
 

 

National Research University Higher School of Economics 

 

 

As a manuscript 

 

 

Revyakin Sergey Anatolyevich 

 

Electronic tools for acquiring citizens' opinions in the priority-setting process for 

socio-economic development. Approaches to the Evaluation of the Effectiveness 

 

 

Ph.D. Dissertation Summary 

for the purpose of obtaining an academic degree 

Doctor of Philosophy in Public Administration 

 

 

 

Academic Supervisor: 

 Candidate of Sciences in Economics, Associate Professor 

Andrey Vitalievich Klimenko  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Moscow – 2020 

  



 

2 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Research rationale. Publicity is one of the prominent principles for the effectiveness of modern 

public administration. Along with open government initiatives, adherence to the principle of publicity 

means having public participation in the drafting, adoption, implementation, and monitoring of the 

implementation of government decisions. 

The development of information and communication technologies, the advent of social net-

works, such as Facebook, Instagram and WhatsApp have changed the way people communicate and 

affected (would affect) the development of electronic communication channels in public administra-

tion1. The development of electronic communication channels between the government and the citi-

zens is also powered by changes in the mindset of the society when citizens are no longer ready to be 

passive observers in public administration, demanding to participate in it, requiring it to be more 

transparent, accountable and open2. 

Making the web more accessible and the emergence of communication applications for mobile 

phones allowed us to respond to these requirements and has become a modern indicator of increase 

the efficiency of public administration, because it reduces transaction costs of interaction, increases 

the availability of information, the convenience, and quality of participation in the adoption of gov-

ernment decisions (by providing timely access to information)3. As per N.E. Dmitrieva and E.M. 

Styrin, the formation of a qualitatively new model of interaction between the subject and the object of 

the governance should characterize the effective and successful reforms of public administration4. For 

example, the improvement of communication channels in public administration is a part of popular 

“open government” doctrine in the Russian Federation5 due to acceleration of information exchange 

in society, the increase in the amount of information for decision-making and the development of 

information and communication technology capabilities. “Digital Economy” National Program also 

deals with the implementation of platform solutions into public administration - it has been developed 

 
1 Steiniger, S. Planning with Citizens: Implementation of an e-Planning Platform and Analysis of Research Needs / S. 

Steiniger, M.E. Poorazizi, A.J.S. Hunter // Urban Planning. – 2016. – Vol. 2 (N 1). – P. 49-64. 
2 Irvin, R.A. Citizen Participation in Decision Making: Is It Worth the effort? / R.A. Irvin, J. Stansbury // Public 

Administration Review. – 2004. –N 1(64). – P.55-65. 
3 Pina, V. Comparing online with offline citizen engagement for climate change: Findings from Austria, Germany and 

Spain / V. Pina, L. Torres, S. Royo // Government Information Quarterly. – 2017. – N 1 (34). – P. 26–36. 
4 Dmitrieva, N.E. Otkrytoe gosudarstvennoe upravlenie: zadachi i perspektivy v Rossii [Open government: challenges and 

prospects in Russia] / N.E. Dmitrieva, E.M. Styrin // Public Administration Issues. – 2014. – No.1. – P. 128 (in Russian). 
5 Order of the Government of Russia No. 93-r of 30.01.2014  “ Ob utverzhdenii Koncepcii otkrytosti federal'nyh organov 

ispolnitel'noj vlasti [“On approval of the Concept of openness of federal executive bodies”] [Electronic source]. – URL: 

http://www.consultant.ru/document/cons_doc_LAW_158273/ (Access date: 18.09.2019) (in Russian). 



 

3 

 

as per the decree of the President of the Russian Federation (07.05.2018, No. 204 “On national goals 

and strategic objectives for the development of the Russian Federation until 2024”6). Moreover, today 

in Russia there are many electronic platforms of a different level of public administration7. 

At the same time, efficiency and accountability are the prominent principles of “Good govern-

ance”8. Ensuring the effectiveness and accountability of electronic communication (platform solu-

tions) - such a relatively new object of public administration, less tangible, but no less important than 

normal public participation (meetings), - requires the development of practical recommendations on 

its analysis and performance evaluation. This, in turn, necessitates the development, scientific justifi-

cation and verification of theoretical approaches to the analysis of platform parameters and evaluation 

of its effectiveness. 

Modern studies confirm the fact that the topic of e-participation has not been sufficiently re-

searched9. “The difficulty lies in the fact that effectiveness in this domain is not an obvious, unidi-

mensional and objective quality (such as speed or distance) that can be easily identified, described, 

and then measured” (G. Rowe, L. Frewer10). And, oftentimes, researchers do not have access to the 

necessary information to perform the evaluation11. “eParticipation is receiving increasing attention, 

demonstrated by recent technology implementations, experiments, government reports, and research 

programs. Understanding such an emerging field is a complex endeavor because there is no generally 

agreed-upon definition of the field, no clear overview of the research disciplines or methods it draws 

upon and because the boundaries of the field are undecided”12. 

 
6 Decree of the President of the Russian Federation No. 204 of 07.05.2018 “O nacional'nyh celyah i strategicheskih 

zadachah razvitiya Rossijskoj Federacii na period do 2024 goda” [“On the national goals and strategic objectives of the 

development of the Russian Federation for the period up to 2024” [Electronic source]. – URL: http://krem-

lin.ru/acts/bank/43027 (in Russian) (Access date: 19.11.2019). 
7 Revyakin, S.A. Elektronnoe obshchestvennoe uchastie v Rossii: tekhnologiya ili institut, solo ili duet? [Electronic Public 

Participation in Russia: technology or institute, solo or duo?] / E.A. Kapoguzov, S.A. Revyakin // ECO. – 2019. –  No 12. 

– P. 27–46 (in Russian). 
8 Avramchikova, N.T. Gosudarstvennoe i municipal'noe upravlenie: uchebnoe posobie [State and Municipal Administra-

tion: Textbook] / N.T. Avramchikova. – Krasnoyarsk: Siberian State Aerospace University, 2008. – 148 p. (in Russian). 
9 Electronic Citizens Participation, e-Participation.  
10 Rowe, G. Evaluating public-participation exercises: A research agenda / G. Rowe, L. Frewer // Journal of Science, 

Technology & Human Values. – 2004. – N 29(4). – P. 512–556. 
11 Nam, T. Suggesting frameworks of citizen-sourcing via Government 2.0 // Government Information Quarterly. – 2012. 

– N 1 (29). – P. 12–20. 
12 Sæbø, Ø. The shape of eParticipation: Characterizing an emerging research area / Ø. Sæbø, J. Rose, Flak L. Skiftenes 

// Government Information Quarterly. – 2008. – N 25(3). – P. 400-428. 
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At the same time, while the number of platforms used in public administration in Russia is 

growing13, there are “legal limitations of digitalization of public administration”14 along with the lack 

of the practice of systematic evaluation of the effectiveness of electronic platforms for public 

participation15. 

Insufficient scientific elaboration of the concept of the effectiveness of electronic public 

participation (not obvious to assess), an increase in the number of platform solutions in public 

administration in the last decade, legal restrictions on implementation of e-solutions and the lack of 

cases when systematic assessment was done proves the relevance of this study. 

Literature overview. As noted above, the current scientific literature contains much infor-

mation about the use of public participation in public administration, including criteria for evaluating 

its effectiveness. However, there is no clear focus on new electronic forms of public participation that 

emerged as a result of the development of information and communication technologies and that are 

increasingly used in the public administration system, and, in particular, there is not much information 

on the approaches to evaluate (assess, measure) the effectiveness of such electronic forms of public 

participation, i.e. criteria, models, best practices. 

All current studies on public participation projects can be divided into several groups16: 

 
13 Revyakin, S.A. Ob eff ektivnosti elektronnykh platform uchastiya grazhdan v gosudarstvennom upravlenii [On the 

Effectiveness of Electronic Platforms of Citizen Participation in Public Administration] // Public Administration Issues. – 

2018. – No. 2. – P. 94 (in Russian). 
14 Uzhakov, V.N. Pravovye ogranicheniya dlya ispol'zovaniya proryvnyh cifrovyh tekhnologij v gosudarstvennom uprav-

lenii [Legal Restrictions for Using Breakthrough Digital Technologies in Public Administration] / V.N. Uzhakov, E.V. 

Talapina, A.A. Yefremov // Bulletin of the RUDN University. Series: State and Municipal Administration. – 2018. – V.5. 

–  No.3. – P. 235-247 (in Russian). 
15 Brown, G. Assessing the Effectiveness of Public Participation in Neighborhood Planning / G. Brown, S.Y.W. Chin // 

Planning Practice and Research. – 2013. – N 5 (28). – P. 563–588. 
16 Revyakin, S.A. O rekomendaciyah po konfiguracii elektronnyh platform obshchestvennogo uchastiya: obzor ros-

sijskogo i mezhdunarodnogo opyta [On recommendations on the configuration of electronic platforms for public partici-

pation: a review of Russian and international experience] // Bulletin of Omsk University. Series "Economics". – 2018. – 

No. 3. – P. 213–225 (in Russian). 
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• research relating to public participation models17 – S. Arnstein18, D. Wilcox19, OECD20, IAP221, 

Cogan, Sharpe & Hertzberg22; 

• research relating to methods and procedures for public participation – D. Wilcox23, M. Tim-

ney24; 

• research relating to characteristics of ideal public participation – D. Farrington25, A. Cornwall26; 

• research relating to participation through the perspective of participants’ interest types – S. 

White27, E. Peck28, P. Treseder29, J. Pretty30; 

 
17 Revyakin, S.A. Mekhanizmy obshchestvennogo uchastiya v procedurah strategicheskogo planirovaniya v Rossijskoj 

Federacii [The mechanisms of public participation in strategic planning procedures in the Russian Federation] // Bulletin 

of Omsk University. Series "Economics". – 2017. – No. 3 (59). – P. 62–69 (in Russian). 
18 Arnstein, S. A Ladder of Citizen Participation / S.R. Arnstein // JAIP. – 1969. – N 4 (35). – P. 216–224. 
19 Wilcox, D. The Guide To Effective Participation [Electronic source] / D. Wilcox. – UK: Partnership Books, 1994. – 

URL: http://partnerships.org.uk/guide/Partguide.zip (Access date: 18.09.2019). 
20 Citizens as partners. OECD handbook on Information, consultation and public participation in policy-making [Elec-

tronic source]. – France: OECD Publications Service, 2001. – P. 15. – URL: http://www.internationalbudget.org/wp-con-

tent/uploads/Citizens-as-Partners-OECD-Handbook.pdf (Access date: 18.09.2019). 
21 IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation [Electronic source]. – Denver: IAP2 International Federation, 2018. – URL: 

https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.iap2.org/resource/resmgr/pillars/Spectrum_8.5x11_Print.pdf (Access date: 18.09.2019). 
22 Cogan, A. Citizen participation / Ed. Hand I., Madowell B. D. // The Practice of State and Regional Planning. Municipal 

Management Series. – 1986. – P. 292–294. 
23 Wilcox, D. The Guide To Effective Participation [Electronic source] / D. Wilcox. – UK: Partnership Books, 1994. – 

URL: http://partnerships.org.uk/guide/Partguide.zip (Access date: 18.09.2019). 
24 Timney, M. Models of participation: measuring engagement and collaboration / King C. S. // Government is Us. – 2011. 

– P. 86–100. 
25 Farrington, J. Reluctant Partners: Non-governmental Organisations, the State and Sustainable Agricultural Development 

/ J. Farrington, A. Bebbington, K. Wellard, D. J. Lewis. – London: Routledge, 1993. – 231 p. 
26 Cornwall, А. Unpacking ‘Participation’ Models, meanings and practices // Oxford University Press and Community 

Development Journal. – 2008. – P. 269-283. 
27 White, S. Depoliticising development: the uses and abuses of participation // Development in Practice. – 1996. – N 6 

(1). – P. 7–9. 
28 Peck, E. Information, consultation or control: user involvement in mental health services in England at the turn of the 

century / E. Peck, P. Gulliver, D. Towel // Journal of Mental Health. – 2002. – Vol. 11:2. – P. 441–451. 
29 Treseder, P. Empowering Children and Young People / P. Treseder. – London: Children’s Rights Office (Save the 

Children), 1997. – 95 p. 
30 Pretty, J. Participatory learning for sustainable agriculture // World Development. – 1995. – N 23 (8). – P. 1247–1263. 
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• research relating to recommendations on general principles for developing public participation 

rules – D. Blahna & Yonts-Shepard31, N. Crosby et al. 32, OECD33, D. Innes34, S. Joss35, D. Rowe & 

L. Frewer36,  E. Panapoulu & K. Tambouris et al. 37, G. Brown & S. Y. W. Chin38; 

• research relating to the technological components of public participation projects carried out 

using the achievements of information and communication technologies (electronic platforms, mobile 

applications) – D. Schossböck et al. 39, D. Hoepman40, K. Mcnutt41, S. Shum42, D. Saldivar et al. 43; 

• research relating to models of e-participation platforms – H. J. Scholl44, V. Weerakkody45, T. 

Janowski46, T. Lember47; 

 
31 Blahna, D. J. Public involvement in resource planning: Toward bridging the gap between policy and implementation / 

D. J. Blahna, S. Yonts-Shepard //Society and Natural Resources. – 1989. – Vol. 2. – P. 209–227. 
32 Crosby, N. Citizens panels: A new approach to citizen participation / N. Crosby, J. M. Kelly, P. Schaefer // Journal of 

Public Administration Review. – 1986. – Vol. 46. – P. 170–178. 
33 Citizens as partners. OECD handbook on Information, consultation and public participation in policy-making [Elec-

tronic source]. – France: OECD Publications Service, 2001. – P. 15. – URL: http://www.internationalbudget.org/wp-con-

tent/uploads/Citizens-as-Partners-OECD-Handbook.pdf (Access date: 18.09.2019). 
34 Innes, J. E. Consensus building and complex adaptive systems / J. E. Innes, D. E. Booher // Journal of the American 

Planning Association. – 1999. – N 65(4). – P. 412–423. 
35 Joss, S. Evaluating consensus conferences: Necessity or luxury? // Public Participation in Science: The Role of Consen-

sus Conferences in Europe. – 1995. – P. 89–108. 
36 Rowe, G. Evaluating public-participation exercises: A research agenda / G. Rowe, L. Frewer // Journal of Science, 

Technology & Human Values. – 2004. – N 29(4). – P. 512–556. 
37 Panopoulou, E. EParticipation initiatives in Europe: Learning from practitioners / E. Panopoulou, E. Tambouris, K. 

Tarabanis // 2nd IFIP WG 8.5 International Conference on Electronic Participation. – 2010. – P. 54–65. 
38 Brown, G. Assessing the Effectiveness of Public Participation in Neighbour-hood Planning / G. Brown, S.Y.W. Chin // 

Planning Practice and Research. – 2013. – N 5 (28). – P. 563–588. 
39 Schossböck, J. / E-Participation Platform Features and Design Principles / J. Schossböck, M. Sachs, M. Leitner // 

CeDEM16 Proceedings of the International Conference for E-Democracy and Open Government. – 2016. – P. 69-74. 
40 Hoepman, J.H. Privacy Design Strategies // IFIP Advances in Information and Communication Technology (ICT Sys-

tems Security and Privacy Protection). – 2014. – Vol. 428. – P. 446-459. 
41 Mcnutt, K. Public engagement in the Web 2.0 era: Social collaborative technologies in a public sector context // Cana-

dian Public Administration. – 2014. – N 1 (57). – P 49-70. 
42 Shum, S.B. Cohere: Towards Web 2.0 Argumentation [Electronic source] // Proceedings of COMMA’08: 2nd Interna-

tional Conference on Computational Models of Argument (28-30 May 2008, Toulouse, France). – France: IOS Press, 

2008. – URL: http://oro.open.ac.uk/10421/1/Cohere.COMMA2008.pdf (Access date: 18.09.2019). 
43 Saldivar, J. Civic Technology for Social Innovation: A Systematic Literature Review / J. Saldivar, C. Parra, M. Alcaraz, 

R. Arteta, L. Cernuzzi // Computer Supported Cooperative Work: CSCW. – 2018. – No. May. – P. 169-207. 
44 Scholl, H.J. E-government: A Special Case of ICT-enabled Business Process Change // The 36th Hawaii International 

Conference on System Sciences. – 2002. – P.1-12. 
45 Weerakkody, V. Transformational Change and Business Process Reengineering (BPR): Lessons from the British and 

Dutch public sector / V. Weerakkody, M. Janssen, Y. Dwivedi // Government Information Quarterly. – 2011. – Vol. 28. 

(No. 3). – P. 320−328. 
46 Janowski T. Government Information Networks − Mapping Electronic Governance Cases through Public Administra-

tion Concepts / T. Janowski, T. Pardo, J. Davies // Government Information Quarterly. – 2012. – Vol. 29 (No. 1). – P. 

1−10. 
47 Lauber, T. B. Measuring fairness in citizen participation: A case study of moose management / T. B. Lauber // Society 

& Natural Resources. – 1999. – N 12(1). – P. 19. 
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• the following Russian authors should be mentioned as well: O.N. Demushina48, N.E. 

Dmitrieva49, A. Gubnitsyn50, Y. Kayl51, A.S. Karpov52, L.G. Ragozina53, L. Smorgunov54, I.I. Smo-

tritskaya55, V. L. Tambovtsev56,  Y. S. Vasyutin57, L. Vidiasova58 and others; 

• in addition to theoretical studies, it is also worth mentioning the existence of practical recom-

mendations for evaluating the effectiveness of public participation projects. Thus, “Methodology for 

determining (by the Public Chamber of the Russian Federation) the ranking score of the effectiveness 

of the work of public councils under the federal executive bodies (revision 2 dated 05/18/2011)” is 

used to evaluate the effectiveness of interaction with citizens in the Russian Federation through the 

creation of public councils under the executive bodies59. 

 
48 Demushina, O. N. Elektronnoe uchastie grazhdan kak forma vzaimodejstviya vlasti i obshchestva [Electronic participa-

tion of citizens as a form of interaction between government and society] // Karelian scientific journal. – 2015. – No. 10(1) 

– P. 116 (in Russian). 
49 Dmitrieva, N.E. Otkrytoe gosudarstvennoe upravlenie: zadachi i perspektivy v Rossii [Open government: challenges 

and prospects in Russia] / N.E. Dmitrieva, E.M. Styrin // Public Administration Issues. – 2014. – No.1. – P. 128 (in 

Russian). 
50 Gubnitsyn, A.V. Ot konsul'tacij k dialogu: opyt Kanady po uchastiyu grazhdan v gosudarstvennom upravlenii [From 

consultation to the dialogue: Canada's experience in citizen participation in public administration] // Public Administration 

issues. – 2009. – No. 3. – P. 156-159 (in Russian). 
51 Kail’, Y. Y. Zarubezhnyj opyt partisipativnoj orientacii publichnogo upravleniya [Foreign experience of participatory 

orientation of public administration] / Y. Y. Kail’, V.S. Yepinina // National interests: priorities and security. – 2013. – 

No. 2. – P.42-48 (in Russian). 
52 Karpov, A.S. Formy obshchestvennogo uchastiya v prinyatii reshenij [Forms of public participation in decision making] 

[Electronic source] // All-Russian Information Resource. – 2011. – URL: http://www.kdobru.ru/materi-

als/Формы%20общественного%20участия%20в%20принятии%20решений_Карпов.А.С.pdf (Access date: 

29.10.2019) (in Russian). 
53 Ragozina, L.G. Uchastie obshchestvennyh kollegial'nyh organov upravleniya v social'nyh uslugah: rossijskij i zarubezh-

nyj opyt [Participation of public collegial management bodies in social services: Russian and foreign experience] / L. G. 

Ragozina, E. A. Kovalenko, Е.Е. Gryshina, M.A. Porokhovskaya. – М.: Publishing House "Delo" RANEPA, 2014. – 240 

p (in Russian). 
54 Smorgunov, L. Participatory Public Policy and Inclusive Growth in the BRICS // ACM International Conference Pro-

ceeding Series. International Conference "Internet and Modern Society", IMS-2017. – 2017. – P. 218-224. 
55 Smotritskaya, I. I. Sovremennye tendencii cifrovoj transformacii gosudarstvennogo upravleniya [Current Trends in 

Digital Transformation of Public Administration] / I. I. Smotritskaya, S. I. Chernykh // Bulletin of IE RAS. – 2018. – No. 

5. – P. 22−36 (in Russian). 
56 Tambovtsev, V.L. Teorii gosudarstvennogo regulirovaniya ekonomiki: Ucheb. Posobie [Theories of state regulation of 

the economy: Textbook] / V. L. Tambovtsev. – М.: INFRA-М, 2008. – 157 p (in Russian). 
57 Vasiutin, Y. S. Potencial obshchestvennogo uchastiya v processe modernizacii gosudarstvennogo upravleniya v sov-

remennoj Rossii [The potential of public participation in the process of modernization of public administration in modern 

Russia] / Y. S. Vasiutin, E.V. Matveeva // Central Russian Bulletin of Social Sciences. – 2015. – Vol 10. – No.4. – 2015. 

– P. 73-82 (in Russian). 
58 Vidiasova, L. E-participation social effectiveness: Case of “Our Petersburg” Portal / L. Vidiasova, I. Tensina // Com-

munications in Computer and Information Science. – 2019. –Vol. 947. – P. 308-318. 
59 URL: http://op72.ru/assets/metodica_oprf.pdf (Access date: 08.11.2019). 

http://op72.ru/assets/metodica_oprf.pdf
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The object of the research is electronic platforms used for the participation of citizens in public 

administration - websites designed to engage citizens in the discussion, make public decisions and 

monitor their implementation60. 

In this research, the author uses the definition of citizen (public) participation given by the In-

ternational Association for Public Participation (IAP2): “We define public participation as any process 

that involves the public in problem-solving or decision-making and that uses public input to make 

better decisions”61. 

Therefore, the research primarily focuses on websites where state bodies, as part of their public 

administration function, offer citizens (allow them) to participate in the discussion of certain initia-

tives62. The research adheres to the concept of “depth of implementation” of electronic services in the 

public administration system (M. Janssen and E. Estevez63) - “Front-end” (the service duplicates the 

right of citizens to contact government authorities), “Front-end + Back-end” (the service not only 

duplicates the existing procedures but introduces changes and optimizations to the existing proce-

dures), “Network manage & orchestrate” (the service is a communication platform where the govern-

ment authorities have a role of a coordinator). 

The subject of the research is the effectiveness64 of electronic public participation platforms 

in terms of organizational and administrative relations arising in the process of preparing, discussing, 

implementing and monitoring the implementation of decisions in public administration (the effective-

ness of public participation through electronic platforms, or EPPEP). EPPEP is viewed as the degree 

of accommodating citizens’ interests, efficiency in terms of realizing the participation concept’s po-

tential, the effectiveness of the technologies of participation. Effectiveness of electronic public par-

ticipation is a relevant, complex, and not fully researched topic. Indeed, as noted in the OECD's “Eval-

uating Public Participation in Policy Making” report65, “... there is a striking imbalance between the 

amount of time, money and energy that governments in OECD countries invest in engaging citizens 

 
60 Revyakin, S.A. Mekhanizmy obshchestvennogo uchastiya v procedurah strategicheskogo planirovaniya v Rossijskoj 

Federacii [The mechanisms of public participation in strategic planning procedures in the Russian Federation] // Bulletin 

of Omsk University. Series "Economics". – 2017. – No. 3 (59). – P. 66 (in Russian). 
61 IAP2 Code of Ethics for Public Participation Practitioners [Electronic source]. – Denver: IAP2 International Federation, 

2018. – URL: https://www.iap2.org/page/ethics (Access date: 18.09.2019). 
62 Electronic services for the provision of public services, electronic services for collecting complaints and suggestions, 

portals for posting the information on the preparation by federal executive bodies of draft regulatory legal acts and the 

results of their public discussion will not be considered in the study since they go beyond the scope of the study. 
63 Janssen, M. Lean government and platform-based governance—Doing more with less /M. Janssen, E. Estevez // Gov-

ernment Information Quarterly. – 2013. – No 30. – P 1–8. 
64 Effectiveness – productivity– performance (measuring/evaluating/defining/assessing the effectiveness (efficacy) of e-

participation – G. Brown, S. Chin, G. Rowe, L. Frewer, D. Potnis, O. Fedotova, L. Teixeira). 
65 Evaluating Public Participation in Policy Making [Electronic source]. – France: OECD Publications Service, 2005. – 

URL: http://www.oecd.org/gov/evaluatingpublicparticipationinpolicymaking.htm (Access date: 18.09.2019). 
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and civil society in public decision-making and the amount of attention they pay to evaluating the 

effectiveness and impact of such efforts. That a significant “evaluation gap” exists is hardly surpris-

ing”. 

Revealing the concept of EPPEP, the hypothesis of this research is that the agenda discussed 

(questions asked) on the studied public participation platforms in Russia, including technologically 

advanced platforms, does not adequately reflect citizens’ most pressing socio-economic problems66 

(priority interests), the functionality of the platform does not make it possible to influence the 

agenda67, while Russian federal legislation does not provide uniform standards (standardization) for 

the development and use of platform solutions for public participation in public administration68. 

In order to test the hypothesis, the author suggested the approach to the analysis of e-participa-

tion platforms, the model for evaluating its effectiveness, which were tested on Russian and foreign 

platforms. 

Since the efficiency usually measured as the degree to which the desired result is achieved, a 

platform will be considered as an effective one if it discusses the most pressing socio-economic prob-

lems (priority interests), the platform’s functionality allows the one to influence the topics discussed, 

and the rules for creating, operating, incorporating platforms into the public administration system, as 

well as the rules for use of voting results for making government decisions, are unified and regulated 

by law69. 

 
66 See, for example, initiative 77Р16985 on the “Russian Public Initiative” electronic platform: it is proposed “to put 

socially significant initiatives of Moscow city lawmakers to vote through the “Active Citizen” platform so that city resi-

dents could influence not only the design of new or restored metro stations and other "cosmetic" decisions, but also serious 

issues that residents face in their daily lives"; “Active Citizen” is the winner of the awards, and, according to expert 

opinion, is technologically advanced (PwC). Source: URL: https://ag.mos.ru/news/936  (Access date: 08.11.2019). 
67 “Questions for the surveys reportedly are carefully selected to avoid conflicts between Muscovites and City Hall; they 

do not inquire about the highly unpopular “reform” of medical care, about school closings or paid parking ... To call 

“Active Citizen” “electronic democracy”, as City Hall claims, is hyperbole because citizens are not allowed to frame 

issues. And sometimes the issues are inconsequential". Source: Argenbright, R. Moscow under Construction. City Build-

ing, Place-Based Protest, and Civil Society. - Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2016. - P. 154.  
68 Despite with the fact that there are more than 50 various platforms in Russia, and that the adopted “Digital Economy” 

program provides for the use of platform solutions in public administration, Russian federal legislation still does not pro-

vide for the development of standards, rules, forms and use cases for electronic platforms in public administration. More-

over, according to some regulatory acts, the results of electronic voting cannot be considered a formal basis for decision-

making (for example, the federal law titled “On General Principles of Organization of Local Self-Government in the 

Russian Federation” does not provide for the possibility of voting through a website, so the electronic voting results can 

only be used as an additional source of information about citizen opinions). 
69 The analysis ends with the measurement of mentioned parameters and is not aimed at assessing the effectiveness of 

influence the platforms on any further decisions to be made, at evaluating the technical perfection of the platforms (in-

cluding data security, tamper resistance, etc.), etc. 

https://ag.mos.ru/news/936
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Research aim and objectives. The research aim is to develop a model for evaluating the 

effectiveness of e-participation platforms (in terms of realizing the participation concept’s potential) 

in order to formulate recommendations for improving them. 

The stated research purpose required to reach the following objectives: 

1. determine the role of e-participation platforms in the existing theoretical paradigms of public 

administration, summarize and perform a comparative analysis of the models of interaction between 

the state and citizens in public administration in the context of the considered paradigms in order to 

provide a basis for formulating criteria for analyzing parameters and evaluating the effectiveness of 

electronic platforms; construct the concept of an electronic public participation platform for the 

purposes of this study; suggest the definition of the concept of effectiveness in relation to electronic 

platforms; 

2. develop the methodology for conducting the research and for comparing e-participation 

platforms; having formulated the criteria, distinguish e-participation platforms from other electronic 

services used in public administration in Russia; 

3. propose criteria and study the configuration parameters of the existing e-participation platforms 

in the Russian Federation, perform their comparative analysis, rate the platforms by functionality 

(participation mechanism) and communication capabilities (in terms of participation efficiency); in 

order to evaluate the platforms against the best practices, select 4 foreign e-participation platforms 

used in the countries with the most developed electronic democracy and public participation systems 

(as determined by international ratings), examine their configuration parameters, conduct their 

comparative analysis, rate the platforms by functionality (participation mechanism) and 

communication capabilities (in terms of participation efficiency); compare the results of the analysis 

of foreign and Russian platforms, and based on the findings, propose reference platform parameters 

(in terms of participation efficiency); 

4. analyze the regulatory legal acts governing the use of e-participation platforms in Russia, and 

determine whether the use of such platforms is enshrined in the federal legislation as a tool for regular 

remote participation of citizens in public administration and whether the electronic voting results are 

considered the formal basis for making public decisions; establish legally defined models and 

standards for the creation, exploiting and evaluation of platforms; propose conceptual changes to the 

federal legislation of the Russian Federation, which would lead the improved efficiency of the use of 

electronic platforms in public administration; 
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5. based on the analysis of the theoretical provisions and considering the results of the analysis of 

Russian and foreign platform configurations, propose and test a model for evaluating the effectiveness 

of e-participation platforms using several Russian electronic platforms as an example; propose a draft 

Concept of the effectiveness of e-participation platforms (creation, use, evaluation of effectiveness). 

Research methodology. The research is based on Neo-institutional theory approach to the anal-

ysis of Public Administration. That means we consider the differences in the efficiency of ePPs70 as 

the result of the differences in rules and procedures in it, in the specific of the configuration, the level 

of citizens power and the extent ePPs is implemented into current Public Administration framework 

of the country. 

To achieve the first objective, we analyzed scientific publications mainly using Scopus database 

tools. We used the methods of traditional formal logic71, the method of triadic decryption72 and the 

theory of dynamic information systems73 to construct the concept of electronic platform for public 

participation. 

To achieve the second objective we browsed open sources, found and studied 37 Russian elec-

tronic services for interacting with citizens at various levels of the government (federal, regional and 

municipal), which have been studied with the use of selection criteria described earlier. As a result, 

27 services have been excluded from further analysis. 

To achieve the third objective, having analyzed scientific publications (see the first objective) 

and Russian electronic services for interacting with citizens (see the second objective), we proposed 

the criteria and performed a comparative analysis of 10 e-participation platforms, resulted in some 

conclusions and the ranking. Considering the democracy index 74, 4 platforms were randomly selected 

(2 platforms presented the countries of "full democracy" category, – it was Canada and Portugal; 2 

platforms presented the countries of "flawed democracy" category – it was Singapore and South Ko-

rea). Selected platforms were analyzed using the same methodology as Russian ones, resulted in some 

 
70 ePP – e-participation platform. 
71 Svetlov, V.A. Sovremennaya logika: ucheb. posobie [Modern logic: Textbook] / V. A. Svetlov. – SPb.: Piter, 2006. – 

400 p. (in Russian). 
72 Razumov, V. I. Informacionnye osnovy sinteza system: v 3 ch. [Informational Basics of System Synthesis: in 3 vol.] / 

V. I. Razumov, V. P. Syzikov. – Omsk: Omsk State University Publishing House, 2007. – 266 p. (in Russian). 
73 Razumov, V. I. Kategorial'no-sistemnaya metodologiya v podgotovke uchenyh: Uchebnoe posobie [Categorical-sys-

temic methodology in the preparation of scientists: a manual] / V. I. Razumov. – Omsk: Omsk State University Publishing 

House, 2004. – 277 p. (in Russian). 
74 URL: 

http://www.eiu.com/public/thankyou_download.aspx?activity=download&campaignid=democracyindex2019 (Access 

date: 10.02.2020). 

http://www.eiu.com/public/thankyou_download.aspx?activity=download&campaignid=democracyindex2019
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conclusions and the ranking. After that, we made a comparative analysis of 10 Russian and 4 foreign 

platforms resulted in the reference model of the parameters of an effective platform. 

To achieve the fourth objective, we used the formal legal method to analyze regulatory acts that  

govern the use of electronic platforms for public participation in Russia. We used schematization to 

visualize the distribution of power between the participants in the government strategic decision-mak-

ing model and to determine the place of public participation in it. Having analyzed that we proposed 

conceptual changes to federal legislation to increase the effectiveness of implementing the electronic 

paradigm in public administration. 

To achieve the fifth objective, following by the hypothesis of the study, we required that plat-

forms contains published reports on the previous polls (polls, votes, discussions, etc.) in order to use 

it to assess the effectiveness of e-participation platform. To develop the assessment model “Active 

Citizen” platform has been selected, because it has a number of prestigious awards, on the one hand, 

but has low performance (see rankings) based on our previous analysis on the other – therefore we 

aimed to explain this discrepancy in grades. Based on the analysis (the first and fourth objective), we 

developed the model for assessing the effectiveness of e-participation platform, which has been tested 

on the example of several Russian electronic platforms resulted in the draft of Concept of the effec-

tiveness of electronic platforms for public participation (creation, use, performance evaluation). 

The goal, objectives, research hypothesis, the experience of previous researchers and the spe-

cific of the source data have shaped the choice of the methodology. 

The scientific novelty of the research lies in the theoretical justification of the concept of the 

effectiveness of e-participation platforms and in the development of a model for evaluating the effec-

tiveness, including the criteria for distinguishing public participation platforms from other electronic 

services, criteria for analyzing their structure and capabilities (participation mechanism), reference 

platform parameters (in terms of the participation efficiency), as well as ideas contained in the draft 

Concept of the effectiveness of e-participation platforms (creation, use, evaluation of effectiveness).  

The theoretical output of this dissertation is the new methodological approaches to the analysis 

of the configuration of e-participation platforms (including reference model) and the evaluation of its 

effectiveness, as well as the concept of efficiency. The theoretical principles developed in this disser-

tation can be useful for the further development of the public administration theory and research on 

the effectiveness of electronic platforms.  

The practical output of the research lies in the fact that the main results, conclusions, meth-
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odological principles and the Concept can be applied in taking inventory of, standardizing and devel-

oping the existing platforms, as well as used for the development of strategic and methodological 

documents (standards, methodological instructions, other regulations) governing the creation, exploit-

ing and evaluation of the effectiveness of e-participation platforms. 

The objectivity and reliability of the research and its conclusions are ensured by the use of a 

combination of project methods, based on the principles of verification (analysis of big statistical 

data), institutional analysis using comparative and situational analysis and synthesis, grouping and 

classification methods involving presentation of research results in the form of projects that contribute 

to improving the practice of using electronic platforms in public administration. 

The author used the legalistic approach to study the Russian and foreign regulatory framework 

governing the use of e-participation platforms. Benchmarking, source content analysis, and case study 

methods were used to compare and evaluate regional electronic public participation projects in the 

Russian Federation, as well as foreign e-participation platforms used in the countries with the most 

developed electronic democracy and public participation systems.  

Practical application. The main conclusions of the dissertation have been tested in the Moscow 

Government’s crowdsourcing projects (in particular, the projects aiming to improve the main portal 

of Moscow city - “My mos.ru”, 2017), as well as in assessing the effectiveness of 37 Russian and 4 

foreign electronic services, including “Active Citizen” platform of Moscow city, “Voice of the Re-

public of Bashkortostan” and “Active Electronic Citizen” platform of Voronezh city. 

The key findings and conclusions of the research were presented and discussed at the following 

scientific and practical events, where they received positive feedback: 1. XXVI International Scien-

tific Conference of Students, Postgraduates and Young Scientists "Lomonosov", Moscow, 2019. Re-

port titled “Electronic public participation platforms in Russia: types and development characteristics” 

(best report award and 2nd place in “Modern tools in public, non-profit and business administration" 

subsection of “Public administration” section). 2. II International Scientific and Practical Conference 

"Innovative Economics and Management: Methods and Technologies", Graduate School of Manage-

ment and Innovation, Lomonosov Moscow State University, Moscow, 2017. Report titled “On the 

methodology for evaluating the effectiveness of electronic public participation technologies”. 3. In-

ternational BRICS Global Business & Innovation Conference, Higher School of Economics National 

Research University, St. Petersburg, 2017. Report title “E-participation in Moscow: evaluation of 

government electronic platforms”. 
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The dissertation structure and volume are determined by its scope, object, subject, goal, and 

objectives. The dissertation consists of the introduction, 3 chapters containing 10 paragraphs, sequen-

tially revealing the concept, essence, and features of the problems being investigated, as well as the 

conclusion, bibliography, and 6 Appendices–297 pages in total. 

 

KEY SCIENTIFIC FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS SUBMITTED FOR DEFENSE 

 

I. Overview and comparative analysis of the models of interaction between the state and citizens in 

public administration made it possible to determine the role of e-participation platforms in the context 

of the considered paradigms of public administration. Based on this, the author proposed criteria for 

classifying electronic services depending on the public administration paradigm (Table 1). 

 

Table 1 – Criteria for classifying electronic services depending on the public administration 

paradigm 

Parameter E-Government T-Government L-Government 

Purpose of 

electronic ser-

vice 

To improve the qual-

ity of public services 

through the introduc-

tion of online ser-

vices 

To increase the efficiency 

of public services using in-

novative solutions 

For the interaction of the 

state and citizens in public 

administration 

Indicator “Front-end” ap-

proach 

Development of an 

external web inter-

face for the existing 

processes and proce-

dures for the provi-

sion of public ser-

vices with no 

changes to such ex-

isting processes and 

procedures. 

“Front-end + Back-end” 

approach 

Along with the develop-

ment of an external inter-

face, strategic organiza-

tional changes are intro-

duced in the processes and 

procedures for the provi-

sion of public services to 

optimize them. 

“Network manage & orches-

trate” approach 

Creation of electronic plat-

forms for the interaction of 

citizens, non-governmental 

organizations and govern-

ment agencies to solve socio-

economic problems. Integra-

tion of public platforms with 

private platforms (Facebook, 

Vkontakte, LinkedIn, etc.), 

narrowing the function of 

government down to mere 

coordination. 

Source: developed by the author based on75 

 

 
75 Janssen, M. Lean government and platform-based governance—Doing more with less /M. Janssen, E. Estevez // 

Government Information Quarterly. – 2013. – No 30. – P 1–8. 
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Based on this classification, the author introduced “The electronic participation megaphone” 

model (Figure 1), which distinguishes between 3 types of electronic services used in public admin-

istration. 

The first two types of electronic services are designed to provide public services, while the third 

type of electronic services includes e-participation platforms. The first two types of electronic services 

do not grant any decision-making authority to citizens, while the third type of electronic services limits 

the government functions only to creating rules and coordinating the interaction of public administra-

tion stakeholders (citizens, non-governmental organizations and companies) in decision-making pro-

cesses. In this type of electronic services, electronic platforms represent venues for discussion and 

making joint decisions. 
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Figure 1 – Authority of public administration stakeholders to make decisions in public admin-

istration paradigms (“The electronic participation megaphone” model)76 

Source: prepared by the author based on77 

 

The concept of the electronic public participation platform is introduced as a channel for 

remote participation of citizens in policy-making created using information and communication tech-

nologies, providing for two-way communication (opportunities for citizens to express their opinion, 

including influencing the formation of the agenda and suggesting alternatives for voting). This al-

lowed the author to propose the concept of evaluating the effectiveness of electronic platforms by 

assessing public significance of agenda items; ability for citizens to react to the agenda, proposed by 

 
76 Includes only those means of public participation involving the use of electronic services. 
77 Revyakin, S.A. Mekhanizmy obshchestvennogo uchastiya v procedurah strategicheskogo planirovaniya v Rossijskoj 

Federacii [The mechanisms of public participation in strategic planning procedures in the Russian Federation] // Bulletin 

of Omsk University. Series "Economics". – 2017. – No. 3 (59). – P. 62–69 (in Russian). 

Public services Public participation projects, 

crowdsourcing, collaborative decision-

making platforms 

E-Government 

 
No authority to make deci-

sions as citizens, non-gov-

ernmental organizations and 

companies do not have the 

authority to make decisions 

during provision of public 

services. Electronic service 

represents a new “shell” of 

the existing procedures for 

rendering services.  

T-Government 

 
No authority to make deci-

sions, but there is the author-

ity to “suggest” – the govern-

ment demands innovative 

ideas for optimizing the pro-

cedures for rendering public 

services as well as strategic 

organizational changes. Elec-

tronic service optimizes pro-

cedures for rendering public 

services. 

L-Government 
 

Authority to make decisions – 

the government’s functions are 

limited to creating rules and co-

ordinating interaction of public 

administration stakeholders 

(citizens, non-governmental or-

ganizations and companies) in 

decision-making processes. 

Electronic service as a platform 

for negotiations and joint deci-

sion making. 
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public authorities (formation of the agenda and alternatives); legitimization of electronic platforms as 

a full-fledged instrument used for making decisions in public administration on a regular basis; the 

author developed criteria for evaluating communication functionality of platforms based on the 

recent developments in social networks. 

II. For the first time (based on the criteria for classifying electronic services depending on the 

public administration paradigm) 37 Russian (federal, regional and municipal) and 4 foreign electronic 

platforms for interacting with citizens were analyzed; based on the previously proposed classification, 

the following classification was introduced: electronic platforms for involving citizens in making 

socio-economic decisions and electronic platforms as public online receptions (receipt of complaints 

and / or requests of public services). Six criteria for distinguishing the two types of electronic services 

are proposed, a comparative analysis of the two types of services is performed for the first time. 

Based on the classification principles, 10 Russian public participation platforms were identified for 

further analysis, eight criteria for studying the participation mechanism were developed. Based 

on these criteria, along with the previously proposed criteria for evaluating communication function-

ality (see section 1 of the findings), a comparative analysis of the results was performed, Russian 

platforms rated by functionality (participation mechanism) and communication capabilities (in terms 

of participation efficiency) (tables 2-3). 

Table 2 – Rating of e-participation platforms in the Russian Federation by functionality78 (in 

terms of participation efficiency) 

Rating Platform Score 

1 “Ideas and initiatives” section of the Portal of the Murmansk Region 5.35 

2 Russian public initiative 4.85 

3 “Voice of the Republic of Bashkortostan” Portal 4.35 

4 Sila. “Sila-center” city management panel (Khabarovsk region) 4.35 

5 “City administration approves” service in Petropavlovsk-Kamchatsky city 4.35 

6 “Portal for those who care” project in the Lipetsk region 4.25 

7 “Kuzbass is our common home” portal for expressing Kuzbass residents’ ideas 4.25 

8 “I decide” project in Tyumen city 3.45 

9 “Active citizen” project in Moscow city 3.3 

10 “Active native of Irkutsk” program in Irkutsk city 2.95 

Source: prepared by the author 

 
78 Analysis of the participation mechanism (is it possible to have effective public participation with given platform param-

eters) - the availability of participation archives, feedback channels, the "levels" of electronic involvement (stimulation of 

electronic participation, involvement, empowerment), who formulates the agenda, the presence of a mechanism to influ-

ence the decision by the results of e-participation, availability of code of conduct, the availability of published methodol-

ogy for evaluating the effectiveness of the platform and / or evaluation records. 
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It is worth noting that “Active citizen” project of Moscow city, which is considered one of the 

best electronic platforms in Russia and holds several prestigious awards, including Smart Cities 

Awards-201579, ranked only 9th out of 10 considered platforms80. 

 

Table 3 – Rating of e-participation platforms in the Russian Federation by communication ca-

pabilities81 (in terms of participation efficiency) 

Rating Platform Score 

1 “Ideas and initiatives” section of the Portal of the Murmansk Re-

gion 

8 

2 Sila. “Sila-center” city management panel (Khabarovsk region) 7 

3 “Voice of the Republic of Bashkortostan” Portal 6 

4 Russian public initiative 5 

5 “I decide” project in Tyumen city 5 

6 “Active citizen” project in Moscow city 4 

7 “We are headed the same way” portal in Petropavlovsk-Kam-

chatsky city 

4 

8 “Active native of Irkutsk” program in Irkutsk city 3 

9 “Kuzbass is our common home” portal for expressing Kuzbass 

residents’ ideas 

2 

Source: prepared by the author 

As per the above table, platforms implemented in cities that are located at a significant distance 

from the federal center ranked at the top (by communication capabilities). 

In order to perform a comparative analysis of Russian e-participation platforms and their foreign 

counterparts, the author selected 4 foreign e-participation platforms used in the countries with the 

most developed electronic democracy and public participation systems (as determined by international 

ratings), examined their configuration parameters, conducted the comparative analysis, rated the plat-

forms by functionality (participation mechanism) and communication capabilities (in terms of partic-

ipation efficiency) (Tables 4–5). 

 

 
79 Revyakin, S.A. Ob eff ektivnosti elektronnykh platform uchastiya grazhdan v gosudarstvennom upravlenii [On the 

Effectiveness of Electronic Platforms of Citizen Participation in Public Administration] // Public Administration Issues. – 

2018. – No. 2. – P. 98 (in Russian). 
80 The legend of the rating by the functionality is described on page 76 of the full text of the dissertation. 
81 The analysis using the criteria based on the level of development of modern social networks - the availability of oppor-

tunities to publish a new topic for discussion, add a comment, discuss on the forum (comments on published topics for 

discussion), like, rate, rank the alternatives, vote, add new alternatives to the agenda under discussion, share in social 

networks, learn how to participate on the site, contact the organizers (feedback), contact other users (explicit, not anony-

mous, user profiles). 
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Table 4 – Rating of foreign electronic platforms by functionality (in terms of participation effi-

ciency)  

Rating Platform Score 

1 “E-People” platform 6.5 

2 One-off crowdsourcing project on climate by the Government of Canada 6.1 

3 Simplex + project 6.1 

4 Reach platform 5 

Source: prepared by the author 

 

Thus, while the average score of Russian platforms by functionality amounted to 4.15, their for-

eign counterparts from the countries with the most developed electronic democracy and public partic-

ipation systems boasted 5.93 (note that the difference is rather small). The median value differs more 

significantly with Russian platforms scoring 4.3 and their foreign counterparts reaching 6.1, which 

indicates great differences. 

Table 5 – Rating of foreign electronic platforms by communication capabilities (in terms of 

participation efficiency) 

Rating Platform Score 

1 “E-People” platform 8 

2 One-off crowdsourcing project on climate by the Government of Canada 2 

3 Simplex + project 8 

4 Reach platform 8 

Source: prepared by the author 

 

Note that the difference in the scores of Russian and foreign electronic platforms by communica-

tion capabilities criteria are more visible with the average score of 4.89 vs. 6.5, and the median score 

of 5 vs. 8 for Russian and foreign electronic platforms, respectively. 

The results of the analysis of Russian and foreign platforms were compared and a series of con-

clusions made regarding the condition of the Russian platforms. Key findings include the obser-

vation that the Russian platforms are inferior to their foreign counterparts (however, they appeared 

relatively recently; platforms used in the developed countries have not yet reached their designed 

objectives). Most of the studied Russian e-participation platforms do not take advantage of the devel-

opments of modern social networks as a combination of means and technologies for interaction, but 

instead limit their functionality to enabling citizens to vote on the agenda proposed by the government 

authorities without the possibility to comment, discuss the proposed alternatives, introduce and justify 

citizens’ own options. Meanwhile, foreign electronic platforms leverage the developments of modern 

social networks and provide greater functionality. Russian e-participation platforms do not adhere to 
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the principle of narrowing the government’s role down to mere coordination (“Network manage & 

orchestrate” approach), whereas the foreign platforms do. Based on the analysis of Russian and for-

eign platforms, the author proposed a reference model of 9 recommended platform parameters 

(in terms of participation efficiency): 

1) Description of platform type (intended purpose) – first or mixed type. Standard uniform rules 

and conditions for all e-participation platforms in the country.  

2) The rules for participation are published, contain a brief or more detailed description of the 

expected actions by citizens – details on registration and navigation within the platform in order to 

submit petitions or participate in surveys). 

3) Diversified feedback channels (all available channels): telephone, fax, mail, email, visit. 

4) Instruments for stimulating electronic participation – providing support to the group of citizens, 

who are not active Internet users, for these citizens to be able to take advantage of all participation 

opportunities.  

5) The embeddedness of the platform into the public administration system as a full-fledged man-

datory channel for interacting with citizens, it is one of the most important forms of decision-making.  

6) Mechanisms providing for citizens to propose their own agenda for voting. 

7) Transparency as to the extent to which voting results affect the final decision.  

8) Publishing detailed reports on past surveys and decisions taken.  

9) Officially adopted (published) methodology for evaluating the effectiveness (criteria, metrics, 

and methods).  

The author concluded that there were two possible strategic directions for the development of 

electronic platforms. If developers of e-participation platforms intend to collect occasional opinions 

on the decisions made and do not aim to discuss with citizens the agenda and make joint decisions, it 

is recommended (from the effectiveness point of view82) to use the experience of a few government 

agencies using Facebook for such purposes. 

III. Based on the analysis of federals laws and regulations governing the use of e-participation plat-

forms in Russia, it was demonstrated that Russian federal legislation does not provide for the use 

of e-participation platforms as a tool for regular remote participation of citizens in public administra-

tion, and that the electronic voting results cannot be considered the formal basis for making public 

decisions. It was also demonstrated that there are no uniform rules, standards and regulations for elec-

 
82 Cost-benefit. 
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tronic public participation in the Russian Federation, which explains the current state of Russian elec-

tronic platforms models compared to their foreign counterparts. Based on the best foreign practices, 

the author formulated proposals related to making conceptual changes to the federal legislation, 

which should improve the effectiveness of the implementation of the electronic paradigm in public 

administration. Such proposed changes include a recommendation to legitimize and standardize elec-

tronic platforms as a full-fledged tool for making decisions in public administration (taking in to ac-

count the experience of other countries, such as Singapore, Denmark, Great Britain, the Netherlands, 

etc.), take inventory of the existing public participation platforms on all levels of public administration 

in Russia, standardize processes for creating, operating and applying electronic platforms in order to 

increase the effectiveness of their use in modern public administration (including through the harmo-

nization of the legislation). Based on the results of the analysis of the existing electronic platforms 

(both Russian and foreign), it was demonstrated that there are no accepted and used methods for 

evaluating e-participation platforms. 

IV. A model for evaluating the effectiveness of e-participation platforms was proposed. Based 

on the concept of an ideal participation model and considering the introduced concept for the evalua-

tion of e-participation platforms, as well as based on the proposed criteria and results of the analysis 

of Russian and foreign platforms, the author developed a model for evaluating the effectiveness of 

e-participation platforms, which involves the analysis of published reports (voting results archives). 

The model is characterized by the complex use of groups of technical criteria (conclusion about the 

technical capability of the platform to act as a two-way communication mechanism) and groups of 

substantive criteria (conclusion about the public significance of agenda items). The following groups 

of evaluation criteria were used: 

− platform functionality (participation mechanism); 

− platform statistics; 

− communication capabilities of the platform; 

− platform ability to operate; 

− public significance of agenda items; 

− stage of the public development priorities’ life cycle, at which citizens are engaged; 

− stage of working up the issue, at which citizens’ opinions are considered; 

− role of public participation platforms in the public administration system. 

Let us briefly consider each group of criteria. 
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Criteria for assessing the public significance of agenda items - (S. Arnstein («A Ladder of 

Citizen Participation»)83, E. Panopoulou, E. Tambouris, K. Tarabanis («Value for citizens»)84: 

1. The relevance of the issues submitted for discussion on the platform for citizens’ welfare. 

2. Adequacy of the city budget expenditures structure to (experimental criterion, which does not 

affect the final assessment results): 

• the structure of issues, submitted for discussion in “Active citizen” project; 

• the structure of citizens’ appeals to the City Duma on welfare issues; 

• the structure of issues deemed by citizens to have the highest priority (opinion poll results, 

etc.).  

3. Adequacy of the structure of laws passed by the City Duma concerning (1) issues raised by 

citizens in their appeals to the City Duma, or (2) issues deemed by citizens to have the highest priority 

(opinion poll results, etc.) (experimental criterion, used for Moscow city, does not affect the final 

assessment results). 

4. The degree to which the initiatives (issues) proposed for discussion attempt to solve the citizens’ 

most relevant welfare problems (main criterion). 

Criteria for evaluating platform functionality (criteria for analyzing the structure of elec-

tronic participation procedures): 

1. The type of platform used (electronic public participation platform or platform for submission 

of complaints/rendering of public services) (results of the analysis of 37 platforms in Russia). 

2. Criteria for evaluating the published participation rules (completeness, clarity, scope, etc.) (L. 

Kipenis и D. Askounis85). 

3. Alternative feedback channels: online (email, feedback form, etc.) and offline (mail, tele-

phone/fax, personal visit, etc.) channels (G. Rowe & L. Frewer86,  O. Demushina87). 

4. Completeness of information provided for citizens to make their decision (J. Abelson88). 

 
83 Arnstein, S. A Ladder of Citizen Participation / S.R. Arnstein // JAIP. – 1969. – N 4 (35). – P. 216–224. 
84 Panopoulou, E. EParticipation initiatives in Europe: Learning from practitioners / E. Panopoulou, E. Tambouris, K. 

Tarabanis // 2nd IFIP WG 8.5 International Conference on Electronic Participation. – 2010. – P. 54–65. 
85 Kipenis, L. Assessing e-Participation via user’s satisfaction measurement: the case of OurSpace platform / L. Kipenis, 

D. Askounis // Annals of Operations Research. – 2015. – P. 599-615. 
86 Rowe, G. Evaluating public-participation exercises: A research agenda / G. Rowe, L. Frewer // Journal of Science, 

Technology & Human Values. – 2004. – N 29(4). – P. 512–556. 
87 Demushina, O. N. Elektronnoe uchastie grazhdan kak forma vzaimodejstviya vlasti i obshchestva [Electronic participa-

tion of citizens as a form of interaction between government and society] // Karelian scientific journal. – 2015. – No. 10(1) 

– P. 116 (in Russian). 
88 Abelson, J. Assessing the Impacts of Public Participation: Concepts, Evidence and Policy Implications / J. Abelson, F. 

Gauvin – Canadian Policy Research Network, 2006. – 52 p. 
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5. Criteria for assessing the level of participation (incentives for electronic participation (including 

the incentive system), involvement in electronic participation, delegation of authorities in the elec-

tronic participation process) (OECD89, Macintosh90).  

6. Presence of a mechanism allowing for the expressed opinions to influence decisions (M. Janssen 

& E. Estevez91, “e-right to decide” in the model by E. Panopoulou et al. 92). 

7. Presence of published reports (archives) on the engagement projects and criteria for evaluating 

their completeness. 

8. Availability of published methods (metrics) for evaluating the effectiveness of platforms. 

9. Sociological criteria (in particular, criteria for participant representativeness) (G. Rowe & L. 

Frewer93).  

Criteria for evaluating platform statistics (website counter, Yandex.Metrics, Google Trends): 

1.  Changes in the number of registered users. 

2.  Changes in the number of discussions held (voting sessions conducted). 

3.  Changes in the number of opinions accepted. 

4.  Changes in the level of public awareness of the platform among those who do not use the In-

ternet, as well as among active Internet users. 

5.  Changes in the number of positive comments and assessments of the project. 

6.  The number of published FAQs. 

7.  The volume of materials provided to citizens for review, citizens comments on the provided 

materials. 

Criteria for evaluating platform ability to operate (J. Abelson et al. 94, F. Sá et al. 95): 

 
89 Citizens as partners. OECD handbook on Information, consultation and public participation in policy-making [Elec-

tronic source]. – France: OECD Publications Service, 2001. – P. 15. – URL: http://www.internationalbudget.org/wp-con-

tent/uploads/Citizens-as-Partners-OECD-Handbook.pdf (Access date: 18.09.2019). 
90 Macintosh, A. Characterizing e-participation in policy-making // 37th Hawaii International Conference on System Sci-

ences (IEEE). – 2004. – P. 1-10. 
91 Janssen, M. Lean government and platform-based governance—Doing more with less /M. Janssen, E. Estevez // Gov-

ernment Information Quarterly. – 2013. – No 30. – P 1–8. 
92 Panopoulou, E. EParticipation initiatives in Europe: Learning from practitioners / E. Panopoulou, E. Tambouris, K. 

Tarabanis // 2nd IFIP WG 8.5 International Conference on Electronic Participation. – 2010. – P. 54–65. 
93 Rowe, G. Evaluating public-participation exercises: A research agenda / G. Rowe, L. Frewer // Journal of Science, 

Technology & Human Values. – 2004. – N 29(4). – P. 512–556. 
94 Abelson, J. Will it make a difference if I show up and share?’ A citizens’ perspective on improving public involvement 

processes for health system decision-making /J. Abelson, P-G. Forest, J. Eyles, A. Casebeer, G. Mackean and the Effective 

Public Consultation Project Team //Journal of Health Services Research and Policy. – 2004. – Vol. 9(4). – P. 205-212. 
95 Sá, F. Model for the quality of local government online services / F. Sá, Á. Rocha, J. Gonçalves, M. Pérez Cota // 

Telematics and Informatics. – 2017. – Volume 34 (Issue 5). – P. 413-421. 
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1. The project is publicly available (there are no significant entry barriers and it is clear how to 

participate in the project). 

2. The issue was put to a vote on the platform. 

3. The voting results were published on the platform. 

4. The voting results determined the decision made. 

5. The decision was implemented and the corresponding report on the implementation of the deci-

sion was published on the platform. 

Criteria for evaluating communication capabilities of the platform (modern social networks 

have the functionality for implementing informing, consulting and communication models – S. Stei-

niger et al.96, K. Chiu et al.97, Q. Rania98): 

1. Publish the issue, discussion topic, information. 

2. Comment, discuss. 

3. Conduct an online survey – give Likes, assign points, range the proposed alternatives. 

4. Add new alternatives. 

5. Share, distribute information. 

6. Learn (for the following target groups, among others: “aged users”, “beginner level Internet 

users”, “beginner level public participation project participants”, “the handicapped”; “personal data”, 

“vulnerability of the platform related to data manipulation”). 

7. Contact the organizers (feedback) (two-way feedback in Cogan-Sharpe-Hertzberg model (A. 

Cogan, S. Sharpe, J. Hertzberg99), “interaction” in Canada’s public involvement continuum100), the 

depth and breadth of participation in the model of D. Farrington and A. Bebbington101). 

8. Contact other users, comment on their publication, opinion, express own attitude towards other 

users, etc. (explicit user profiles). 

 
96Steiniger, S. Planning with Citizens: Implementation of an e-Planning Platform and Analysis of Research Needs / S. 

Steiniger, M.E. Poorazizi, A.J.S. Hunter // Urban Planning. – 2016. – Vol. 2 (N 1). – P. 49-64. 
97 Chiu, K. Piloting Social Engagement on a Federal Agency–Administered Facebook Page / K. Chiu, L. Wagner, L. Choe, 

C. Chew, M. Kremzner // Journal of the American Pharmacists Association. – 2016. – vol. 56 (no 3). – P. 330–337. 
98 Rania, Q. Using Social Hub Media to Expand Public Participation in Municipal Urban Plans // Procedia Engineering. – 

2017. – No 198. – P. 34–42. 
99 Cogan, A. Citizen participation / Ed. Hand I., Madowell B. D. // The Practice of State and Regional Planning. Municipal 

Management Series. – 1986. – P. 292–294. 
100 Ragozina, L.G. Uchastie obshchestvennyh kollegial'nyh organov upravleniya v social'nyh uslugah: rossijskij i za-

rubezhnyj opyt [Participation of public collegial management bodies in social services: Russian and foreign experience] / 

L. G. Ragozina, E. A. Kovalenko, Е.Е. Gryshina, M.A. Porokhovskaya. – М.: Publishing House "Delo" RANEPA, 2014. 

– 240 p (in Russian). 
101 Farrington, J. Reluctant Partners: Non-governmental Organisations, the State and Sustainable Agricultural Develop-

ment / J. Farrington, A. Bebbington, K. Wellard, D. J. Lewis. – London: Routledge, 1993. – 231 p. 
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Criteria for evaluating the stage of the public development priorities’ life cycle, at which 

citizens are engaged (OECD102): 

1. Formulation of public development priorities. 

2. Implementation of public development priorities. 

3. Evaluation (monitoring) of the implementation of public development priorities. 

Criteria for evaluating the stage of working up the issue, which is to be considered by 

citizens (the sooner (in terms of the stages) citizens are involved in the process, the higher the quality 

of public participation is – D. J. Blahna et al.103, Y.S. Brown et al. 104, S.Y.W. Rowe105, J. Farrington 

et al.106): 

1. development of a hypothesis; 

2. formulation of alternatives (possible solutions); 

3. voting; 

4. deciding. 

Criterion for evaluating the role of public participation platforms in public administration 

(E. Panopoulou et al.107): 

1. Analysis of legal acts; 

2. The embeddedness of platforms in the public administration system; 

3. Availability of uniform rules, standards, and regulations for electronic public participation (elec-

tronic platform development and use). 

Interpretation models have been developed for assessment results. 

V. The findings obtained from the analysis of 41 platforms and evaluation of “Active citizen” (Mos-

cow city), “Voice of the Republic of Bashkortostan” and “Active electronic citizen” (Voronezh city) 

platforms confirmed the hypothesis of the research. It was demonstrated that the results of testing 

 
102 Promises and problems on e-democracy: challenges of online citizen engagement [Electronic source]. – France: OECD 

Publications Service, 2003. – Ре-жим доступа: http://www.oecd.org/gov/digital-government/35176328.pdf (Access date: 

18.09.2019). 
103 Blahna, D. J. Public involvement in resource planning: Toward bridging the gap between policy and implementation / 

D. J. Blahna, S. Yonts-Shepard //Society and Natural Resources. – 1989. – Vol. 2. – P. 209–227. 
104 Brown, G. Assessing the Effectiveness of Public Participation in Neighbourhood Planning / G. Brown, S.Y.W. Chin // 

Planning Practice and Research. – 2013. – N 5 (28). – P. 563–588. 
105 Rowe, G. Public participation methods: A framework for evaluation / G. Rowe, L. Frewer // Science Technology & 

Human Values. –2000. – N 1 (25). – P. 3–29. 
106 Farrington, J. Reluctant Partners: Non-governmental Organisations, the State and Sustainable Agricultural Develop-

ment / J. Farrington, A. Bebbington, K. Wellard, D. J. Lewis. – London: Routledge, 1993. – 231 p. 
107 Panopoulou, E. EParticipation initiatives in Europe: Learning from practitioners / E. Panopoulou, E. Tambouris, K. 

Tarabanis // 2nd IFIP WG 8.5 International Conference on Electronic Participation. – 2010. – P. 54–65. 
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the model for evaluating the effectiveness of e-participation platforms allow one to manage expec-

tations in using electronic platforms in public administration, as well as to suggest ways for improv-

ing the platforms for the purposes of joint decision-making and creation of new platforms. Based on 

the results obtained from the evaluation of the three platforms and considering the results of the anal-

ysis of thirty-seven Russian and four foreign platforms, as well as the results of the analysis of regu-

latory legal acts regulating public participation in Russia, the author developed a draft Concept of 

the effectiveness of e-participation platforms, which includes the following sections: «I. General 

provisions», «II. Prerequisites for the adoption of the Concept», «III. The principles of the effective-

ness of electronic public participation platforms and key steps required for their implementation», 

«IV. Mechanisms (tools) for implementing the principles of effectiveness», «V. System for monitor-

ing and evaluating the effectiveness of electronic public participation platforms», «VI. Resources for 

implementing the Concept». 

It is worth noting that based on the current research, even in the developed democracies, elec-

tronic engagement projects do not demonstrate the results they were designed to achieve108. Moreover, 

“…several lighthouse projects exist in different European countries in an otherwise fragmented, un-

derdeveloped landscape consisting mostly of one-off initiatives such as pilots and trials” 109. Mean-

while, “most developed and developing democracies have fully mastered only the first model (inform-

ing)… while the third model (dialogue, collaboration, provision of authority, the real influence of 

citizens as per Arnstein’s model – the author’s comment) is implemented in many countries only in 

the form of a pilot” 110. 

FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS 

 

The study is dedicated to the effectiveness of electronic platforms of public participation in 

public administration111 and it can be developed further. 

 
108 Revyakin, S.A. Ob eff ektivnosti elektronnykh platform uchastiya grazhdan v gosudarstvennom upravlenii [On the 

Effectiveness of Electronic Platforms of Citizen Participation in Public Administration] // Public Administration Issues. – 

2018. – No. 2. – P. 97, 137 (in Russian). 
109 Panopoulou, E. EParticipation initiatives in Europe: Learning from practitioners / E. Panopoulou, E. Tambouris, K. 

Tarabanis // 2nd IFIP WG 8.5 International Conference on Electronic Participation. – 2010. – P. 54–65. 
110 Gubnitsyn, A.V. Ot konsul'tacij k dialogu: opyt Kanady po uchastiyu grazhdan v gosudarstvennom upravlenii [From 

consultation to the dialogue: Canada's experience in citizen participation in public administration] // Public Administration 

issues. – 2009. – No. 3. – P. 156-159 (in Russian). 
111 Revyakin, S.A. Ob eff ektivnosti elektronnykh platform uchastiya grazhdan v gosudarstvennom upravlenii [On the 

Effectiveness of Electronic Platforms of Citizen Participation in Public Administration] // Public Administration Issues. – 

2018. – No. 2. – P. 109 (in Russian). 
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We used published reports on previous discussions to be the raw data for analysis. Probably, the 

next step is to analyze the rules and procedures of the platforms to evaluate its fairness, reliability, 

and transparency112. It is reasonable in our view to introduce a system of sociological criteria into the 

model in order to assess the representativeness of the participants113 and, hence, the reliability and 

validity of the decision. Since the electronic platform is a website, one can track and analyze positive 

and negative reviews in social networks. We can also include into analysis electronic services to pro-

vide public services, to collect complaints and suggestions, to post information on the preparation of 

draft regulatory legal acts, and to examine the differences in the results of platforms performance led 

by the government and citizens114. It looks reasonable to use the criteria suggested by this study to 

explore the channel of interaction (powered by digital technologies) between the government and non-

profit organizations and to assess its effectiveness. 

Coming back to the results of this study, we shall note that its goal and objectives have been 

achieved, however, in our opinion, the topic of evaluating the effectiveness of electronic platforms for 

public participation will remain the popular subject of scientific and applied research in the foreseea-

ble future. 
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