Europe and northern Europe, I think that actually, this is one of those cases where the
northern European countries would be able to learn from the southern European countries who
are taking a more government centric but also more pragmatic and sort of low tech solution to
e-participation, but we won’t. We just don’t have it. In Denmark whenever the word digitisation
or technology is in the picture, we look to first the US, then the UK, and then Germany to see
what kind of solutions you guys have. And then we buy them. And if they’re not expensive, we
don’t want them because then they’re probably not worth anything. So adoption of this kind
of this Madrid platform I would predict is very low in Denmark. And I think that’s stupid.
We should actually be doing that but we simply don’t have the channels of influence, where we
get inspired by southern Europe. We think that it has to go the other way around. That they
should be inspired by us. But I don’t think that’s the case here.

FF 22:47
Okay, and do I get it right - it also sounds like in Denmark, they’re from your opinion, they’re
looking more at the technological side and possibilities instead of sometimes stepping a bit away
from that and rather just looking at what is actually needed, even though it might be less
advanced from a digital perspective?

RES-2 23:09
Yeah, I think that’s definitely true. Again, I think there are different layers of users, right. I
would even maybe nuance the picture a bit to say that there’s the beginner coming into a local
administration who is going to make these kinds of beginners mistakes. And then there’s a more
advanced layer of users who have tried this before, and who have been introduced to more, to
a variety of different tools and a range of different methods. And we’re beginning to think for
themselves you can be more creative and more sort of going towards really tailored solutions.
But then you have another layer of beginners that are also a problem at the top. People who
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come into a new position of power, very high up in the hierarchies of the ministries that want to
make projects that are ambitious, and very sort of prestigious for them. I mean, this is sort of
a very old school view of how public bureaucracy works. But I think that’s definitely the case
in what some of these mistakes that are made. We have this terrible situation over at the Taxes
Ministry. I think those kinds of mechanisms also exist. I mean, I haven’t seen that directly in
e-participation, but I would predict that you would see something like that. If you see initiatives
coming from the Agency of Digitisation or from the Ministry because they have this thing that
they wanted to be ambitious.

FK 25:06
Okay. Do you think in general e-participation is good to replace mostly forms of participation,
the citizen participation you have right now? Or will it add on to that and increase participation
general?

RES-2 25:26
Definitely option number two. I hardly think that e-participation can replace anything. It can
enhance something. Definitely. I mean, the work from home abilities are in democracies great,
right? If you can figure out how to use them. And I mean, you can set up virtual citizen
meetings of small groups. But that might be too expensive to do in physical settings. I mean,
there’s a myriad of different things where you can enhance existing types of processes or you
could say also develop processes that would have already been on the table in physical forms,
but would be too expensive. But I think that it’s very important in the stuff that we did for the
European Parliament that the basic point of that whole report is to say that there really is no
e-participation on its own. There is participation and part of that is going to be e but there’s
not participation here and e-participation there. It will be interlinked with each other and the
whole point is to figure out how those links work in each case, in a way that enhances rather
than diminishes options for people to participate and good decisions to be made.

FK 27:12
Yeah. Okay, so let’s talk a little bit more about the challenges. I mean, you mentioned a couple
of them, what kind of barriers are towards increasing it, especially in Denmark? But what
would you say from a non technological so more from an organisational perspective are the
main challenges? I know you already mentioned. So what are the main barriers to increasing
e-participation in Denmark from an organisational point of view?

RES-2 27:57
I think it’s, I mean, one of them if we are talking about Denmark as a whole rather than
looking into each of the different organisations, I think probably one of the main hindrances or
things that we’re lacking is a platform for mutual learning, which is not hosted by industry. I’m
certain that there are some publicly funded platforms where people meet and and talk about
this but what I’m thinking about is is a platform where it is explicitly the agenda to enhance
the in house capacity of public organisations to design and run and develop and learn from
and experiment with e-participation. Because there is this tendency that even if the public
sector hosts a conference or a learning lab or whatever, they set up private actors as if they
are the experts in this. And as we talked about, I mean, they’re definitely experts in a lot of
technological solutions and I’m also quite sure that the private sector is generally better at sort
of user experience development and those kinds of aspects of the tools. But that being said,
the private sector is not an expert on democracy. Very rarely I would say and so we need a
platform where it’s sort of built into the mandate that the public sector should be able to be in
the driver’s seat of of e-participation. I think that’s a very sort of general lack. So that’s sort of
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how do we develop this idea and this approach? I’m certain that there are different ones. If you
look into each organisation, I’m quite certain that you can find a lot of other stuff. I mean, for
instance, you will find that one of the things that e-participation comes up again, is the same
thing that participation comes up against, which is that people don’t want to share their power
and they don’t want to confuse their process. And they think it’s easier if we just do it here.
And then we asked them afterwards rather than asking people beforehand. So you refined all the
same challenges of participation in general. I think that’s a point that is sometimes missed by
the e-participation literature, at least the optimistic part, because there’s such a heavy emphasis
on the E, that you’re looking mostly at the challenges that are specific to the digitisation of
participation. But, you know, when you’re forgetting that participation in the first place is a
very challenging perspective. Right?

FF 31:48
Yeah. That’s interesting. I mean, building on that, what would you say? What are these other
drawbacks of increasing citizen engagement? I mean, leaving out the digital part, just in general
and about participation?

RES-2 32:15
When you’re speaking for participation, it’s easy to [inaudible 00:32:19] as if e-participation is
being a wholly good all the time, but I don’t I really don’t think that. I mean, there are situations
where the only thing that can provide legitimacy to a process is to enhance participation of
citizens in a meaningful way. And I think those are I mean, I agree with the people who
focus very much on this so complex challenges thing, right? I mean, when you are going to do
government interventions that are going to change the economy, fundamentally and our daily
lives and our technological setups in order to combat climate change, and stuff like that, you
have to have a broader more in depth citizen participation process because otherwise you are
100% guaranteed to produce sort of a blowback from citizens in some way or another. And on
the other hand, when you do have this increased participation, but if you had it it’s not only that
you get good ideas and that you avoid running into opposition. It’s also, I mean, participation
in miniature forums like Mini-publics is a way I think. Now, I’m switching into sort of how
do we change society for the better? But it’s sort of a higher level question, but I think that
working with Mini-publics and other forms of participation and e-participation forum and all
that stuff is a way of building momentum in society among citizens for changes that organised
actors would not support. And so with that support, you gain leverage as a politician to actually
force or at least pressure organised actors to change behaviour. And I think that’s also a part
of participation that is missing a lot because I mean, participatory democracy is not just for
the sake of the people who participated in processes. It is also for society as a whole, but it is
about how can democratic representative institutions gain the leverage that they need in order
to change society for the better of most people? That’s the sort of the fundamental value system,
I think, in participatory democracy.

FF 35:26
Yeah, definitely.

RES-2 35:28
So that those hindrances, the challenges that are sort of built into institutions is actually about
all that. It is about political power and political economy and that kind of stuff. When you go
into the e-participation literature where people are very optimistic about the e you definitely
don’t find very many questions about power and democratic representation and societal change.
I mean those are fundamentally the challenges. And in a day to day setting, those challenges
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come up as sort of, I mean, you don’t have a meeting where somebody says I don’t want to
give up my power, but what you will observe is sort of this very something that a sociologist
would be able to see, right, or an anthropologist would be able to see, these processes of sort of
silent exclusion of certain viewpoints and toning down of conflict areas and all that stuff, which
is described in the participation literature.

FF 36:47
Yeah.

FK 36:48
Yeah. That’s very Interesting. Yeah, definitely.

FF 36:53
So there’s like many hidden challenges so to say which are not being put into the spotlight such
as the political power, for example, which is not talked a lot about.

RES-2 37:08
Right

FK 37:11
So another thing I found when researching you, you were also interested in the issue of digital
justice. Is that right? Or that’s one key word that popped up at some point.

RES-2 37:26
Yeah, I can’t remember when I put that in, but that is probably true Yeah.

FK 37:30
No matter how. How do you get into that, what would you say in general is the issue here of
digital justice, when increasing e-participation? What would you say are the focus points there?
What does digital justice mean in this participatory context?

RES-2 37:58
That’s a very good question. I think I’m not deep enough into the digital justice literature
actually to say that much about it, but it’s certainly about I mean, if you look at the privatisation
discussion that we had earlier about, should the move to e-participation at the same time be
a move to privatisation right? There is again fundamental questions there about the power of
organised actors in society to shape processes and to benefit from processes right. If I mean
if we allow even private actors and even foreign private actors in like Facebook and the whole
Silicon Valley gamut of people right, if we allow them to tell us how to run democracy without
asking a lot of very hard questions of where they’re coming from and who benefits and, you
know, the two fundamental political science questions, who governs and who benefits? Right? If
we don’t ask them when we are importing e-participation solutions from Silicon Valley, then we
are really running big risks of harming democracy. Yeah, and that’s sort of the big picture but
that also plays out, of course, at a smaller scale, more local scale in Denmark between Danish
private actors and Danish public actors.

FK 39:48
Yeah, okay.

RES-2 39:49
Who gets to set up the agenda and so on?
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FK 39:52
Yeah, definitely, definitely. And then maybe about the corporation a little bit or about the
government structure when it comes to these efforts. I mean, we’ve been talking a lot about
government and private actors now, but within the public sector, what are the roles between
the national and the local governments actually? Or what in your mind should the rules be in
that regard? When it comes to implementation?

RES-2 40:30
I mean, the Digitisation Agency, in principle has a very useful role in this area, because they
have this mandate of seeking common solutions across the public sector in collaboration with the
municipalities and the regions and the ministry, which is, I think, totally necessary. You have
to have this sort of Stewart at the top trying to get everybody to move in a common direction
so that we can harness mutual learning and share solutions and so on. But at the same time,
you have to remember that the Digitisation Agency is a part of the Ministry of Finance. So
they always dragged in this component of financial savings, which they I think, prioritise. And
so there’s a lot of digitisation that they’re not taking the lead on. And I think e-participation is
probably one of them. Right? Because it’s not necessarily a financially beneficial thing, right. It
could be a way of, in the first instance, to create more expenses, public expenses. And so, I think
probably I mean, if we assume that their mandate was broader and less shaped by this financial
concern, then I think that they are in a position to to lead a movement of seeking common
solutions, but because they I mean, they have a very good philosophy, I think, because they
understand that, in order to build useful tools, digital tools, you have to start with something
that works and build a user base, you have to start with something small that works. Then
you build a user base, and then you add functions and if they work, you keep them. If they
don’t work, you scrap them as often. So, they have a very modern approach to development,
but I think their mandate, and maybe their culture, I don’t know where you draw the line is a
little bit too focused on saving money through digitization and making processes more efficient,
which is, of course, very good. But there’s this question, right? I mean, what could we do with
e-participation? Where is this add on of e-participation? What could we do that we can’t do
now? They’re the only ones really to explore because if you leave it to the municipalities by
themselves, they just don’t have I mean, it of course, Copenhagen is an exception because it’s
so big and it has so much muscle, so it will be a leader in its own. It always is in Denmark.
There is sort of two kings in Denmark. Like there’s the mayor of Copenhagen and then there’s
the Prime Minister. So they will be a leader, but there ought to be a better synergy between
the top level and the municipality level.

FF 44:12
Okay, so you’re saying it should be at both levels, but the collaboration, so to say should be
improved or did I get that right in the last sentence you said?

RES-2 44:23
Yeah, I think you would have a more fruitful collaboration between the Digitisation Agency
and the municipalities on this if the mandate of the Digitisation Agency was broader and more
creation oriented rather than efficiency oriented. I don’t know if that distinction makes sense.
But, I mean, if they might also take on projects that would in the first instance cost more
money right now, but might enhance democratic legitimacy which is not something you hear
them talking a lot about.

FK 45:07
Okay, interesting. So yeah, that was already kind of most of what we actually wanted to know.
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Flo do you have another question or something we haven’t covered?

FF 45:25
Also, from my side, everything is covered.

FK 45:29
I think that was really interesting because that also highlighted a whole other side. I mean, as
we told you, we’ve been interviewing the local committees and representatives of politics but
then also some private actors and this definitely shed another light on the whole issue and on
the whole topic and some very interesting coins that you made

RES-2 45:57
Thank you. My position is sort of privileged in that I’m not trying to get money for research
here. I don’t have to speak politely.

FK 46:16
Perfect. No, I think I think in a way you probably have this role as a more or less neutral
observer with a high level of expertise in the topic. So that were really valuable insights.. So
thank you so much for that. And yeah. Do you have any more questions or any more inputs or
something you would like to give us along the way?

RES-2 46:51
I think it was a very interesting talk. I didn’t know that I had so much to say about it. I mean,
if you later in your project, if you need feedback on anything, just let me know. And I’ll be
happy to spend a little bit time on it as well.

FK 47:10
Yeah, definitely. Thank you. Thank you so much. And thank you so much for also rescheduling
and taking the time and everything and your insights and everything. Like I said, super helpful.

RES-2 47:22
You’re very welcome. I’m happy to be here.

FK 47:25
We’re also happy to share the thesis when it’s all set and done. Maybe it gives you some sort
of inspiration or insights.

RES-2 47:34
Yeah, I would be happy to read that. It sounds like a very interesting project.

FK 47:40
Yeah, it definitely is, it definitely is. So we’re learning a lot and getting a lot of very interesting
insights and yeah, it’s definitely a very interesting topic. So then, I’d say goodbye and stay safe
and everything.

RES-2 48:00
Thank you.

FK 48:00
Enjoy the time with your family.

RES-2 48:03
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I will.

FK 48:05
Yes, and thank you again.

RES-2 48:08
Yeah. Thank you. See you.

FF 48:09
Thank you, bye.
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