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ABSTRACT 

New information and communication technologies are often viewed as a panacea to the 

current crisis of representative democracy. The growing number of publications on the 

democratization effects of the use of new information and communication technologies (ICT) 

in governance focuses on social media and emerging online public spheres. This thesis 

examines the democratic potential of ICT from the supply side represented by the concepts of 

e-governance and e-government. In the context of destabilization of political communication 

system, e-governance as a top-down initiative has a better chance to serve as a congregative 

force formalizing institutional procedures between the multi-public spheres and the decision 

makers and, thus, democratizing political communication. The first part of the thesis pulls 

together the key concepts of electronic transformation – e-governance, e-government and e-

democracy – and analyzes them within a broader context of new governance. The democratic 

test, based on evaluation against Robert Dahl’s five democratic criteria and democratic 

deficits of new governance, indicates numerous negative consequences of e-governance for 

representative democracy. Moreover, implemented in different institutional settings of 

democratic and non-democratic regimes, e-governance varies in the level of development and 

impact on political communication and political systems in general. To verify theoretical 

conclusions empirically, a global study was conducted for two points in time – 2003 and 

2008; it examined the relationship between e-governance and democracy controlling for the 

impact of telecommunication infrastructure development. Hypothesis testing revealed that the 

level of e-governance development and its correlation with democracy strongly varied in 

relation to the type of political system. The findings suggest that it is premature to ascribe 

democratization effects to e-governance disregarding existing institutional settings.  

Keywords: e-governance, e-government, democracy, political communication infrastructure, 

new governance 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The role of the media in the process of political change and democratization has not received 

extensive attention among scholars until recently. Communications media are often assumed 

to play a minor role in democratization if any, and liberalization of the media is usually 

interpreted as a by-product rather than a driving force of political change (Lawson, 2002; 

O’Neil, 1998). However, Blumler and Gurevitch (2001) argue that there is a “need for 

advanced democracies to ‘get a grip’ on their political communication system arrangements” 

(p.1) as communication is central to the politics in modern societies. This perspective has 

entered the academic debate with the emergence and increasing importance of the Internet.  

Recent social and political changes such as the breakdown of party loyalties, increased 

electoral volatility, voters’ cynicism and the fragmentation of social orders have made the 

political communication landscape less manageable and predictable. Both politicians and 

political journalists have to vigorously compete for access to the public and audiences 

(Blumler & Gurevitch, 2001). Past experience shows that the introduction of a new and 

widely accessible medium significantly changes the infrastructure of political communication 

systems and ideas on how a message can be delivered. The Internet has become that 

revolutionizing medium with a dual nature as it has a great potential to be both a force of 

change and an instrument for resistance.   

A few mostly region-specific studies addressed the question of media, and particularly the 

Internet, and democratization (e.g. Lawson, 2002; O’Neil, 1998). Speculations on the 

democratic potential of the Internet have split the scholar community into two camps – 

utopian and dystopian. On the one hand, the Internet is believed to have intrinsic 

democratization potential which can only strengthen democracy and widen the opportunities 

for political participation allowing bypassing the traditional media and maintaining a direct 

dialogue with the electorate (Kedzie, 1997; Norris, 2001). On the other hand, skeptics argue 

that the Internet only enhances existing political and social inequalities (Danziger, Dutton, 

Kling & Kraemer, 1982) and can be used as an advanced tool of control and oppression 

(Boas, 2003). However, in an absence of historically positive cases of transition from 

authoritarian to democratic rule where the Internet and new electronic information and 

communication technologies (ICT) played a crucial role, the research of the democratic 

potential of new ICT stays rather prognostic. 
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Since the early days of research in this field, the use of computer-based information and 

communication technologies for democratic processes has been referred to as electronic 

democracy.  Being still in its infancy, the concept of electronic democracy is rather broad, 

lacks clarity and struggles with “dilemmas around the possibility of direct democracy, 

universal political participation, and popular sovereignty” (Chadwick, 2003, p. 448). It is 

commonly defined as the use of ICT to support the democratic decision making process. 

However, such efforts can be initiated as both top-down and bottom-up processes which can 

also be distinguished as the supply and demand sides of electronic transformation, or formal 

and informal politics accordingly (Olsson & Åström, 2006). E-democracy usually refers to the 

demand side as online grassroots activities such as blogs, social media are perceived as 

emerging deliberative public spheres and democratization by electronic means. 

Other concepts which are also used to refer to the use of ICT in politics are e-governance and 

e-government. Both terms refer to the strategic use of ICT in politics to enhance citizen 

participation in policy making and therefore, suffer from the definitional vagueness and are 

often interchangeably used. However, recent scientific discussions require drawing a fine line 

between them. Governance and government point to different aspects in the relationship 

between citizens and the state. Government’s role is to deliver a service, while it is up to 

governance to decide if a service is to be delivered. For the purposes of this study, this 

distinction will be applied to the e-concepts in question: e-government facilitates provision of 

government services by electronic means; e-governance refers to a totality of technically 

mediated interactions between public and private actors to enhance citizen participation in 

policy making.  

Most of the scholars agree that e-governance is inclusive of both e-government and e-

democracy or will eventually entail e-democracy and e-participation (Fang, 2002; Mahrer & 

Krimmer, 2005; Olsson & Åström, 2006). However, in numerous studies either these 

phenomena overlap conceptually or researchers examine them separately. This ambiguity can 

be party unfolded by the unspoken division between disciplines such as public administration 

scholars, public policy analysts, and public management specialists focus on e-government, 

whereas political communication specialists, social movement scholars, and democratic 

theorists scrutinize e-democracy (Chadwick, 2003). Although e-governance practices are a 

part of political communication infrastructure, such differentiation explains why the 

democratic potential of the new ICT is usually studied from the demand side through analysis 
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of social media and blogs. However, I argue that the supply side neglected by democratic 

theorists and political communication scholars can provide a better tool to measure 

democratic potential of new Internet-based infrastructure of political communication system.  

It would be utopian to expect that ICT will naturally activate the better civic predispositions 

of politicians and citizens to connect Internet-based communication to the needs of 

democracy. It is deliberate institution building that is required to democratize society. 

Consequently, the way governments are organized affect opportunities for political 

engagement. It includes “the institutional arrangements, the extent to which information is 

made available, the way in which participation is organized, the degree to which decision 

making is inclusive or exclusive, and so on” (Pratchett, 2005, p. 7).  E-democracy is assumed 

to provide new platforms for civic engagement and political communication to enhance 

democracy. However, more participation does not result in more democracy if it is left 

unnoticed somewhere on the Internet and does not affect the decision making process. 

Therefore, it is more relevant to look at what governments do to support, ignore or undermine 

democracy and focus on e-governance practices. It has to do with the structures of democracy 

where decision can be formally taken and enforced. 

As a result of their complex conceptualization, all three “e”-concepts with their focus on 

interrelations of ICT, power and democracy are found at the crossroads of several disciplines. 

Extensive research on the use of ICT in politics exists in informatics, political science, media 

and communication studies, management studies.  Therefore, the findings of different 

approaches are very often poles apart. In recent years, the volume of research on e-

governance and e-democracy has substantially increased. The growing number of articles, 

papers and books published about the use of new technologies in governance indicates the 

general hype around the “e”-concepts.  

There are several theoretical frameworks within which e-governance is conceptualized and 

several scientific disciplines that study different aspects of the phenomenon. As there is no 

universally accepted definition of e-governance, a great number of scholars attempt to cast 

light upon it (Anttiroiko, 2004; Chadwick, 2003; Fang, 2002; Grönlund, 2005; Vedel, 2006), 

create models of e-government development (Chadwick & May, 2003; Layne and Lee, 2001; 

United Nations and ASPA, 2002) and e-democracy (Päivärinta & Sæbø, 2006). Some 

scholars focus on the impact e-governance has on political systems (Anttiroiko, 2003; 

Froomkin, 2004; Grönlund, 2003), organization and institutional change they bring about 
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(Bovaird, 2003; Fountain, 2001; Jaeger, 2002) as well as implications for public 

administration (Kraemer, 1991; Rouillard, 1999). Debate on e-democracy is often framed in 

the context of the crisis of representative democracy and gradual shift to direct forms (Hilbert, 

2009; Westen, 2000). Most of the research on electronic transformation is positive in tone. 

However, some skeptics point out the pitfalls of the e-governance and the threats that the 

phenomenon poses for democracy (Doty and Erdelez, 2002; Hindman, 2009; Jaeger, 2002; 

Johnson, 2006; Kakabadse, Kakabadse & Kouzmin, 2003; Kedzie, 1997). 

With the rapidly developing nature of Internet, it is no surprise that empirical research lags 

behind. It includes number of case studies on the implementation of e-practices in European 

Union (Chadwick and May, 2003; Grönlund, 2003); South Africa (Netchaeva, 2002); the 

United States (Chadwick and May, 2003; Nugent, 2001); and India (Raj, 2008). Most of them 

are descriptive, focusing on historical path of electronic transformation and its benefits. A 

number of researchers tested theoretical claims using empirical data. This body of research 

includes a study of the information behavior of governmental actors in rural Texas courts and 

potential challenges to the implementation of e-governance (Doty and Erdelez, 2002); study 

of usefulness and accuracy of theoretical models to predict e-government development which 

was based on the data of local e-governments in the US (Coursey and Norris, 2008); research 

on obstacles to implement e-democracy in the Austrian parliament (Mahrer and Krimmer, 

2005); a global study on the impact of national culture on e-government development (Zhao, 

2011). A longitudinal study examining the development of e-government was conducted by 

Norris and Moon (2005), mostly measuring web sites deployment. 

Although a great volume of literature about democratization and use of ICT exists, the 

question of democratic potential of e-governance on the macro level was not given a lot of 

attention. The global studies with findings that support the overall expectations that e-

governance has a potential to democratize society are the ones made by Kedzie (2002) and 

Groshek (2009). After conducting a number of statistical tests, Kedzie (2002) concluded that 

interconnectivity was a powerful predictor of democracy, and Groshek (2009) found a similar 

causal relationship between increased Internet diffusion and more democratic regimes. 

Consequently, it seems reasonable to assume that e-governance initiatives may also possess 

democratizing potential. However, before examining if the implementation of the same 

political communication technologies in democratic and non-democratic countries has the 

same impact on democratization of society, it is necessary to take a step back and establish if 
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there is positive correlation between the examined concepts which is an important pre-

condition for causal relationship. 

Although e-governance has been an object of study for several disciplines, there is a lack of 

well-grounded theory. As the phenomenon is a recent advancement, first of all, in the sphere 

of public administration, it seems logical to connect it with other public sector reforms, such a 

New Public Management, and put it in a broader context of governance. There are several 

theories of governance but only a few take information systems into account. Searching for 

candidate theories for studying e-governance, Grönlund (2005) started with widely recognized 

theories of information systems which include institutional theory, structuration theory and 

actor network theory (ANT). As the focus of this study is democracy as a form of governance, 

it is important to examine e-governance within existing institutional arrangements and analyze 

the impact that electronic transformation has on political institutions. 

Thus, the purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between democracy and e-

governance within the theoretical framework of governance where e-governance will be 

understood as an integral part of political communication infrastructure. Investigating this 

relationship calls for answering the following research questions:  

1. Does e-governance comply with the key democratic principles?  

2. Does the relationship between e-governance and democracy exist in both democratic 

and non-democratic political systems?  

3. Does the relationship between e-governance and democracy exist in countries which 

are undergoing political transformation? 

4. Does the level of e-governance development differ in different political systems?  

The thesis will proceed as follows. In chapter 2 the key concepts of e-government, e-

governance and e-democracy will be defined, compared with each other and analyzed from 

the perspective of institutional theory. Chapter 3 will present a democratic test of e-

governance where governance theory and Dahl’s (1989) five democratic criteria will be used 

as a reference point. “Theories of democracy are of course theories of communication 

(between rulers and ruled)” (Grönlund, 2005, p. 3) and therefore, it is necessary to incorporate 

them into the analysis. Chapter 4 will focus on the specificity of e-governance projects in non-

democratic countries and countries undergoing political transformations. To test hypotheses 

empirically a global comparative research will be conducted in chapter 5. Despite the 
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limitations that aggregate national data have, the best strategy available is to test the 

relationship between e-governance and democracy statistically using bivariate correlation 

tests. The relationship will be tested for democratic, non-democratic and transitioning 

countries separately to take the differences of institutional arrangements in dissimilar political 

systems into account. The analyses will draw on Polity IV
1

 and UN E-Government 

Development
2
 datasets. 

In sum, based on the rationale of governance theory, new institutionalism and democratic 

theory, the main hypotheses about the relationship between e-governance and democracy in 

different regimes will be formulated. The empirical findings will answer the question whether 

association between the examined concepts, which is a necessary basis for further research on 

establishing causality between e-governance and democracy, exists or not. 

 

 

 

                                                 

1
 http://www.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.htm  

2
 http://www2.unpan.org/egovkb/  

http://www.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.htm
http://www2.unpan.org/egovkb/
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2. CONCEPTUALIZING E-GOVERNANCE 

New information and communication technologies are often viewed as a panacea to the 

current crisis of representative democracy. Informed citizenry is one of the preconditions for 

the proper functioning of democratic institutions, and new technologies significantly lower 

the cost of networked communication. Therefore, development of ICTs is considered to be an 

effective tool to democratize society. Revolutionizing potential was also ascribed to other 

media, such as radio or television, when they just emerged. However, Internet is believed to 

affect political communication and democracy more profoundly than television ever could: it 

has been so far the most interactive medium. Empirical tests clearly demonstrated correlation 

between Internet and voter learning (Drew & Weaver, 2006), between Internet diffusion and 

democratic growth (Groshek, 2009) as well as dependency on the Internet for political 

information and political participation (Tolbert & McNeal, 2003). Nevertheless, two 

antithetical trends shape modern political communication system: the Internet becomes an 

integral part of established political communication systems and challenges its power 

structures at the same time (Dahlgren, 2005). 

A number of scholars examine the role of the Internet in the context of destabilization of 

political communication system (Blumler & Gurevitch, 2000; Dahlgren, 2005). As 

complexity of public spheres, which are understood as a constellation of communicative 

spaces in society (Dahlgren, 2005), deepens, traditional political communication 

infrastructure faces serious challenges. Blumler & Gurevitch (2000) summarized the main 

factors of destabilization: increased sociocultural heterogeneity, the massive growth of media 

outlets and channels, increased number of political mediators, changing geography of political 

communication due to globalization, the emergence of a cacophony of media, and the 

growing cynicism among citizens. However, it does not mean that Internet was the sole 

driving force of these changes: new technologies entered into the destabilization that was 

already in place and contributed to more disruption (Dahlgren, 2005). Destabilization expends 

political communication both vertically and horizontally; fueled by emerging online public 

spheres such as forums, blogs, discussion groups, and alternative journalism, it allows more 

voices to be heard and facilitates citizen interactions. From a systems perspective, however, it 

also leads to fragmentation of public sphere and growing isolation between different interest 

groups as “too much dispersion and polyvocality undercut political effectiveness and hamper 

governance” (Dahlgren, 2005, p. 151). Therefore, I argue that e-governance as a top-down 
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initiative may serve as congregative forces that might solve the problem of multi-public 

spheres by formalizing institutional procedures between them and decision makers. On the 

basis of this assumption, e-governance should be brought to the center of scholarly attention. 

While it becomes more and more popular to study the potential implications of information 

and communication technologies for governance across several disciplines, there is a lack of 

theory in the field of electronic governance. According to Garson (1999), e-governance is 

conceptualized within four theoretical frameworks: the potential of IT in decentralization and 

democratization; the limitations and contradictions of technology; the continuous and two-

way interaction of the technology and the organizational–institutional environment; global 

integration. This study aims to contribute to a better understanding of the relationship between 

the potential of e-governance projects and democratization. 

There are several approaches that link e-governance and democratization. One school of 

thought believes that new technologies make administration more transparent and brings it 

closer to people, what leads to greater efficiency and then to greater democracy; others argue 

that Internet fosters direct democracy that is considered an ideal (Ferdinand, 2000). Cyber-

optimists emphasize the possibilities to engage ordinary citizens in policy making, broaden 

the public sphere, increase political participation, redistribute political influence and challenge 

the traditional power structure. However, cyber-pessimists offer a longstanding argument of 

so-called ‘digital divide’, which implies that different social groups in respect to education, 

age and race will have unequal access to technology. Skeptics predict that the Internet and use 

of ICT in governing will exacerbate existing political inequalities (Golding, 1996). 

However, if e-governance is understood as political communication infrastructure, it should 

be analyzed in a broader context of contemporary politics. Therefore, this study will employ a 

holistic approach and will examine e-governance as a part of the governing process. 

Governance theory will serve as an overarching framework and combine interactions between 

various actors, the changing role of the state and managerial approaches to public 

administration. What follows is a description of the concept of governance and its 

convergence with e-dimensional concepts – e-governance, e-government and e-democracy. 
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2.1 .  FROM GOVERNMENT TO GOVERNANCE  

For a long time government and government-led social relations were in the center of 

scientific inquiry. Government referred to “the formal institutions of the state and their 

monopoly of the legitimate coercive power” (Stoker, 1998, p. 17). Historically the state was 

the locus of power and authority. It was in the early 1990s when a partially new model of 

governance emerged, and the role of the nation-state as the main center of power was 

challenged. In a larger context of globalization the nation-state and traditional government 

lost their monopoly of the surveillance and control over citizens as well as capability to 

articulate and pursue collective interest. This new model was encompassed by a broader 

concept of governance which connected the political system with its environment and covered 

a range of institutions and actors involved in the governing process. In the scientific research, 

governance was re-introduced “to distinguish between traditional, institutionally oriented 

conception of ‘government’ and more dynamic and network-based ways of thinking and 

working in policy processes” (Anttiroiko, 2004, p. 26). Thus, governance is “the coordination 

and the use of various forms of formal and informal types of interactions and institutional 

arrangements in the policy making, development and service processes to pursue collective 

interest” (Anttiroiko, 2003, p. 28). 

Governance theorists generally distinguish state-centric ‘old governance’ and society-centered 

‘new governance’. The idea of old governance refers to the traditional top-down steering by 

elected officials and their control over economic and social development. Contrary to this 

paradigm, new governance reflects the dynamics of a modern decentralized state and has 

more to do with “how the center interacts with society and … whether there is more self-

steering in networks” (Kjær, 2004, p. 11). The general concept of governance usually refers to 

what is understood as new governance and is characterized with network-based steering, 

weakened role of the state, blurred state-society division, and managerialism. 

Policy networks became one of the most typical forms of new governance to the extent that 

governance itself is often defined as self-organizing interorganizational networks (Rhodes, 

1996, p. 660). These networks are interdependent, autonomous, self-governing, and not 

accountable to the state institutional settings; they provide a platform for interactions between 

private and public actors forcing government to steer at distance. Scharpf (1997) develops an 

actor-centered institutionalism approach to explain how policy networks work. He argues that 

institutions set the rules and opportunities for rational actors according to and within which 
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those rational actors interact. The role of the government in steering the society is thus 

significantly restrained by networks.  

New governance paradigm has notably weakened the role of the state which lost its unrivalled 

position as a main center of power. Governments were forced to look for alternative modes of 

political governing when the old model of public sector became rigid and inefficient and had 

to be re-defined “in order to allow for market-based models of administrative reform” (Pierre 

& Peters, 2000, p. 5). Although the position of non-governmental actors and networks has 

been significantly strengthened, government remains the center of substantial political power. 

Unlike government, networks are not institutionalized in legal and constitutional frameworks. 

Therefore, it is more appropriate to describe these changes as “shifting roles of government 

than shrinking roles of government as part of such changing relationships” (Kooiman, 2000, 

p. 139). 

Since government had lost its monopoly as the locus of authority, society and citizens began 

to perform complementary functions in the governing process. Citizen participation in 

governance is no longer limited to the voting during elections. Within the new governance 

framework, the electorate can shape the agenda for government and contribute to the 

implementation of programmes and policies. Consequently, the dominance of society in the 

decision making process “becomes an asset for governance, at least within the individual 

policy domain” (Peters, 2000, p. 41). 

With networks and blurred state-society division as key characteristics, new governance is 

also associated with managerialism, which refers to implementation of private sector 

management methods to the public sector, and often viewed within the framework of New 

Public Management (NPM). The NPM doctrine rejects the idea that public organizations have 

a specific culture and therefore should be managed in a way different from the private sector. 

It emphasizes contracting-out, public-private partnerships, cost saving, increasing efficiency, 

competition, and utilization of market mechanisms and indeed has some similarities with new 

governance. By delegating administrative functions to managers, “politicians are left 

primarily with a goal-setting role, something which corresponds closely with the new 

governance thinking” (Pierre & Peters, 2000, p. 64).  

In sum, new governance represents a more participatory model of governing in which state 

and society are bonded together. By empowering networks and creating horizontal 



FROM GOVERNMENT TO GOVERNANCE 

 

11 

interactions between citizens and organizations, new governance also develops a managerial 

approach to steering the public realm and focuses on efficiency of the governing process. New 

governance political entities can be found on the levels other than national state, e.g. local, 

regional, or global governance. The scope of the described changes on the state level has 

substantial national variations. Some models of governance remain state-centric when some 

transform into society-centric. It is very difficult to say which model of governance prevails in 

this or that country. It can only be assumed that modern democracies will allow more 

network-based decision making, while dictatorships will try to keep all power in one hands. 

Governance theorists typically argue that “state indeed capable of ‘steering’ society, only now 

its authority is less based in legal power and more due to its control over critical resources and 

its Gestalt of the collective interest” (Pierre & Peters, 2000, p. 23).  

Thus, new governance paradigm will be used as a conceptual framework for analysis of the 

use of ICT in politics. As government continues playing the role of the key agent in the 

governing process and the scope of its influence varies from country to country, the state-

centric approach of analysis will be employed. 

 

2.2 .  E-GOVERNMENT  

Growing role of ICT in governing is yet another key feature of new governance which gave 

birth to a number of concepts describing potential of new technologies – e-democracy, e-

government, e-governance, e-participation, e-voting and etc. It is rather difficult to draw a fine 

line between them as the definitions very often overlap. However, the concepts have different 

implications and therefore should be distinguished. 

E-government is a state-centric and perhaps the most used and most tangible concept of them 

all. Ordinary citizens use e-government initiatives to renew their driving licenses, pay taxes or 

fill complaints. In the broadest sense, it is often viewed as “in fact not much else that the 

“digitalization” of the state’s operational functions” (Finger & Pecoud, 2003, p. 2) or 

“informatization” in government (Snellen, 1995) which accompanies recent public 

management reforms.  

However, e-transformation of the governing processes not only speeds up bureaucratic 

processes and reduces response time but also profoundly changes the relationship between 
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different actors. E-government usually refers to strategic use of ICT in the public sector 

(Grönlund, 2002). Grönlund (2002) pointed out three goals almost always occurring in 

definitions of the concept in question: to enhance efficiency, increase quality of services and 

facilitate citizen participation in democratic institutions and processes. Consequently, 

exceeding the bounds of simple digitalization of the administrative procedures, e-government 

brings about changes in both internal (cooperation among different agencies, e-

administration) and external (cooperation with citizens and private actors) government 

operations (Grönlund, 2002). It is often viewed as a tool to achieve better government (OECD 

2003), less corruption, increased transparency, greater convenience, revenue growth, and/or 

cost reductions (World Bank, n.d.). Thus, if the concept of e-government is more about 

government than about “e”, then how big is the role of the electronic component in it? 

E-government system can be viewed as an information system (Grönlund, 2005) which serves 

the communication between the governed and the governing. However, governance literature 

“tends to underestimate the role of IT while IT studies tend to overestimate it” (Grönlund, 

2005, p. 1). Technically speaking, e-government can be viewed as “an integrated tool 

comprising three enabling sets of new technology: infrastructure, solutions and the 

exploitation of public portals” (Fang, 2002, p. 4). However, it is not the technology itself that 

has positive impact on policy making but rather the solutions and services that can be 

provided thanks to the implementation of this technology. E-government cannot be put in one 

line with e-commerce which refers to a new type of sales and has already become a separate 

industry. E-government is not a new or separate type of government but integral part of 

existing institutional framework which undergoes transformation of internal and external 

relationships triggered by the use of ICT. Accordingly, its challenges are not reduced to IT 

management only but entail organizational change. European Commission emphasizes this 

dual nature of e-government defining it as use of ICT “combined with the organizational 

change and new skills in order to improve public services and democratic processes and 

strengthen support to public policies” (European Commission, 2003, p. 567). That being said, 

it is the co-existence of new ICT and institutional arrangements that constitute the concept of 

e-government. 

Internal changes, which are brought in the governing process by the use of ICT, are much less 

controversial than external ones. It is commonly believed that new communication 

technologies are able to transform democracy or at least improve or strengthen democratic 
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process. As democracy in its essence is an interactive form of governing, cyber-optimists 

insist that “the revolution in interactive communications will inevitably have its greatest effect 

on the most important interactive institution… government itself” (Westen, 2000, pp. 218-

19). However, the e-government initiatives are not designed by the standards of the 

democratic theory. They are based on business logic and implementation of private sector 

management methods in public sector. Recent research on e-government development in 

Europe and the United States showed that “the democratic possibilities of the Internet are 

likely to be marginalized as the ‘managerial’ model of interaction becomes dominant” 

(Chadwick & May, 2003, p. 2). Therefore, it is safe to say that e-government provides citizens 

with more opportunities to engage in policy making process rather than strengthens 

democratic process directly. 

To sum up different ways to conceptualize the term, the working definition of e-government 

will combine Grönlund’s understanding of the concept with European Commission’s 

observations but exclude implied democratic component: 

E-government refers to the use of ICT by public administrators and politicians combined with 

organizational change to enhance efficiency, increase quality of services and empower 

citizens to participate in democratic process. 

The most general model of e-government development was elaborated by United Nations and 

the American Society for Public Administration (2002) and based on a survey measuring 

readiness for e-government development. The UN-ASPA model consists of five stages: 1) 

emerging (the web sites post mostly propaganda materials about the country and its leader); 2) 

enhanced (more than one site, more dynamic information); 3) interactive (downloading, e-

mailing); 4) transactional (online payments); 5) seamless (full integration of e-services across 

administrative boundaries) (UN & ASPA, 2002, p. 2). Thus, the ultimate goal of e-

government development is to achieve full horizontal and vertical integration for creating 

one-stop government which would allow citizens to “contact one point of government and 

complete any level of governmental transaction” (Layne & Lee, 2001, p. 125). A web-site that 

possesses characteristics of a one-stop government point already exists in the United States – 

www.FirstGov.gov which provides access to information across the branches of the 

government. Nevertheless, the majority of world governments have yet to achieve such level 

of development. 

http://www.firstgov.gov/
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2.3 .  E-GOVERNANCE  

Understanding of e-government does not engender incisive arguments among scholars as in 

the broadest sense it refers to how new technologies alter delivery channels of administrators 

or politicians. However, when debating on this issue researchers use different vocabulary and 

often define the strategic implementation of ICT in the public sector as e-governance. 

Although in e-government literature both concepts are sometimes used interchangeably or 

covered with the abbreviation eGov, increasing changes in the governing process distinctively 

separate two notions. 

From the perspective of governance theory, governance establishes the ways in which 

decisions are made, while government defines how to carry out decisions (March & McNiven, 

2003, p. 75). It is easy to draw a parallel and distinguish “e”-concepts in a similar way where 

“e” simply stands for electronic platform. While e-government deals with “the development 

of online services to the citizen … such as e-tax, e-transportation or e-health”, e-governance 

“defines and assesses the impacts technologies are having on the practice and administration 

of governments and the relationships between public servants and the wider society, such as 

dealings with the elected bodies or outside groups such as not for profits organizations, NGOs 

or private sector corporate entities” (Sheridan & Riley, 2006, p. 1). Consequently, in general 

terms e-governance ensures successful implementation of e-government projects. Departing 

from similar understanding, Bovaird (2003) distinguished between ‘service improvement’ 

agenda of e-government and ‘relationship improvement’ agenda of e-governance where the 

former refers to electronic service delivery and digitalization of the front office operations and 

the latter includes “management of democratic activity, ensuring fairness and transparency of 

decision making in public bodies and etc.” (Bovaird, 2003, p. 38). Very often the concepts are 

distinguished by the purposes they serve: e-government provides better services to citizens, 

while e-governance provides citizens with an opportunity to actively engage themselves in the 

political process (Orihuela & Obi, 2007). 

In this study working definition of e-governance is based on March and McNiven’s (2003, p. 

75) understanding of the term together with Anttiroiko’s (2004) conceptualization of 

electronic transformation in governing. Thus, e-governance is a totality of technically 

mediated formal and informal interactions combined with institutional arrangements in which 

public and private actors participate in the policy design, development, and implementation, 
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as well as service processes to influence relevant issues through various forms of legitimate 

and organized forms of participation. 

E-governance and e-government are not neutral within the governance framework – both 

concepts connect better to network-based new governance and customer-oriented NPM rather 

than to traditional bureaucracy. However, since government itself is just one of numerous 

decision centers in modern societies, the concept of e-government has a limited explanatory 

potential. Citizen engagement in the policy making process decreases the power of elected 

officials and the notion of e-government is not broad enough to explain the shift towards 

networked and distributed model of governance by electronic means. Therefore, it is a broader 

concept of e-governance that can be conceived as an electronic tool to serve the objectives of 

new governance. As interconnectivity is the core component of e-governance, it underpins the 

network-based nature of modern governing and blurs the division between the public and 

private sectors. It also shares the assumption that citizens are competent enough to participate 

in policy making process. Besides, managerialism and customer-oriented approach of new 

governance is the foundation of e-transformation. 

The role ascribed to e-governance is rather ambitious. It is expected to bring government 

closer to people or even to incorporate citizens into the initial stages of policy making 

processes (Lenihan, 2002), allow developing countries to leapfrog towards good governance 

(Hammond, 2001), have positive impact on strengthening civil society and undermining 

authoritarian regimes. Nevertheless, it would be too ungrounded to attribute democratizing 

potential to the e-governance concept. Skeptics tend to highlight numerous failures of e-

governance initiatives to reach the goals, such as the resistance of public institutions, digital 

and other divides among the populations (Heeks & Mundy, 2001; Norris, 2001). Besides, 

such attribution would make the concept an ideal type, which will be hardly achievable in 

reality. Therefore, this study refrains from allocating e-governance within the democratic 

theory focusing on Government-to-Citizen type of interactions only. 

2.4 .  E-DEMOCRACY  

Following the increased pace of electronic transformation, a number of the “e-“concepts 

related with the usage of ICT emerged to cover numerous aspects of the ongoing changes in 

public sector. It includes e-democracy, e-participation, e-voting, e-administration, e-citizen, e-

readiness etc. Most of them simply add ICT component to their original meanings such as 
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online participation (e-participation), Internet-based voting (e-voting) or individual who can 

use online e-services in a favorable level (e-citizen).   

Of particular importance is, however, the concept of e-democracy. It directly connects ICT 

use in politics with democracy, assumes democratic potential of new technologies and often 

implies that they can create a new and better type of democracy. In the broadest sense, 

electronic democracy is understood as the use of ICT to support the democratic decision-

making process. The concept has always been trapped in “dilemmas around the possibility of 

direct democracy, universal political participation and popular sovereignty” (Chadwick, 2003, 

p. 448) and is often presented as a tool to shift from representative to more direct forms by 

overcoming the big scale of a democratic polity (Grönlund, 2001; Westen, 2000). This point 

of view has been vigorously contested as the reasoning against it is similar to the 

argumentation line rejecting traditional direct democracy: “the risk of populism, lower-level 

political discourse, loss of deliberation, creating an unclear role of politicians and instability 

of democratic institutions” (Grönlund, 2001, p. 23). Therefore, e-democracy is to be 

understood as “the use of information and communication technologies to engage citizens, 

support the democratic decision making processes and strengthen representative democracy” 

(Macintosh, 2004, p. 1). The emphasis that is usually missing in the definitions should be put 

on the fact that e-democratic initiatives are to strengthen the democracy that is already in 

place. The concept does not imply that the use of ICTs will bring democratic rule where it 

does not exist in the first place. Therefore, pre-existing civil liberties and freedoms are 

important prerequisites for e-democracy. 

E-governance is closely related to the concept of e-democracy as both of them are concerned 

with citizens’ interactions with government. There is no consensus among scholars on what is 

integral part of what when it comes to allocating e-governance and e-democracy. One school 

of thought views e-democracy as overarching concept that considers grassroots activities 

online such as blogs, social media, and forum discussions as an emerging deliberative public 

spheres (Dahlberg, 2001; Froomkin, 2004), and includes them into the definition of e-

democracy as a bottom-up component and understands e-government/ e-governance practices 

as a top-down component. However, such reasoning imposes some limitations on the use of 

ICTs in politics. As argued above, e-democracy implies that democratic process is already in 

place and enhances it by electronic means. Thus, if e-governance projects and initiatives are 

integral part of e-democracy, they can be implemented only in democratic countries within 
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wider framework of e-democracy. That obviously contradicts the reality as the new 

information technologies are widely used by non-democratic regimes. 

The other school of thought strongly argues for research on e-democracy to be placed within 

the e-government research portfolio and clearly distinguishes between two types of 

interactions – with administration, including government and jurisdiction (e-administration), 

and legislation (e-democracy) (Mahrer & Krimmer, 2005, p. 29).  However, being part of the 

overall electronic transformation at the governing level, e-democracy does not always play the 

most significant role. With strong emphasis on e-administration projects, e-government 

initiatives very often incorporate e-democracy only as a rhetorical promise (Coleman, 1999; 

Mahrer & Krimmer, 2005). Consequently, it becomes rather optional than a defining part of 

the e-governance. 

The concepts of e-governance and e-democracy are very often used interchangeably.  

However, the difference between the two lies not only in their theoretical conceptualization 

but also in the spheres of practical implementation.  Grönlund (2003) emphasizes that e-

democracy is usually implemented at local levels of government and, therefore, it leads to 

“conflicts between local e-democracy and global e-government developments” (p. 68). On the 

one hand, the administrators strive to achieve a higher degree of standardization and see ICT 

as an appropriate tool to impose standards. On the other hand, when empowering citizens and 

widening their participation in the decision making, administrators should incorporate local 

preferences in the process and allow high degree of individualization (Grönlund, 2003). Thus, 

the concepts are implemented at different levels where they do not counteract each other. 

However “implementation of e-democracy projects is undertaken at a much slower pace and 

with dramatically less support than the implementation of other, so-called, e-administration, 

activities in the public sector” (Mahrer & Krimmer, 2005, p. 27). That being said, e-

democracy remains highly theoretical notion that concerns only “specific parts of current 

political system, thus failing to have an overall impact” (Vedel, 2006, p. 230) 

To avoid any ambiguity in this study e-governance will be understood as a broader concept, 

which does not inherently possess democratic component, and e-democracy as a part of the 

digitalization of governing bodies. The distinction between all three “e”-concepts is presented 

in Table 1. 
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TABLE 1. KEY DIFFERENCES AMONG E-CONCEPTS 

 E-Governance E-Government E-democracy 

Basic definition A totality of technically 

mediated formal and 

informal interactions in 

which public and 

private actors 

participate in the policy 

design, development, 

and implementation. 

 

Use of ICT to enhance 

efficiency, increase 

quality of services and 

empower citizens to 

participate in 

democratic process. 

Use of ICT to engage 

citizens, support the 

democratic decision 

making processes and 

strengthen 

representative 

democracy. 

Purpose Provides an opportunity 

to actively engage 

citizens in the political 

process. 

 

Provides better services 

to citizens 

Improves the 

effectiveness and 

efficiency of democracy  

Influence How decisions are 

made 

How decisions are 

carried out 

Who participates in 

decision making 

 

Agenda Relationship agenda Service agenda Democratizing agenda 

Projects  Shared databases, one-

stop government 

E-tax, e-transportation, 

e-health, driving license 

renewal 

E-voting,  

discussion rooms, 

deliberation forums, 

blogs, social media 

 

2.5 .  INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEW ORK OF E -GOVERNANCE  

The concept of e-governance connects very well with network-based new governance and 

customer oriented NPM. It shares its goal of vertical and horizontal interactions, blurred state-

society division and assumption that citizens are to participate in decision and policy making 

processes more actively. E-governance is understood as technology mediated interactions 

between the governing and the governed. Relationship oriented e-governance should be 

distinguished from a narrower concept of e-government which refers to the use of ICT by 

public administrators and politicians to enhance efficiency of the public sector, increase 

quality of services and citizen participation.  

Despite the widely voiced assumption of the democratizing effect of new technology, it is 

rather premature to allocate the “e”-concepts within the democratic theory. Although there is 

an obvious theoretical link between e-governance and e-democracy, which is understood as 

the enhancement of the democratic process by electronic means, the latter is just an optional 
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rather than defining part of e-governance initiatives. Some local projects aimed at 

strengthening the democratic process in a particular municipality can be regarded as an e-

democracy initiative, however, e-governance in the broader sense does not necessarily have a 

democratizing potential. 

In contrast to the simplistic understanding of the electronic transformation as digitalization of 

the state bureaucracy, e-governance and e-government should be conceived as both technical 

and institutional changes in the governing process. Since technical advancements and 

difficulties are the subject of IT studies, what follows is a discussion on the role of 

institutional framework for electronic transformation. 

E-governance itself represents a driving force of change and has a dramatic impact on 

bureaucratic politics (Bovaird, 2003; Jaeger, 2002). E-projects bring about organizational 

change in terms of cost cutting, increased efficiency, simplification of formalities, and 

proximity with citizens. Nevertheless, most e-governance scholars also acknowledge that 

certain institutional arrangements should be made to shape e-governance practices to serve 

democratic purposes (Anttiroiko, 2004; Grönlund, 2003; Hilbert, 2009; Kakabadse et al, 

2003). E-governance, the argument goes, is incompatible with the existing representative 

system. Representation in a sense of a free mandate was not designed for a digital age and, 

therefore, combined with e-governance practices, results in “a strange mix of non-involved 

citizens dictating the result of supposedly coercion-free deliberation among representatives” 

(Hilbert, 2009, p. 91). Thus, certain structural changes should be made if e-governance is to 

serve democratic purposes. 

The main paradox, however, is that e-governance practices were designed, developed and 

used within the current institutional framework and under mental models of the actors. 

Therefore, it is the current institutional settings that should be taken into account when 

analyzing democratic potential of e-governance. Historical institutionalism suggests a path 

dependency mechanism according to which the first decision made by governmental actors 

will strongly constrain all the subsequent choices (North, 1994). The technology enactment 

approach also concludes that “the embeddedness of government actors in cognitive, cultural, 

social, and institutional structures influences the design, perceptions, and uses of the Internet 

and related [information technology]” (Fountain, 2001, p. 88). Consequently, even if the 

implementation of electronic governance is followed by organizational and institutional 

transformation, the direction of these changes will not be necessarily democratic. In the 
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research on the effects of computers in government, Kraemer (1991) deduced that computing 

reinforced existing power structures and played insignificant role in the organizational 

change. Public sector organizations express more resistance towards structural change. Thus, 

the same communication technologies introduced by a democratic government and an 

authoritarian regime can strengthen existing political inequalities and not necessarily facilitate 

the creation of democratic institutions.  

The level of e-governance development can also be limited by the current institutional 

framework. Since the phenomenon is oriented at the citizen empowerment and more 

participation, it fits better into democratic settings. According to the understanding of e-

democracy, electronic means can strengthen the democratic process which is already in place. 

Therefore, the initiatives to increase citizen participation in decision making process and 

achieve one-stop government can find a greater support in democratic country rather than in 

non-democratic countries. It allows us to assume that there can be positive relationship 

between the level of e-governance development and democratic development and formulate 

the first hypothesis: 

H1. There will be a positive correlation between the level of e-governance and level of 

democracy in advanced democracies. 

As e-governance is often used interchangeably with e-democracy, the concepts obviously 

have several areas of convergence. However, before jumping into conclusions about 

democratizing power of e-governance initiatives, a thorough analysis of its compliance with 

democratic theory is called for. 
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3. DEMOCRATIC TEST 

The concept of democracy as a form of government is traditionally defined in three ways: in 

terms of sources of authority for government, purposes served by government and procedures 

for constituting government (Huntington, 1991). This study will employ the most common 

definition of democracy, which focuses on fair elections (procedural side), to avoid any 

cultural peculiarities as there are many kinds of democracy and different practices can result 

in a similar set of effects and principles. Thus, democracy refers to “a political system that 

exists to the extent that its most powerful collective decision makers are selected through fair, 

honest, and periodic elections in which candidates freely compete for votes and in which 

virtually all the adult population is eligible to vote” (Huntington, 1991, p. 7). Similarly 

democracy was defined by Robert Dahl who offered seven “procedural minimum” conditions 

to be met in a modern democracy which are centered on universal suffrage, far and contested 

elections along with effective guarantees of political rights and civil liberties. The latter is also 

acknowledged by Huntington (1991) who insisted that democracy implied “the existence of 

those civil and political freedoms to speak, publish, assemble, and organize that are necessary 

to political debate and the conduct of electoral campaigns” (p. 7). Thus, political rights are 

minimal requirements of a democratic regime as they guarantee political equality, justice, 

suffrage, an opportunity to voice political opinions and protest against undesirable leaders. 

Democratic virtues are the complement to political rights and not regulated by law. However, 

they represent moral basis for execution of political rights.  

Thus, in this study e-governance as well as government will be conceptually compared 

against the key components of “procedural minimum” definition of democracy which is based 

on fairly elected representatives, political rights and democratic virtues.. 

3.1 .  HOW DEMOCRATIC IS  GOVERNANCE?  

Common conceptual foundation of new governance and its electronic implementation 

stipulates that the features of the former should be taken into account while analyzing the 

latter. Governance arenas are “not conceived primarily in terms of their potential to 

democratize policy making but are meant to be solutions to functional problems, such as the 

management of interdependence between various collective actors and the acceptance of 

policy choices by their addressees” (Mayntz, 1997 in Benz & Papadopoulos, 2006, p. 7). 
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Therefore, despite the common attribution of citizen engagement in democratic process to e-

governance, there is nothing inherently democratic in it.  It is the same rationale that applies 

to the concept of governance which historically has been performed in various ways not 

necessarily sharing values of democracy. Most used definitions of new governance either 

“pose a real threat to the conventional forms of democratic government or they actively 

propose to sidestep democracy” (Hirst, 2000, p. 13). If government is bound to comply with 

the democratic principle of representative system and be accountable to the electorate, 

governance as network-based steering escapes direct democratic control. Consequently, 

before analyzing the compliance of e-governance with democratic principles, it is important to 

reveal the threats new governance poses to democracy. 

The plurality of decision centers in policy making process of new governance has become a 

challenge to democratic accountability. A range of interorganizational networks replaced 

single sovereign entitled to steer the society. In representative democracy strict hierarchy of 

political power structure implies that government is accountable to citizens, and 

administrators are accountable to government. The organizing principles of networks are not 

based on hierarchy. Its self-organizing and self-steering nature is one of the main reasons of 

democratic accountability deficit. Political authorities cannot be sure that their decisions are 

executed and “accountability can no longer be specific to an institution but must fit the 

substantive policy and the several institutions contributing to it” (Rhodes, 1996, p. 667). 

Networks pose yet another threat to representative democracy as they tend to empower their 

members and exclude other groups. Kjær (2004) argues that “the democratic problem is that 

networks usually only serve some interests, and not the aggregated interest – the common 

will” (p. 55). Private actors who are not part of binding relationship between elected 

governments and the governed can also exercise political power. In this regard, traditional 

requisites of delegations are undermined as “actors involved are more often accountable to 

their discussion partners than to their reference groups” (Benz and Papadopoulos, 2006, p. 9). 

Therefore, within new governance concept there is no institution or actor who would 

represent common will and be accountable to it. 

The concept of governance threatens the democratic rule with accountability deficit, 

pursuance of private interests, and lack of common will and collective action. The dilemma 

that is embedded in the concept is rooted in collision of market-oriented approach to steering 

network-based society and necessity to comply with the democratic principles as the old 
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government did. Therefore, the only way how to avoid a shift to a purely managerialist system 

of governance is to let citizens participate and influence the governing processes whenever 

they see fit to make those processes transparent and key actors accountable to political 

institutions and, ultimately, to society as a whole, as concluded by Anttiroiko (2004, p. 33). E-

governance practices have the potential to restructure governance and provide a better 

platform for citizen engagement.  Therefore, the analysis if they can mollify the main “sins” 

of new governance – accountability deficit, pursuance of private interests and lack of 

collective action – is called for. 

3.2 .  HOW DEMOCRATIC IS  E -GOVERNANCE?  

Despite the hopes to enhance democracy by the means of e-governance, a great number of 

skeptics argue that electronic transformation can go either way – to and from democracy. 

Potentially, information technologies can strengthen government accountability establishing 

more transparent two-way communication between citizens and the elected representatives. 

One of the solutions to the problem can be more participation by citizens “in order to 

reintroduce direct accountability and short-circuit the increasingly complex structures of 

accountability” (Kjær, 2004, p. 15). However, e-governance does not solve the accountability 

deficit problem. On the contrary, it multiplies the number of actors that can exert influence on 

the decision making by bringing citizens into the equation and engenders the divorcing 

accountability from responsibility (Kakabadse et al., 2003). Although citizens have a say in 

policy making, they will not be held accountable for their impact. On the other hand, elected 

representatives “would be held accountable for policies for which they are not responsible and 

over which they have little influence” (Kakabadse et al., 2003, p. 52). Such dynamics 

challenges the basic contract between the citizen and the principal that lies in the foundation 

of representative democracy. 

Pursuance of private interests/ exclusion 

Another important aspect to consider is who participates and if e-governance solves the 

problem of exclusion of certain groups from the political process. Online political 

participation is usually limited to those who have been politically engaged and active offline. 

The most influential studies on political learning are based on the OMA framework which 

explains citizen acquisition of political knowledge through three elements – opportunity, 

motivation and ability (Luskin, 1990). Opportunity is understood as access to political 
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information; ability, as people’s skills in comprehending the available information; and 

motivation, as people’s interest in looking for and absorbing political information. (Prior, 

2007, p. 28). According to the OMA framework, different media environments create 

different opportunities to learn about politics. Unlike traditional channels of political 

information such as newspaper, television or radio, e-governance excludes a possibility for 

citizens to be unintentionally exposed to political information. Therefore, as most people are 

not overly interested in politics, only those who are already politically interested and seeking 

for information can benefit from e-governance tools. The OMA framework also suggests why 

interest groups will dominate in online discussions: as e-governance practices make political 

information and deliberation easily available online, and interest groups are much higher 

motivated than ordinary citizens to participate in democratic process, it makes them the 

dominant actors in discussions. Pursuing private interest, they “may be self-selected, ICT-

literate groups whose views and prejudices may not be representative of the citizenry as a 

whole” (Chadwick & May, 2003, p. 8). 

Lack of collective action 

One of the implications of the wide implementation of e-governance techniques is 

fundamental individualization of politics (Golding, 1996). Nie & Erbring’s (2002) empirical 

research showed that people became more isolated from each other as “the more hours people 

use the Internet, the less time they spend with real human beings” (p. 16). Citizens become 

consumers of governmental services rather than partners. Such approach reinforces the 

process of individualization and undermines the collective action. “By becoming a consumer 

of government services, the citizen has gradually been excluded from the political process and 

has become estranged from other citizens through the absence of collective action” (Rouillard. 

1999, p. 372). It makes it rather difficult “to aggregate preferences in an acceptable way 

without institutionalized ways of persuading and ensuring collective action” (Kakabadse et al. 

2003, p. 51). Thus, by providing citizens with more participation, e-governance weakens their 

position when they need to express their dissatisfaction with the policies or services received. 

E-governance combined with NPM doctrine encourages the predominantly commercial 

relationship with citizens, and thus, it is mainly preoccupied with the efficiency and 

accessibility of services rather than its democratic nature. Therefore, “citizen is granted the 

right to express his/her satisfaction or dissatisfaction with regard to the services offered but 
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more from the point of view of efficiency considerations than of a democratic right” 

(Rouillard. 1999, p. 372). 

Although e-governance is often suggested as a solution to the democratic deficit of new 

governance, it poses a number of new threats to democratic rule. On the one hand, use of 

ICTs in citizen-state communication can lead to an open dialogue and a better control over the 

representatives by constituents. On the other hand, e-governance divorces accountability from 

responsibility by formally giving everyone a technical possibility to participate in political 

process. But the advocates of the e-concept ignore the tendency that only a minority of 

citizens is usually actively involved in politics. This active minority gains power to influence 

the decision making while those who do not have instant access to technology, necessary 

knowledge, or enough motivation are excluded from the decision making process. Lack of 

common will of new governance is brought to a new level by consumerism and 

individualization of politics. Clift (2004) defines it as a services first, democracy later 

approach. Therefore, what is labeled as democratic participation is just consumption of 

services, and combined with voting as a “form of information submission, democracy itself is 

being sold short” (Chadwick & May, 2003, p. 30). 

If e-governance does not solve the democratic deficit, which the new governance framework 

brought in, why is it so strongly associated with democracy? This dubious attribution can be 

explained by the fact that e-governance shares the same objective as the concept of good 

governance. Despite their different focus, “administrative efficiency, quality of public 

services and democratic participation are core principles of both, e-government and good 

governance” (Haldenwang, 2004, p. 419). Introduced by the World Bank in the late 1980s, 

good governance embraces “democratic and legitimate political institutions, efficient and 

accountable public administrations, the rule of law and the guarantee of human rights, as well 

as an effective public regulation of markets” (ibid., p. 420). However, the implementation of 

the concept in practice has faced difficulties and very soon e-government was discovered as a 

vehicle for good governance. Thus, being based on western values of liberal democracy, good 

governance casts a democratic shadow on the e-government/e-governance concept. 

Search for democratic components in the e-governance concept is tightly connected with the 

“crisis of democracy” debate and the fact that “the institution of representative government 

itself has exhibited growing signs of distress” (Westen, 2000, p. 220). As the old information 

system of government that shaped political communication does not resolve current problems 
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of lack of trust in political institutions, low turnouts and general dissatisfaction with politics, 

e-governance is seen as a better alternative.  

There are several types and definitions of democracy. To avoid bringing in unnecessary 

complexity or narrowing down the concept to just a certain aspect, this study employs the 

most common procedural definition based on fairly elected representatives, political rights 

and democratic virtues. Robert Dahl (1989) outlined five procedural criteria for democracy 

that will be used as a reference point to analyze if e-governance complies with democratic 

requirements. 

3.3 .  DAHL’S FIVE CRITERIA  

Believing that a perfect democratic government will never exist in reality and actual 

democracies always fall short of democratic criteria, Robert Dahl (1989) outlined five criteria 

as ideal standards against which political process can be evaluated and compared. Those 

criteria are effective participation, voting equality at the decisive stage, enlightened 

understanding, control of the agenda, and inclusiveness. The concept of e-governance is 

believed to strengthen the existing democratic process and therefore should comply with the 

outlined criteria. To analyze if e-governance practices can be a more democratic alternative to 

the traditional procedures and judge its merits the concept will be evaluated against Dahl’s 

theoretical model. 

The first criterion is effective participation, which implies that “citizens ought to have an 

adequate opportunity, and an equal opportunity, for expressing their preferences as to the final 

outcome” (Dahl, 1989, p. 109). Despite the rhetorical premise of e-governance to empower 

citizens and increase their participation in decision making process, one of the most basic 

values of liberal democratic politics, social equality is undermined by commodification of e-

governance. As access to Internet is not cost free there will always be a part of constituents 

who cannot afford the new technology. Johnson (2006, p. 97) argues that “democracy is thus 

built around profit: e-democracy will exist only where it is profitable for an Internet service 

provider to give citizens access to it as long as Internet is a commercial rather than public 

enterprise”. 

According to the OMA framework, two components of political learning are violated – 

opportunity and ability. By limiting free access to technology (opportunity in OMA), 

information society engendered different type of inequalities dividing population into 
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‘information haves’ and ‘have-nots’, which is often called a digital divide (Norris, 2001). As 

access to new media is absolutely essential for the political participation within e-governance 

paradigm, “it appears to be that present use of ICT is much more to the benefit of the existing 

information elite, as it to the rest of society”(Van Dijk, 2000, p. 178). However, the separation 

between information-rich and information-poor is not only conditioned by the access to the 

technology. Recent research focuses on so-called second-level digital divide (Hargittai, 2002; 

Norris, 2001) which distinguishes citizens according to their user’s skill level in using ICTs 

(ability in OMA). Skills in this case are defined as “the ability to efficiently and effectively 

find information on the Web” (Hargittai, 2002, p. 2). Such social inequalities engender a 

democratic divide which “signifies the difference between those who do, and do not, use the 

panoply of digital resources to engage, mobilize, and participate in public life” (Norris, 2001, 

p. 4). Thus, until free access to the technology and free computer education are assured, e-

governance fails to comply with the first democratic criterion. 

The second criterion, voting equality at the decisive stage guarantees “an equal opportunity to 

express a choice that will be counted as equal in weight to the choice expressed by any 

citizen” (Dahl, 1989, p. 109).  E-voting as one of the facets of e-governance is designed to 

enable a more direct form of democracy that allows voting on each issue or policy proposed 

by a government. Although the criterion does not require voting equality at all stages, “a 

demos might reasonably decide that the interests of some persons could best be given equal 

consideration by weighing their votes more heavily at earlier stages” (ibid, p. 110). 

Consequently, e-governance reduces costs of voting procedures and allows holding a 

referendum more often and thus providing constituents with an opportunity to cast their votes 

on more political issues and to put their interests on the table. However, ceding the decision 

rights to citizens cuts both ways: besides direct civic engagement in the governing process, it 

also undermines the role and accountability of elected representatives. As one of the hopes 

placed in e-governance is to abolish intermediary bodies whose primary goal is to make sure 

that all interests are represented, it can violate the Principle of Equal Consideration of 

Interests (Dahl, 1989). Thus, e-governance not only empowers citizens to cast a vote at 

preceding stages by lessening the power of elected representatives but also can lead to 

underrepresentation of minority interests and the tyranny of majority. 

Enlightened understanding is a prerequisite for informed citizenry and the third democratic 

criterion. Dahl (1989, p. 112) argues that “each citizen ought to have adequate and equal 
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opportunities for discovering and validating (within the time permitted by the need for a 

decision) the choice on the matter to be decided that would best serve the citizen’s interests”. 

Being rich in meaning and highly ambiguous, the criterion implies that the governors should 

not suppress information making citizens arrive at different decision, should provide equal 

access to information to everyone and so on. On the one hand, e-governance guarantees an 

open and easy access to government sources of information and offers the alternatives thus 

allowing citizens to arrive at the most rational decision. On the other hand, it complicates the 

process of the sorting out irrelevant data, and constant exposure to political news and analysis 

can lead to the information overload (Kampen & Snijkers, 2003; Vedel, 2006). It does not 

mean that more information will result in better decisions as “there is tremendous variability 

in the quality of information” (Kampen & Snikers, 2003, p. 495). 

Three analyzed criteria are to guarantee a full procedural democracy. The remaining two 

represent the possibility of restrictions of decision making process. One of these restrictions is 

control of the agenda. Dahl (1989, p. 113) highlights that “the demos must have the exclusive 

opportunity to decide how matters are to be placed on the agenda of matters that are to be 

decided by means of the democratic process”. Online deliberation and discussion are one of 

the key premises of e-governance that makes this concept so democratically appealing. 

However, some researchers argue that the implementation of new technologies will only 

reinforce pre-existing inequalities (Danziger et al, 1982; Hindman, 2009; Netchaeva, 2002; 

Nugent, 2001). Motivation component of the OMA framework has a significant importance 

here. Disorganized citizens have a great disadvantage as “powerful lobby groups are able to 

mobilize resources and influence government agendas for their own causes, while groups 

without resources or a single focus have no mechanism for influencing government policies  

and process” (Kakabadse et al, 2003, p. 48). Nevertheless, even if the ordinary citizens gained 

a possibility to influence the decision making process through online deliberation, it is still the 

government that can choose what issues to put up for a discussion and what decisions can be 

made without involving the constituents. Moreover, such behavior can be easily justified as 

extensive citizen participation will almost surely cause delays and can paralyze the policy 

making process. Mahrer & Krimmer (2005) discovered a special situation – the ‘middleman 

paradox’ as “the very same parliamentarians who would be responsible for introducing new 

forms of citizens’ participation for political decision making are explicitly and implicitly 

opposing these reforms” (p. 38) out of fear to lose control over the policy agenda. 

Consequently, by providing an open platform for citizens to deliberate on political issues and 
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influence the decision making process, e-governance fosters growing power of lobby groups 

and government’s control over the agenda of the public discussions. 

The fifth democratic criterion deals with inclusiveness and specifies that “the demos must 

include all adult members of the association except transients and persons proved to be 

mentally defective” (Dahl, 1989, p. 129). The e-governance practices fully comply with the 

last criterion as they aim at citizen engagement and universal inclusiveness into decision 

making process. 

Thus, being part and parcel of new governance, e-governance inherits its crucial limitations 

and democratic deficits. Besides, it did not stand up to the evaluation against Dahl’s 

democratic standards very well. On the one hand, it provides with easy access to 

governmental and alternative sources of information, new means for putting issues on the 

public agenda and effective participation in deliberation process; it engages citizen into the 

policy making already at the earlier stages and enhances citizen inclusiveness in political 

process. On the other hand, the “e”-concept creates new problems for democracy that were 

less possible before the implementation of new ICTs in politics. Paid access to Internet 

undermines the right for equal opportunities for everyone to participate in political process 

and engenders digital and democratic divides within society. By transferring power to decide 

upon issues and policies to the citizens, e-governance lessens the role of representative bodies 

and thus threatens the Principle of Equal Consideration of Interests. And yet, the ultimate 

control over the public agenda belongs to the governing bodies. Too many sources of 

information of different quality and value can easily cause information overload and will not 

result in better and more informed decisions made by citizens.  

Thus, the new information and communication technologies used by governing bodies are not 

inherently democratic which allows drawing the second hypothesis: 

H2. There will be no significant relationship between the level of e-governance and level of 

democracy on a global scale. 

As argued above, existing institutional framework is of crucial importance for implementation 

and direction of e-governance development. Therefore, the next chapter will look into non-

democratic political context and the use of ICT in it. 
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4. E-GOVERNANCE IN A NON-DEMOCRATIC CONTEXT 

Communication and information resources play a crucial role in a political system as they 

serve as a framework for defining conditions and limits of organization possibilities. 

Therefore, expectations to democratize society through new ICTs are based on the assumption 

“that the development of public policies is dependent upon communication processes such as 

debating issues, clarify the meanings of issues and persuading people to take various political 

actions” (Hacker & Todino, 1996, p. 71). E-governance, the argument goes, gives voice to 

those who have traditionally been excluded from political process and serves as a direct 

feedback link to the elected representatives, thus democratizing political communication and 

political system as a whole.  

However, it is premature to claim that this is the only effect ICT can have on the governing 

process. Webster and Robins (1989) distinguish two interrelated functions that information 

and communication technologies fulfill in modern societies: “on the one hand, they have been 

mechanisms for social management, planning, and administration; on the other hand, they 

have been at the heart of surveillance and control functions” (p. 327). For instance, 

Singapore’s practice shows how e-government initiatives are used to establish rigid control 

over citizens. Singapore was the first country to conduct a population census online making 

all citizens register. Having this database, the administrators can easily track those 

constituents who did not turn up at the polls and deprive them of their right to vote (eCitizen, 

2001). Moreover, considering that ICTs are usually used as one-way direct link from bottom-

up, e-governance is more likely to advance public opinion measurement than democratize the 

political process (Hacker & Todino, 1996). Consequently, e-governance initiatives do not 

necessary change the established regime or open up a totalitarian state. On the contrary, it can 

provide an opportunity for more control. Therefore, this chapter will analyze different 

outcomes the implementation of ICTs can cause in democratic and non-democratic regimes. 

4.1 .  NON-DEMOCRATIC REGIMES  

The political communications processes in democratic and non-democratic contexts show 

considerable degree of difference. The simplistic view has been that the media in non-

democratic regimes are under strict governmental control, which is portrayed as 

“manipulative and subversive of individual freedom and political choice” (Mughan & 

Gunther, 2000, p. 4). On the other hand, in democratic regimes mass media are viewed as 
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“guarantors of political liberties and government accountability” (ibid., p. 4) that strengthen 

democracy and its integrity. Therefore, e-governance practices implemented within 

authoritarian frameworks with one center of power are most likely to differ from political 

communication systems established in democratic countries. 

At first sight, the reciprocal nature of new technology and ‘many-to-many’ mode can be a 

core control-frustrating characteristic of Internet, which makes it especially difficult to 

constrain (Boas, 2003). Nevertheless, government can also take advantage of its flexibility 

and use various means to exert control over the human behavior online: “by manipulating the 

architecture of a flexible technology, and by leveraging the legal system, social norms, and 

market conditions in ways that supplement these architectural constraint” (Boas, 2003, p. 1). 

A simple example of such constraints is a number of Internet service providers: in 

democracies it is owned by individuals and regulated by market, in authoritarian regimes all 

users may effectively be customers of a single national Internet provider. 

As all these additional measures to exercise control over citizens significantly increase the 

cost of the governing, one may raise a question why an authoritarian leader would start 

introducing e-governance in the first place. Kedzie (1997) argued that new network-based 

technologies posed a dictator’s dilemma: on the one hand they “offer political opportunities to 

alternative power sources who seek to oppose authoritarian control”, on the other hand, they 

also “afford new economic opportunities to rulers who seek to capitalize on global 

integration”. Consequently, as economic performance is one of the key sources for the regime 

legitimacy, it forces the rulers to allow the development of new public spheres online. 

However, the direction of this development can be diverged from the democratizing path. 

Boas (2003) suggested that Internet and electronic communication did not necessarily extent 

civil liberties in an authoritarian regime but enhanced the process of bureaucratization. 

Consequently, ICTs do not challenge the monopoly on power but “promote greater 

accountability in the exercise of political power” (Boas, 2003, p.2). Besides, multidirectional 

mode of new communication technologies can be used by an authoritarian regime to 

disseminate its propaganda. 

Thus, if the main premise of e-governance practices in advance democracies is to enhance the 

democratic process, the digitalization of political communication in an authoritarian country 

can result in a transformation towards e-dictatorship. However, no country has only 
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democratic or only autocratic features. Based on the understanding that even autocratic 

regimes contain some democratic elements, the third hypothesis is formulated as follows: 

H3. There will be a negative correlation between the level of e-governance and democratic 

elements in non-democratic regimes. 

As discussed above, existing institutional settings play a great role in implementation of e-

governance. Since authoritarian countries refrain from establishing democratic institutions 

that would encourage citizen engagement and deliberation, they can greatly benefit from 

digitalization of bureaucracy only if it does not undermine political system itself. If e-projects 

are to be introduced by an authoritarian government, they would not aim at full citizen 

engagement or vertical and horizontal integration but first levels of e-government 

development would suffice. Therefore, the fourth hypothesis assumes as follows: 

H4. The level of e-governance development in non-democratic countries will be lower than in 

democratic. 

4.2 .  COUNTRIES IN TRANSIT ION 

There are three theoretical approaches explaining patterns of democratization and regime 

change: modernization theory, transition theory and institutional approach (Kjær, 2004). They 

cover the classical agency-structure dilemma as modernization theory puts forward the 

structure, the transition theorists brings political agency back on the stage, and 

institutionalism attempts to find consensus between two oppositions. As institutional 

arrangements are of utmost importance for the implementation of e-governance initiatives in 

society, this study will employ an institutional approach to democratization. 

The association between institutions and the existence of democracy is identified “by the way 

in which institutions – such as electoral systems – structure solutions to the problem of 

collective action” (Johannsen, 2000, p. 1). Institutional theory suggests that the essence of a 

successful transition is the establishment of democratic institutions such as constitution, 

electoral system, power sharing, and horizontal accountability combined with “a gradual 

change of values, attitudes, beliefs, and habituated actions within and in relation to the 

democratic institutions” (Norgaard, 2001, p. 16). Thus, to establish them certain set of norms 

and values that favor democratic direction of transition should pre-exists in society. This 

approach suggests reciprocal influence between institutions and political agency: while 
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institutions shape actors’ behavior, political actors can alter institutions. It is important to note 

that scholars focus both on political and civil-society institutions conceding that transition can 

be triggered both by civil-society organizations and political elite. However, it is civil society 

and not the state that increases the likelihood of consolidating democracy (Kjær, 2004, p. 

158). 

The dramatic changes that e-governance brings about are value-laden and take into 

consideration pre-existing institutional settings. To analyze its democratic potential we will 

return to governance theory. In analytical terms “governance was introduced as an extension 

of the institutionalist approach to democratization” (ibid., p. 150). 

Any transition process is a process from point A to B where both variables should be defined 

clearly to establish causal relationships. In case of the regime change, point of arrival as well 

as point of departure lacks clarity. When we talk about the outcome – democracy – the 

question what kind of democracy do we have in mind (social, liberal etc) arises and this 

brings some degree of uncertainty into the equation. The other variable is the system that is 

transitioning. Its institutional characteristics can greatly differ and determine when the process 

of transition can end or if it will ever end. Therefore, governance theory uses a less loaded 

concept of legitimacy, not democracy, to describe the outcome of the transition. Legitimacy is 

conceptualized using four criteria: authority, reciprocity, trust and accountability (Hyden, 

1992). Perception of the regime will depend on the set of formal and informal rules and what 

can and cannot be done within them. The outcome of the transition can be described as high 

or low legitimacy. Besides, the transition process is not solely orchestrated by the political 

elite but includes the multiplicity of actors. Thus, unlike modernization and transition 

theories, which assume that there is only one direction of political development and every 

non-democratic country moves towards democracy while transitioning, governance leaves the 

result of regime change open. 

Understood as meta-polity making (Kjær, 2004), governance influences the type of regime 

indirectly by creating rules favoring this or that outcome. It means that instead of Lasswell’s 

classical question “who gets what, when and how?” the scholars are more concerned with 

who creates what rules. Therefore, governance should refer to both technical capacity and 

behavioral dispositions (Hyden, 2004).  
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Being tightly connected, e-governance stands for technical capacity of governance but shares 

the existing set of values and patterns of behavior and provides a platform for implementing 

them. Since governance does not necessarily imply that the outcome of regime transition is 

good governance or even Western liberal democracy, neither does e-governance. New 

communication technologies are most likely to facilitate ongoing changes defined by general 

institutional settings. This allows assuming the following: 

H5. There will be no significant relationship between the level of e-governance and level of 

democracy in the countries undergoing political transformation. 

Thus, based on the literature review, five hypotheses were developed to test the relationship 

between e-governance and democracy. What follows is an operationalization of the main 

concepts and empirical tests. 

 



MEASURING E-GOVERNANCE 

 

35 

5. MEASURING E-GOVERNANCE 

Theoretical analysis of e-governance shed light on advantages and disadvantages of the 

concept for democratization. It does not overcome the democratic deficit of new governance; 

neither does it comply with Dahl’s democratic criteria. Moreover, political communication 

infrastructure in democratic and non-democratic context varies so greatly that it would be 

rather precipitate to generalize effects that e-governance development can have on different 

political systems. The main goal of the second part of the study is to test the aforementioned 

hypothesis and explore empirically whether relationships between democracy and e-

governance exist. However, measuring e-governance has several obstacles. 

If understood as the strategic use of ICT in politics within network-based new governance, e-

governance is a highly abstract concept that is rather problematic to quantify on macro level. 

New governance policy making includes multiple actors both from public and private sectors, 

networks and interest groups. The structure and number of the stakeholders involved in the 

decision making varies from policy to polity. This makes it especially difficult to define who 

constitutes the governance in general and creates a further problem with operationalization of 

the e-governance concept. Besides, no macro data measuring e-governance exist. The only 

permanent and the most active actor in the process of governing remains the state. As the 

analysis employed state-centric approach to exploring governance and democracy, the 

concept of e-government can be an appropriate substitute for too broad e-governance within 

this framework. The closest measurement available is the United Nations E-Government 

Development Index (EGDI). Therefore, due to lack of macro data and theoretical broadness of 

the concept, e-governance in this study will be assessed through the e-government 

development as the closest measurement. The limitations of such replacement will be further 

analyzed. Thus, the hypotheses are reformulated taking into consideration the availability of 

data. 

H1. There will be a positive correlation between the level of e-government and level of 

democracy for advanced democracies. 

H2. There will be no significant relationship between the level of e-government and level of 

democracy on a global scale. 
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H3. There will be a negative correlation between the level of e-government and democratic 

elements in non-democratic regimes.  

H4. The level of e-government development in non-democratic countries will be lower than in 

democratic. 

H5. There will be no significant relationship between the level of e-government and level of 

democracy in the countries undergoing political transformation. 

 

5.1 .  RESEARCH DESIGN  

To examine relationship between e-government and democracy, this study will be carried out 

as a comparative research in the field of political communication. Comparative politics 

research has advanced with startlingly rapid progress in such sub-fields as democratization, 

political economy, political institutions, and international relations and made significant 

contribution to the theory development focusing on national variations. On the contrary, 

comparative research in political communication lacked international orientation and rather 

focused on communication as a particular phenomenon in the context of national politics. 

However, lately the cross-national studies of communication processes have grown 

substantially. It has become commonly accepted that “the structures and processes of media 

development and communications do systematically impact the development of democracy, 

the legitimization of power and the participation in politics” (Pfetsch & Esser, 2004, p. 4).   

Current research sides with a number of studies on the relationship between political 

communication and democracy. As the main goal of this study is to search for patterns in the 

relationship between e-governance and democracy, a global study based on comparative 

analysis is the best method available. Most researchers focused on e-governance and e-

democracy in advanced democracies. Therefore, this study will seek to maximize contextual 

variations and include non-democratic and transitioning countries when identifying 

regularities in the phenomenon. Comparative global research provides with an opportunity to 

study sizeable sub-groups. As electronic governance is a phenomenon defined in national 

terms and varies from country to country (rather than from group to group), nation-state can 

serve as convenient marking for distinctive policy environment and therefore is chosen as a 

unit of comparison. Since e-government initiatives are highly dependent on the existing 
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institutional and legal framework as well as availability of technologies, comparative research 

has some limitations as it produces ‘measurement out of context’ (Livingstone, 2003) and 

neglects cultural specificity. 

The most common model to conduct cross-national research is the secondary analysis of 

comparable data. Two macro data sets will be used for the purpose of this study. As 

comparative politics has a long tradition of studying democratization and consolidation of 

democracy, there are several democratic indices available. The most widely used 

measurement of democracy is the Freedom House Index (FHI)
3
 that defines freedom in the 

world according to two broad concepts – political rights and civil liberties. The survey does 

not rate governments or government performance per se, but evaluates rights and freedoms 

enjoyed by individuals. The Index has grown in size since its beginning in 1973 and now 

covers 194 countries. Data are collected based on foreign and domestic news reports, 

academic analyses, non-governmental organizations, think tanks, individual professional 

contacts, and visits to the regions. Each country is assigned a rating on a scale of 1 to 7 where 

rating of 1 indicates the highest level of freedom and 7 the lowest. Based on this rating, 

countries are classified as Free, Partly Free, or Not Free. 

Polity IV represents an alternative measurement of democracy. The Polity scheme consists of 

six component measures that record key qualities of executive recruitment, constraints on 

executive authority, and political competition. The level of democracy is measured on a scale 

of -10 to 10 where rating of -10 to -1 is assigned to autocracies and rating of 1 to 10 indicates 

democratic countries. The latest version contains data for 162 countries covering the time 

period from 1800 to 2010.  The dataset is updated and revised annually when new sources of 

information become available. 

In this study the Polity IV data set will be used to measure the level of democracy as it applies 

institutional approach to democracy, which is essential to understanding the concepts of e-

governance and e-government. The FHI Index therefore is less directly related to the 

examined concepts. The scale used by Polity IV researchers consists of 20 positions and 

allows registering a greater number of differences between countries. Since FHI distinguishes 

countries according to three main groups – Free, Partly Free, and Not Free – it would be 

                                                 

3
 http://www.freedomhouse.org/template.cfm?page=15  

http://www.freedomhouse.org/template.cfm?page=15
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difficult to look for correlation between rapidly developing implementation of ICT and rather 

rigid democratic scale. The main strength of the polity IV lies in the fact that the authors 

acknowledge the difficulties with instant identification of political changes, which can only be 

revealed over time if the regime change is not abrupt, and therefore regularly carry out re-

assessments of polity coding in light of new information. The main limitation of this data set 

is that it does not include coded data on civil liberties and political rights but they are 

considered to be means to the general principles. Consequently, no changes in guaranteeing 

political rights or civil liberties will be taken into consideration when calculating the 

democracy score. Nevertheless, the Polity IV dataset corresponds to the purposes of this study 

better than Freedom House Index. 

E-government is relatively new phenomenon which was not studied by several independent 

institutions. Therefore, the United Nations E-Government Development Index (EGDI) will be 

used to quantify the concept. As the main criterion for e-government development is the web 

presence in the form of “official” national government site, it creates certain limitations. 

Neither can there be international standards or patterns how an official government’s web-site 

should look like or what information/services it should contain, nor does every country 

provide certain public services at the national level, but more often at the regional level. Some 

countries, like Norway and Sweden, has two web-sites claiming to be official gateway to a 

country. Therefore, data that underpin e-government scale are very heterogeneous.  

To test the robustness of the above outlined hypotheses the analysis will be conducted for two 

points in time – 2003 and 2008. The choice of the time frame was conditioned by the 

availability of e-government data that were first collected in 2003 and consistency in E-

government Survey, conducted in 2003, 2004, 2005, and 2008 but modified in 2010. 

In sum, the study will be carried out in the field of comparative political communication 

applying the secondary data analysis. The unit of analysis for data collection is a nation-state. 

As there is no macro data available to measure the level of e-governance, it was replaced with 

the state-centric concept of e-government, which limits but does not contradict chosen 

theoretical reasoning. Thus, the relationship between democracy and e-government will be 

examined for two points in time (2003 and 2008) using two data sets – Polity IV Index for 

democratic score and UN E-Government Development Index.  
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5.2 .  MEASURES  

The key concepts used in this research – e-government and democracy – will be 

operationalized in such a way as to connect them with previous research and maximize their 

validity. 

There were 151 countries selected for this study based on their inclusion in four datasets of e-

government and democracy indices in 2003 and 2008. The UN database assesses 192 Member 

States; however Polity IV data are currently collected for 164 countries. After combining four 

sets of data of EGDI and Polity IV for both points in time, the sample was reduced to 161 

countries. Next, eight cases of transition, foreign interruption and interregnum that were not 

assigned with a value on Combined Polity Score in 2003 were excluded from the sample. 

After analyzing data, two paradoxical cases were identified that might be explained as a flaw 

in the database. In 2008 e-government development dataset Zambia and Central African 

Republic have zero value on web index and e-participation but demonstrate some 

development on combined e-government scale. To avoid their influence on the overall picture 

of the progress, the aforementioned cases were excluded from the analysis, thus reducing the 

sample to 151 countries. 

Data were inputted for three variables which include the level of e-government development, 

democracy and telecommunication infrastructure. The third variable was added based on the 

Groshek’s (2009) research findings and introduced mainly as a control variable.  The scholar 

studied the democratic effects of the internet in 152 countries using macro level panel data 

from 1994 to 2003 and found that Internet diffusion was a meaningful predictor of more 

democratic regimes, especially in developed democracies. Therefore, infrastructure 

development index and its correlation with the key variables will also be tested in this study. 

E-government 

As defined earlier, e-government refers to the use of ICT by public administrators and 

politicians combined with organizational change to enhance efficiency, increase quality of 

services and empower citizens to participate in democratic process. This theoretical definition 

focuses on two components: bureaucratic efficiency and citizen empowerment. When talking 

about speeding up administrative procedures, the online presence of government which 

reduces the response time and allows citizens to easily access information, services and 
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decision making is usually implied. This component will be presented with the web measure 

index.  

Another factor that should be taken into consideration is the quality and usefulness of 

information and services for the purpose of citizen engagement. It can be achieved through 

increasing availability of information for decision making, promoting e-consultations and 

including the input of citizens in decision making. It means that the web presence of 

government should be dynamic and interactive and allow citizens to participate in the process. 

Therefore electronic participation is the other component which influences the level of e-

government development. 

Thus, operational definition of e-government includes two components and is calculated as 

follows: 

E-Government Index (EGI) = (0,5 x web measure index) + (0,5 x e-participation index) 

The concept will be quantified with the United Nations Global Survey data. The United 

Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs covers e-government development in 

192 Member States since 2003 and defines it as “the use of ICT and its application by the 

government for the provision of information and public services to the people”. The E-

Government Development Index (EGDI) measures the performance of national governments 

relative to one another, includes 1) scope and quality of online services; 2) telecommunication 

infrastructure; 3) human capacity and is calculated as follows: 

EGDI = (0,34 x web measure index) + (0,33 x telecommunication infrastructure index) + 

(0,33 x human capital index) 

It is argued that any e-government development assessment should be placed in the context of 

the overall development of a country to avoid getting a distorted picture of the progress. This 

study focuses on democratic potential of the ICTs that are implemented by government and 

comply with institutional arrangements of a regime. Therefore telecommunication 

infrastructure with a wide access to the technology or economic and human development of a 

given country is less relevant. The data for the first component of the operationalized 

definition of e-government were drawn from the Web Measure Index. 
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The Web Measure Index builds upon a five-stage model that reflects the level of 

sophistication of a state’s online presence. The stages of web presence are as following: 

Emerging Presence, Enhanced Presence, Interactive Presence, Transactional Presence, and 

Connected Presence. The measurement is based on the assessment of a country’s national site 

as well as the web-sites of five ministries/ departments of health, education, social welfare, 

labor and finance along with associated and integrated portals that are considered to be 

representative of the services citizens require most from the government. Each ministerial site 

was assessed with the same set of ‘yes’ or ‘no’ questions on the presence or absence of 

specific electronic services. (Detailed description of the five-stage model as well as criteria 

for assessment of the national and ministerial websites can be found in Appendix A and B 

respectively.) The assessment was conducted in April - May of 2003 and October - November 

of 2007. The sites were checked several times in order to register the most recent information. 

A methodological framework was developed in 2003 and evolved by necessity with time. 

Although there were a number of changes to the survey in 2007-2008, the overarching model 

remains consistent and introduced changes do not affect the operationalization of e-

government or the result of this study (the key changes are itemized in Appendix C). All web-

sites were assessed by at least two people, at least one of whom had extensive experience in 

assessing government sites. 

The web measure assessment is of purely quantitative nature and therefore should be 

combined with qualitative analysis provided by e-participation index. E-participation Index in 

the United Nations Global Survey measures quality and usefulness of information and 

services provided by a government. Countries are evaluated against two criteria: 1) the 

institutional capacity and willingness to engage its citizens by supporting participatory 

decision making; 2) the structures that are in place which facilitate the access to deliberation. 

To construct e-participation index 21 citizens’ informative and participatory services were 

assessed and each country was located on a scale of 0 – 4. The questions in the survey were 

grouped under three categories of e-information, e-consultation and e-decision-making across 

six sectors: general, education, health, social welfare, finance and employment (a detailed 

description can be found in Appendix D). The survey, which the index is based on, 

acknowledges that e-government development depends on the political ideology, economic 

and social systems, financial resources, technological infrastructure, administrative 

framework and etc. Therefore, it was tuned to the reality as it exists rather than to 
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theoretically derived ideal range of the features of political participation in order to avoid the 

score of zero or close to zero for overwhelming majority of countries.  

Democracy 

Operational definition of democracy should include three independent elements: political 

rights, institutional check and balances and civil liberties (Kedzie, 1997). As the level of e-

government development is tightly connected with the institutional arrangements and entails 

certain organizational changes they are to constitute the core of the democratic index. Besides, 

institutions also play a crucial role in regime change.  The Polity IV democracy index is 

comprised of three elements:  

 “one is the presence of institutions and procedures through which citizens can express 

effective preferences about alternative policies and leaders;  

 second is the existence of institutionalized constraints on the exercise of power by the 

executive;  

 third is the guarantee of civil liberties to all citizens in their daily lives and in acts of 

political participation” (Polity IV Project: Dataset Users’ Manual, 2009, p. 14).  

Thus, the index encompasses all three elements stated in the operationalized definition of 

democracy although it just implicitly refers to political rights and civil liberties by the 

presence of necessary institutional arrangements. 

The Polity IV dataset covers all independent states with the population of 500 000 or more 

over the period 1800 – 2010 (currently 164 countries). The Polity conceptual scheme 

examines concomitant qualities of democratic and autocratic authority in governing 

institutions as many regimes exhibit mixed qualities of both of the authority patterns. The 

"Polity Score" uses a 21-point scale ranging from -10 (hereditary monarchy) to +10 

(consolidated democracy) and consists of six component measures that assess key qualities of 

executive recruitment, constraints on executive authority, and political competition. 

The Polity project builds on Ted Robert Gurr’s earlier study of “Persistence and Change in 

Political Systems, 1800 – 1971” that strived to determine which authority traits characterized 

the more durable political systems throughout time (Gurr, 1974). The Polity I data were 

collected in the mid-1970s by a single coder Erika Klee Gurr. Multiple historical sources were 
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used for each country along with reference to a variety of standard sources. As the project 

developed the Polity coding relevant to regime changes was revisited by the Polity IIId 

alternative team of researchers (based at the Peace Research Institute of Oslo, PRIO, in 

Norway). No inter-coder reliability tests were conducted during the early stages of the project 

as the coding guidelines were developed and applied consistently by four people who worked 

with them over a long period of time. In 2000, a substantial procedural enhancement of the 

Polity coding was initiated during which cross-checks of coding procedures were carried out. 

Collected data were also tested for internal consistency and structured errors. 

Polity IV dataset includes annual measures for institutionalized democracy (DEMOC) and 

autocracy (AUTOC) as well as Combined Polity Score. Both indicators of democracy and 

autocracy are viewed as variables; therefore one and the same nation-state can have mixed 

traits and score on both scales. There are no necessary conditions for characterizing a political 

system as democratic. 

The operational indicator of democracy and autocracy consists of coding of the 

competitiveness of political participation, the competitiveness and openness of executive 

recruitment and constraints of the chief executive (Description of the operational indicators 

can be found in Appendix E). Thus, mature and coherent democracy can be defined as one in 

which: “ a) political participation is unrestricted, open and fully competitive; b) executive 

recruitment is elective, and c) constraints on the chief executive are substantial” (Polity IV 

Project: Dataset Users’ Manual, 2009, p. 15). Such aspects of plural democracy as the rule of 

law, freedom of the press, systems of check and balances are means to the general principles 

of institutionalized democracy: presence of democratic institutions and procedures, existence 

of institutionalized constraints, and the guarantee of civil liberties.  

Institutionalized Autocracy is a reverse indicator that is characterized with restricted or 

suppressed competitive political participation, chief executives chosen within political elite 

who exercise power with few institutional constraints. 

Democracy scale is from 0 to 10, when autocracy is measured from - 10 to 0. As a country 

can have middling scores on both scales, the Combined Polity Score was introduced which 

will be used as Democracy Index in this study. It is computed by subtracting the AUTOC 

score from the DEMOC score, and the result ranges between -10 (strongly autocratic) to +10 

(strongly democratic).  
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Telecommunication Infrastructure Index 

The telecommunication infrastructure index is a composite weighted average index of six 

primary indices which define a country’s ICT infrastructure capacity. The index includes 

PC’s/1000 persons; Internet users/1000 persons; Telephone Lines/1000 persons; Online 

population; Mobile phones/1000 persons; and TV’s/1000 persons. Data was taken primarily 

from the UN International Telecommunication Union (ITU) and the UN Statistics Division, 

supplemented by the World Bank. A country is measured on the scale ranging from 0 to 1. 

The data was standardized by constructing indices for each of the indicators. A maximum and 

minimum value if selected for each of six indices based on which the country’s relative 

performance is calculated as follows: 

Indicator  value  =    (Actual  value  -  Minimum  value)  /  (Maximum  value  -  Minimum 

value). 

However, different criteria are not equally significant. The Telecommunications Infrastructure 

Index assigns a 20 per cent weight to the first three variables and 5 per cent to the remaining 

two: 

Infrastructure Index  = 1/5  (PC index) + 1/5  (Internet user index) +  1/5 (Telephone line  

index)  +  1/5  (On-line  population  index)  +  1/10  (Mobile  user  index)  +  1/10  (TV 

index). 

5.3 .  ANALYTICAL STRATEGY  

As it is not possible to control the level of democracy in the real world the best strategy 

available is to test these relationships statistically. To investigate the role that the e-

government development plays in a variation of the level of democracy bivariate correlations 

tests will be conducted using SPSS software program to run statistical analysis. First, scatter 

plots for all four sets of data (e-government and democracy in 2003 and 2008) were 

constructed. As the data have violated two parametric assumptions that are normal 

distribution of data and homogeneity of variance non-parametric tests will be applied. Non-

parametric equivalent to Pearson’s correlation coefficient is Spearman’s rho that measures 

linear relationship between two variables. It differs from Pearson’s correlation coefficient in 

that severely skewed interval data are converted into ranks before the computations. Thus, this 

method helps to reduce the weight of outliers as large gaps are considered as one-rank 
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difference. The conversion to ranks loses some of the precision in data. However, since e-

government index contains very few tied observations relative to the size of sample, the use of 

Spearman’s rho is justifiable and non-parametric tests are the most appropriate statistical 

model to apply.  

In order to examine if the infrastructure development represents a testable concept bivariate 

correlations for all three variables will be calculated. To get a pure measure of the relationship 

between the level of e-government and democracy a first-order partial correlation controlling 

for the effect of infrastructure development will be carried out. The same tests will be 

conducted for democratic and non-democratic regimes. 

To compare means and average increase/decrease of the variables across time I will use 

Wilcoxon signed-rank test. To assess the robustness of the hypotheses all tests will be run for 

two points in time – 2003 and 2008.  

Selected datasets pose several methodological problems. Polity score is bounded and many 

countries achieved the maximum level for many years in a row, although Dahl (1989) argues 

that a perfect democratic government will never exist in reality. Consequently, advanced 

democracies which score +10 on the scale have no room for improvement. On the other hand, 

e-government may continue to reach greater and greater level but these changes will have 

zero effect on the democracy score. 

5.4 .  FINDINGS  

Using macro data for 2003 and 2008, the current study examines 151 countries with very 

different political systems and different ways to implement ICT in politics. Two thirds of the 

countries are coded as democratic with Western liberal democracies on the top of the list 

while one third of them are classified as autocratic and led by a group of Arab states such as 

Qatar and Saudi Arabia together with post-Soviet Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan. Within a 

given period of time only four countries underwent regime change: Iran, Bangladesh and Fiji 

turned into autocracies, and Guinea-Bissau significantly progressed towards democracy. With 

a few exceptions, non-democratic regimes do not demonstrate much dynamics moving up and 

down the scale. 

On the e-government scale, the top 45 positions are held by democracies with one exception: 

Singapore ranks 16
th

 with an autocracy score of -2. However, top countries do not show 
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consistency in e-government development. With the United States leading both 2003 and 

2008 e-government indices, the rest of the countries regress as substantially as progress. For 

instance, Chile ranked 3
rd

 in 2003 but went down to 49
th

 in 2008 (from 0.83 to 0.37). 

Significant improvements to join the leaders in e-government were made by such countries as 

Denmark, Norway, France, and Republic of Korea. Bhutan leapfrogged from 132
nd

 place in 

ranking to 34, Egypt – from 131 to 37. (See Appendix F for complete table of e-government 

and democracy indices for all 151 countries.) 

To examine basic trends of e-government and democratic development on the global scale 

their average levels in democratic and non-democratic countries as well as at the aggregate 

level were calculated with help of Wilcoxon Signed Ranks tests (Table 2). Thus, the general 

level of e-government for all the examined countries has increased between 2003 and 2008. 

Although democratic counties tend to have a higher level of e-government development they 

show just 5 per cent mean increase when non-democratic regimes improved 10 per cent on 

average (from 0.093 to 0.197). The global level of democracy has increased 0.24 units which 

equal circa 1 per cent.  

TABLE 2.THE AVERAGE LEVEL OF E-GOVERNMENT DEVELOPMENT AND DEMOCRACY4 

  All countries Democratic Non-democratic 

E-government 2003 0.243 0.308 0.093 

2008 0.310 0.359 0.197 

Mean change 0.67 ** 0.051 ** 0.104 ** 

Democracy 2003 3.67 7.72 -5.58 

2008 3.91 8 -5.42 

Mean change 0.24 * 0.28 * 0.16 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed).  *. Correlation is significant at the 0,05 
level (2-tailed) 

Based on governance theory, democratic theory and new institutionalism, five hypotheses 

were formulated to analyze the correlation between democracy and e-government. They will 

                                                 

4
 As the related samples have to be equal to run Wilcoxon Signed Rank test, ten cases of the regime change were 

taken out of analysis: Algeria, Bhutan, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Kyrgyzstan, Nepal, and Pakistan which transitioned 

towards democratic rule, and Bangladesh, Fiji, Iran which turned into autocracies. As the regime change entails 

inconsistency in policy making these countries cannot represent general patterns of e-government development. 

The general test for all countries was run both with and without the above mentioned ten cases and its results 

showed no significant difference. For the sake of consistency, the data presented in the table exclude the regime 

change cases.  



FINDINGS 

 

47 

be analyzed one by one starting with the aggregate level followed by the analysis of the sub-

groups.  

According to hypothesis H2, there will be no significant relationship between the level of e-

government and level of democracy on a global scale. This assumption was based on the 

analysis of e-governance potential to overcome democratic deficit engendered by new 

governance practices and evaluation of the e-governance against Dahl’s five criteria of 

democratic process. To investigate this hypothesis, Spearman’s rho was calculated for three 

variables followed by partial correlation controlling for the effect of the telecommunication 

infrastructure development. The results are presented in Table 3. They show significant 

relationships between the level of e-government and democracy, rs = 0.685, p (two-tailed) < 

0.01. It suggests a large meaningful effect as e-government development shares 47% (Rs
2
 = 

0.47) of the variability in the level of democracy. Therefore, the hypothesis is not supported 

as there is a positive relationship between the variables. 

Spearman’s correlations matrix also demonstrates that the telecommunication infrastructure 

index is indeed a distinct concept that has significant relationships with democracy index, rs = 

0.591, p < 0.01, and EGR, rs = 0.730, p < 0.01.  Therefore, partial correlations controlling for 

the effect of this variable was conducted. The results of the test still demonstrate significant 

relationships between the key variables, rs = 0.386, p < 0.01, however, the inclusion of 

infrastructure index has severely diminished the amount of variation in democracy level 

shared by e-government – to only 19% (Rs
2
 = 0.19) of the shared variance. Thus, increase in 

the level of democracy is consistently associated with the growth of e-government and H2 

suggesting no significant relationship between the two variables is not supported by 2003 

data. 

To validate the findings bivariate and partial correlations were carried out on the 2008 data 

set. Significant correlation is found between the level of democracy and e-government, rs = 

0.529, p < 0.01, democracy and infrastructure, rs = 0.560, p <0.01, and e-government and 

infrastructure, rs = 0.790, p < 0.01. When the effect of infrastructure development is 

controlled the correlation between e-government and the level of democracy is statistically 

insignificant (Table 3). Thus, the results of the 2003 test are not validated and hypothesis H2 

is supported by the 2008 findings.  
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TABLE 3. SPEARMAN'S CORRELATION MATRIX AND PARTIAL CORRELATION CONTROLLING FOR 

INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT INDEX FOR 151 COUNTRIES 

Correlations for all countries 

Control variables  

Democracy Index E-Government 
Ranking 

Infrastructure Index 

2003 2008 2003 2008 2003 2008 

None Democracy Index 
2003 1   0.685**   0.591**   

2008   1   0.529**   0.560** 

E-Government 
Ranking 

2003 0.685**   1   0.730**   

2008   0.529**   1   0.790** 

Infrastructure Index 
2003 0.591**   0.730**   1   

2008   0.560**   0.790**   1 

Infrastructure 
Index 

Democracy Index 
2003 1   0.386**       

2008   1   0.118     

E-Government 
Ranking 

2003 0.386**   1       

2008   0.118   1     

**. Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed).  *. Correlation is significant at the 0,05 level (2-tailed) 

In general, the second hypothesis did not hold as positive relationships between the two 

variables were found for 2003 data but not for 2008. The lack of robustness of the findings 

may be due to a high heterogeneity of the data. At the aggregate level the generalizations are 

made at the cost of recognition of political system specificity.  It does not show if the relations 

will be as significant for both democratic and non-democratic regimes. To examine the 

possibility weather the implementation of the same technology may cause the same effects in 

different political systems Spearman’s correlation test needs to be conducted separately for 

democratic and non-democratic regimes. The number of democracies and autocracies slightly 

changed from 2003 to 2008. According to Polity IV index, there were 101 countries marked 

as democratic and 50 countries were assigned with negative score in 2003. In 2008 this ratio 

changed to 105 and 46 respectively. After comparing two data sets, seven cases of the regime 

transformation towards democracy were identified. However, the samples were not adjusted 

in order to obtain repeated measures as the tests do not focus on the progress/regress of a 

certain country but on the correlation between political context and the level of e-government 

development. According to the outlined theoretical model, the correlation between the two 

variables should be absent in non-democratic countries and be strong in advanced 

democracies, and the level of e-government development should be lower in non-democratic 

context. Consequently, the cases with the dramatic regime change are expected to fall into 

either of categories and therefore will not violate the results.  
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E-democracy claims to enhance the information provision, deliberation and participation in 

decision making when the democratic process is already in place. Based on the concept of e-

democracy, hypothesis H1 predicts that there will be positive relationship between democracy 

and e-government in advanced democracies. The Spearman’s correlation test for democratic 

countries supports theoretical assumption as it demonstrates significant relationship between 

three examined variables and strong correlation between democracy and e-government when 

controlling for the effect of infrastructure index (Table 4). However, the size of association 

decreased from rs = 0.658, p < 0.01 to rs = 0.262, p < 0.01, and the e-government now 

accounts for only 7% (Rs
2 

= 0.07) of the variance in democracy score compared to 43 % (Rs
2
 

= 0.43) before the partial correlation. 

The same general pattern of democratic countries demonstrating strong relationship between 

the level of democracy and e-government development is not found for 2008 data. Table 4 

shows that when controlled by the effect of the telecommunication infrastructure, there is 

negative correlation between the two variables but it is not statistically significant. 

Consequently, with the general development of e-government in the world its association with 

democracy disappeared, and H1 does not hold for both points in time.  

TABLE 4. SPEARMAN'S CORRELATION MATRIX AND PARTIAL CORRELATION FOR DEMOCRATIC 

COUNTRIES 

Correlations for democratic countries 

Control variables  

Democracy Index E-Government 
Ranking 

Infrastructure 
Index 

2003 2008 2003 2008 2003 2008 

None Democracy Index 
2003 1   0.658**   0.780**   

2008   1   0.576**   0.737** 

E-Government 
Ranking 

2003 0.658**   1   0.747**   

2008   0.576**   1   0.795** 

Infrastructure Index 
2003 0.780**   0.747**   1   

2008   0.737**   0.795**   1 

Infrastructure 
Index 

Democracy Index 
2003 1   0.262**       

2008   1   -0.011     
E-Government 
Ranking 

2003 0.262**   1       

2008   -0.011   1     

**. Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed) 
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The same correlation tests were carried out to examine the relationship between e-

government, democratic elements and telecommunication infrastructure in non-democratic 

context. Hypothesis H4 predicts a negative correlation between democracy and e-government 

based on the crucial contradiction in goals of e-government and autocratic government. The 

former strives for horizontal and vertical integrations to engage citizens in decision making 

while the latter concentrates power in one person’s hands. The results of Spearman’s 

correlation coefficient show negative correlation for both 2003 and 2008 data sets (Table 5). 

However, this correlation is not statistically significant. These results support Groshek’s 

(2009, p. 131) findings where he concluded that “positive democratic effects of the Internet 

were primarily observed in countries that were already developed and at least partially 

democratic”. Nevertheless, hypothesis H4 is rejected as a negative relationship was not found 

either. 

TABLE 5. SPEARMAN'S CORRELATION FOR NON-DEMOCRATIC COUNTRIES 

Correlations for non-democratic countries 

Control variables  

Democracy Index E-Government 
Ranking 

2003 2008 2003 2008 

None Democracy Index 
2003 1   -0.024   

2008   1   -0.205 

E-Government Ranking 
2003 - 0.024   1   

2008   - 0.205   1 

To examine hypothesis H5 that predicts no strong relationship between the concepts in 

question in transitioning countries, a sample of 47 countries which demonstrated changes on 

democracy score was chosen for analysis, the level of democracy in 14 of which has 

decreased. Although only seven countries underwent full regime change the others will be 

also taken into account due to political dynamics within the five year period. Hypothesis H5 

was based on institutional approach to democratization that does not examine each 

transformation as movement towards democracy. It conceives legitimacy of the regime and 

not necessarily democracy as the main outcome of transition. To conduct the correlation test 

new variables were created indicating the changes on democratic and e-government scales for 

all 47 countries. The results of correlations show that the transitioning countries have a 

negative correlation between changes in democracy and changes in e-government (Table 6). 

However, this correlation is not statistically significant, and therefore, hypothesis H5 is 

sustained. 
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TABLE 6. CORRELATIONS FOR TRANSITIONING COUNTRIES 

Correlations for transitioning countries 

    E-government 
changes 

Democracy 
changes 

Spearman's rho E-government 
changes 

1 -0.192 

Democracy 
changes 

-0.192 1 

The results support the assumption that e-government development will not necessarily 

democratize society and lead to a regime change as changes in e-government are not 

associated with changes in the level of democracy. This rationale was based on the 

governance approach to democratization. However, Polity IV score is based on the 

assumption of modernization and transition theories that the outcome of transformation is a 

democracy. Therefore, the cases of transition are prorated across the span of the transition in 

an ascending order on the Polity IV index. On the face of it, there is a contradiction between 

two theoretical approaches employed as governance, which is understood as an extension of 

the institutionalism approach to democracy, leaves the result of the regime change open. 

However the Polity IV index measures democratization based on the presence/absence of 

institutional setting and constraints. Even if it assigns positive democratic score to a 

transitioned country, it means that some democratic institutions were created. Nevertheless, 

such a new democracy is not consolidated yet and lacks stable democratic institutions and 

traditions, which takes years to establish. Systems that are classified as equally democratic 

may differ greatly in their stability (Huntington, 1991). Without consolidated institutional 

framework of governance it may be risky to introduce e-governance and engage citizens in 

policy making as it can lead to a delayed policy making, accountability deficit and political 

chaos. Therefore, as predicted, there is no significant relationship between e-government and 

democracy in transitioning countries.  

The third hypothesis predicted the level of e-government development to be lower in non-

democratic than in democratic countries. It is based on the authoritarian logic that does not 

encourage development of e-government practices to its ultimate goal of horizontal and 

vertical integration in order to allow citizens to participate in decision making equally. To 

examine this prediction Mann-Whitney test was conducted. Table 7 shows the results of the 

test: the democratic countries have significantly higher levels of e-government development. 

The results are statistically significant.  
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TABLE 7. THE AVERAGE LEVEL OF E-GOVERNMENT DEVELOPMENT IN DEMOCRATIC AND NON-

DEMOCRATIC COUNTRIES 

The average level of e-government development in democratic and non-democratic 
countries 

  
Non-democratic and 
democratic regimes 

N 

Mean 
Value 

Sum of 
Ranks 

Mann-
Whitney 

U 

2003:E-
Government Index 

Non-democratic 50 0.093 2237.50 962.5** 

Democratic 101 0.308 9238.50 

Total 151     

2008:E-
Government Index 

Non-democratic 46 0.197 2425.50 1344.5** 

Democratic 105 0.359 9050.50 

Total 151     

**. Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed) 

The findings support the assumption that dictatorial regimes can implement ICTs in the 

governing process without enhancing democratic process or losing control over the citizens. 

According to the UN-ASPA model of e-government development, interactivity and citizen 

input to decision making, which can be a threat to autocratic rule, are introduced on the fourth 

and fifth stages of the electronic transformation. In the web-measure index, ‘connected 

presence’ is also the most advanced stage. Therefore, when implementing e-government 

practices, non-democratic regimes do not have to cede the decision authority to citizens but 

can benefit from the early stages of e-government development by getting access to new 

economic opportunities (Kedzie, 1997) or enhancing the process of bureaucratization (Boas, 

2003). Consequently, it is likely that low level of e-government in non-democratic states 

mainly implies low level of electronic participation. To examine this elaboration to the 

hypothesis H1 additional Wilcoxon Singed Ranks test was carried out. 

It is important to mention that the high scores on e-government scale do not necessarily mean 

high interactivity and integration. As E-Government Index consists of two primary indices – 

web measure index and e-participation index, it is the web presence that non-democratic 

government is more likely to develop. Table 8 shows the results of Wilcoxon Singed Ranks 

test that compared the means of e-participation and web presence in democratic and non-

democratic countries. The results indicate that the level of e-participation is significantly 

lower and therefore, its share in the combined e-government index is smaller than that of web 

measure index.  
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TABLE 8. THE AVERAGE LEVEL OF E-PARTICIPATION AND WEB PRESENCE IN DEMOCRATIC AND 

NON-DEMOCRATIC COUNTRIES 

The average level of e-participation and web presence in democratic and non-democratic countries 

  N 

Mean Minimum Maximum 

Sum of ranks Wilcoxon 
Signed 

Ranks test 
(Z) 

Negative Positive 

2003: Non-
democratic 

E-participation 
50 0.050 0.000 0.466 12 849 -5.423

a 
** 

Web measure 
50 0.139 0.000 0.703 

2003: 
Democratic 

E-participation 
101 0.246 0.000 1.000 566.5 4383.5 -6.661

a 
** 

Web measure 
101 0.359 0.000 1.000 

2008: Non-
democratic 

E-participation 
46 0.141 0.000 0.636 126 955 -4.529

a 
** 

Web measure 
46 0.252 0.013 0.716 

2008: 
Democratic 

E-participation 
105 0.251 0.000 1.000 273 5292 -8.022

a
 ** 

Web measure 
105 0.444 0.013 1.000 

a. Based on negative ranks **. Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed) 

The table 8 also shows alike but less expected results for democratic countries. The level of e-

participation is generally lower than the level of web-presence. However, the average level of 

electronic participation is substantially higher than that of non-democratic countries and twice 

as high as the average level of web measure index for autocracies. Besides, the highest score 

among democratic countries reaches maximum of 1 on the e-participation scale. 

Consequently, H3 is supported by the findings. 

In sum, based on statistical analysis using Mann-Whitney, Wilcoxon Signed Ranks tests and 

Spearman’s correlation coefficient hypotheses H3 and H5 are sustained for both 2003 and 

2008: 

 The level of e-government development in non-democratic countries is lower than in 

democratic 

 There will be no significant relationship between the level of e-government and level 

of democracy in the countries with the regime change. 

Hypothesis H4 is rejected for both tests in 2003 and 2008 based on Spearman’s rho and 

partial correlation tests. 

 There will be negative correlation between the level of e-government and democracy 

in non-democratic regimes. 
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The hypotheses H1 and H2 are sustained for 2003 data and rejected for 2008.  

 There will be positive correlation between the level of e-government and level of 

democracy for advanced democracies. 

 There will be no significant relationship between the level of e-government and level 

of democracy on a global scale. 

5.5 .  DISCUSSION  

The main prediction of the study that there will be no correlation between e-government and 

democracy at a global level was not supported indisputably. Overall, a strong association 

between the level of e-government development and democracy was not found. Great share of 

the variance in democracy level explained by e-government development is not unique and 

can be accounted for by telecommunication infrastructure. However, e-government and 

democracy demonstrated strong positive relationship in 2003 even when controlling for the 

effect of telecommunication infrastructure. Although the findings were statistically 

significant, they were not validated by 2008 data. There may be several explanations for such 

inconsistency in the global level results.   

According to governance theory, traditional government as a representative of the nation-state 

has lost its monopoly to articulate collective interest which lies in the foundation of 

representative democracy. Modern governing process has “network-based ways of thinking 

and working in policy processes” (Anttiroiko, 2004, p. 26) and multiple centers of power. As 

Kedzie (2002) found, interconnectivity becomes a more powerful predictor of democracy than 

any of the traditional correlates. However, network-based society was not formed overnight. 

The role the state plays in the governing process has significantly shrunk but it is rather a 

gradual process than an abrupt change. Moreover, this role can vary from country to country. 

Thus, the state makes significant attempts to become more interactive and responsive by the 

means of e-government but at the same time it also cedes its power to other stakeholders. 

Consequently, the discrepancy of 2003 and 2008 tests may be explained by the development 

of network-based governing, increasing interconnectivity and further growth of e-governance: 

the more interactive society becomes, the more actors are involved in democratic governing, 

the lesser role the state plays in steering society, the less e-government as a state initiative 

matters for democratization. 
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Another explanation for why the findings at the global level dramatically differ may be the 

old definition of democracy. Democracy as a form of governance is traditionally 

conceptualized “in terms of elections and voting, with government presumed to have 

substantial latitude for action between those elections” (Pierre & Peters, 2000, pp. 3-4). This 

is a minimal definition of democracy, which does not encompass the complexity of new 

governance system. Consequently, e-government development may not have positive 

relationships with democracy in its traditional understanding, which implies that the system is 

undemocratic “to the extent that no opposition is permitted in elections, or that the opposition 

is curbed or harassed in what it can do, or that opposition newspapers are censored or closed 

down, or that voters are manipulated or miscounted” (Huntington, 1991, p. 7). It does not 

mean that e-government would not have positive correlation with a democracy as defined 

within new governance framework. New governance combines elements of representative and 

direct forms altering the established power structure and therefore, requires re-

conceptualization of democracy. An adjusted definition should contrive ways of including 

more continuous forms of participation combined with the representative system. However, 

all available democracy indices collected data based on the traditional understanding of 

democracy and cannot be used in the case of reconceptualization.  

Although several explanations of the discrepancy can be found in two test results, a more 

important question to be asked is what the global score can actually tell us about the 

relationship between e-government and democracy? The global sample includes two very 

distinct groups of democratic and non-democratic countries which demonstrated substantially 

different relationships between the concepts under investigation. Two thirds of the cases are 

democracies which showed strong association with e-government and only one third of the 

sample are non-democratic regimes which have no association whatsoever. Thus, when 

combining the opposite trends, the one that is represented more frequently will affect the 

aggregate score to a greater extent. And this may be the case for correlations between 

democracy and e-government. Consequently, to avoid the tyranny of averages the 

implications of the use of ICT in politics should be studied separately for democratic and non-

democratic countries as the global comparison does not provide a meaningful indicator and 

disregards the regime specificity.  

The findings for democratic and non-democratic groups have also shown discrepancy and call 

for explanations. The first hypothesis predicting a strong association between e-government 
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and democracy in advanced democratic countries also failed for 2008 data. The same 

reasoning as for the global level may apply here: governance theory predicts diminishing role 

of the state and therefore, the correlation between state-initiated electronic transformation and 

overall level of democracy is not found at a later point in time. However, it is important to 

notice that 33 countries in both data sets, which constitute 1/3 of the sample, reached the 

maximum score of +10 on Polity IV scale and showed no changes between 2003 and 2008 

(except for Belgium and Czech Republic which decreased their level of democracy to +8 and 

Chile and Slovak Republic which took their places among the most advanced democracies). 

Therefore, any variations of e-government development cannot be associated with the 

changes in democracy score in those cases as the democracies reached their limit. According 

to the hypothesis H1, those are the advanced democracies in which strong positive correlation 

is predicted. Consequently, the findings do not completely reveal the relationships between 

the two examined concepts. A more flexible and detailed democracy scale is needed to 

disclose changes in advanced liberal democracies.  

Although a negative correlation was found when analyzing non-democratic regimes, it was 

not statistically significant. Most of the autocracies demonstrate similar to advanced 

democracies persistence in the regime scores: only 5 out of 43 countries that were assigned 

negative scores in both 2003 and 2008 improved towards democracy and Jordan became more 

autocratic. Consequently, a similar problem with stability of regime scores is observed. 

However, it does not mean that there are no even slight changes in autocracies. Certain 

countries show deterioration in this or that way. For instance, Belarus and China score -7 on 

Polity IV index and did not transform within five-year period. On the other hand, Freedom 

House data indicate that the situation with freedom of press has substantially worsened - from 

the 82
nd

 to the 91
st
 rank in Belarus and from the 80

th
 to the 84

th
 in China. Such fluctuation 

shows changes in state-society relationship however they are not significant enough to affect 

position of a country on democratic scale. As general democracy index does not 

accommodate these changes, they are not incorporated in the analysis of correlation between 

e-government and democracy but may be important for understanding of e-government 

development. 

Stability of the level of democracy/autocracy raises a certain problem for testing the 

hypotheses. Based on the Polity IV data, the democracy status of 104 out of 151 countries 

remained constant throughout the time period from 2003 to 2008. On the contrary, the e-
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government index is more accommodating. The level of electronic transformation in 

government consistently altered since 2003. Therefore, when comparing e-government 

development and the level of democracy, the nature of changes that these two phenomena 

require should be taken into account. To become more democratic a country is called for 

institutional rearrangements including changes in constitution, introduction of system of 

check and balances, reforms in electoral system, legal guarantee of civil liberties and etc. To 

introduce basic e-government initiatives only organizational change is required. The findings 

of this study demonstrate it with an example of e-government development in non-democratic 

countries. During the time period from 2003 to 2008 the average level of e-government 

development increased by 10 percent but it has not even remotely reached the 2003 average 

level of e-government in democratic countries (mean change 0.104, see Table 1). On the other 

hand, e-transformation in democratic countries progresses at a substantially lower pace. The 

mean decrease constitutes only 5 percent (mean change is 0.051, see Table 1). Lower levels of 

e-government do not change the way services are being produced. It alters only the medium 

of interaction between citizens and public officials and service delivery. More advanced 

stages of e-government development demand higher interactivity and horizontal and vertical 

integration, which already entails changes in institutional framework. Therefore, the e-

government development may slow down after it reaches a certain level. 

Thus, the pace of democratic and e-government development varies greatly. When 

democratization requires institutional transformation, implementation of e-government causes 

organizational change, and institutional adjustments are called for at a later stage. Therefore, 

democracy status of two-thirds of countries remained invariable when e-government 

developed substantially.  
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6. CONCLUSION 

Representative democracy is a couple of centuries old: it came into general use only after the 

emergence of post-industrial revolution nation-states. However, it has already found itself in a 

deep crisis being blamed for lack of trust and deep estrangements with constituents. Scholars 

of democracy as well as politicians have been vigorously searching for a solution. New 

information and communication technologies are believed to be able to provide a big boost to 

end the democracy crisis by dramatically changing political communication infrastructure. 

This fast electronic solution is represented by the concepts of e-governance and e-

government.  

The purpose of this thesis was to examine the relationship between e-governance and 

democracy in different political contexts. As an integral top-down part of a political 

communication system, e-governance and e-government should be a better indicator of 

democratizing tendencies than the development of grassroots online activities. Theoretical 

overview and analysis showed both advantages and downsides of e-governance as a remedy 

to revitalize democracy. It is without doubt the most remarkable way to introduce a more 

participatory form of democracy which would allow citizens to hold their representatives to 

account and influence the decision making process. But it also entails deep digital and 

democratic divides, divorces accountability from responsibility and favors those who are 

already actively involved in politics.  

The empirical findings showed that democratizing potential of e-government initiatives has 

been overstated. By drawing upon previous research on the correlation between democracy 

and the Internet, this study examined the relationship between e-government and democracy 

controlling for the effect of telecommunication infrastructure development. It appeared to be 

an essential interfering variable that explained a great deal of covariance between the key 

concepts. The study also demonstrated the importance of testing the hypotheses for different 

points in time. Although 2003 tests showed a statistically significant relationship between 

“e”-innovations in government and level of democracy at the global level and in advanced 

democracies, the results were not verified by the results of 2008 test and, therefore, lacking 

robustness. Thus, new threats to democracy, which e-governance brings, may overshadow the 

possible benefits. 
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The findings of the study have not resolved the main dilemma for non-democratic countries: 

if ICT can democratize political systems or turn it into e-dictatorship. The predicted negative 

correlation was not statistically significant. However, this result is of crucial importance for 

further implementation and promotion of good governance. Perceived as a vehicle of good 

governance, e-government, however, may not lead to the desired outcome and help open up 

an authoritarian state. Despite the similar objectives, use of new technologies in non-

democratic countries can also lead to enhanced government control over citizens. A case of 

Singapore is the most noteworthy example: being an authoritarian state, it scores 14
th

 on the 

world e-government ranking and demonstrates stable development over years. Therefore, it is 

important to understand what drives electronic transformation of governance: technocratic 

imperatives or public needs. Authoritarian regimes can greatly benefit from the 

implementation of e-government projects aiming at enhancing the process of 

bureaucratization or looking for more economic opportunities. 

Statistical tests have not revealed any significant correlation between the examined variables 

in countries which are undergoing changes in political system. These results once again 

support the assumption that changes in political communication infrastructure driven by 

electronic means cannot be considered a democratizing force. 

Both theoretical and empirical findings emphasize the role of existing institutional 

arrangement for e-government development and its association with democracy. 

Democratization advances at a slower pace than the spread of e-government initiatives due to 

different nature of changes required. Democracy calls for establishment of certain democratic 

institutions, while organization changes will suffice to introduce e-government projects. The 

study pointed out that the level of web-presence, which does not have to be interactive, was 

much higher than the one of e-participation development in both democratic and non-

democratic countries. It means that most governments benefit from new technologies by 

creating web-sites and providing online services (e.g. to pay taxes or renew licenses) but they 

do not rush to allow citizens’ participation in policy making. At later stages of horizontal and 

vertical integration the growth of e-government slows down as it may also require 

institutional changes of political structures. Nevertheless, certain institutional frameworks 

favor electronic transformation as in general the level of e-government development is 

substantially higher in a democratic context. 
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One important reservation of the results to bear in mind is that the concept of e-governance 

was replaced with e-government development for the statistical tests due to its broadness and 

lack of macro level data. Can we apply the results to understand the relationship between e-

governance and democracy? E-governance refers to a totality of technically mediated formal 

and informal interactions in which public and private actors participate in the policy design, 

development, and implementation. Despite the plurality of participants, it is still government 

that shapes political communication systems and decides the extent to which different actors 

can contribute to the governing process. Consequently, government plays a significant role in 

promotion of e-governance. It again raises the question of what is the driving force of 

electronic transformation: whether it is technocratic imperatives or public needs. Since it is a 

top-down initiative, it reflects the vision of the governing. E-governance was not designed in 

congruence with democratic theory, and its development can be fueled by the intention to 

modernize the public sector. Therefore, even if all other decision centers, including business 

corporations and NGOs, facilitate democratic process, they will need to have their 

government onboard to be able to institutionalize new practices. It is especially relevant for 

authoritarian regimes where power is centralized. Of course advanced network-based 

democratic societies have a greater chance to benefit from e-governance since government 

does not monopolize the decision making authority. However, the findings of the study 

suggest that it is unlikely that e-government as well as e-governance can bring about 

democratic changes. Thus, a tentative assumption that e-governance could be a congregative 

force that could make destabilized political communication system more democratic was not 

supported by the findings of this study.  

The study has found that even if governments of the world provide infrastructure to empower 

citizens and communicate with them more efficiently, it does not mean that it will be used for 

democratic purposes. As consolidation of democracy calls for efforts from civil society, the 

democratic use of technology may as well require willingness of citizens to participate and 

free access to this infrastructure for everyone at any time.   

The main limitation of the study is a short period of time between two measures. As the 

regime change and consolidation of democracy require years and sometimes decades, the pace 

of democratic changes is relatively slow and may not be detected within five years, 2003 to 

2008. On the other hand, the growth of e-government development is sweeping and the 

fluctuations of its level are noticeable every year. Therefore, to identify smaller changes a 
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more accommodating dataset is needed. Although the Polity IV Index is the closest macro-

panel data that correspond to the goal of this study, about two-thirds of countries remained 

stable on the democracy scale between 2003 and 2008. This limitation may be a reason for the 

absence of relationships between democracy and e-government in advanced democracies. 

Further research could overcome this limitation by focusing on the implementation of e-

governance on local and policy levels. As small improvements or decline do not normally 

affect the general level of democracy in a country, effects of electronic transformation may be 

found on a lower level, e.g. in a particular municipality or a region. There are more chances to 

find a positive influence of new technologies on development of one particular policy than at 

the country level. Another aspect that also demands further scrutiny is the nature of 

relationships between e-governance and economic development. The case of Singapore 

clearly demonstrates that the use of ICT in politics grows in a well-off country and therefore, 

may have nothing to do with its political communication structure. Thus, economic 

development can be a greater predictor of e-governance development. However, the greatest 

challenge for further studies could be reconceptualization of democracy within the new 

governance framework. Perhaps, to reveal its true relationship with technically mediated 

political communication infrastructure, democracy should be understood differently. 
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APPENDIX 

 

A.  FIVE-STAGE MODEL OF E -GOVERNMENT EVOLUTION  

  

Stage I - Emerging: A government’s online presence is mainly comprised of a web page 

and/or an official website; links to ministries or departments of education, health, social 

welfare, labor and finance may/may not exist. Much of the information is static and there is 

little interaction with citizens. 

 

Stage II - Enhanced: Governments provide more information on public policy and 

governance. They have created links to archived information that is easily accessible to 

citizens, as for instance, documents, forms, reports, laws and regulations, and newsletters.  

 

Stage III - Interactive: Governments deliver online services such as downloadable forms for 

tax payments and applications for license renewals. In addition, the beginnings of an 

interactive portal or website with services to enhance the convenience of citizens are evident.  

 

Stage IV - Transactional: Governments begin to transform themselves by introducing two-

way interactions between ‘citizen and government’. It includes options for paying taxes, 

applying for ID cards, birth certificates, passports and license renewals, as well as other 

similar G to C interactions, and allows the citizen to access these services online 24/7. All 

transactions are conducted online. 

 

Stage V - Connected: Governments transform themselves into a connected entity that 

responds to the needs of its citizens by developing an integrated back office infrastructure. 

This is the most sophisticated level of online e-government initiatives and is characterized by: 

  

1. Horizontal connections (among government agencies) 

2. Vertical connections (central and local government agencies) 

3. Infrastructure connections (interoperability issues) 

4. Connections between governments and citizens 
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5. Connections among stakeholders (government, private sector, academic institutions, NGOs 

and civil society) 

(Source: UN E-Government Survey 2008: From E-Government to Connected Governance, 

2008, p. 16) 

 

B.  MAIN FEATURES REVIEWED BY THE UNITED NAT IONS E -GOVERNMENT SURVEY  

 

UNDESA/DPADM February 2008  

  Assessment of the National and Ministerial Websites of the 192 United 

Nations Member States 

 

  

A Information dissemination/outreach 

  

 Existence of a national website and ministerial websites including:  

education, finance, health, labour and/or social services  

 Existence of a one-stop-shop national portal 

 Existence of a Head of State website 

 Existence of an e-government section 

 Sources of archived information (laws, policy documents, priorities, etc.) 

 News and/or updates on government policies 

 Access to back office applications 

 Chief Information Officer (CIO), or similar officer with a leadership role, to  

manage national cross-agency e-government programmes/projects 

 Information concerning government officials responsible for the provision of  

specific online services/queries 

 Personal account/profile of citizens, with the objective of enhancing  

dialogue between government and citizens 

 Information for citizens on the usage of the website 

  

B Access/Usability 

  

 Search feature  
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   “Contact us” feature   

   Audio and video features  

   Multiple languages availability  

   Use of wireless technology to send messages to mobile phones or devices  

   Security (secure link) feature available/indicated  

  Electronic signature feature   

  Online payment by credit, debit, or other card methods  

  E-mail sign-up option, either as a formal list-serv or simply for news items   

  Existence of features to enable access for people with disabilities  

  

C Service Delivery Capability 

  

  One-stop-shop for online services  

  Downloadable/printable forms   

  Online forms  

  Job opportunities  

  Online transactions   

  E-mail alerts for e-participation  

  Really Simple Syndication (RSS) use for e-participation  

  Set turnaround time for government to respond to submitted forms/e-mails 

  

D Citizen participation/interconnectedness 

  

  E-participation policy or mission statement  

  Calendar listings of upcoming e-participation activities  

  Archived information about e-participation activities   

  E-participation tools to obtain public opinion (polls, surveys, bulletin boards, chat   

room, blogs, web casting, and discussion forums, etc.) 

  Citizen feedback on the national strategy, policies and e-services  

  Provision for publishing the results of citizen feedback  

  Archive on responses by government to citizen’s questions, queries and inputs 

Source: Retrieved from 

http://unpan1.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/documents/un/unpan029361.pdf  

C.  KEY CHANGES IN WEB M EASURE SURVEY METHOD OLOGY 

1. Shorter Survey Window: In the past, the research team completed the actual data 

collection during a 60-day survey ‘window’ during which all country websites are 

reviewed and also re-evaluated by senior researchers (with the help of translators when 

necessary). For 2007-2008, the survey window was shortened by almost half to five 

weeks (approximately 35 days). All sites were reviewed during this time frame and no 

http://unpan1.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/documents/un/unpan029361.pdf
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changes were made to the data after the survey window was closed. This shorter time 

frame ensures a greater degree of fairness and comparability to the survey, while at the 

same time adding a degree of rigor to the process. For instance, in the past, sites or 

pages that did not open or were not working on the initial attempt were revisited up to 

two additional times on different dates to see if they were working. In 2007-2008, 

non-working sites/pages were only given one additional chance to   open. Similarly, 

researchers were instructed to follow the ‘citizen user’ approach even more strictly, 

whereby they scored information and features based on a real user approach (that is, 

can they find it easily, quickly, intuitively) rather than making extraordinary efforts to 

seek out the information and features at a given site. This added rigor puts even 

greater pressure on countries to design their web systems with the citizen user in mind. 

2. New Questions/Longer Web Measure Survey for 2007-2008: A number of new 

questions were added in 2007-2008, resulting in a significantly longer survey with a 

larger number of total points available. The new questions were primarily in the 

interactive presence, transactional presence and networked presence sections. The 

greater number of points available allowed for a much wider range of point 

distributions, and the 2007-2008 results clearly reflect this. 

3. New Probe Questions/Follow On Points: In 2007-2008, follow on questions and points 

were added to a number of questions on the previous survey. This was done to add 

rigor to the survey, for example, by taking questions that originally probed a feature 

simply at the informational level and adding follow on questions as to what format the 

information is in, is it downloadable, is it available via e- mail, etc.  This clearly had 

an impact on the point distribution, as countries missing some or all of these features 

then would miss out on multiple points whereas in previous years this would only be 

worth one point. 

4. Overall Greater Scrutiny: Given the other key factors listed above, researchers overall 

were instructed and trained to review the sites with a greater degree of scrutiny. Again, 

the citizen user approach was reinforced, and if researchers could not easily identify 

information and features, they were scored ‘0’ for not being available. Similarly, 

certain holdover questions that were scored leniently in the past were specifically 

given more rigor. Overall, there has been an exponential increase in the number of 

websites included in the Survey, the amount of information and services at those 

websites, and the scale of those websites. Thus, for many countries, especially those 

with poorly designed but expanding sites, the ability of researchers to easily find, 
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identify, and score features within a reasonable amount of time and effort (the average 

citizen user approach) has decreased, and those sites may receive significantly lower 

scores. 

(Source: UN E-Government Survey 2008: From E-Government to Connected Governance, 

2008, pp. 219-20) 

 

D.  METHODOLOGY FOR E -PARTICIP ATION INDEX  

E-Information: 

The government website offers information on the list of elected officials, government 

structure, policies and programmes, points of contact, budget, laws and regulations and other 

information of public interest. Information is disseminated through a number of online tools 

such as: community networks, blogs, web forums, text messages (microdemocracy), 

newsgroups and e-mail lists.  

E-Consultation:  

The government website provides the tools necessary for e-consultation. It allows citizens to 

set the agenda for the debate through e-petitioning. The government ensures that its elected 

officials have a website to communicate directly with their constituents. It maintains an 

archive of their discussions and provides feedback to citizens 

E-Decision-Making:  

The government is willing to take into account the e-inputs of citizens into the decision 

making process. The government informs its citizens on what decisions have been taken 

based on the consultation process. 

(Source: UN E-Government Survey 2008: From E-Government to Connected Governance, 

2008, p. 18) 
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E.  OPERATIONAL INDICATORS OF DEMOCRACY AND AUTOCRACY  

 

Authority Coding Autocracy indicator Democracy Indicator 

1. Competitiveness of 

Executive Recruitment 

1) Selection 2) Transitional 

3) Election 

2. Openness of 

Executive Recruitment 

1) Closed 

2) Dual/ designation 

3) Dual/ election 

4) Election 

3. Constraints on Chief 

Executive 

1) Unlimited authority 

2) Intermediate 

category 

3) Slight to moderate 

limitations 

4) Intermediate category 

5) Substantial 

limitations 

6) Intermediate category 

7) Executive parity or 

subordination 

4. Regulation of 

participation 

3) Sectarian 

4) Restricted 

1) Unregulated 

2) Multiple identity 

5. Competitiveness of 

political participation 

1) Repressed 

2) Suppressed 

3) Factional 

4) Transitional 

5) Competitive 

 

(Source: Polity IV Project: Dataset Users’ Manual, 2009, pp. 15-16) 
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F.  DEMOCRACY INDEX AND E-GOVERNMENT INDEX IN 2003  AND 2008 FOR 15 1  
COUNTRIES  

 

 Country 

Democracy 

Index 2003 

Democracy 

Index 2008 

E-government 

Development 

2003 

E-government 

Development 2008 

1 Albania                                                7 9 0.05 0.207 

2 Algeria                                                -3 2 0.218 0.123 

3 Angola                                                 -2 -2 0.14 0.276 

4 Argentina                                              8 8 0.605 0.507 

5 Armenia                                                5 5 0.096 0.158 

6 Australia                                              10 10 0.717 0.819 

7 Austria                                                10 10 0.307 0.571 

8 Azerbaijan                                             -7 -7 0.074 0.322 

9 Bahrain                                                -7 -7 0.192 0.431 

10 Bangladesh                                             6 -6 0.055 0.244 

11 Belarus                                                -7 -7 0.078 0.209 

12 Belgium                                                10 8 0.4 0.474 

13 Benin                                                  6 7 0.164 0.119 

14 Bhutan                                                 -10 3 0.026 0.454 

15 Bolivia                                                8 8 0.388 0.465 

16 Botswana                                               8 8 0.12 0.256 

17 Brazil                                                 8 8 0.478 0.528 

18 Bulgaria                                               9 9 0.338 0.265 

19 Burundi                                                3 6 0.079 0.029 

20 Cambodia                                               2 2 0.133 0.212 

21 Cameroon                                               -4 -4 0.1 0.148 

22 Canada                                                 10 10 0.796 0.69 

23 Cape Verde                                             10 10 0.1 0.274 

24 Chad                                                   -2 -2 0 0.007 

25 Chile                                                  9 10 0.833 0.373 

26 China                                                  -7 -7 0.201 0.493 

27 Colombia                                               7 7 0.259 0.494 

28 Comoros                                                4 9 0.059 0.048 

29 Congo                                                  -4 -4 0.018 0.126 

30 Costa Rica                                             10 10 0.155 0.403 

31 Croatia                                                8 9 0.333 0.284 

32 Cuba                                                   -7 -7 0.109 0.152 

33 Cyprus                                                 10 10 0.066 0.285 

34 Czech Republic                                         10 8 0.295 0.425 
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35 Democratic People's 

Republic of Korea                  -9 -9 0 0.01 

36 Democratic republic 

of the Congo                       1 5 0 0.044 

37 Denmark                                                10 10 0.571 0.966 

38 Djibouti                                               2 2 0.009 0.068 

39 Dominican Republic                                     8 8 0.421 0.413 

40 Ecuador                                                6 5 0.122 0.279 

41 Egypt                                                  -6 -3 0.026 0.428 

42 El Salvador                                            7 7 0.367 0.483 

43 Equatorial Guinea                                      -5 -5 0 0.032 

44 Eritrea                                                -7 -7 0 0.055 

45 Estonia                                                9 9 0.701 0.72 

46 Ethiopia                                               1 1 0.033 0.087 

47 Fiji                                                   5 -4 0.177 0.171 

48 Finland                                                10 10 0.526 0.452 

49 France                                                 9 9 0.604 0.881 

50 Gabon                                                  -4 -4 0.007 0.061 

51 Gambia                                                 -5 -5 0.061 0.098 

52 Georgia                                                5 6 0.033 0.2 

53 Germany                                                10 10 0.609 0.367 

54 Ghana                                                  6 8 0.059 0.249 

55 Greece                                                 10 10 0.207 0.253 

56 Guatemala                                              8 8 0.205 0.26 

57 Guinea                                                 -1 -1 0.009 0.058 

58 Guinea-Bissau                                          -1 6 0 0.012 

59 Guyana                                                 6 6 0.159 0.153 

60 Haiti                                                  -2 5 0 0.043 

61 Honduras                                               7 7 0.067 0.322 

62 Hungary                                                10 10 0.303 0.411 

63 India                                                  9 9 0.391 0.364 

64 Indonesia                                              6 8 0.346 0.19 

65 Iran                                                   3 -6 0.091 0.174 

66 Ireland                                                10 10 0.601 0.463 

67 Israel                                                 10 10 0.515 0.492 

68 Italy                                                  10 10 0.541 0.37 

69 Jamaica                                                9 9 0.268 0.217 

70 Japan                                                  10 10 0.478 0.678 

71 Jordan                                                 -2 -3 0.296 0.575 

72 Kazakhstan                                             -6 -6 0.146 0.206 

73 Kenya                                                  8 7 0.079 0.175 

74 Kuwait                                                 -7 -7 0.081 0.241 

75 Kyrgyzstan                                             -3 3 0.054 0.217 

76 Lao People's 

Democratic Republic                       -7 -7 0.024 0.018 
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77 Latvia                                                 8 8 0.176 0.338 

78 Lesotho                                                8 8 0.152 0.218 

79 Liberia                                                1 6 0 0.089 

80 Libyan Arab 

Jamahiriya                                 -7 -7 0 0.142 

81 Lithuania                                              10 10 0.314 0.543 

82 Madagascar                                             7 7 0.141 0.189 

83 Malawi                                                 5 6 0.031 0.122 

84 Malaysia                                               3 6 0.301 0.486 

85 Mali                                                   7 7 0.031 0.134 

86 Mauritania                                             -6 -5 0.046 0.087 

87 Mauritius                                              10 10 0.267 0.293 

88 Mexico                                                 8 8 0.706 0.728 

89 Mongolia                                               10 10 0.26 0.347 

90 Morocco                                                -6 -6 0.187 0.104 

91 Mozambique                                             5 5 0.115 0.371 

92 Myanmar (Burma)                                        -7 -6 0.044 0.057 

93 Namibia                                                6 6 0.085 0.11 

94 Nepal                                                  -6 6 0.229 0.155 

95 Netherlands                                            10 10 0.589 0.656 

96 New Zealand                                            10 10 0.621 0.719 

97 Nicaragua                                              8 9 0.299 0.144 

98 Niger                                                  5 6 0.007 0.094 

99 Nigeria                                                4 4 0.145 0.146 

100 Norway                                                 10 10 0.463 0.735 

101 Oman                                                   -8 -8 0.261 0.345 

102 Pakistan                                               -5 5 0.226 0.258 

103 Panama                                                 9 9 0.352 0.264 

104 Papua New Guinea                                       4 4 0.085 0.066 

105 Paraguay                                               8 8 0.28 0.253 

106 Peru                                                   9 9 0.273 0.351 

107 Philippines                                            8 8 0.71 0.392 

108 Poland                                                 10 10 0.469 0.383 

109 Portugal                                               10 10 0.478 0.424 

110 Qatar                                                  -10 -10 0.068 0.287 

111 Republic of Korea                                      8 8 0.545 0.9 

112 Republic of Moldova                                    8 8 0.052 0.19 

113 Romania                                                8 9 0.236 0.23 

114 Russian Federation                                     6 4 0.138 0.213 

115 Rwanda                                                 -3 -3 0.083 0.183 

116 Saudi Arabia                                           -10 -10 0.109 0.392 

117 Senegal                                                8 7 0.146 0.256 

118 Serbia                                                 6 8 0.159 0.21 

119 Sierra Leone                                           5 7 0.022 0.04 

120 Singapore                                              -2 -2 0.585 0.624 
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121 Slovak Republic                                        9 10 0.276 0.272 

122 Slovenia                                               10 10 0.376 0.365 

123 South Africa                                           9 9 0.399 0.401 

124 Spain                                                  10 10 0.292 0.531 

125 Sri Lanka                                              5 6 0.286 0.231 

126 Sudan                                                  -6 -4 0.1 0.134 

127 Swaziland                                              -9 -9 0.04 0.182 

128 Sweden                                                 10 10 0.635 0.821 

129 Switzerland                                            10 10 0.567 0.484 

130 Syrian Arab Republic                                   -7 -7 0.022 0.143 

131 Tajikistan                                             -3 -3 0 0.018 

132 Thailand                                               9 4 0.242 0.4 

133 The former Yugoslav 

Republic of 

Macedonia              9 9 0.152 0.19 

134 Timor-Leste                                            6 7 0.174 0.08 

135 Togo                                                   -2 -4 0.044 0.146 

136 Trinidad and Tobago                                    10 10 0.222 0.325 

137 Tunisia                                                -4 -4 0.098 0.077 

138 Turkey                                                 7 7 0.381 0.279 

139 Turkmenistan                                           -9 -9 0.031 0.035 

140 Uganda                                                 -4 -1 0.157 0.179 

141 Ukraine                                                6 7 0.373 0.552 

142 United Arab Emirates                                   -8 -8 0.296 0.506 

143 United Kingdom of 

Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland   10 10 0.889 0.562 

144 United Republic of 

Tanzania                            -1 -1 0.079 0.124 

145 United States of 

America                               10 10 0.983 0.977 

146 Uruguay                                                10 10 0.214 0.288 

147 Uzbekistan                                             -9 -9 0 0.183 

148 Venezuela                                              6 5 0.15 0.405 

149 Vietnam                                                -7 -7 0.1 0.484 

150 Yemen                                                  -2 -2 0.039 0.037 

151 Zimbabwe                                               -4 -4 0.057 0.044 
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