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Abstract. Digital participation platforms (DPP) are websites initiated
by local governments through which citizens can post and react to ideas
for their city. In practice, the majority of DPP users browse the posted
ideas without contributing any. This activity, referred to as lurking, has
widely recognized positive outcomes, especially in a citizen participation
context. However, it has been devoted little attention. In practice, the
idea browsing features available on current DPP are limited, and the
literature has not evaluated the available approaches nor studied the
requirements for idea browsing. In this paper, we report on an evaluation
of the filterable list, which is the most common idea browsing approach on
DPP. Our findings show that it lacks stimulation hedonic quality and call
for a more stimulating approach. Thus, we conducted 11 semi-structured
interviews to collect requirements and found that idea browsing on DPP
should be supported by the combination of (1) a stimulating interactive
representation such as circle packing or thematic trees displayed as entry
point and (2) a filterable list for deeper exploration. This article is the
first to study requirements for idea browsing features on DPP.
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1 Introduction

As part of their daily work, local representatives make decisions on how to allo-
cate the available human and financial resources and design policies that should
fit the expectations of the population. However, they often lack knowledge of
citizens’ needs, and increasingly resort to involving citizens in decision-making
processes to capture these missing insights. Such involvement of citizens is not
new [3] but it has been further accelerated by the new opportunities offered
by information and communication technologies [10,22]. Citizen participation
involving these technologies is referred to as digital participation. The United
Nations E-Government Survey1 shows that its adoption has increased rapidly in
1 https://publicadministration.un.org/en/Research/UN-e-Government-Surveys.
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the last 20 years. One of the most commonly implemented digital participation
method is the digital participation platform (DPP), which is an idea genera-
tion platform initiated by local governments (e.g., [4,23,25,39]). All citizens can
access the platform to browse the posted ideas, contribute ideas of their own,
and react to others’ ideas.

As usually observed in online communities [35], the large majority of DPP
users browses ideas without posting content [14,24]. These users are referred
to as “lurkers” [11,36]. While lurking has previously been negatively perceived
[46], it is now widely recognized that it has positive outcomes such as the vicar-
ious learning of the community dynamics and the propagation of information in
other communities [11,17,48]. The civic nature of DPP gives a special impor-
tance to idea browsing, as it is essential for citizens to stay informed [19,38].
The large proportion of DPP users who browse ideas compared to contributors
and the importance of this activity in a citizen participation context show that
idea browsing is an essential part of DPP. Still, little attention has been devoted
to this activity. In practice, the idea browsing features of current DPP are lim-
ited to filterable lists and less frequently dot maps. To the best of the authors’
knowledge, previous literature has not investigated whether these features sat-
isfactorily support idea browsing on DPP, and the requirements for browsing
ideas on these platforms remain unknown.

The goal of this article is to answer these two gaps with a focus on the filter-
able list, which currently is the most commonly implemented approach on DPP.
To achieve this, an evaluation of the filterable list from a selected representa-
tive DPP was conducted with 38 respondents who completed the AttrakDiff
questionnaire [18]. The results show that while it offers satisfactory pragmatic
quality, it lacks stimulation hedonic quality. Based on these results, 11 semi-
structured interviews were conducted to (1) explain the results observed in the
questionnaire for stimulation hedonic quality and (2) collect requirements for
idea browsing on DPP.

2 Background

2.1 Citizen Participation Through Digital Platforms

Citizen participation refers to the involvement of citizens in the decisions taken
by their government, excluding participation in the elections and in public life [7].
This process can have several objectives that can be achieved using a wide range
of methods [45]. These objectives include informing citizens of the decisions for
transparency purposes, collecting their opinion on already defined resource allo-
cation plans, or delegating them the decision power in part or in full [3]. Methods
include traditional (i.e., non digital) approaches such as town hall meetings [29]
and innovative ones made possible thanks to the new opportunities offered by
information and communication technologies [10,22]. Digital participation meth-
ods can potentially attract more participants since they make it possible to par-
ticipate remotely at any time instead of having to physically attend a scheduled
event [21]. Citizen participation organized through digital methods is referred
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to as digital participation, online participation, or e-participation in the litera-
ture. It is defined as the use of “information and communication technologies to
broaden and deepen political participation by enabling citizens to connect with
one another and with their elected representatives” [30].

Digital platforms [4] are among the most common digital participation meth-
ods. This paper focuses specifically on digital platforms initiated by local govern-
ments allowing citizens to propose ideas of actions, with the possibility to browse
and react to others’ proposals. They are referred to as digital participation plat-
forms (DPP) in this article. Examples of DPP include “Decide Madrid” (Spain)
[39], “Réinventons Liège” (Belgium) [25], and “Better Reykjavik” (Iceland) [23].

2.2 Idea Browsing on Digital Participation Platforms

In group discussions involving many participants such as public hearings [15], it
is often observed that only few participants drive the exchanges by sharing their
views while the vast majority, although concerned and interested, remains silent
and listens. The same phenomenon occurs in online communities. A minority of
members, referred to as “actives” or “contributors” [6], feeds the community with
content, while the majority, referred to as “lurkers” [35], only consumes the con-
tent (i.e., in the context of DPP, consuming content consists in browsing ideas).
According to the “90-9-1” participation inequality rule stated by Nielsen [34], it is
common for the proportion of lurkers to reach 90% of users, while 9% are occasional
contributors and the remaining 1% frequently feeds the community with content.
The number of lurkers is argued to be higher in the context of digital citizen partic-
ipation [12]. After monitoring the use of Regulation Room, which is a participatory
rule-making digital platform, it was observed that only approximately 5% of vis-
itors registered as users, and that only a part of them posted comments [14]. In
an analysis of the “Réinventons Liège” platform, Lago [24] observed that 17.5%
of visitors registered, and that 7% of registered users proposed at least one idea.
This represents less than 2% of visitors. The Laugardalur consultation on the Betri
Reykjavik platform2 reports 1,997 users, 125 (6.3%) of which have contributed at
least one idea. These numbers show the importance of idea browsing features on
DPP, as these features are used by a large majority of users unlike the posting of
ideas. In addition, idea browsing also concerns contributors [1,33], as contributing
content usually implies browsing the posted content beforehand.

Lurking in online communities has been plagued with negative connotations
[11,37,47], lurkers being sometimes considered as selfish free-riders [46] who take
advantage of active members’ contributions without giving anything in return.
However, lurking has now widely recognized positive outcomes and scholars rec-
ommended to encourage this behavior [11]. Inside the community, lurking allows
newer members to get more familiar with the community and learn its dynam-
ics vicariously [2,26]. This behavior also allows community members to increase
their knowledge base [17], and this can have a positive effect beyond the commu-
nity via information propagation [48]. Lurking has a special importance in the

2 https://www.betrireykjavik.is/group/3740.
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context of DPP. Indeed, ideas potentially impacting the users’ environment and
daily life are discussed on these platforms, and it is therefore essential that con-
cerned citizens are aware of them. Literature on citizen participation recognizes
the importance of accessing information by considering this activity as a form
of participation in itself [3] or as a necessary condition for participation [38].

For the reasons explained in the previous paragraphs, idea browsing is of
great importance on DPP. However, as generally observed in other types of online
communities [31], little attention has been devoted to this activity. In practice,
the idea browsing features of current DPP most commonly consist of filterable
lists. Although being the most common browsing interface on opinion content
platforms, such lists are limited in terms of scalability and engagement [13,42].
Less frequently, dot maps can be found on DPP as well. In the literature, the
attention is devoted to the production of content instead of its consumption.
Indeed, the information that should be provided when posting ideas [49,50] and
the range of opinions that should be provided for idea voting [43] have been
studied, among others. However, no previous work has investigated whether the
implemented idea browsing approaches perform satisfactorily (Research Gap
1), nor what the requirements for idea browsing on DPP are (Research Gap 2).
These are the two gaps this article aims to answer, with a focus on the filterable
list, as it currently stands as the most commonly implemented approach.

3 Methodology

Data was collected following a mixed-methods strategy [20] involving both quan-
titative and qualitative data. The explanatory mixed-methods design [9] was
chosen because it consists in exploring a phenomenon with a larger number of
participants using quantitative methods and explaining the findings with richer
qualitative data collected from a smaller sample. Research Gaps 1 and 2 were
investigated simultaneously, first by means of a questionnaire, and then through
semi-structured interviews. The interview guide was designed based on the ques-
tionnaire results and aimed to give more depth to the quantitative findings.

3.1 Quantitative Data Collection – Questionnaire

The questionnaire introduces respondents to the goal of the research and to
the DPP concept. They are informed that the collected data will be processed
anonymously and consent that it can be used for research purposes. The body
of the questionnaire is structured into three parts. The first part asks socio-
demographic information (i.e., gender, age range, education level, and occupa-
tion), previous experience with DPP, and motivators for browsing ideas on a
DPP. The second part asks respondents to browse ideas on the DPP of the city
of Mons (Belgium) (named “Demain Mons”3) and to complete a shortened ver-
sion of the AttrakDiff questionnaire [27]. The AttrakDiff questionnaire has been

3 https://mons.citizenlab.co/fr-BE/projects/participez-ici/3.

https://mons.citizenlab.co/fr-BE/projects/participez-ici/3
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used in a wide range of application domains and has the advantage of covering
both pragmatic and hedonic aspects of interaction [28]. Following [27], the items
of the questionnaire were translated into French and half were reverse-coded. The
motivation behind the choice of the “Demain Mons” platform is that it relies
on CitizenLab, which is a well-established turnkey citizen participation platform
implemented in more than 400 local governments worldwide. Therefore, we con-
sidered this platform as representative of existing DPP. The ideas on “Demain
Mons” are displayed as a filterable list. The third part of the questionnaire aims
at gathering respondents’ opinion on alternative representations that could be
used to browse ideas on a DPP. Respondents are presented with four images
illustrating visual idioms and are asked to select the one that relates the most
to a set of citizens’ ideas or to describe a better fitting representation. The
four images were designed by the authors after taking inspiration from existing
research and platforms. The list represents the standard approach implemented
on DPP. The tree was inspired by previous research on DPP which proposes a
representation destined to local representatives [25]. The circle packing (named
“bubbles” to avoid technical terms in the questionnaire) is used in the dashboard
of Citizenlab4 destined to local representatives. The light bulbs view is inspired
from the way ideas are represented in popular cartoons. The four images are
shown in Fig. 1, along with their explanation as included in the questionnaire.
The questionnaire was distributed using social media and mailing lists.

Fig. 1. Representations of ideas shown in the questionnaire. (a) The list includes the
title, description, number of likes, dislikes, and comments for each idea. (b) The tree
groups ideas from the same theme and is divided into branches that correspond to sub-
themes. The size of a branch corresponds to the number of ideas and reactions. Each
leaf corresponds to a single idea. (c) Each large bubble groups the ideas pertaining to
a single theme. The inner bubbles correspond to sub-themes. The size of the bubbles
varies according to the number of ideas. The ideas are represented by dots which size
corresponds to the number of reactions for this idea. (d) On the garland, each light
bulb groups the ideas of a single theme. The size of the light bulb corresponds to the
number of ideas and reactions for that theme.

4 https://www.citizenlab.co/blog/civic-tech/4-reasons-why-digital-participation-is-
easier-than-you-think-2/.

https://www.citizenlab.co/blog/civic-tech/4-reasons-why-digital-participation-is-easier-than-you-think-2/
https://www.citizenlab.co/blog/civic-tech/4-reasons-why-digital-participation-is-easier-than-you-think-2/
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3.2 Qualitative Data Collection – Semi-Structured Interviews

In order to delve deeper into the findings of the questionnaire, semi-structured
interviews were conducted. Interviewees were recruited through an open call on
a voluntary basis. No incentive was given for participating. The interviews cover
three parts in 40–60 minutes. Each part deepens one section of the question-
naire. The first is a discussion on interviewees’ motivations for accepting to be
interviewed, their general opinion and previous experience with DPP, and their
motivators and deterrents for browsing ideas on these platforms, after asking
the same socio-demographic information as in the questionnaire. The second
part delves deeper into the results of the AttrakDiff evaluation, which revealed
that the weakness of the idea browsing list lies in its lack of stimulation hedonic
quality (see Sect. 4.2). Interviewees are presented with seven cards showing dif-
ferent representations of a set of ideas. These include the four presented in the
questionnaire (i.e., the list, the tree, the bubbles, and the light bulbs) as well as
three additional ones suggested by the questionnaire respondents. The vases and
the balloons (Fig. 2 (a) and (b)) are direct variations of the light bulbs suggest-
ing to add shape variations. The mindmap (Fig. 2 (c)) has a branch structure
representing the hierarchy of themes and subthemes. Apart from the list, six rep-
resentations of ideas are thus proposed to interviewees. The tree, the bubbles,
and the mindmap allow exploring the theme and subtheme hierarchy and con-
stitute the hierarchical representations group. The light bulbs, the balloons, and
the vases give information at the level of themes without supporting drill-down
exploration, and are labeled as categorical representations. The representations
are illustrated in the form of low-fidelity prototypes. Such prototypes have the
advantage of being inexpensive to build [40], which makes it possible to eval-
uate many different alternatives. They are also well-suited for a requirements
study, since they are not a final product and can therefore serve as a “commu-
nication medium [between users and developers] by which requirements can be
articulated” [40].

Fig. 2. Representations of ideas added for the interviews. (a, b) Variations of the light
bulb representation. Each theme is represented by a balloon or a vase of different
shape which size varies according to the number of ideas. (c) On the mindmap, each
node represents a theme which is further divided into subthemes. The thickness of the
branches represents the number of ideas in the theme or subtheme they lead to. The
leaves of the mindmap represent individual ideas.
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After an explanation of the seven representations, interviewees are presented
with three pairs of cards on which adjectives are written. Two of the pairs
are those used in the shortened AttrakDiff questionnaire to measure stimula-
tion hedonic quality (i.e., Unimaginative – Creative and Dull – Creative). The
third one is “Least preferred – Most preferred” and measures general preference.
Opposing adjectives are placed on opposed ends of a table and interviewees are
asked to rank the seven representations by placing them on the table between
the two adjective cards. In order to avoid biasing the ranks by forcing intervie-
wees to choose, ex aequo rankings are permitted. In the third part, interviewees
are asked to focus on their few most preferred representations and to imagine
what would be their ideal idea browsing approach.

4 Results

4.1 Sample Description

In total, 38 valid completed questionnaires were collected. Regarding socio-
demographics, 16 (42%) of the respondents are females. All age groups are rep-
resented and the mean age is 40 (approximated from the age intervals). 92% of
the respondents hold a higher education degree and 82% are employed or self-
employed, the others being unemployed (5%), retired (5%), or studying (8%). In
the second phase of the research, 11 participants (3 females) were interviewed.
Their average age is approximately 35. 10 are employed and 1 is retired. 10
hold a higher education degree. Their motivation for agreeing to take part in
the interviews is that they find that DPP are a “good” and “healthy” initiative
from local governments. They believe that it has potential to foster democratic
processes, inform citizens, discuss ideas constructively, and help public servants
to better understand citizens’ needs.

Overall, the respondents and interviewees stated that they would be moti-
vated to browse ideas on such platforms to (1) discover public opinion trends,
(2) compare their opinion to others’, and (3) consult others’ ideas by location,
topic of interest or simply out of curiosity. Their main reasons for not browsing
ideas on a DPP are (1) the fear that the posted ideas would not effectively be
taken into account, making it useless to browse them, (2) the local government
being unable to process a high number of ideas, (3) the lack of transparency on
the idea selection process, (4) the high number of ideas to browse, and (5) the
low usability of the browsing interface.

4.2 Evaluation of the Current Idea Browsing Approach

The results of the evaluation of the idea browsing list show an average of 0.47 for
hedonic quality, 1.05 for pragmatic quality, and 0.91 for attractiveness (Fig. 3).
Following the official AttrakDiff interpretation guidelines, this indicates that the
idea browsing list is “task-oriented.” It performs satisfactorily on the attractive-
ness and pragmatic aspects, although scores around 1 suggest that there are
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areas of improvement. On the other hand, it is not the case for hedonic quality.
Although the Tacky – Stylish score is satisfactory, the Cheap – Premium aspect
receives a score of 0.4. The scores are even lower for the stimulation-related
aspects. Indeed, the Unimaginative – Creative and Dull – Captivating aspects
received an average of 0.3 and 0.1, respectively. This shows that the main issue
with the idea browsing approach currently implemented on DPP is its lack of
stimulation quality.

Fig. 3. Average score for each pair of the shortened AttrakDiff questionnaire (PQ =
Pragmatic Quality, SHQ = Stimulation Hedonic Quality, IHQ = Identity Hedonic
Quality, and ATT = ATTractiveness).

In the ranking activity, interviewees were asked to assign a rank from 1
(corresponding to the worst) to 7 to each representation, which in turn received
a score equivalent to the rank. When several representations were assigned the
same rank, they were each given the same score, corresponding to the average of
the positions they would be assigned if there was no equality in the ranks. For
example, if the lowest rank is given to three representations, they are each given
a score of (1 + 2 + 3)/3 = 2. Figure 4 shows the scores derived from the ranks
assigned by the eleven interviewees (I1–I11) for the Unimaginative – Creative
pair. Nine interviewees ranked the list as the least creative. They explained
that lists are very commonplace and that the list is as such the least original
representation. The scores given to the list for the Dull – Captivating pair (Fig. 5)
are by far the lowest among other representations. Only one interviewee ranked
the list higher than second to last. Interviewees explained that a list is “boring”
and “painful to browse.”
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Fig. 4. Scores derived from the ranks assigned by each interviewee for the Unimagi-
native – Creative pair.

The low ranks given to the list representation were nonetheless nuanced by
several interviewees. They noted that although the list was overall the least cre-
ative and captivating representation, it was still an efficient approach to browse
ideas in details and that it should be provided on a DPP. This is in line with
the satisfactory scores observed in the questionnaire for the pragmatic quality.

Fig. 5. Scores derived from the ranks assigned by each interviewee for the Dull –
Captivating pair.

4.3 Toward a More Stimulating Idea Browsing Approach

The six alternative representations outperform the list on the Unimaginative –
Creative, Dull – Captivating, and general preference (Fig. 6) rankings. However,
the question of which representation performs the best among these is more divi-
sive. The image association part of the questionnaire revealed that the bubbles
view was preferred by 14 respondents, the list by 11, the tree by 8, and the light
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bulbs by 2. The 3 remaining respondents suggested the three other representa-
tions that were added for the interviews. This illustrates the diversity of possible
representations, among which no clear preference stands out. The analysis of the
interview rankings also shows a large variance in the ratings.

Fig. 6. Scores derived from the ranks assigned by each interviewee for the general
preference.

Overall, the hierarchical representations were found less creative but more
captivating than the categorical representations. The general preference ranking
favors hierarchical representations as well. Although the interviewees reported
that they based their preference on several criteria (e.g., practicality, originality),
the data suggests that the captivating character is a more important factor than
the creativity. Indeed, the scores of the Dull – Captivating ranking are twice
more strongly correlated (r = 0.63) with general preference scores than those of
the Unimaginative – Creative ranking (r = 0.31). However, sample size does not
allow for a significance analysis of the correlation.

Two representations stand out from the general preference ranking, namely
the tree and the bubbles. Interviewees explained that the hierarchical nature
of these representations makes them want to explore the deeper levels. Some
interviewees explained their preference for the tree metaphor by stating that it
is “cool” (2 interviewees) and allows progressing from general themes to specific
ideas intuitively (3). The bubbles representation was found eye-catching (3) and
has the advantage of changing more dynamically while the shape of the tree
would change more slowly (1).

When describing their ideal browsing approach, 4 interviewees centered their
idea around the bubbles and 4 others chose the tree, showing divided opinions
in line with the image association part of the questionnaire. 2 others expressed
a particular attraction toward the vases and 1 toward the balloon. The intervie-
wees who preferred the bubbles or the tree nonetheless explained that another
representation should provide more detailed information on a subset of ideas
selected after exploring the tree or the bubbles. They all found that the list
was well-suited for this purpose, although three interviewees also mentioned the
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mindmap as an alternative. Thus, although the interviewees did not converge
toward a specific idea browsing solution, the majority of them recommend an
idea browsing approach that supports the Information Seeking Mantra [44]. The
solution they envision shows a stimulating representation – the tree and the bub-
bles were suggested the most frequently – giving the global picture (overview)
as entry point. Then, users should be able to identify a subset of ideas by inter-
acting with this representation (zoom and filter). Finally, the selected ideas
should be displayed as a list to give detailed information (details-on-demand).

5 Discussion

5.1 Implications for Research and Practice

The findings presented in this article have direct implications for researchers
and practitioners, and in particular for designers of DPP. Regarding Research
Gap 1, the results from the AttrakDiff evaluation show that the most commonly
implemented approach is not satisfactory in terms of stimulation quality. As for
Research Gap 2, all the interviewees suggested an idea browsing approach that
differs from the one provided on DPP. Their suggestions did not converge toward
a specific solution but highlight a general architecture involving a stimulating
representation such as a tree or bubbles as entry point with a list allowing in-
depth exploration of a selected subset of ideas. This architecture can serve as
basis for designers willing to improve idea browsing on their DPP.

In addition to answering the two research gaps, the interviews hinted moti-
vators and deterrents for browsing ideas on DPP, such as the lack of confidence
in the truthfulness of the local government and the perception that the posted
ideas could not be processed due to a lack of resources on the local government’s
end. This extends previous literature [37] with insights specific to DPP, although
further research is needed to produce a more complete picture. Furthermore, the
findings reported in this article can serve as inspiration for researchers studying
similar platforms implemented in different contexts. One example is the digital
suggestion box [41]. Lastly, the ranking activity from the interviews was met
with a lot of enthusiasm. The mix of a quantitative question and think-aloud for
qualitative explanation worked especially well. Interviewees reported that it was
playful, encouraged them to be more diligent in the ranking, made the question
more “tangible,” and made the interview feel less lengthy since it added diver-
sity in its conduct. Based on this positive feedback, we recommend researchers to
incorporate similar activities when possible in their data collection instruments.

5.2 Limitations

The research presented in this article has several limitations. The first is the
sample size of 38 respondents of the questionnaire. While it gives interesting
general tendencies, it is too low to provide any statistically generalizable results.
The second relates to the representativeness of the sample. More than 90% of
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the questionnaire respondents and of the interviewees hold a higher education
degree. This indicates that the most educated part of the population is much
overrepresented. This is most probably due to the distribution strategy of the
questionnaire, which relied exclusively on digital channels including professional
social media. The third limitation stems from the illustration of the visual rep-
resentations used in the questionnaire and the interviews. The representations
could have been illustrated in other manners and with different levels of details,
which could have impacted the findings. The fourth limitation is that the results
could not successfully converge toward a specific idea browsing solution, but
rather hinted a general architecture, which reduces the impact of the findings
for practitioners. Nonetheless, this general architecture can serve as starting
point for a design generation process, such as a design studio [27], able to deliver
a solution stemming from a shared vision. The fifth limitation is the focus on
stimulation hedonic quality. It is motivated by the results from the question-
naire that show that stimulation is the lowest rated quality, and therefore the
most in need for improvement. However, while more stimulating representations
were identified, their other qualities (e.g., pragmatic quality) will also have to
be assessed when refining the general architecture into specific designs.

5.3 Future Work

Many respondents reported that they had never heard of DPP before, although
the largest cities of their region have implemented them recently. This is a very
common issue with citizen participation initiatives: they usually attract few new
participants and struggle to engage citizens beyond the “usual suspects,” which
causes representativeness issues. Previous literature on information seeking pro-
vides an interesting explanation to this phenomenon. It highlights that individ-
uals can seek information in different ways [32]. The large majority of citizen
participation methods, including DPP, only support active encounters with infor-
mation, meaning that individuals have to make a step forward to encounter the
information (i.e., browse ideas on a DPP). Another mode of information seek-
ing consists in serendipitous encounters with information, and has therefore a
much greater potential to attract new participating citizens. One way of imple-
menting this mode of information seeking in the context of DPP would be to
show a visual representation of the ideas on a public display, which would be
deployed in the public space and accessible for browsing to any passerby [51].
Public displays have already showed success in implementing citizen participa-
tion initiatives [8] and proved their potential to attract much more citizens than
traditional approaches [16]. It would be valuable to research whether showing a
representation of the ideas from a DPP in the public space would help to increase
the awareness of the platform and in turn attract more lurking and contributing
participants, and what would be the impact on the representativeness.

Contributors on DPP should be representative of the population since their
input is expected to influence decisions that will affect the whole population. The
numbers discussed in Sect. 2 show a very low proportion of contributors among
DPP users, let alone among the citizenry, which poses representativity issues.
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It is therefore essential to research how lurkers can be encouraged to become
contributors. Several leads have been proposed to encourage lurkers to con-
tribute in their online community [5,26,37,47]. Overall, three directions emerge
when aggregating these recommendations, along with the cross-cutting concern
of ensuring good usability. First, mentoring from elder active participants. Sec-
ond, implementing mechanisms that echo gamification such as rewards, ranks,
and cooperation. Third, offering content browsing mechanisms prompting new
contributions. Regarding the latter, it would be valuable to investigate whether
implementing an idea browsing approach following the general architecture sug-
gested in this article would actually result in a higher number of contributions.
The integration of nudges into representations of ideas would also be interesting
to study, as previous research showed that nudges can increase contributions on
user-generated content platforms [52].

6 Conclusion

Digital participation platforms (DPP) are online websites put in place by local
governments. They are a call for citizens to post and react to ideas of improve-
ment for their city. An important part of the interaction with DPP is to browse
the posted ideas. This is necessary for citizens willing to contribute reactions or
ideas of their own, but also for those willing to get acquainted with the posted
content without contributing. This latter group represents the large majority of
users and is referred to as lurkers. However, the idea browsing approaches imple-
mented in current DPP are limited, the most common one being a list filterable
by theme. To the best of the authors’ knowledge, previous literature has not
investigated whether this approach satisfactorily supports idea browsing, and
has not studied the requirements for idea browsing on DPP.

In this article, the idea browsing list of a representative DPP was evaluated
using the AttrakDiff questionnaire. Results showed improvable but satisfactory
pragmatic quality and attractiveness, and insufficient stimulation hedonic qual-
ity. Then, interviews were conducted to gain qualitative insights into the ques-
tionnaire results and collect requirements for the design of a more stimulating
idea browsing approach. While the interviews did not converge toward a specific
design, they confirmed that the current idea browsing approach is not satisfac-
tory, and that idea browsing should instead be implemented using a stimulating
interactive representation such as circle packing or thematic trees as entry point
combined with a list for further exploration. This article makes a step forward
in the understanding of the requirements for idea browsing on DPP. It also pro-
poses to investigate in future research how visual representations of ideas could
make the content posted on DPP more representative of the population.
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isateur des systèmes interactifs. Eur. Rev. Appl. Psychol. 65(5), 239–252 (2015)

29. Lukensmeyer, C.J., Brigham, S.: Taking democracy to scale: creating a town hall
meeting for the twenty-first century. Natl. Civ. Rev. 91(4), 351–366 (2002)

30. Macintosh, A.: eParticipation in policy-making: the research and the challenges.
In: Cunningham, P., Cunningham, M. (eds.) Exploiting the Knowledge Economy:
Issues, Applications and Case Studies, vol. 3, pp. 364–369. IOS Press (2006)

31. Malinen, S.: Understanding user participation in online communities: a systematic
literature review of empirical studies. Comput. Hum. Behav. 46, 228–238 (2015)

32. McKenzie, P.J.: A model of information practices in accounts of everyday-life infor-
mation seeking. J. Doc. 59(1), 19–40 (2003)

33. Muller, M.: Lurking as personal trait or situational disposition: lurking and con-
tributing in enterprise social media. In: Proceedings of the ACM Conference on
Computer-Supported Cooperative Work, pp. 253–256. Association for Computing
Machinery (2012)

34. Nielsen, J.: The 90-9-1 rule for participation inequality in social media and online
communities (2006)

35. Nonnecke, B., Preece, J.: Lurker demographics: counting the silent. In: Proceedings
of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, pp. 73–80.
Association for Computing Machinery (2000)

36. Nonnecke, B., Preece, J.: Silent participants: getting to know lurkers better. In:
Lueg, C., Fisher, D. (eds.) From usenet to CoWebs, pp. 110–132. Springer, London
(2003). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4471-0057-7 6

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-322-80058-9_19
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4471-0057-7_6


50 A. Clarinval et al.

37. Preece, J., Nonnecke, B., Andrews, D.: The top five reasons for lurking: improving
community experiences for everyone. Comput. Hum. Behav. 20(2), 201–223 (2004)

38. Romariz Peixoto, L., Rectem, L., Pouleur, J.-A.: Citizen participation in architec-
ture and urban planning confronted with arnstein’s ladder: four experiments into
popular neighbourhoods of hainaut demonstrate another hierarchy. Architecture
2(1), 114–134 (2022)

39. Royo, S., Pina, V., Garcia-Rayado, J.: Decide Madrid: a critical analysis of an
award-winning e-participation initiative. Sustainability 12(4), 1674 (2020)

40. Rudd, J., Stern, K., Isensee, S.: Low vs. high-fidelity prototyping debate. Interac-
tions 3(1), 76–85 (1996)

41. Sandstrom, C., Bjork, J., et al.: Idea management systems for a changing innova-
tion landscape. Int. J. Prod. Dev. 11(3–4), 310–324 (2010)

42. Schelings, C.: Renouveau des approches participatives pour la fabrique de la Smart
City. PhD thesis, Université de Liège (ULiège) (2021)
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