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Abstract: In recent years, a number of governments have worked to increase openness and transparency in 

their actions. Information and communication technologies (ICTs) are considered as a cost-effective and 

convenient means to promote openness and transparency for public interaction. Web 2.0 or social media tools 

are increasing the level of participation of all stakeholders in the process of creating, maintaining, sourcing, and 
sharing information. Emerging interactions between the people and government itself are creating opportunities 

for increased accountability, transparency, participation, and collaboration. A well-planned e-government 

strategy can establish a more efficient, accountable and transparent government. This review paper highlights 

the use of web 2.0 in e-government and concept of e-participation, discusses e-government challenging issues  

and provides significance of e-government for policy makers. E-government has been proposed as a way to 

increase public trust in government and enhance citizen evaluations of government. Public attitudes and e-

participation toward government are central part for democratic governance and public administration. 
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1. Introduction 

E-government is the delivery of government services and information every time. The e-Government policy 

focus is concerned with efficiency and effectiveness. The future move of e-government includes governance 
issues, along with efficiency and effectiveness, such as promoting economic growth, jobs, competitiveness and 

sustainable development[28]. It further includes democracy, quality of life, citizenship, trust, stability, and 

universal human rights. The policy goals of government and e-Government distinguish the public sector from 
the private sector, given that the latter generally observes the constituent as a consumer. ICTs offer new means 

for openness by providing access to Web 2.0 or social media, content and interactions that are created through 

the social interaction of users through highly accessibly web-based technologies. Web 2.0 can be used to refer to 

both the enabling tools and technology and to the content that is generated by them. It includes blogs, wikis, 
social networking sites such as Facebook, Myspace, micro-blogging services (e.g. Twitter), and multimedia 

sharing services (e.g. Flickr, YouTube). The popularity of LinkedIn supports that social media such as blogs are 

used for professional purposes, as the primary use of LinkedIn is for job hunting and recruitment, according to 
the site’s own profile and user instructions. 

Internet social networking tools and Web 2.0 technologies are providing a new way for web users in 

information sharing and knowledge transformation [35]. The internet social networking tools have been utilized 

as a solution in emergency response during disasters. Web 2.0 platforms, mobile communication technologies 
and social networking could change interactions between government and people for positive benefit. An 

internet- based emergency response system would have allowed people to use mobile telecommunications 

devices to report events to the government to facilitate search and rescue. By using telecommunications 
technology such as Web 2.0, microblogging and other social network technologies governments could transform 

infrastructure to assist individual and communities respond to and recover from disasters [20]. As regards Web 
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2.0 technology in use, e-government will focus on transparency of its services to provide activities of the 

administration visible and support cooperation, adaptive and service-oriented information architectures in 
integration with existing systems and services. Moreover, E-government services are focused mainly on the 

individual citizen it will pursue public problems in terms of advanced visualization techniques for decision 

making processes. 

The purpose of this paper is to emphasize the use of web 2.0 in e-government, concept of e-participation as 
well as challenging issues and significance of e-government for policy makers. The term Web 2.0 is widely 

attributed to Tim O’Reilly who used it to a second generation of web-based services that feature openness for 

collaboration and interactivity [4]. Web 2.0 or social media tools can exchange information with the people and 
exploit the collective initiative of the public to support the mission. Social media can assist on cost savings, its 

strength lies in increasing public engagement which helps a government agency to accomplish its goal. 

2. E-Participation Concept 

The rapid development of ICT brings new challenges to business and public sector. From the point of view 

of public sector ICT have been challenging in several perspectives. The public opinion is available through 
published view through easily accessible online papers, newsgroups, and blogs or Web 2.0 social media tools. 

These issues raise a need for higher quality e-government services and active interaction between government 

and citizens [21]. On the other hand, the support of administrative processes as well as electronic democracy was 
envisaged [7]. An adequate attention was paid how ICT transform public administration processes in order to 

make them more efficient [16] and the awareness is given to e-participation field. In this connection, e-

participation can be defined as adopting ICT within politics in regard of participatory, self organized democracy 

and grassroots communication and discussion processes. In general, e-participation represents that technologies, 
resources, organizations, and skills enable humans to design and manage their social systems all by themselves 

and to develop collective visions of a better future so that collective intelligence can materialize. Nevertheless, 

the human abilities and ways of employing such technologies for political communication has to be taken into 
consideration as well [30]. As Millard (2008) [27]observes such e-participation is moved by various ICT means 

“from the more traditional emails and electronic forums, to the Web 2.0 phenomenon of social networking, and 

applications which enable users to upload their own content and manipulate the content of others, as well as 
facilitate deliberation and debate”. 

E- Government is adopted with the purpose of improving the services and delivery provided by the 

government to its citizens.  User acceptance of technology is a key driver determining the rate of change. ICT 

enables both users and employees of the organization  to  be  more  effective  and  productive  in  receiving,  
providing  and  delivering electronic  services. ICT does not only allow the formation of virtual or online teams 

for working closely together irrespective of geographical boundaries but also has the potential to outreach the 

people around the world. Warkentin et al. [31] define adoption as the intention of people to involve in e- 
government to collect information and request services from the government. Carter and Belanger [32] measure 

it as intent to implement and intention to use e-government services.  Effective e- government has the ability to 

generate new methods and avenues  for participation  in  government, electronically  threading together  people, 

businesses,  and  all  levels  of  government  in  a   country.   The successful adoption of e-government services 
is important for governments. Akman et al. [33] explained that the success of e-government adoption depends on 

public efficiency. E-government services offer public precision in the process of governance, such as prompt and 

efficient services, simplification of procedures, and friendly attitudes of an individual. 

Macintosh (2004) [24]provided definition of e-participation as the use of ICTs to support information 

stipulation, top-down engagement which is concerned with support for government-led initiatives, and ground-

up empowerment which is largely connected with the support to enable citizens, civil society organizations and 
other democratically constituted group to engage with their elected representatives and officials. Within overall 

framework of applying ICT in public organization e-participation comprise to political value establishment. As 

noted by Millard (2008),[27]ICT provide value for public organizations in three ways: political democracy 

value, organizational value and customer value through effective services. From the perspective of political 
democracy value e-participation is treated as openness and participation increasing tool enchasing public trust 

through open, transparent, accountable, flexible and participatory administration and policy making.  
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The usability of the applications, tools, channels and devices through which e-participation will take place in 

virtual space, need to be designed properly to support the people in this regard [13].E-government has been 
proposed as a way to increase public trust in government and enhance citizen evaluations of government. There 

is a significant relationship between trust and use of a local government web site, as well as other positive 

assessments of federal and local governments. The evidence suggests that e-government can increase e-

participation by improving interactions with citizens and perceptions of responsiveness [29]. Public attitudes and 
e-participation toward government, including trust, are central part for democratic governance and public 

administration. As reported by European Commission (2008), [11]a number of people today are losing interest 

and confidence in the way their countries are being governed. Issues of openness, trust, and transparency are 
being repeatedly and immensely discussed as the public manifests lack of confidence in public servants and 

governmental institutions [26].  

 

3. Opportunities and Challenges 

The combination of e-government, Web 2.0 or social media, web-enabled technologies, mobile 

technologies, transparency policy initiatives, and public desire for open and transparent government are 
delivering a new age of opportunity that has the potential to create open, transparent, efficient, effective, and 

user-centered ICT-enabled services. An extensive range of nations with varying technology infrastructure have 

created several procurement, tracking, anti-corruption, and other systems that assisted national and state 

governments engagement in transparent government activities. Moreover, the systems opened government to 
public inspection, thereby reducing corruption. Before attempting to understand what Web 2.0 provides for e-

democracy, it needs to understand wider implications for political behavior that stays close to its technological 

characteristics. O’Reilly’s technology-centered approach defines Web 2.0 in terms of seven key themes [5].The 
seven principles are: the Internet as a platform for political discourse; the collective intelligence emergent from 

political web use; the importance of data over particular software and hardware applications; perpetual 

experimentalism in the public domain; the creation of small scale forms of political engagement through 

consumerism; the propagation of political content over multiple applications; and rich user experiences on 
political websites. This principle indicates that the web has moved from the older model of static pages toward a 

means of enabling a wide range of goals to be achieved through networked software services. 

Easily scalable networking involves an organization being able to flexibly adapt to sudden growth surges 
and ad hoc events that increase demand for its services. The Internet contributes to a varied and pluralistic media 

background. The web-as-platform principles can be seen at work in a range of political arenas [19]. The idea 

more strongly embodied in the recent shift towards online social networking on platforms such as Facebook and 
MySpace, and social media sites such as YouTube. Digital access and capabilities in dealing with ICT have been 

identified as relevant for personal fulfillment and development, active citizenship, social inclusion and 

employment. Moreover, avoiding the emergence of new inequalities, digital inclusion contributes to social 

inclusion to the extent that people at risk of exclusion can be empowered through ICT. Web 2.0 may support the 
enhancement of public social capital as it facilitates interactions between offline and online community and the 

improvement of social relations by creating and maintaining links through the use of social networks. In 

addition, Web 2.0 can also contribute to the development of cultural capital of disadvantaged people as it 
broadens the access to digital content and other opportunities which facilitate learning processes [1]. Social 

media can create new digital divides widening the gap created by digital and social exclusion for already 

helpless groups and people. At the same time it can also be an enabler of self-organization [14]and self-help 
processes started by, or involving, socially-excluded people that transform weak ties created across the online 

and offline worlds into effective collective structures of engagement and participation. 

Social media function to realize user and society driven innovation instead of technology driven innovation. 

However, despite the success of new e-government services, significant analysis is necessary to assess whether 
social media have prospective to bridge the gap between digital and social inclusion[19]. On the other hand, 

possible negative aspects related to social media and Web 2.0 may not be neglected. The greatest barriers to the 

adoption of e-government, in order of frequency of response, were: lack of technology or web staff; lack of 
financial resources; lack of technology or web expertise; issues regarding security; and the need to upgrade 
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existing IT [15]. There should be little wonder that local governments have moved ahead slowly in the further 

and more sophisticated development of their e-government presence. Some important factors relating to this are 
presented below: 

Technology literacy: The ability to understand and use technologies 

Usability: The design of technologies that are sensitive and allow users to engage in the content embedded 

within the technology 

Accessibility: The ability of persons with disabilities to be able to access the content through adaptive 

technologies 

Functionality: The design of the technologies to include features such as search, e-government service tracking 
and accountability measures that users desire. Therefore, it is essential to both use technologies that are widely 

deployed to provide a wide base of technology access, but there is also often a considerable need to provide 

training, and engage in usability, functionality, and accessibility testing to ensure the broadest ability to 

participate in e-government services and resources. The use of social media as a core part of transparency 
initiatives also can create both new opportunities and challenges. 

The expansion of e-Government web sites and the online sharing and posting of information have changed ways 

of communication. Users should understand their responsibilities for conducting themselves online. An 
important component for this is cyber ethics. Cyber ethics refers to the code of responsible behavior of the users 

on the internet. The basic tenets of cyber ethics should be employed to be good cyber citizens [17]. In most cases, 

the greatest limitations to e-Government are non-technical, in the management category, such as political 
opposition, deeply ingrained policies and practices, and internal employee resistance. While E-Government is 

subject to the same threats as e-business, e-Government operates within different constraints. Most businesses 

deal only with a subset of the population, and they can choose the how and the when they do it. But the 

government must deal with everyone [9].Therefore, because of the huge number of users and transactions, and 
sensitivity of this field, like citizen’s private information or government’s secret information, and other issues, 

securing governmental networks considered of high importance.  

4. Trust in E-Government 

Scholars have conceptualized trust as a product of public preferences regarding results of policy or electoral 
outcomes. But preferences and outcomes explain only one part of the dissatisfaction with government. Previous 

surveys show individuals with low trust in government say that policies do not reflect their beliefs and values. 

Recent study provides evidence that citizens base their evaluations on process considerations about how fair, 

open, and responsive political and governmental processes are [10, 2]. Citizen trust about the fairness and 
responsiveness of government processes are vital. Two modes for the creation of trust that are significant for e-

government are found: process-based trust and institutional-based trust. Process-based trust is rooted in repeated 

interactions with government. As a result of these interactions, individuals participate in instrumental exchanges 
and get what they need, but there are also symbolic exchanges. One dimension of trust is based on perceptions 

that government cares about people, their needs, and expectations i.e., perceptions that government is 

responsive. Institutional-based trust is an opinion of institutions rather interactions and it conveys an expectation 
that institutions will do what is right. Citizens trust institutional expertise or past institutional practice. In several 

ways, institutional-based trust represents an image held by respondents. Institutional actions that conform to 

public expectations may boost an institution’s reputation. 

There is extensive concern that the citizen has lost faith in the performance of the core institutions of 
representative government, and it is estimated that more open and transparent government and efficient service 

delivery could help restore that trust. E-government, which has been proposed as one solution, “refers to the 

delivery of government information and services online via the Internet or other digital means” [4]and may 
include opportunities for online political participation [29]. E-government holds promise for enhanced delivery 

of public services, including online transactions, and for transforming information about the function of 

government. It can improve communication between citizens and government through e-mail, enabling direct 

participation in government decision making. An early study of e-governance conducted by the Organization for 
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Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), based on interviews with information specialists, public 

officials, and the policy-making community in eight postindustrial countries found that the “overall impact of the 
Internet had failed to increase access to policymakers, to improve the transparency of government decision 

making, or to facilitate public participation in policy making” [2]. Some survey data suggest that public attitudes 

are affected by e-government [8, 34]. West (2004) [47] analyzes national survey data [8]and finds that exposure 

to information about e-government is significantly related to the opinion that government is effective at solving 
problems, but it is not related to trust in government.  

5. Implication of Web 2.0 in E-Government 

Web 2.0 or social media tools are increasing the level of participation of all stakeholders in the process of 

creating, maintaining, sourcing, and sharing information [9]. Emerging interactions between the public and 
government itself are creating opportunities for increased accountability, transparency, participation, and 

collaboration. Furthermore, social media tools are potentially disruptive and have transformative effects on 

information sharing that have not been fully covered in the public administration literature [26].In the public 

sector, several new types of information production and sharing tools are emerging in form of grassroots 
developments called social media, Web 2.0 tools, or the social web. These are tools that are used in digital 

environments in which contributions and interactions among all stakeholders are enabling a high degree of 

collaborative knowledge creation and sharing [4, 34]. These are web applications that emerged in private settings 
outside any business or government context. They are rapidly making their way into the public sector [33].  

The social media phenomenon has established a need for novel research approaches in public administration 

to understand the underutilized resources of emergent interactions and voluntary contributions in which citizens 

and public sector employees are engaging. Social science itself is lagging behind in collecting and analyzing 
large scale behavioral data, such as information created on political blogs or the content and contacts created on 

social networking sites (e.g., government Facebook groups). New forms of study, such as social network 

analysis, can assist to explain these informal dynamic structures and their content [5, 17]. In the past few years, 
e-government has been a topic of much interest about the advent of Web 2.0 technologies. Government use of 

technology and the Internet must and will continue to increase in the wake of their citizens’ technological 

adoption, yet there are still many questions and concerns about the progress and future of e-government. 

     An analysis of participation in the first generation of e-government initiatives worldwide provided limited 

usage of e-government services. Increased use of Web 2.0 was suggested as the solution to low participation, 

leading to a generation of broader, deeper, and more advanced e-participation [6]. Some organizations 

discovered the problems inbuilt in utilizing mainstream of social media services. For example, trust becomes an 
issue when ads on a government Facebook page undermine to the message or goal of the page. Also, privacy on 

Facebook has been a problem for years. People may not know the difference between the social media source 

and the government agency using it [19]. Additional concerns include accessibility to the disabled, which does 
not appear to be a priority to Web 2.0users, and the limitations of the format and design can prevent government 

agencies from reaching particular groups of citizens. Social media can enable internal communication and 

collaboration, exchange information with the public, and keep speed with fast moving events in real time. Social 

media will become more popular, more mobile, and more exclusive. As pointed out by Armano (2009) [3], with 
approximately 70 percent of organizations banning social networks, accessing social networks through mobile 

devices will increase.  

6. E- Government Measurement for Policy Makers 

The e-government policy focus has moved from being concerned with efficiency to being concerned both 
with efficiency and effectiveness. From an almost exclusive focus on the efficiency impacts of e-government 

over government itself, there is a clear movement towards an increased attention on effectiveness impacts, as 

well as to wider governance impacts. This is going hand-in-hand with a change away from measuring only the 

inputs and outputs of e-government initiatives towards a much greater emphasis on analyzing and measuring the 
outcomes for constituents and the impacts on society as a whole, for example through increased public value. 
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6.1 Measurement and the Evolution of E-Government Policy 
A number of sources point to three major policy goals of government and e-government, each with a 

distinctive view of who the constituent is and who benefits from the policy. Each of these policy goals assume a 

different relationship between government and constituents, and need to deal with their own policy 

contradictions[27]: 

 Efficiency and the search for savings: benefits for government: a dynamic, productivity-driven, innovative 

and value for money set of institutions, where the constituent is seen as a tax-payer and the policy dilemma 

is how to provide ‘more for less’. 

 Effectiveness: the search for quality services: benefits for the constituents: producing and delivering 

interactive, user-centered, innovative, personalisable, inclusive services, maximizing fulfillment and security, 
where the constituent is seen as a consumer, but where services are provided to all on the basis of need 

instead of demandthe policy dilemma is how to pursue both need and demand and how to balance the two. 

 Governance: the search for good governance: benefits for society: open, transparent, accountable, flexible, 

participatory, democratic, etc., where the constituent is seen as a citizen, voter and participant there are two 

policy dilemmas, how to balance openness with legitimate privacy and how to balance the ultimately 
irreconcilable interests of society’s different stakeholders. 

The policy goals of government and e-government distinguish the public sector from the private sector, 

provided that the latter generally observes the constituent as a consumer [28]. Accompanying this evolution of 
policy goals there is a simultaneous development in the way they are operationalised and measured. This has 

also involved a greater realization that it is important to be explicit about why measurement in the information 

society in general, and e-government in particular, is being undertaken [18]. 

6.2 Policy Measurement 
Within the broader information society domain, both Heeks (2006) [18] and Millard & Shahin (2006) 

[28]have constructed an e-government analytical framework and evaluation system using a policy impact 
assessment. They adopt a holistic approach which links e-government into the overall policy development 

process, but also allows operationalisation and measurement to take place at one or more levels as long as their 

place in the whole policy framework is appreciated. Being precise about pursued objectives and measures also 

allows policy-makers to verify that the proposed logic of involvement is reasonably strong. Moreover, this is 
also a way to promote a common understanding of the aims of the policy, which is also necessary when it is 

adopted, monitored and measured through specified indicators in order to evaluate its success. 

6. 3 Major E-Government Policy Measurement Trends 
There are two major trends in policy making and policy measurement in e-government, both of which are 

expected to become more important in the future. 

1. Up the Policy Value Chain 
There is increasing focus on making and measuring policies higher up the policy value chain. This implies a 

movement from efficiency to effectiveness to governance. This does not necessarily mean than the first is being 

discarded, rather that all three policy goals are being linked and measured more explicitly together as one system. 
In essence, this is synonymous with a move up the e-government policy objective and evaluation levels. Again 

this does not necessarily mean that the lower levels are being discarded, but rather that the higher levels are 

being included for the first time. The European Commission started for the first time to take initial steps to 
articulate and measure the broader policy impacts of e-government on competitiveness, growth and jobs [12]. 

2.  From Centre to Local and Down the Hierarchy 

There is a trend which is not yet widely established but is now being seriously discussed and pointed out in 

some parts of the public sector. This is to move both policy target setting and measurement from central 
government to local government and from the back-office to the front-office to front-line staff, whether care or 

medical professionals, police, community workers, teachers and to constituents themselves such as citizens, 

families, communities, localities, businesses and their related organizations. This type of policy target setting 
and measurement is using, for example, staff and user panels to design standards and outcomes, such as person-
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centric measures of success in education, health and social care, to complement the top-down and macro 

measures of targets and standards provided by central government [23].  

7. Conclusion 

E-government has attracted attention as one way of improving citizen interactions with government. Social 
media such as Web 2.0 and social networks is widespread among public relations practitioners and scholars. 

While providing additional convenience for citizens to access governmental information and services, e-

government must be implemented cautiously. Implementing e-government is a continuing process, and most 
often the development is conceptualized in stages. The task of e-participation is to empower people to be able 

through ICT to act in bottom-up e-government decision making processes, thus allowing politicians to make 

informed decisions, while developing social and political responsibility. The use of Web 2.0 or social media in 
e-government differs by social culture and form of government. The challenges that need to be addressed in e-

government include suitable ICT support in foresights and policy modeling, especially in the long-term policy 

planning, capability of managing complexities in strategic planning and policy making in complex socio-

economic environments. Government should either adapt the existing web accessibility guidelines or develop its 
own guidelines that are appropriate for their context. There has been conducted limited empirical research on e-

government’s influence on citizen attitudes. Future study on social media in e-government is needed in the areas 

of public attitudes, categorization of e-government applications, and policy-making. 
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