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ABSTRACT

E-public participation is assuming an increasingly significant role in the process of public decision-making.
Comprehending the present state, deficiencies, and prospective avenues of research regarding the design of e-
government platforms is of the utmost importance, specifically with regard to strategies that enhance interactive
engagement with public sentiments. This paper undertakes an initial endeavor to conduct a historical literature review
on e-public engagement by reconsidering several concepts, such as the public sphere, public engagement, e-public
engagement, and public engagement. Thus, the notion of public engagement is elucidated, and the public requirements
framework is introduced to underscore the necessity of redesigning the contents of e-government platforms in order to
foster greater citizen interaction. Future researchers are encouraged to explore a theoretical framework that centers on
e-public engagement, according to the findings of this paper's review.
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1. INTRODUCTION

A number of prior studies have documented the positive effects of e-public engagement, which is also known as e-
participation, on both governments and individuals. While considerable emphasis has been placed on the consequences
of governments utilizing Information and Communication Technology (ICT) to inform, communicate with, and involve
their citizens in the decision-making process of states, there has been comparatively little effort to examine the most
effective methods of involving citizens with ICT artifacts. Investigating public engagement via ICT will not only assist
policymakers in refining their ICT strategies, but it will also aid researchers in developing a theoretical comprehension
of how ICT might facilitate the public decision-making process. The objective of this study is to examine the progression
of public engagement within the realm of governance, present the current status of research on electronic public
engagement, and advocate for the establishment of a conceptual level of engagement to aid electronic public
engagement. Three research concerns are addressed in the research paper: 1) Define electronic public engagement. 2)
Which variables have been identified as influencing e-public engagement in prior research? 3) In terms of e-public
engagement research, what is the present research void? A comprehensive examination and evaluation of 91 articles,
primarily sourced from Google Scholar, is provided. By conducting a thorough examination of the philosophical and
social origins of public engagement, this article makes a scholarly contribution to the field of e-government and suggests
a research agenda for e-public engagement.

2. METHODOLOGY

Several studies have shown that e-public engagement, or e-participation, benefits governments and individuals. The
effects of governments using Information and Communication Technology (ICT) to inform, communicate with, and
involve citizens in state decision-making have received much attention, but the best ways to involve citizens with ICT
artifacts have not. Investigating public interaction via ICT can help policymakers improve their ICT policies and scholars
understand how ICT might benefit public decision-making. This paper examines public involvement in governance,
presents the current state of research on electronic public engagement, and advocates for a conceptual level of
participation to assist electronic public interaction. Three research issues are addressed in the paper: 1) Define e-public
involvement. 2) Prior research has indicated which elements affect e-public engagement? 3) What research gap exists
in e-public engagement? A thorough review of 91 Google Scholar publications is offered. This essay contributes to e-
government scholarship and proposes an e-public engagement research agenda by examining the philosophical and
sociological roots of public involvement.
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Figure 1. Research Process
3. LITERATURE REVIEW

First, analyze literature search results to provide a historical assessment of the public realm and public engagement to
answer the first research question, "What is e-public engagement?" By studying the history of e-public interaction, we
may better understand how it evolved from conventional public participation.

Public Sphere

The public sphere originated in ancient Greek society, which stretches back over two millennia. Plato and Aristotle
envisioned a polis-oikos civilization. The polis' basic social unit, the oikos, represents "master and slave, husband and
wife, father and child” (Roy 1999, p. 1). The public sphere, the city or state, is represented by houses, people, and justice
officials in the polis (Kocan 2008). In contrast, Jurgen Habermas, a prominent German sociologist who coined the public
sphere in 1962, proposes a tripartite society with a realm of private autonomy similar to Aristotle's oikos, a public power
sphere with the power to govern, and a domain of private individuals who converge to form a public sphere that mediates
between the public power and private individuals. Habermas (1964, p. 49) defines the public sphere as a realm where
public opinion may be approximated, whereas public opinion incorporates diverse viewpoints and beliefs (Herbst 1993).
Government should not restrict assembly or speech in the public domain. All people should have unlimited access, the
freedom to voice their own viewpoints, and the right to contradict those of others in public interest discussions.
Habermas also advocated that private persons build a public realm via unrestrained conversation. According to
Habermas 1964, p. 49, there are two types of public spheres: the political public sphere, which expresses public opinion
on politics and "issues associated with the operation of the state™

The public sphere is a platform for non-political, broad discussions. These debates depend on constituents' views and
activities (Fraser 1992; Hauser 1999).

Each public sphere category remains open to anyone. The literal public sphere has existed since human society began,
but the political public sphere emerged alongside social structures and systems (Graham 2012; Grbea 2004; Pusey
1987b; Shirky 2011) and was driven by revolutionary movements like the French and American revolutions (Kellner
2000).

Public Engagement

In contrast, the Economic and Social Research Council (2008) defines public involvement as follows: “the participation
of experts in dialogue, comprehension, and listening with non-specialists.”" Medical researchers have widely embraced
patient and public involvement/engagement (PPE/PPI), an extension of public engagement. Lorenc and Robinson
describe this as consulting, listening to, and engaging patients and the public to create and execute services that meet
patients' needs, enhancing healthcare results and patient experience. Citizen science involves the public in scientific
research. This strategy lets researchers include the public.

This project will examine public involvement in governance and state decisions. Phillips (2013) defines public
engagement as a democratic process in which the public actively participates in government. The Economic and Social
Research Council defines public engagement professionals as government and policymakers. Non-specialists may mean
the public. Thus, public engagement involves the public in government policymaking. At work, Rowe and Frewer (2005)
divided public interaction into three levels. The first layer is passive public participation via communication. The state
provides information to the public, who consumes it. Newsletters, booklets, and non-interactive TV are examples. The
second quasi-active public involvement stage is public consultation. The state obtains public information
monodirectionally via a state-determined procedure. Examples: voting, referendums, petition registration, surveys, etc.
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Public involvement fosters active public interaction at the third level. In this system, information travels between the
State and the public, with both trying to influence the other. Example: citizens' committees, deliberative opinion surveys,
focus groups, and public hearings.

Public engagement includes public information, consultation, participation, cooperation, and empowerment, according
to IAP2 (2007). Public information, like public communication, provides neutral and objective facts to the public to help
them comprehend government or policymaker issues. Public consultation entails actively seeking public feedback on
government-approved alternatives or solutions. Public involvement involves include public input in alternative solution
creation and in the resolution process. Public input must be included in alternative development and solution selection
to encourage public participation. Citizen juries, delegated decisions, and votes empower the people by giving them
final say. IAP2 (2007), unlike Rowe and Frewer (2005) and the previous, focuses on how the State incorporates public
information into its decision-making process. The public realm facilitates citizen discourse and information exchange
outside of authority, yet public engagement lets authority receive, evaluate, and utilize public information.
Despite the belief that the public sphere and public power sphere are separate, citizens have influenced state decision-
making through public empowerment, communication, consultation, deliberation, and participation. Deliberative
democracy and participative democracy categorize how people affect governmental decision-making (Cini 2011).
Participatory democracy's main goals are to (1) guarantee all citizens' active participation in decision-making processes
that affect their standard of living and conduct of life, and (2) require the government to provide the necessary
mechanisms for the public to autonomously contribute to said decision-making. Participatory democracy includes
petition registration, surveys, balloting, and referendums (Rowe and Frewer 2005). This initiative measures public
participation in state determination deliberations. Deliberative democracy emphasised discussion and public-state
discourse as government decision-making (Fung 2003). Citizens actively engage when a process justifies all acceptable
and accessible viewpoints, attitudes, and judgments. Focus groups, deliberative opinion surveys, public hearings,
citizens' committees, and so on are examples of mechanisms (Rowe and Frewer 2005), therefore the quality of the
argument or discourse influences its efficacy. Participatory and deliberative democracies benefit from public
engagement.

The Internet: Its Effects on the Public Sphere and Public Engagement

E-public Sphere

After the French and American Revolutions of 1789 and 1665 and the Age of Enlightenment (1620-1780), the liberal
public sphere arose. British, French, and German coffee houses, salons, and Tischgesellschaften were the epicenter of
these public spheres from 1780 to 1880 (Habermas 1989). Habermas (1997) states that newspapers, magazines, radio,
and television were needed to expand the public sphere. For this reason, newspapers, radio, and television were the new
public communication mediums in the preceding century. Mass media, especially mass-circulation newspapers, radios,
and TVs, have strengthened the public sphere by hosting rational-critical discussions and allowing public voice. Ken
Loach's 1960s BBC film "Cathy Come Home" inspired a new public conversation on homelessness and changed UK
housing policy. Mass media has had many negative effects, especially when state capitalism, the cultural industries, and
economic companies and large business gain power in public spaces (Kellner 2000). Government agencies and
international businesses that controlled the media dominated the public realm, reducing people to consumers of goods,
services, political administration, and spectacle. From 1923 until 1945, the German government and Nazis strictly
regulated radio broadcasts (von Saldern 2004). Radio was similarly regulated by the French government from 1922 to
1940 (Starr 2004). These activities advanced state and ruler goals. The McCarthyism era of the 1950s, when Joseph
Raymond McCarthy unscrupulously accused many Americans of being communists and blacklisted media organizations
to discourage Communism, is another example. These events weakened the public sphere as a platform for public
conversation, deteriorating it. After controlling the few-to-many broadcasting infrastructure, a few people controlled a
nation's ideas and perceptions (Rheingold 2004).

Hans Magnus Enzensberger proposed a participatory mass media system that prioritized communication above
distribution in the 1970s to address the issues of mass media's few-to-many design and internet technology. Such media
might revive a lethargic public realm (Enzensberger 2000). The internet facilitates communication and the quick and
easy spread of huge amounts of information, supporting Enzensberger's notion. The new political technology, the e-
public realm, is called the "new public sphere."

The online e-public sphere incorporates Habermas's (1989) Public Sphere, but it aims to reach a broader audience. This
forum welcomes meaningful conversation regardless of socioeconomic status. It may serve as a common interest where
people can discuss governmental issues rationally and discerningly, producing public opinion that holds leaders
accountable. A state-independent realm is created. It may include everyone, regardless of region or politics. The e-public
sphere needs internet access and e-literacy, which limits it.
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E-public Engagement

Newsletters, leaflets, non-interactive television, balloting, referendums, petition signing, surveys, opinion polls, focus
groups, public hearings, citizens' committees, and other methods were initially employed to engage the public (Dahl
1998; Phillips 2013; Rowe and Frewer 2005). The proliferation of the internet at the societal level has given rise to e-
public engagement as a prominent area of research. E-public engagement, also referred to as e-participation,
encompasses initiatives spearheaded by the government that leverage technology, specifically the internet, to foster and
facilitate active citizenship with the aim of advancing equitable and effective governance and society at large (Saebg et
al. 2008), with a particular emphasis on policy formulation (Ahmed 2006). With the assistance of ICT, e-public
engagement refers to the interaction between governments and constituents. U.N. (2014) states that e-public engagement
typically comprises electronic decision-making, electronic information, and electronic consultation.

E-engagement has the potential to strengthen both deliberative and participatory democracies, according to a review of
the relevant literature. E-engagement has considerable potential for both unidirectional and bidirectional information
transmission between the government and the general public. E-engagement will improve the majority of conventional
public engagement frameworks by enabling the targeting of a larger audience via enhanced interactive functions. In the
sections that follow, we provide summaries of three distinct styles of e-public engagement: e-decision-making, e-
information, and e-consultation.

E-decision-making Citizenship empowerment and involvement in policymaking, service creation, and delivery
techniques are improved. E-decision-making allows citizens to engage in government decisions (Charalabidis and
Loukis 2012; IAP2 2007). Electronic decision-making is still developing. "ldeological notion"—Mainka et al. (2015, p.
239). TOM (English: "Tana Otsustan Mina"), the Estonian government's computerized decision-making system, is an
example. Glencross (2009) says that TOM is more than a platform for obtaining signatures or votes; it allows individuals
to debate legislative ideas within ten days of filing. Submission owners make changes based on public input before the
10-day deadline. The audience votes on the contribution, sends it to the relevant government agency, and TOM posts a
response within one month of the window closing.

E-information enables citizens to participate by providing public information that is readily available and accessible
without the need for special request. E-information was described by Mergel (2013) as transparency. While the transfer
of information from governments to citizens is unidirectional, it has the potential to reach a more targeted audience in
comparison to mass media.

E-consultation enables governments to solicit and incorporate constituent input into the formulation and operation of
state services and policies. Electronic consultations may be active or quasi-active. Liberal and individualized, quasi-
active e-consultation entails the unidirectional transmission of information from citizens to governments via
predetermined channels established by the government (Hands 2005; Mergel 2013; Rowe and Frewer 2005). Examples
of such channels include online petitions and surveys. Active electronic consultation is a reflective process that entails
a reciprocal exchange of information between the government and its constituents. In this context, "strong democracy
is fostered among citizens and between citizens and representatives through the use of computer-mediated
communication" (Hands 2005, p. 13). Social media platforms have enabled active e-consultation, which consists of
conversations occurring in real time (Hartmann et al. 2013). In addition to being user-centric, active e-consultation
should be communicative, interactive, open, and social. According to Wright and Street (2007), governments employ
three primary strategies to conduct active e-consultation: (1) the policy forums, which are ordinarily well-organized and
specialized, facilitate the dissemination of policy documents to the public for perusal, followed by the submission of
comments or inquiries by citizens. The 'have your say' sections, characterised by unstructured and open dialogues, often
entail citizens instigating discussions on matters of personal significance, which may or may not align with the
government's priorities. (3) the hybrid paradigm in which the policy forum and "have your say" areas are distinct.
According to Flew (2005), e-government encompasses more than the provision of information, electronic service
delivery, and limited consultation via e-voting and e-petitions. Flew emphasizes the advantages of active e-consultation
in this regard. It is primarily about establishing concrete avenues for citizens to contribute their expertise to policy-
making. Through e-deliberation, citizens participate in a procedure in which generally accessible and mutually
acceptable justifications are provided for every opinion, position, and decision. It enables the formation of the e-public
sphere, promotes a collaborative approach to generating solutions within the state, and engages both citizens and public
officials who are impacted by the issue. Furthermore, it fosters consensus-building and reciprocal understanding by
means of public discourse, which serves to refine and revise preferences. Active electronic consultation platforms offer
a means for individuals to participate in public deliberations while also granting governments the ability to organize,
coordinate, and appropriate these discussions. Given the perpetual nature of such discussions in the public sphere and
the potential for incitement of civil unrest if appropriated by activists or opponents of the state, this becomes an
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extremely crucial point. Moreover, according to a study by Jensen (2003, p. 349), public online political debate platforms
achieve democratic ideals of transparency, deliberation, enlightenment, and respect more effectively than private ones.

Factors Affecting Active E-public Engagement

Active participation on the internet, especially social media, has become crucial for marketers who want to improve
customers' online experiences, increase ad interest, and increase revenue. Social media has also been used by politicians
to recruit supporters. Organizations and people are interested in how well their websites and content engage customers
and followers.

E-public interaction relies on government information, or "a government's attempt at transparency." According to
Zuiderwijk et al. (2012), e-public interaction began with the government sharing information that the public used.
Citizens gave the government input on information implementation. This "data produced or commissioned by
government or government controlled entities" "can be freely used, reused, and redistributed by anyone". Also known
as Open Government Data. Open Government Data (OGD) enables participatory governance, transparency, and a
"read/write" society where citizens watch and comment on government activities (Susha et al. 2015). It is believed that
OGD, like other internet artifacts, is valuable for its diffusion and "publication.” Several scholars believe that the
subject's true value is in helping the public, audience, or citizens improve their decision-making and actively participate
in public affairs. Internet access and online presence do not immediately translate to e-public participation; individuals
must actively interact with the material. Active e-engagement requires individuals to interact with government material
and information online before contributing, which leads to cooperation. Governments must move beyond providing
information and content online to engage their citizens. Information and substance must engage the people before
governments can. From this perspective, e-public interaction must prioritize ICT-based information and content
engagement. The degree to which citizens engage with and pay attention to government online content (e.g. OGD) is
determined by contribution to the discourse (Albrecht 2006; Dahlberg 2001; Wright and Street 2007). Ubaldi (2013)
called this "contribution in public affairs."”

E-public engagement research has mostly focused on government-owned platforms and how their layout and moderation
support or hinder dialogue. Few studies have examined the value of government-provided material and information and
its influence on e-public involvement (Janssen et al. 2012). Zuiderwijk et al. (2014) observed that people' use of
government information is an unknown niche area that warrants additional research. This error must be corrected since
insightful comments indicate audience involvement with the topic (Sample 2014).

4. CONCLUSIONS

This research provides a comprehensive literature overview of e-public engagement's history. We tried to answer three
questions: 1) How does electronic public involvement relate? 2) Prior research has indicated which elements affect e-
public engagement? 3) What research gap exists in e-public engagement? We analyzed the growth of public sphere and
public interaction in the internet era using Habermas's (1964) paradigm. The internet has expanded the conventional
public realm but also increased the bar for public engagement; people must have internet access to participate in public
affairs. E-public engagement, a government-led effort, promotes and enables citizen-government contact (by e-
consultation or e-information) to enhance public decision-making using ICT, notably the internet. How often individuals
interact with government online information is the biggest factor in e-public engagement. However, most government
public consultation sites' content fails to engage the public. Audience-content interaction is vital for e-public deliberative
discourse, therefore it should be the first step toward e-public consultation affordances. Citizens must abstractly interact
with government web information before substantive e-public consultation.

Currently, there is not enough study to address the growing question: "What are the determinants that promote citizen-
content engagement on the internet?" Prior research has relied on government online content dissemination and
discussion as sufficient evidence of citizen-content engagement. Some experts argue that audience involvement with
online information is unrelated to its distribution. They also claim that internet comments may be irrelevant. Scholars
have called for studies on how people use government-provided internet information.

Future research should focus on how citizens' interaction with government-provided online information can improve e-
public engagement and consultation, rather than the wider effects of information and communication technology (ICT).
Public involvement theories and methods have been scarce. Most studies use qualitative analysis, thus more empirical
research is needed.

Quality analysis may limit this research. For a literature study, a well-coded database provides better analytical tools.
Nvivo and other literature review tools will improve this paper's idea map. This section's restriction will be addressed
in the next generation.

@International Journal Of Progressive Research In Engineering Management And Science Page | 271



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF PROGRESSIVE e-ISSN :
&‘ PREMS\Z RESEARCH IN ENGINEERING MANAGEMENT 2583-1062

AND SCIENCE (IJPREMS) Impact
WWW.ijprems.com (Int Peer Reviewed Journal) Factor :
editor@ijprems.com Vol. 04, Issue 10, October 2024, pp : 267-273 7.001

5. REFERENCES

[1] Ahmed, N. 2006. "An Overview of E-Participation Models," UNDESA workshop “E-participation and E-
government: Understanding the Present and Creating the Future «“, Budapest, Hungary, pp. 27-28.

[2] Albrecht, S. 2006. "Whose Voice Is Heard in Online Deliberation?: A Study of Participation and Representation
in Political Debates on the Internet,”" Information, Community and Society (9:1), pp. 62-82.

[3] Baumgartner, J. C., and Morris, J. S. 2009. "Myfacetube Politics: Social Networking Web Sites and Political
Engagement of Young Adults,” Social Science Computer Review).

[4] Behaviour & Information Technology (20:5), pp. 347-356.Pusey, M. 1987a. JiRgen Habermas. Chichester: Ellis
Horwood.

[5] Calder, B. J., Malthouse, E. C., and Schaedel, U. 2009. "An Experimental Study of the Relationship between
Online Engagement and Advertising Effectiveness,"” Journal of Interactive Marketing (23:4), pp. 321-331.

[6] Carlsson, C., Nilbert, M., and Nilsson, K. 2006. "Patients’ Involvement in Improving Cancer Care: Experiences
in Three Years of Collaboration between Members of Patient Associations and Health Care Professionals,"
Patient education and counseling (61:1), pp. 65-71.

[7] Cha, M., Haddadi, H., Benevenuto, F., and Gummadi, P. K. 2010. "Measuring User Influence in Twitter: The
Million Follower Fallacy," ICWSM (10), pp. 10-17.

[8] Chadwick, A. 2008. "Web 2.0: New Challenges for the Study of E-Democracy in an Era of Informational
Exuberance,” ISJLP (5), p. 9.

9] Charalabidis, Y., and Loukis, E. 2012. "Participative Public Policy Making through Multiple Social Media
PlatformsUtilization," International Journal of Electronic Government Research (IJEGR) (8:3), pp. 78-97.

[10] Cini, L. 2011. "Between Participation and Deliberation: Toward a New Standard for Assessing Democracy,"
9th Pavia Graduate Conference in Political Philosophy.

[11] Coursey, D., and Norris, D. F. 2008. "Models of E-Government: Are They Correct? An Empirical
Assessment,"

[12] Crawford, K. 2009. "Following You: Disciplines of Listening in Social Media," Continuum: Journal of Media
& Cultural Studies (23:4), pp. 525-535.

[13] Dahl, R. 1998. On Democracy. London: Yale University Press.

[14] Dahlberg, L. 2001. "The Internet and Democratic Discourse: Exploring the Prospects of Online Deliberative
ForumsExtending the Public Sphere,” Information, Communication & Society (4:4), pp. 615-633.

[15] De Cindio, F., De Marco, A. and Grew, P. 2007. "Deliberative Community Networks for Local
Governance,"

[16] Enzensberger, H. M. 2000. "Constituents of a Theory of the Media," John Thornton Caldwell, Theories of the
NewMedia, The Athlone Press, London), p. 68.

[17]  Flew, T. 2005. "From E-Government to Online Deliberative Democracy,").

[18] Fraser, N. 1992. "Rethinking the Public Sphere: A Contribution to the Critiqgue of Actually Exisiting
Democracy,” in

[19] Fung, A. 2003. "Survey Article: Recipes for Public Spheres: Eight Institutional Design Choices and Their
Consequences," Journal of Political Philosophy (11:3), pp. 338-367.

[20] Fung, A., and Wright, E. O. 2001. "Deepening Democracy: Innovations in Empowered Participatory
Governance,"

[21]  Glencross, A. 2009. "E-Participation in the Legislative Process: Procedural and Technological Lessons from
Estonia," Paper published on the web site of the International Regulatory Reform Network. Retrieved on (29).

[22] Goggins, S., and Petakovic, E. 2014. "Connecting Theory to Social Technology Platforms: A Framework for
Measuring Influence in Context," American Behavioral Scientist).

[23] Graham, G. 2012. "Public Opinion and the Public Sphere," Beyond Habermas: Democracy, Knowledge, and the
Public Sphere), p. 29.

[24]  Grbesa, M. 2004. "Why If at All Is the Public Sphere a Useful Concept?," Politi¢ka misao (40:5), pp. 110-121.
Gueorguieva, V. 2008. "Voters, Myspace, and Youtube the Impact of Alternative Communication Channels
on the

[25] Gummerus, J., Liljander, V., Weman, E., and Pihlstrém, M. 2012. "Customer Engagement in a Facebook Brand

Community," Management Research Review (35:9), pp. 857-877.

@International Journal Of Progressive Research In Engineering Management And Science Page | 272



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF PROGRESSIVE e-ISSN :
&‘ PREMS\Z RESEARCH IN ENGINEERING MANAGEMENT 2583-1062

AND SCIENCE (IJPREMS) Impact
WWW.ijprems.com (Int Peer Reviewed Journal) Factor :
editor@ijprems.com Vol. 04, Issue 10, October 2024, pp : 267-273 7.001

[26] Gutmann, A., and Thompson, D. 2003. "Deliberative Democracy Beyond Process,” Debating deliberative
democracy), pp. 31-52.

[27] Habermas and the Public Sphere, A. Fung and E.O. Wright (eds.). Cambridge: MIT Press, pp. 109-142.

[28] Habermas, J. 1964. "The Public Sphere: An Encyclopedia Article,” in: New German Critique. pp. 49-55.
Habermas, J. 1989. The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere. Boston: MIT Press.

[29] Habermas, J. 1997. "The Public Sphere," in Contemporary Political Philosophy, R.E. Goodin and P. Pettit
(eds.).pp. 103-106.

[30] Haile, T.2014. "Web Is Wrong," in: Time. Time.

[31] Hands, J. 2005. "E-Deliberation and Local Governance: The Role of Computer Mediated Communication in
LocalDemaocratic Participation in the United Kingdom," First Monday (10:7).

[32] Hartmann, S., Mainka, A., and Peters, I. 2013. "Government Activities in Social Media," Conference for E-
Democracy and Open Governement, p. 159.

[33] Hauser, G. A. 1998. "Vernacular Dialogue and the Rhetoricality of Public Opinion,” Communication
Monographs

[34] Hauser, G. A. 1999. Vernacular Voices: The Rhetoric of Publics and Public Spheres. Columbia: University of
SouthCarolina Press.

[35] Heath, R. 2007. "How Do We Predict Advertising Attention and Engagement?,”).Herbst, S. 1993. Numbered
Voices. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

[36] IAP2.2007. "lap2 Spectrum of Public Participation." International Association of Public Participation.

[37] International Journal of Technology, Policy and Management (7:2), pp. 108-121.

[38] Jackson, M. M., Gergel, S. E., and Martin, K. 2015. "Citizen Science and Field Survey Observations Provide
Comparable Results for Mapping Vancouver Island White-Tailed Ptarmigan (Lagopus Leucura Saxatilis)
Distributions,” Biological Conservation (181), pp. 162-172.

[39] Jacsd, P. 2005. "Google Scholar: The Pros and the Cons," Online information review (29:2), pp. 208-214.

[40] Janssen, M., Charalabidis, Y., and Zuiderwijk, A. 2012. "Benefits, Adoption Barriers and Myths of Open Data
and Open Government,” Information Systems Management (29:4), pp. 258-268.

[41] Jensen, J. L. 2003. "Public Spheres on the Internet: Anarchic or Government-Sponsored-a
Comeparison,”

[42] Jones, Q., and Rafaeli, S. 2000. "Time to Split, Virtually:'Discourse Architecture'and'community Building'create
Vibrant Virtual Publics," Electronic Markets (10:4), pp. 214-223.

[43] Kardan, A. A., and Sadeghiani, A. 2011. "Is E-Government a Way to E-Democracy?: A Longitudinal Study of
the Iranian Situation,” Government Information Quarterly (28:4), pp. 466-473.

[44] Kellner, D. 2000. "Habermas, the Public Sphere, and Democracy: A Critical Intervention,” Perspectives on
Habermas), pp. 259-288.

[45] Kocgan, G. 2008. "Models of Public Sphere in Political Philosophy," EUROSPHERE Cevrimigi ¢aligma
makaleleri:02).

[46] Lerman, K., and Hogg, T. 2010. "Using a Model of Social Dynamics to Predict Popularity of News,"
Proceedings ofthe 19th international conference on World wide web: ACM, pp. 621-630.

[47] Lorenc, A., and Robinson, N. 2015. "A Tool to Improve Patient and Public Engagement in Commissioning
Sexual and Reproductive Health and Hiv Services," Journal of Family Planning and Reproductive Health Care
(41:1), pp. 8-12.

[48] Maile, S., and Griffiths, D. 2014. "Cafe Scientifique and the Art of Engaging Publics," in Public Engagement
and Social Science, S. Maile and D. Griffiths (eds.). Bristol: Policy Press, pp. 7-28.

[49] Mainka, A., Hartmann, S., Stock, W. G., and Peters, I. 2015. "Looking for Friends and Followers: A Global
Investigation of Governmental Social Media Use," Transforming Government: People, Process and Policy (9:2),
pp. 237-254.

[50] Manjoo, F. 2013. "You Won’t Finish This Article. Why People Online Don’t Read to the End." Slate.

@International Journal Of Progressive Research In Engineering Management And Science Page | 273



