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EXECUTIVEBUMMARY

The shift from the Interneiveb 1.0to the Web 2.0 era has revealed a great challerigeexploit the participation of

active citizenry in the various types focial mediaapplications and platformsvhich have emerged and rapidgrow
overthelaste SI NaE® t S2LJ SQa O2tf 02N GA2Y | YR repoSitbrFof coreintod | (A 2y
various topics, including political and public policy related content, wikichpdated spontaneously on a daily basis,
bringing new perspectives in the policy making arena. As NOMAD tries to deliver ways and tools to transfoomtémt

into valuable information for policy makers, this deliverable aiméntestigate and understand bettehe underlying

content andknowledge of Web 2,docusingon the political and public policy related content, and build the foundations

for its exploitatdn in this project

In this context,in the current deliverablénitially the current landscape of Web 2.0 Social Meki#s beeninvestigaed.
Havihg introduced the basic aspectd Web 2.0 philosophy, a categorisatiafi them has been madéased on the
activities that people perform in the popular platforms and the content that they contribute. The categorisation, based
on the findings of related past projects, was conducted in order to identify the places \whble policy related content

is created ad political discussiontake place from which insights for policy formulation can be extract€@ur analysis
revealed thatpart of the platforms that are used for purposes of Communication, Collaboration, Entertainment and News
and Information sharingare used for discussion and content production concernifglicy Making and Public
Participation This is a very positive finding for our project, as it indicates that there is plenty of political and public policy
related content produced imany social media, which can be exploited (retrieved and undergo advanced processing in
order to draw conclusions and extract knowledge from it) in our project. That is the reasoRaliby Making and Public
ParticipationPlatforms has been viewed as a separatrial media type and analyzedoag with all the other already
known types of Social Media Platforms.

Also, ths deliverableusing a variety of published relevant statistisalldiesexamines theextent of use of the Internet

and the mobile phones (basic channels for accessing social medid)then the extent of use of the social media, and
also the demographics of their users, in order to assess how wide and heterogepleoaisstic is the content basis of

our project. It hasbeen concludedhat (at least in the Europe, the USA and the economically advanced countries in
general) there isvide use of thdnternet, the mobile phones ansocial media by the citizens of bogfendersand various

age, education and income groupkhs, incombination with the findingsnentioned in the previous paragrapmdicates

that a large quantity of political and policy related content is generated in the social media, which is not produced by
some small groups (e.g. by some young high educatiwhincome citizens), but by a wideeterogeneous and pluralistic

NI y3IS 27F OASowe &yhat AavedtheRiskzlaRicollecting and analyzing political content coming from a small
narrow and nonrepresentative group of citizens. Thixtensive andpluralistic content is worth being exploiteldy
government agacies, so NOMAD can generate significant political value in this direction.

Taking into account the abovmositive conclusionsve proceededo a more detailed examination of the use bfeb 2.0

in politics.The US and European use of Web 2.0 to these endsn the last 5 yearsonfirms the future potential and

trend of electronic sociainedia andnetworksto influencepolitical communicationAmong the mos powerful Web 2.0
applications forthe above purposesre the blogs as there is a very large number pdlitical blogs in most western
countries, in which extensive political discussion and content generation takes place every dédlolog of people It is
evident that political blogs anstitute a powerful media tool used byumerous citizensll over the world Credibility

seems to be the main reason why political blogs have grown to dominance. People believe that political blogs are more
FOOdzNI S GKIFy NI RA {Xg2eaders stily gewniost of hBirinews frémiégiilad newsdsbugces, they
are concerned that they are not getting tlvehole side of the story here, akay suspect habitual bida the traditional

news content The content exposed in popular blogs, in patégeithose specializing in public deliberation on politics and
policy formulation, lends naturally itself tthe process developed in NOMAD, which consistarnontologybased
conceptualization of statements over a domain of discourse, of arguments set in defense or supghedestatements

or in the attempt to “destrothem and the linguistic realisation of these argumerisr the aboveeasors blogs,forums

and micro-blogs are the main source of data for NOMAD (opinions expressed, arguments made to support opinions).
NOMADwill buildupon technological advances in knowledge representation and information extraction to index not only
opinions and their plarity from forums, blogs and mic#ologs, but also extract the arguments made to support such
opinions
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In the final chapter we focused on the three countries, where the pilot applications are going to take place: Greece,
Austria and UK. Initially the latconditions concerning the use of Internet and social media are examined, detain
positive conclusions. Thea methodology has been created for selecting the particular social media to be used as
sources, from which content will be retrieved in orderbe processed, andas beerapplied to the above three countries

for specifying the sources to be used in the three pilots. The core of these sources will be the most popular political blogs
of each country, taking into account the conclusions of thevimes chapter (that blogs are the social media platforms
where most of the political discussion and content generation takes place), but will also be complemented with other
social media having political content, according th the conclusions of chapted Zasuch as Facebook and Twitter
accounts. The application of the above methodology in these countries revealed an important difference among their
blogospheres. In Austria and UK there is a much stronger consolidation and concentration, with a snbalf ptim
political blogs being among the top 500 country websites. On the contrary, in Greece there is a high fragmentation in this
area, with a much bigger number of political blogs being among the top 500 country websites. This shows that the
NOMAD processhould be adapted to the particular characteristics of each national context it is used for, for instance
use different numbers of sources in each country according to the degree of consolidation/concentration or
fragmentation of its local blogosphere @COor Greece,38 for Austria and 55 for UK). In countries where a high
fragmentation of blogosphere exists it is necessary to use bigger sets of sources, and probably differentiate the
processing of th content retrieved from them.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose and Scope

/| 2ttt F02NF A2y YR ONBGREAZ2dAZNOAY I I NBE -GIKISE NS d AR Sa 02T N
precious repository of thematic information, thanks to the heterogeneous content that is inserted dailyptated
spontaneously by itsusgérd Ly GKS Gt 2f AGAO&A nwdnég SNIX LYGSNySa Aa OKI
campaign (e.g. latest US electionand the whole political communicatioNowadays, voters are no longer simple
watchers or passive readers of politicedws, events and agendas, but more and more active and proactive citizens, who
freely and spontaneously formulate and exchange their own opinions (either positive or negative) on a plethora of
LYdSNYySi aRSIBIANY AKAyAT éa O2f Sapulafiondast a whokEhe dbjactive ¢ this defiverable is to
examine the currentandscapeof web 2.0 applications and tools that people use extensively today in order to fulfil
specific needs, i.e. Social Networks, Blogs, Wikis, Forums, Content anchiivey Platforms, etc.)n orde to build the
foundations for their exploitation for the purposes of this proje@these tools are characterized according to their
objectives; the nature of media exchanged, the volume of updated information, the timedpef information living. The
different categories of Web 2.0 platforms aexaminedin order to provide a categorization of the underlying group
knowledge (content in particular) that citizens create through their engagement in Social Media with gativebjto
recognize and relate specific content type to the policy making process. Content is characterized either according to the
information type ¢ i.e. judgement, suggestion, argument, criticism, or according to its purgose. news, events,
opinions, comments, contributions, votes, polls, bookmarks, etc. The purpose of D2.1 is also to carry out a study on the
profiles of the people using Social Medial platforms today. This is achieved by blending the results of relevant studies and
reports in interrational and country leve for the countries represented in the consortium. The objective is to determine
whether specific categories of Social Media, based on the characteristics of their users, are more suitable than others to
be incorporated in the paty making process.

1.2 Approach for Work Package and Relation to other Work Packages and

Deliverables

WP2 aims at determining the needs and conditions to meet for policy making through DRA modelling of public
participation. Under this context, WP2 is of majmportance, due to the fact that subsequent Work Packages rely on the
establishment of welbound functional requirements, primarily on the types of policy making argumentation and the
exploitation of social engagement Web 2.0 tools, used by citizems.f@rmer is essential for WP3 (Policy Modelling)

while the latter will contribute at defining key elements that allow for opinion mining and argument extraction from
social media. Such requirements are obtained by alepth analysis and categorizatiorf the underlying group
knowledge and user activities in these Web 2.0 tools. The work is especially focusing on researching the specific social
media related issuethat contribute to the NOMADbjectives. WP2 encompasses thediepth analysis tasks thabgnto
determining the needs and conditions to meet for NOMAD objectives. More specifically, WP2 will provide subsequent
Work Packages with functional requirements and design objectives as regards the policy making domain and the
exploitation of social ediga3SYSy i 2S6 wHwodn LI AOFGA2ya Ay GKS &ao02LIS 2
feedback. In turrWP3 willdevelop the conceptual and computational tools necessary in order to author the models for
domains, policies, and arguments that are neededider to extract related opinions. As such D2.1 is related and

LINE ARSE Ay Ldzi 2F adzoaSljdzSyid RSt AGSNI o6f SapecifidatiosforpolichH & KA
FNBdzYSydFdAz2y Y2RStfAy3Q> 50 dH oVt @I NEDEY $WHIHIVASYY F YAARST {RA ([
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D3.1 Specification

WP2 User Requirements for policy
and Specification D2.2 Report on User argumentation
Requirements modelling
= 4
D2.1 Classification | .
of Web 2.0 Social | . D6.1 NOMAD
Media and Architecture Design
Stakeholder .
Characteristics | ™., D2.3 Standards,
Software Interface
A Modules and APIs
for inter -platform
communication in o
Web2.0 Social D7.2 Description of
Media Pilot Scenarios

Figurel-1: Interconnection of D2.1 with other project deliverables

1.3 Methodology and Structure of the Deliverable

In order to achieve the objectives of this deliveralile, to define a map of the landscape in web 2.0 applications and
tools that people use extensively today in order to fulfil specific needs, and to carry out a study on the profiles of the
people using Social Medial platforms today, we have followed adtagemethodology, which is illustrated in Figure2l

Categorisation of

Web 2.0 Web 2.0 users Web 2.0 usagein Web 2.0 usage in NOMAD Web
applications and analysis politics pilot countries sources
tools

Figurel-2: Methodological approach of Deliverable 2.1

LYAdGAaltfte Ay OKFLIISNI H W¢KS OdzNNByid fFyRaoOFLIS 2F 6S06 Hd
provided an initial categorisation of Web 2.0 applications and tdale.began our introduction in the field of Web 2.0

and Social Mediaby providing their definitions and some basic aspects about them specifically what they are, why use
them and what their characteristics are. We continued with a categorization of the Social Media Platforms according to
their type. We concluded that therare 5 types in which Social Media Platforms bamlistinguisked: Communication/
Collaboration/ Multimedia & Entertainment/ News & Information/ Policy Making and Public Participation.

In the second stage we started with the categorization of the onlisers and we provided their characteristics. Their
basic types are the Influencers, the Communicators, the Networkers, the Knowledge Seekers, the Aspirers and last the
Functionals. Also, we depicted what is the connection between behavior and attitudactf tgpe of online users. As

such OK I LJi2SSNG oH &1 dzd S NE d stalisticél tepodt BasedIbi®ti® yReS af online users, the degree in
which they use the internet, the mobile technology, the Web and the Social Media Platforms and lasbriliedr
activities trying to depict their profile. The facts that we mentioned through the whole chapter are based on researches,
surveys or reports that are published.

ThenA y O K ek Z0NahdrPgliticsve emphasize on thé/eb 2.0 usage in politicgroviding the theoretical ground
for virtual political communication and the use of electronic social networks to influence political behaviour. We
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therefore try to indicate how and whyhe use of the web is meant to differentiate the methods of strategolitical
communication set out by candidates and their strategists during election campaigns

5dz2NAy 3 GKS F2dzNI K & idS30S zH dy aCKdNINSSENQ pg SWhlhAaY 5462 Sadl of A&
analysis of websites in Greece, Austria, anel UK. These sources of political discussion were selected according to the
ranking of the system ALEXA since it is the only open source method which can provide a relatively accurate system of
website popularity metrics and audience demographics. lhjtiall websites from Austria, Greece and the UK which are
ranked up to 500 position on ALEXA were investigated. If the websites had political content and allowed political
discussion there were added to the NOMAD sources list and analysed. Howevéf pllitishes a list which is limited to

the first 500 websites per country. In order to include discussion hubs with lower rankings the sources list includes
LREAGAOKE of23a FYyR LER2NIFfa gKAOK | NB @@spapdrsobeddd Bourdry.J2 £ A G 7
CAylLftexs Ay OKFLIWISNI ¢ GAGESR W 2yOtdzaizyaQ ¢S TwBSasSyil
methodological approach adopted in the current deliverable is captured in the following figure.
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2. THE CURRENT LANDEESF WEB 2.0

This section defines a map of the landscape in Web 2.0 applications and tools that people use extensively today in order
to fulfil specific needs. More precisely, it begins with a small introduction in the field of Web 2.0 and the Sodal Med
Platforms, it continues with the categorization of the Social Media Platforms and their capabilities, making a reference to
the most popular of them. Furthermore, it offers a description of the most important Social Media Platforms and finally, it
closes with a summary with the main conclusions derived from this section.

2.1

Introduction

Up until the late 1990s the Internet landscape was heavily characterized by a statidinoeesional nature. The term

i K K &VebLI0 Suge?s &I 8nfy viem web pagesShut theybwere dot
able to interact dynamically with them. Content creators were few, with the vast majority of users simply acting as
consumers of contenfl]. At first, users would simply read what others wrote, but over time they decided that they

Ay @Sy i SR

wanted to actively take part into creating the information they shared. This led to a new Internet era, cdyncadied
HONné O

a2 8o

G2 RSaONMOGS

Web 1.0

Conlent publishing by wehsite
owner (business {o consumer,
government fo citizen)

Data extraction by website owner

Content management
systems—yproducer

Portals

¥irectories and taxonony

People and data

Stickimess

Syniax

IBRBERERERI]

Web 2.0

Content creation by members
{peer to paer)

Blogging, vlogging, and interaction
by members

Wikis—members, consumers,
and producers

Search engines

Tagging and “folksonomy™

People, data, and application
“mashups”™

Syndication

Semantics

Figure2-1 Transition from Web 1.0 t&Web 2.0[2]

The term Web 2.0 was coined byQ w Sviediaf i@ 20043]. It is used to describe the set of Internet tools which have

interactive and participatory characteristics: social networking sites, wikis, inlpgiie-sharing sites, and torrengg]. In

contrast to the previous singlsided Internet status quo, Web 2.0 holds for a fully dynamic, collaborative online
environment. Users are not just passive recipients of information anymore but rather; they collect, evaluate and share
any kind of information they want with others all over the world. They own multiple social network accounts; actively
participate in blogsfora and chat rooms and comment passionately on anything of interest. The most important thing

about Web 2.0 however, is its ability to change the social dynamics.
According towWesch[5] A Yy

2RI &Qa

2 2 NI R

2 ARS

2850 GKS F¥20dz

KI a

AKATFUS

2.0 is essentially a network platform that allows high levels of user interactions, which in turn enables rich user

Pagel5of 164



Q 0104F01Classification of Web 2.0 Social Media and Stakeholder Characteristics

experiences that gonuch beyond the Web 1.0 ef&]. It is a place where we are all participating for consumption and
collaboration that is reshaping nearlyary aspect of our humaaffairs[6].

2.2 Basic concepts of Web 2.0

A question that comes in mind hearing about Web 2.0 is what exactly this term means. Specifically, Web 2.0 refers to web
applications that simplify the exchange and sharing of information, the collaboration, the design that focuses on the user
and the facilitaion of interoperability as well7]. This term is connected with Dale Dougherty, idNBS & A RSy 4 2 F h
aSRAIF FTYyR Al o0SOFYS 2FFAOAL® G G KB[9hMhwe&h thé @rm &VEBHRA0F 2 So
suggests something new, it is not an update to technical specifications. Instead, it refers to an attitude towards the
sharing ofinformation, and the cumulative changes of web usage. Tim Betregsa World Wide Web inventor, named

2506 HdPn A& | aLASOS 2F 2 NH2y¢ 0SOlFdzaS KS OA§GHHAT SR Al
Although the Web has been a tool for collaboration, only in the last few years software has permitted individuals to use it

as a platform fo true collaborative activitie§l2]. Web 2.0 is a group of new Internet tools and technologies that was
created according to the concept that people who use the media and the Web and also access the Intanttbheho

absorb passively what is availalfie3]. Web 2.0 refers to both users and content and not just surfing on the Internet. It's

about with what the Internet an provide the creator, the collaborator, the active participarather than the passive
viewer[12]. With other words, users should be contributors, helping ousize media and technology for their own goals

and for their communities. Web 2.0 is believed to be a new era in technology promising to help nonprofits operate more
efficiently, generating more funding and affecting more the everyday lives. As Web 2at@oconsidered to be the

blogs, social networking applications, RSS, social networking tools, wikis, picture sharing sites, opifji8]j.sites

The problem thastill remains is the lack of the formulation of a specific definition of Web 2.0. What is certain, of course,
is that in a wider perspective, Web 2.0 represents the evolution of the World Wide Web, from a series of simple websites
to a general environmenih which online software and multimedia applications offer a wider range of information and a
tighter interaction between the users. Moreover, in order to understand better the Web 2.0, its characteristics can be
summaized in the following ten partgl4].

x The Web is a platformWe have passed from the time with the installable software on our PC, to the software
services that we can access online. Online can bedall data and software.

x  The Web is functionalitf'he Web helps the exchange of information and services from websites.

x  The Web is simplét. simplifies the access and usage of web services usingnieedly interfaces.

x The Web is lighBoth the modet of development and business become light. The processes become light as
well. The lightness is familiar with the ability to share of information and services easily and made it possible
through the implementation of intuitive modular elements.

x The Webisocialt S2LJX S ONBI S GKS 2S8S03 20KSNBAaS alLkRLiz I §S &
gradually moving members into the online world.

x TheWebisflot S6 Hdn aGAEE NBYIFAya Ay GLISNLISGdzr £ o0 Sarlk ¢ 2 NJ
an indefinite period of time as long as the users are seen @egelopers.

x The Web is flexibl&he software considers being on a more advanced level enabling access to previously
unavailable digital content. This idea is similar to the Long dadept, focusing on the less popular content that
O2dzf Ry Qi LINBS@A2dzate 6S FO00OSaasSRo

x The Web is mixabl&@he expansion of codes in order to modify web applications (like Google does with its
Google Maps application) give the ability to individuals, who atenecessarily computer professionals, to mix
RAFFSNBY G | LILX AOFGA2ya ONBlIGAY3a ySg 2ySad ! RRAGAZ2Y !

x The Web is participatoryVeb 2.0 has adopted a structure of participation? In spite of userpikgét rigid and
controlled, they are encouraged to enhance the application while they use it.

x The Web is in our hands$s userfriendly interaction is emphasized by its increased organization and
characterization of information through deep linking.dmhation is always more and more easily available due
to phenomena such as social tagging.
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A gquestion that may arise is how Web 2.0 can be visualized as a platform. Like many important concepts, Web 2.0 does
not have a hard boundary, but a rather gravitatal core. The visualization of Web 2.0 can be considered as a set of
principles and practices that tie together a veritable solar system of sites demonstrating some or all of those pririciples, a
a varying distance from that core. Figu#e depicts a"'meme map" of Web 2.0 that was developed at a conference at
O'Reilly Media. It is, in other words, a visualization of Web 2.0 as a Platform showing the many ideasateabtadrom

the Web 2.0 core[9]

Web 2.0 Meme Map

“An awde, not
atechnology’

Trustyour users

Small Pleces
Loosely Joined
ab as compaonents

The Long Tall

Dala as the “Intal Inside” Rich User Experience

the more people use it

Emergent: User
behavior not
predatarmined

The Rightio Remix
“Some rights resened”

Hackability

Figure2-2: Visualization of Web 2.0 as a Platforfa]

Social Media, nowadays, is a very popular word and many times is used, but it can sometimes be difficult to answer the
question ofwhat is exactly a Social Medi&5]. This happens because media is related to the technology and platforms
GKFG SyrotS GKS AYydSNIOGABS 6S6Qa O2y(iSyd ONBlFIGARAYS O2f
Social Media can be considered by many users, business executives and the public, the marketing around these networks
and the content created on them. There are many different definitions of what is Social Media. Accoréigitside
Marketing Strateges [16], Social Media are the platforms that enable the interactive web by engaging users to create
content, participate in, and comment on as a way of commumcptiith their social graph, other users and the public
[17].
Social Media hathe following characteristidd 7]:

x Includes a wide variety of content formats like text, video, photographs, audio, PDF and PowerPoint. Many Social

Media make use of more than one of these options in content.

x  Allows interactdns to cross one or more platforms through social sharing, emails and feeds.

x  Acquires different levels of use@ngagement by participants who can create, comment or lurk on Social Media
networks.

x  Simplifies enhanced speed and breadth of information diseation.
x  Offers oneto-one, oneto-many and mamo-many communications.
x  Enables communication to take place either in real time or asynchronously over time.

x |Is device indifferent? The user can utilize for penetrating to a Social Media a computer (indamops and
netbooks), or tablets (including iPads, iTouch and others) or mobile phones (particularly smartphones).
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x  Extends engagement in three ways: by creating-tisa¢ online events, by extending online interactions offline
and last by augmenting livevents inline.

2.3 Basic aspects of Social Networking

2.3.1 Early scientific approaches

According tot A SNNB [18]IINGS| fGSSNY aa2O0Alt ySig2N)a¢ Aa | GGNROGdziI SR
Dept. of the University of Manchestei. Barneg19] in a study of his conering the social organization and structure of
a small community of fishermen Morway, distinguished thresocial fields:

T ¢KS FTRYAYAAGNr 0ABS 2ySs gKAOK AyOfdzRSa FRYAYAAGNI GAQD
1 The industrial one, corresponding tbe industrial system, which is organized mainly around the exercise of the
activity (in this case, fishing).
I The social one, vaguely delimitated, which determines all non typical relations (acquaintances, friends, relatives,
neighbors).
In his study, Barnslzd Sa (G KS GSN)Y Gaz20Alf ySGég2N]l ¢ FT2N RSTFAYAYy3I (K
properties relative tothe a RSy aAiieé¢ 2F O2yySOiGAz2ya G2 GKAa ySGg2N] 27

P N )

population of the island all the indivitluf & | NB Ay RANBOGf & AyiSND2yFEO08SR @K E Ky d
four links. Based on this finding, social networks analysis sees itself launched.

Elisabeth Bot{20] further adopts the axiomatic proposition that every family is a system including connections no less
between its members than between members and other individuals outside the family system; she purposefully borrows
the new term fordefining various forms of neighboring in English families. Her researches reach the conclusion that every
family is introduced in a relational network that includes connections internal to the family structure, i.e. between family
members, as well as betvea members and non members.

2.3.2 Definitions

Garton, L.Haythornthwaite C & Wellman B. [21] define a social network as a group of individuals, organizations or
entities that have social relations founded on friendship, cooperation and the exchange of information.

According toChristikis, N. & &wler, J.A[22] & & social network is an organized group of individuals consisted by two
kinds of elementshumansand the connections between thémis opposed to vertically organized hierarchy groups, the
naturalsocialy St g2 NJ] & | NSy Qi AYLR2ASR GFNRY 020S¢ odzi S@2ft @S ol
Mark Granovetter{23], dealing with the diffusion of information inside social networks, pointed out the importance of

week ties contrasted to strong ones.

Freeman, L.CJ24], on his part, evaluating the quality of a network, acknowledges the determinative nature of the
following factors:

1 Centrality (referring to the position of a network member through which the largest part of information passes)

1 Degree ointerconnectivity (referring to the number of individuals that interconnect with a particular individual)

1 Independence (referring to the finding that when a network member interconnects with a significant number of
other individuals, she manages to evadle dangers of dependence from a single individual).

AlainDegenneand Michel Fors$[25] further explore the perspective suggested by Freeman and examine the tgntfa
an individual bydiscerninghree levels of analysis:

1 Degree Centrality (determining the position of the agent, either strong or peripheral one, which results from the
number of her connections)

1 Neighboring Centrality (determining the distancetloé agent from all of the network members)
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1 Transitivity Centrality (determining the ability of the agent to be a conductor of information exchange and not
operate independently).

The above writers attribute qualitative features to the density of a netwal&fining it as the quota of the present
connections to the contingent ones. As for the inherent complexity of social networks, they also affirm the simultaneity of
exploration of a vastypologyof relations.
Manuel Castell§26] defines the network as a group of interconnected nodes, a kind of organizational structure familiar
to the human species since ancient times. Nowadays it does come back thanks to thes @ebinformation transfer
network. For him, the web inherently presents flexibility and adaptability, which enable it to survive and develop in an
everchanging environment.
According toChristakis,N. & Fowler, J.A22], caring for the creation of networks is inherent to humans. A central
criterion of selecting the participating individuals is fellowship, i.e. they tend to pursue the company of people with whom
they share commorharacteristics
They also make a distinoti between network and web community, by defining the latter as a group of individuals closely
connected with each other than with other individuals of the same network; that means that the community is
determined on the basis of structural relations andtronly of characteristicsSThey also single out the importance of
selecting the networking structure, which is related to:
1 The size of the network (referring to the number of individuals that each one selects for the construction of her
network)
1 The qualy of connection (referring to the strong or weak ties through which the individual interconnects with
the network participants)

1 The centrality of position (referring to the position that the individual chooses to take inside the network).

2.3.3 Connections
Abet-[ + &flsNI R BB Gdz2Nya (2 GKS y2iA2ya 2F aaidiNRy3I¢ IMgR asS|H
GranovetteE | YR K2f Rad F2NIK HKS RRYAysViik NRE SLIZA0 a5 O02YYdzy A
diffusion.
On this very pointNobert Bolz[28] distinguishes the following foultlegrees of intensy for social relations:

1 Familiarity,

I Strong ties,

1 Weak ties,

1 Anonymity

WhereasGranovetterpoints out the strength of the s©® t f SR a6SF{ (AS&a¢ 6AGK NBALISOI
diffusion and notes the malleability of social formations under the reign of intimacy (given that networks tend by their
nature to redundant condensationBdz presents the contemporary society as a network of selective connections, and
Fy2yeyYArAde +ta GKS Y2ad aiGSYLIAYy3I 2FFSNE 2F 6S0 02YYdzyA Ol (

2.3.4 Characteristics

According toChrstakis, N. & Fowler, J.f22], the inherent characteristics of the social networks are emergence; self
organization and collective intelligence. Emergence refers to new features attributed to the network and resulted by the
interplay and theinterconnectionof its integral parts. Collective intelligence is related to -seffanization and self
regulation, i.e. features of atypical groups.

As far as emergence is concernédthur Battram[29] suggested that, in its context and with respect to the form of
connections, it is the behavior of the overall network that emergesost of the times, in a way exactly opposite to the
one of its integral parts. He jrted out the potential of setbrganization and collective intelligence based on the findings
2 Tooids[30)¢ = G KAOK Ay | O2YLIzGSN) aAyYdzZ | GA2Y SYy@ANRBYYSylyY
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1 Kept aminimum distance from other objects and boids,
1 Kept the same velocity,
1 Moved to the conceived center of the multitude of surrounding boids.

According toChristakis N. & Fowler, J.A[22], in spite of the absence of central control, the coordinated effort of the
group to avoid obstacles as well as the emerging tendency towards a common path, the one benefiting all members, are
key features of networks.

Interconnection and transmission also characterize social networks and refer to their structure and their operation.
Interconnectivity refers to the number of connections between two nodes not participating in a common network.
Transmission is related to the rate of influence one node may exercise to another. At the very heart of those two
OKI NI OGSNRAaAdGAOCA & GKS a{YFrff 22NIR I &LRGKSaAae I yR (K¢

2.3.5 Small World Hypothesis

CKS a{YlIftf Sa2NIER A& LR2AIKY RSR 2y  [IStanle Milig&Nin I$6R11; ado@ding trO i S R
Alain Degenng32],a A f A INJ YQa FAYRAy3Ia FGGNIOGSR GKS FdGSyidAazy 27F |
For the purpose of his experiment, Milgram asked 296 subjects staying in the USA to mail an envelope to a-recipient
target in Boston (allesidence details were given to senders) by using exclusivdbgiyeceen people.

From the total of 296 subjects, 217 sent the envelope to some middle person. By the end of the experiment, 64
envelopeshad reachedtheir destination. The rest had not, sinéeK SA NJ ¢ OBEAFESY¥EF EBBR | ANRY =
respond as expected.

Fromthe total of 67 envelopes delivered, 86% correspond to subjects that sent out the envelope to friends or simple

' Oljdzk Ayil yOSas ¢KSNBlIa mmz ¢gSNBE aSyid G2 NBEIFIIA@Saed ¢KS |
This smalprerequisitenumber of gebetd SSy a t SR G2 GKS F2NNdz I GA2y 2F (GKS a{y
Separatiod ® ¢ KS KeLR(iKSaira KFa Al OGKFIG (o2 LISNE2YyaE y20 (y26A
persons.

This Hypothesis was verified in 2002 Bgter Dodd and Roby MuhamafB3], when they had the initial experiment
repeated, this time on globalscale and by making use ofngils. Subjects were asked to send a sage to various
recipients all over the world via geetweens who may have some connection to the eadipients that had been
selected randorty from a list of eighteen persons in thirte@ountries. The researchers also concludedt thia steps
(middle pesons) were needeqii Kdza @SNAFTFeAy3d aAftAINI YQa S@lIfdza A2y D

The Internet growth boosted the interest for this hypothesis as well as for observing the overall structure of networks.
'f FNBR [® . FNIo6taA addzRASR GKS 2 aiNdreRhad 80R & wekgés presgriRlesBlB | OK ¢
than fourlinks, whereas 0.01% more than 1,000 links.

2.3.6 Three Degrees of Influence Rule
¢ KShree5 SINBESa 2F Ly ¥FfdzSyOS wdzZ S¢ NBFSNER (2 GKS GNIyavYrAaal
of influence one node can have on another.

Researchers established that influences exercised in a network are either direct or indirect. That is, they can be
transmitted to the targeted node with which the communicating node is connected, as well as to nodew/ith the
end-nodes are connected. According @hrstakis, N. & Fowler, J.[22], influence beyond those three degrees fades out,
loses strength and evaporates.

This limited ability to transmit information and influence is based on three main reasons:
1 Inherent weakening; given that information may no longer be credible since it gets to the fourth degree.
1 Network instability; given that the network is under consteevolution, connections beyond three degrees
become unstable.
1 Evolution cause; given the evolution biology background of the human species, human beings have lived and

been educated in smaller groups than those formed by four or more degraafiugnce.
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The abovecharacteristicare core elements for the conception of social networks and determine the strength rate as well
as the reactions and behaviors that they are able to transfer as conductors.

2375dzy ol NRa ydzyo SNJ

Networks as forms of social ganization are as old as the human species itself. Despite their flexibility and adaptability,
they face difficulties in cordination when they exceed a certain scale and level of complexity. On this very ground lies
the 5 dzy 6 huhlizg

According to Robi Dunber, the maximum of participants in a natural social network cannaivee one hundred and

fifty, since beyond that number some kind of hierarchy is dinelyded[22] .

2.3.8 Electronic networks

According taNobert BolZ28], the advent of new media resulted happily to the mutation of society towards a new type,
G ¥ve organizational neighborhood based on electronic netwdi&sanks to new media, globalizationdafragmentation
are enhanced and communication inside society gets to be independent from the number of its population.

In the development of electronic networks, Bolz distinguishes the importance of the fact that, apart the augmenting
abilities for the difusion of information, communities are created and further evolving.

ForManuel Castell§26], the web is a crucial conductor for the creation of a new socraictire based on theveb and

supported by thredactors:

1 The need of the market to be flexible in managing and globalizing capitals.
I The demand of society for personal freedom and open communication.
1 The revolution of micrelectronics.

Castellsalséd dzZ33Saia GKIFIG GKS 6806 AayQid odzi | K2NRT2ydGlFfs dzyO2
either oneto-one or oneto-many basis. It is an ideal medium for preserving weak ties, which in other cases were to be

lost, as well as strong tiesoin a distance, given that therail supports family relations for people lacking interpersonal

contact due to geographical or other reasons. The one biggest benefit, he suggests, is the fact that the web helps to the
development of a new form of socialitpetworked atomismForAlbert[ + a f 5 [2F] tKé& wieb riothonly enables the

approach and study of social networks, serving just like a map, but also pravimesd for evaluating their anatomy as

complex systems.

2.3.9 Electronic social networks

Whereas a social network is defined as a group of individuals, organizations or other entities that are connected by social
relations, an electronic network, accordingugrry Wellman[21], is made social when it connects individuals.

With respect to the webpages of social networReydandEllison[34]a dz33Sa i G KS T 2Wddefigelsgcdl RS T A
networks sites as webased services that allow individuals to construct a public or-pabiic profile within a bounded

system, articulate a list of other users with whom they share a connectioniewdind traverse their list of connectis

and those made by others within the system. The nature and nomenclature of those connections may vary from site to
arEBRO®

In the web, social network pagesn operate in a limited access environment and offer the possibility of a public profile

and displaying a list of user which the profile owner is connected with. A basic characteristic of theirs is that connections
are made visiblend humanoriented.

According toClristakis, N. & Fowler, J22], those pages serve as the ground of interactions that occuliradffor the
most part, and help to preserve ties (mdire G KS ¢Sk { 2y SaoT GKIFG Aazr GKS& Rz2y
complete strangers.
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2.4 Categorisation of Web 2.0 applications and tools

The categorization outlined in the following subsections resulted from the categorization that the analysis conducted
within the PADGETS project reveal@#d?]. Hovever, since PADGETS findings refer to the situation of Web 2.0 two years
ago, and as Internet world evolves rapidly, the categorization needed to be updated but keeping the same
methodological approach. In addition a new category emerged more relevahtNhN@MAD objectives that is platforms
exclusively dedicated to policy making. The following table summarizes the clustering of Web 2.0 applications in the five
main categories emerged from the analysis and are described in detail in the next paragraphs.

Teble 2-1: Main categories of Web 2.0 applications

Category Tools

Communication Blogs, MicreBlogging/Presence
Applications, Internet
Forums/Messages Boards, Social
Networking Sites, Event Sites

Collaboration Wikis, Social Bookmarking, Social
News, Opinion Sites

Multimedia and Entertainment Photo Sharing, Video Sharing, Live
Casting, Virtual World Sites

News and Information News Broadcasting, Institutional Site:
Online Newspapers

Policy Making and Public Crowdsourcing or ideation, Online

Participation contests or competitions, Wikis,
Online town halls or chats, Social
Media

2.4.1 Communication

The first category of Social Media Platforms which is the Communication Category. SoAkeomailexamples of this
categoryare Blogger, WordPress, Twitter, phpBB, hi5, Gaggkacebook. The Communication categmgiudes the
following Platforms:

x  Blogs: e.g. Blogger, Drupal, ExpressionEngine, LiveJournal, Open Diary, TypePad, Vox, WordP{85%, Xanga

A blog or else a web log chronological online diary. Users either as individuals or as small groups can subscribe to a
person's blog, which allows them to & and to write comments in response to blog posts. In other words the user can
maintain or add content to the blog. Blogs are often themed on a single subject. Usually, most of the blogs are interactive
allowing users to leave a message via GUI widgatsits characteristic is what makes it differ from static websites.
Bloggers have the ability through the conversations that are developed from the posts to build social relations with their
subscribers. The structure of a typical blog includes textingges, links to other sources or blogs and web pages. Most

of them are textual, other focus on art (art blogs), on photograph (photograph blogs), on videos (video blogging), on
music (MP3 blogs) and last others on audio (podcas|B&j)

x  Micro-Blogging/Presence Applications: e.g. Dailybooth, FMyLife, Foursquare, Google Buzz, Identi.ca, Jaiku, Nasza
Klasa.pl, Plurk, Posterous, Qaiku, Tumblr, Twj8B}.

Microblogging is another type of blogging. The difference between blogging and microblogging is that in the latter its
content is typically smaller than in the former. As content ircnoiblogging is considered being short sentences with the
maximum of 140 characters, individual images or video links. Some microblogs are used to promote services or products
or even collaboration within an organization. As microblogging services app&ar text messaging, instant messaging,
e-mail and digital audid37].
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x Internet Forums/Messages Boards: e.g. phpBB, FUDforum, BulletinBoard8sjom

Anlnternet forumor message boaris a website for online discussion where online conversations take place in the form

of posted messages. What makes Internet forums differ from chat rooms is that in forums the messages are at least
temporarily archived. Furthermore, depending on the lewé access that the user or the forum agt has, a posted

message might need to be approved by the moderator before it becomes visible. A feature of forums is the conversation
GKFG GFr1Sa LXEFOS FYyR A& OFff SR Ichical and & meadshthat edcK Brund damNdizO G d
contain a number of subforums each one of which has several topics and several discussions. In some forums users have
to register and enter in it after a log in. In others users just stay anonyi3&lis

x  Social Networking Sites: e.g. ASmallWorld, Bebo, Chatter, Cyworld, Diaspora, Facebook, Google+, Hi5, Hyves, IRC,
LinkedIn, Mixi, MySpace, Netlog, Ning, Orkut, Plaxo, Taggedti, XING, Yamm{85].
Asocial networking sités a platform that focuses on building social relations among users who have the same interests
or activities.A social networking site is considered being an online community allowing users to share ideas, activities and
events within their individual group. Each user in order to login to the social networking site makes a profile and has the
opportunity to interact with others and make friends through links and a variety of sery8%s

x Event Sites: e.g. Eventful, The Hotlist, Meetup.com, Upcoming, Ye[B5]nc

Event sites provide users with local upcoming events, things to do, and useful tools. As tools we can mention local events
calendar which contains informatioon nearby concerts, parties, venues, conferences, music performances, singles
events, sports, theatre, movies, and weekend events. Also, these sites provide web tools so that the user can create,
organize, and launch his local evé#0].

2.4.2 Collaboration

We present the second category of Social Media Platforms which is the Collaboration Category. Some of the most well
known are Wikis, Delicious, Digg, Epinions, Wikirgers, Yahoo!Answers. Collaboration includes the following Platforms:

x  Wikis: e.g. PBworks, Wetpaint, Wikia, Wikidot, Wikimedisa, Wikispaces, WiKB&ws
Awikiis a website in which users can add, modify or delete the content with the use of web browser and a markup
language. Wikis are often created in collaboration of multiple users. They are also used for a variety of purposes with
some to permit control ovedifferent functions. For example, editing rights may permit adding or removing material and
there are others that may permit access without enforcing access control. Finally, as examples of wikis we could mention
community websites, corporate intranetsnégwledge management systems and notetakjishgy].

x  Social Bookmarking: e.g. CiteULike, Delicious, Diigo, Google Reader, StumbleUp{8b]folkd

Social bookmarking a method with which Internet users have the ability to organize, store, manage and search for
bookmarks of resources online. Since 1996, many online bookmanageaent services have launched. Some Social

221 YIENJAYy3 {AGSa KI@®S S@PSy YIRS L}RLMzZ NI §KS GSN¥Ya bazo.
created Internet bookmarks to be displayed and commented on. Tagging is defined as a sigféfitare of social
bookmarking systems, enabling users to organize their bookmarks by allocating a number of 'tags' to them and develop
shared vocabularies known as folksonon{i&3).

x  Social News: e.g. Digg, Chime.In (or else Mixx), Newsvine, NowPublic [Bgddit

Socialnews is a website full of usg@osted stories whiclare ranked according to their popularitysers have the ability
to comment on the posts and the comments may be ranked as well. This type of sites is used to link different types of
information such as news, humor, support, and discussion. Bear in im&dbbcial news simplifies the online democratic
participation[43].
x  Opinion Sites: e.g. Customer Lobby, Yelp, Inc., ask.com, Askville, Stack Exchange, WikiAnswers, epinions.com,
MouthShut.com, Epinion85].

There are some sites imhich visitors can read reviews about a variety of items in order to help them make a decision if
they would buy or not or even join and begin writing reviews. There are also question and answer wedldites.
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2.4.3 Multimedia and Entertainment

We present the third category of Social Media Platforms which is the Multimedia & Entertainment Gatsgme of the
most weltknown are:Flickr, PicasayouTube, Vimeo, Skype and Second Life. Multimedia & Entertainment includes the
following Platforms:

x  Photo Sharing: e.g. Flickr, Photobucket, Pi¢3Sh

Photo sharingis the ability of the user to publish his digital photos, transfer them online and share them with others. It is
provided from websites and applications that facilitate the upload and display of the images. The term Sharing means
that the other userscan view the photos but they cannot necessarily download them. Users have also the ability to
classify photos into albums and add annotations (such as captions or tags) and comments. Basic photo sharing
functionality can be found in applications that allche user to email photog45]

x Video Sharing: e.g. Dailymotion, Metacafe, Nico Nico Douga, Openfilm, sevenload, Viddler, Vimeo, [B&]iTube

Video Sharés an IP Multimedia System (IMS) enabled service for mobile networks which permits users engaged in a
circuit switch voice call to add a unidirectional video streamirgpis® over the packet network during the voice call. A
video streaming session can be initiated by any of the parties on the voice call. There is the possibility to take place
multiple video streaming sessions during a voice call, and each of these gigeaessions, as it was said before, can be
initiated by any of the parties on the voice call. The video source can either be the camera on thee ggharpre
recorded video clip[46]

x  Live Casting: e.g. blip.tv, Justin.tv, Livestream, oovoo, OpenCU, Skype, Stickam, Ustream,[3®juTube

A Live Casting is a media presentatitistributed over the Internet using streaming media technology. With Live Casting a
single content source is distributed to many simultaneous listeners or viewers. The media presentation can be distributed
either live or on demand. With other words, Lives a G Ay 3 A& tA1S a. NP47ROlFadGAy3ae 2@SNI
x  Virtual World Sites: e.g. Active Worlds, Forterra Systems, Second Life, The Slims Online, World of Warcraft,
RuneScap{s5].

Avirtual world is an online community that transforms into a comptitased simulated environment in which users can
interact with one another and also create objects. A synonym to virtual world is a 3D virtual environment where the users
take the form of aatars. They are generalylowed for multiple users. Virtual worlds are not limited to the field of game
sharing but, depending on the degree of immediacy presented, can include computer conferencing and text based chat
rooms. Sometimes, users are abteuse emoticons or 'smilies' showing their feelings or instant expressions of their faces.
Emoticons often have a keyboard short¢48].

2.4.4 News and Information

We present the fourth category of Social Media Platforms which is the News & Information Category. Some of the most
well-known are Google News, Twitter News,Washington Post, New York Times. News & Information includes the
following Platforms:

x  News Broadcastin e.g. Google News, Twitter News Netw[8%].

News broadcastings the broadcasting of a variety of news, events and other information via Internet. The costent i
produced by a broadcast network. As material to the news broadcasting could be sports coverage, traffic reports,
weather forecasts and any other is relevant to the audience. The selected andhfgédeformation is ugo date.[49]

x Institutional Sites with high numbers of visitors: e.g. Human Rights, WWF, European Information N&bkork
Online Institutional Sites are websites of Institutions that bring together contact details for organizations and individuals
either global or by country. They also provide information adsiee to the general public, business and the academic
community.[50]

x  Online Newspapers: e.g. The Wall Street Journal, The Washingtgrif3@siToday, The New Ydikes.[35].

Anonline newspaperor else aveb newspaperis a newspaper that is created and exists on the Internet either as an
online version of a printed pérdical or separately. Going online created more opportunities for newspapers, such as
competing with broadcast journalisin presenting breaking news in a more timely manner. The credibility and strong
brand recognition of welestablished newspapers, arttle close relationships they have with advertisers, are the two
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main reasons of strengthening the chances to survive. An advantage that these newspapers have is that they have
decreased costs coming through the printing proc¢ss]

2.4.5 Policy Making and Public Participation

The last type of Web 2.0 applications is constituted by a portion of tools that belong to the aforementioned categories,

but areused fordiscussions and content production concernthg domain of policy making and public participatién.
General idea is that Participatory median be community media, blogs, wikis, social bookmarking, npisito-video
sharing, mashups, podcasts, partidipgy video projects and videoblogspanning in the rest four classBarticipatory
mediaemphasizing on the governmental collaborative decision makirg Social Media whose value and power derives
from the online and active participation of many peofgernet users. Examples of participatory media can be

governmental organizations, online forums, blogs and social networking sites. Two well known public participation media

are the European Union Forums and the OpenGofbgt.

¢t KS
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provides a report adapted from the International Association of Publitidization clarifying the different types of
participaory activities in Figure-3 [53]:

Inform Consult Engage Collaborate Empower
Provide the public | Obtain public Work directly with | Partner with the Place final
with balanced and | feedback of the public public in each decisionmaking
objective analysis, throughout the aspect of the authority in the
information to alternatives, process to ensure | decision including | hands of citizens.

assist them in
understanding the
problem,
alternatives,
opportunities
and/or solutions.

and/or decisions.

that public
concerns and
aspirations are
consistently
understood and
considered.

the development
of alternatives and
the identification
of the preferred
solution.

Figure2-3 Different Types of Participatory Activitief3]

Each type of participation has a value and may be called for in a specific situation.

A set of approaches in online public participation is to engage the public with the use of online tools. Many are the
organizations or even the governmental agencies that use Social Media tools to inform the public about their programs,
build relationshipswith customers and constituents, and solicit input about their activities. Online public participation is

t

being used to generate new ideas or approaches to solve problems, provide greater public access, educate the public,

encourage collaboration, and makt easier to provide formal or informal feedback about plans, policies or programs.

(53]

The Types of Online Public Participation &&:

X

X

X

Crowdsourcing or ideation

Online contests or competitions

Wikis

Online town halls or chats

Social Media

Table2-2 Types of Online Public Participatidb3]

ONLINE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Crowdsourcing or ideation

An open process in which citizens are invited
share and vote orideas for addressing a specit
question or problem

Page25 of 164

d



Q 0104F01Classification of Web 2.0 Social Media and Stakeholder Characteristics

Online contests or competitions Online contests or challenges offer rewards
those who develop breakthrough solutions
specific problems or challenges

Wikis Websites that allow visitors to edit esting
webpages, post links and documents, and cre
new interconnected pages. Most often used
aggregate information

Online town halls or chats Events in which the public submits questions
comments to decisioimmakers who respond in reg
time

Social Media Blogs, Twitter, Facebook, YouTube and other

based platforms

2.5 Description of the most popular Social Media Platforms

In this sectionafter listing the 50 most popular Social Media, we providgeacription of some of thaspecifically 2 fo

each category: (Communication/Collaboration/Multimedia & Entertainment/Policy Making & Public Participation).

The description of each Social Media includes first of all its Logo and its Uniform Resource Locator (URL). Next is its
description with othemwords what each Social Media is exactly and then the Main Features that characterize each one of
them. We continue, with the Type of content (e.g. is it text, videos or photos?) and the Languages in which the Social
Media is available. Finally, we presésger Engagement, Accessibilty meaning how the user can access the social network
and last Political Representation. We mention indicative examples in the part of Political Representation.

2.5.1 List of the most popular Social Media Platforms

Our purpose istONB I 4SS F aYlL¥ GAGK GKS Y2ad Fry2dza {20Alf aSRA
features.

In order to make the list with the 50 most popular Social Media, we searched to find a list with the Social Media
Platforms. As a next step, fromeHist we select these that have up to 1,000,000 u$g43{55][56][57]. Additionally, we

create a new list with the 50 most popular Social Media and we present the Social Media accorthegfdaowing
characteristics:

1 Focus/Description: refers to what a Social Media represents, what is the goal of its creation. For ekangple
are social media used for making friends, others for professional connections, others for entertainment or for
information etc.

Top Popularity: refers to the countries in which the Social Media is most popular according to Alexa.

Registration: refes to the ability to users to join the Social Media with or without restrictions. For example in
some Social Media users must not be under 13 years old to register.

Number of Users: refers to how many users have registered in the Social Media.
Multilingual Support: refers to how many languages the Social Media supports.
Alexa Ranking: finds the rank of the Social Media traffic according to Alexa.

Political Representation: finds if there is any political content in the Social Media.

= =4 -4 -8 -2

Category: fids the category in which the Social Media refers to. There are 5 categories: communication,
collaboration, multimedia & entertainment, news & information, policy making & public participation.

The following tableshowsthe List of the 50 most Popular SalcMedia.
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- . . . . " Alexa Political
N. Name FocusDescription Top Popularity Registration Unique Users | Multilingual Support Ranking Representation Category
Open to people 13 and Communication/Policy|
1 Facebook Social Networking Service Worldwide P (fldef 845.000.000 110 2 R Making & Public
Participation
2 Qzone Social Networking Service China Open 536.000.000 1 10 Communication
Multimedia &
3 Youtube Video sharing Worldwide Open 490.000.000 54 3 R Enterte}lnmentquIlcy
Making & Public
Participation
Social Networkin Communication/Policy
4 Twitter . . 9 us Open 380.000.000 27 9 R Making & Public
Service/Microblogging N
Participation
5 Windows Live Social Networking Service Worldwide Open 330.000.000 48 7 R Communication
6 Wikipedia Encyclopedia Worldwide Open 310.000.000 273 6 Collaboration
Communication/Policy
7 Blogger bSga n .221Y Worldwide Open 300.000.000 50 43 R Making & Public
Participation
8 Habbo Social Networking Service Worldwide Open > 13 230.000.000 31 16.810 R Communication
. . Multimedia &
9 Skype Voice Calls/Instariflessages Worldwide Open 200.000.000 69 157 -
Entertainment
Collaboration/Policy
10 Yahoo!Answers Questiorand-Answer Worldwide Open > 13 200.000.000 12 N/A R Making & Public
Participation
11 Renren Social Networking Service China Open > 18 160.000.000 1 101 Communication
12 Badoo Social Networking Service EU (Italy) Open > 18 121.000.000 15 115 Communication
Communication/Policy|
13 Vkontakte Social Networking Service Russia Open 121.000.000 68 106 R Making & Public

Participation
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Communication/Policy|
14 Bebo Social Networking Service Worldwide Open > 13 117.000.000 14 3734 R Making & Public
Participation
News &
15 Yahoo!News News us Open > 13 110.000.000 7 N/A P Information/Policy
Making & Public
Participation
16 Linkedin meess'onas'esn‘/’i‘;fl Networking us Open > 18 100.000.000 10 12 R Communication
Communication/Policy
17 Google+ Business Social Networking Servi us Open > 13 100.000.000 44 5.259.048 R Making & Public
Participation
Communication/Paolicy
18 Myspace Social Networkingervice Worldwide Open > 13 100.000.000 15 160 R Making & Public
Participation
Communication/Policy
19 Orkut Social Networking Service Brazil Open > 18 100.000.000 48 224 R Making & Public
Participation
20 Tagged Social Networkingervice us Open 100.000.000 7 298 Communication
Multimedia &
. . Entertainment/Policy
21 Scribd Document Sharing us Open 100.000.000 3 234 Making & Public
Participation
. . . . Multimedia &
22 Friendster Social Gaming Asia Open > 18 90.000.000 15 10.227 P -
Entertainment
23 hi5 Social Networking Service India Open > 13 80.000.000 40 1.122 R Communication
24 CNN News us Open 74.000.000 62 61 R News & Information
25 MSNBC News us Open 73.000.000 21 N/A R News & Information
26 Netlog Social Networkingervice India Open > 13 70.000.000 41 402 R Communication
27 Google News News us Open 65.000.000 28 N/A R News & Information
Communication/Policy
28 Flixster Social Networking Service us Open > 13 63.000.000 2 8.149 R Making & Public
Participation
News &
29 New York Times News us Open 59.500.000 68 84 R Information/Policy
Making & Public
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Participation

30

HuffingtonPost

News/Blogging

us

Open

54.000.000

122

News &
Information/Policy
Making & Public
Participation

31

MyLife

Social Networking Service

us

Open

51.000.000

1.813

Communication

32

Classmates.com

Social Networking Service

us

Open > 18

50.000.000

3.229

Communication/Policy
Making & Public
Participation

33

Douban

Online music, movie and book

database

China

Open

46.850.000

107

Multimedia &
Entertainment

34

Odnoklassniki

Social Networking Service

Russia/Ukraine

Open

45.000.000

72

Communication/Policy|
Making & Public
Participation

35

Viadeo

Profeessional Social Networking

Service

Worldwide

Open > 18

35.000.000

424

Communication

36

Reddit

Social News

Worldwide

Open

34.879.881

17

119

News &
Information/Policy
Making & Public
Participation

37

Flickr

Video/Image sharing

Worldwide

Open > 13

32.000.000

49

47

Multimedia &
Entertainment/Policy
Making & Public
Participation

38

Fox News

News

us

Open

32.000.000

35

161

News & Information

39

Last.fm

Music

us

Open

30.000.000

39

685

Multimedia &
Entertainment/Policy
Making & Public
Participation

40

MyHeritage

Social Networking Service

us

Open

30.000.000

38

3.130

Communication/Policy|
Making & Public
Participation

41

WeeWorld

Virtual World

us

Open > 13

30.000.000

11

18.505

Multimedia &
Entertainment

42

Xanga

Blog

US/Hong Kong

Open

27.000.000

3.697

Communication/Policy|
Making & Public
Participation

43

Digg

NewsBookmarking

Worldwide

Open

25.100.000

29

139

Collaboration/Policy
Making & Public
Participation
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News &
. Information/Policy
44 Washington Post News us Open 25.000.000 45 334 R Making & Public
Participation
45 LATimes News us Open 24.900.000 34 374 R News & Information
a6 | Ml o’\r)lgri]le/ Daily News US/UK Open 24.800.000 25 146 R News & Information
a7 Mixi Social Networking Service Japan Invite Only 24.323.160 1 222 Communication
News &
48 Reuters Business and Finances News us Open 24.000.000 49 278 = Informatlon/Poll_cy
Making & Public
Participation
49 Cyworld Social Networking Service South Korea/China Open > 25 24.000.000 11 10.063.392 Communication
Multimedia &
50 Gaia Online Social Gaming us Open > 13 23.523.663 14 7.423 Entertainment/Policy
Making & Public
Participation

Page30o0of 164




Q 0104F01Classification of Web 2.0 Social Media and Stakeholder Characteristics

2.5.2 Communication

URL https://www.facebook.com/
DESCRIPTION Facebook is a social networking service operated and owned by Faceboc
Facebook is also a tool for public participation.
CONTENT Text, photos, videos
MAIN FEATURES A Registration is free
A User can buy gifts and virtual goods with Facebook Credits
A User can add friends or send request for friendship
A User can listen to music ahé¢ same time with his friends and discu
the tunes through Facebook Chat
A User can "like" status updates, comments, photos, and links poste
well as adverts
A User can send a message either public or private
A User with News Feed sea constantly updatedist of his friends'
Facebook activity
A laSNDa LINRPTFAES OFy 0S8 (KNRJIAK
A User selects a username
A User decides what he lets other see from his profile
A User can create a profile
A User can add personal information (e.gea country, email address,
interests)
A 1 ASNI Oy dzLJ 2+ R LIK2G2aX @OARS2a
or videos
A User can poke another user of the platform or receive pokes
A User can join groups
A User can organize events
A User can play games witlhter friends
A 1aSN) GKNRdzZaK y2iATFTAOFGAZ2ya aS$s
A User through timeline organizes his profile through chronological or
LANGUAGES
AVAILABLE 110
ACCESSIBILITY User have access through:
A Web browser
A Smartphones
USER ENGAGEMENT A Send friendequest
A Chat with friends
A Send or receive messages
A Upload his current status, photos, videos
A Poke
A [lFoSt 2N adGl 3¢
A Play games
A Send gifts
A Organize events
A Join groups
POLITICAL Fans of political parties and political leaders have created Fatepages o
REPRESENTATION | even the political leaders:
A George Papandreod
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https://www.facebook.com/george.papandreou.fans
A Dora Bakoyiannigittps://www.facebook.com/DoraBakoyannis

URL https://twitter.com/
DESCRIPTION Twitter is a social networking service and a microblogging service as wel
gives to users the ability to send and read tbasedposts up to 140 characters
1y26y |a adpSSiaco CoAGGSNI A& |t 3
CONTENT Textbased messages
MAIN FEATURES A 1aSNI Oy aSyR IyR NBFR 2{KSNJ dz
A Messages are limited to 140 characters
A User can send and read updatem the Twitter website, SMS (te
messages), RSS (receive only), emails or a third party application
A Use third party applications to send tweets (e.g. Tweetie, Twitterr
Feedalizr)
A Send invitations via-eail
A Search for other users by name or username
A Import friends from other networks
LANGUAGES
AVAILABLE 27
ACCESSIBILITY User can send and receive messages via:
A Twitter website
A SMS
USER ENGAGEMENT A Send tweets
A Read tweets
A Make retweets
A Search for other users
A Follow other users
POLITICAL Politicians have a Twitter Account:
REPRESENTATION A Barack Obamanttps:/twitter.com/#!/BarackObama
A Mitt Romney:https://twitter.com/#!/MittRomney

2.5.3 Collaboration

R 00, v I

URL http://answers.yahoo.com/

DESCRIPTION Yahoo!Answers is a communilyiven questiorand-answer site or else ¢
knowledge market launched by Yahoo!

CONTENT Text

MAIN FEATURES A User can make anyuestion that does not violate Yahoo!Answe

community guidelines
A Participants with good answers are featured on the Yahoo!Ansy
Blog
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A {SNBAOS AdGaStT Aa TNBSE ownaltiby thd
respective users
A User creates an account with a Yahdb! but he can choose but ar
name as identification on Yahoo! Answers
A User can have a picture from Yahoo! Avatars or an uploaded pictur
picture profile
A In order to answer a question, a user can searcNahoo!Answers o
Wikipedia
A Questions are iniéilly open to answers for four days
A In order to ask a question, user must have a Yahoo! account w
positive score balance of five points or more
A There is a limitation of spam questions
A There are also levels with points giving more access to users
A Pointsdo not have real value. Exist only for fun.
A User receive ten points for contributing the "Best Answer"
A Yahoo! Answers staff may award extra points depending on u
contributions
LANGUAGES
AVAILABLE 12
ACCESSIBILITY User have access through:
A Webbrowser
A Mobile phones
USER ENGAGEMENT A Make questions
A Answer questions
A Rate questions and answers
A Make comments
A Vote the answers
A Search
POLITICAL I ljdzSadAz2y YIRS o6& | dzaSN) (2 2GKS
REPRESENTATION | | | NI O1 hot Y Q& | LILNR @I € NI GAy3
wSLJdzo f A Ol yaKsé
http://answers.yahoo.com/question/index;_ylt=Am5ncvSRuBzWNMIHx.pfaV|
zKIX;_ylv=3?qid=20100528080053AACMYJj

-z:b\

WIKIPEDIA

The Free Encyclopedia

URL http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia

DESCRIPTION Wikipedia is a free, collaborative, online encyclopedia supported by Wikin
Foundation. Wikipedias written in collaboration by hundreds of thousands
contributors

CONTENT Text, photos

MAIN FEATURES

Create content (e.g. articles)
Read available caoent
Search for content

Edit content

Upload photos

Create an account
'RR 3 R3ISGa

> > > > > D> D>

Ay dzaSNDRE |
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A Find worldwide current events or random articles

A Join Groups

A [SINY Fto2dzi 2A1ALISRAFQ& [/ 2YYdzy
LANGUAGES
AVAILABLE 273
ACCESSIBILITY User have acceskrough:

A Web browser

A Mobile phones

A t5! Qa
USER ENGAGEMEN/ A Create content

A Read and edit available content

A Upload text and photos

A Create an account

A Join Groups

A [SIENY Fo2dzi 2A1ALISRALFQa /[ 2YYdzy
POLITICAL
REPRESENTATION | N/A

2.5.4 Multimedia and Entertainment

IR vou (7T

https://www.youtube.com/

DESCRIPTION YouTube is a videsharing website.
CONTENT Videos (e.g. music, movie, entertainment, science, sports, comedy)
MAIN FEATURES A Registration is permitted for users up to ¢&ars old
A Edit videos directly on YouTube
A Use YouTube Disco to listen to great tracks, make mix tapes, ¢

videos as the user wants to see them

User can share his videos to his friends privately

User can advertise his Youtube channel as much as possiliiss own

site and on his onlin8ocial Medigrofiles

A With TubeChop user can select the part of the video he wants to s
with others

A Users that register can upload videos. These that are not can
watch them

A 1 AaSNRa LINRPTFAES A& 1yz2éy | a aOK

A Videos that have pornographic and criminal content are not allowe

> >

be uploaded
LANGUAGES
AVAILABLE 54
ACCESSIBILITY User have access through:
Web browser
Smartphones
USER ENGAGEMENT Upload videos
View videos

Share videos
Make comments
I RR | omividdos S ¢

vy D B D> D>
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POLITICAL A . N} O} hol YIY 4¢KS NE | R
REPRESENTATION https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2POembdArVo&feature=g
sptl&cid=inphs-pol
A MccCain, Obama Face off in First Debsz
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nVKk5IxfaZP4

URL http://www.skype.com

DESCRIPTION Skypeis a voiceover-Internet Protocol service and a software application
well owned by Microsoft since 2011

CONTENT Text, videos, photos

MAIN FEATURES User can talk to anyone else on Skype, anywhere in the world for fr
User can also make a subscription and call mobilekmdlines with
small charge using a Skype Credit

User can call a number of a friend and the friend answers on S
wherever in the world he is

User can add other users

User can make a group of people and talk to them with one c¢g
everyone has Skype

Cdl international numbers converting the number into a new numk
with an area code through Skype and dial the new number from
phone

User can talk faceo-face with live video

User can share a video or a photo to his friends with group video
User carshare his screen on Skype

User can send or receive messages

User can send photos, documents, presentations

User can send SMS texts to mobile phones

User can connect his account on Facebook with Skype and he ca
in touch with all his online friends

> >

> >

N\

T I 3> B D > D

LANGUAGES
AVAILABLE 69
ACCESSIBILITY User have access through:

A Native applications for Windows, Linux and Mac Operating Systemg
{YFENILK2ySaQ LI FGF2Ny¥a adzOK | &
Facebook

Online voice calls

Video calling

Screen sharing
Exchange of messages
Exchange of files
Exchange of documents
Exchange of photos
Online number

Skype to go number
Skypeto-skype

USER ENGAGEMENT

pB BB BB S PP

POLITICAL
REPRESENTATION | N/A
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2.5.5 News and Information

URL http://www.cnn.com/

DESCRIPTION Cable News Network (CNN) is a U.S. cable news channel. CNN was t

channel to provide 24our television news coveragand the first alnews

television channel in the United States. CNN is owned by parent company

Warner.CNN createdts news website which attracted growing interest over

first decade and is now one of the most popular news websites in the world

CONTENT Text, videos, photos

MAIN FEATURES A User has the ability to usihe latest multimediatechnologiesfrom live

video streamingto audio packagesto searchablearchivesof news

featuresandbackgroundnformation

User can watch videos without registration

User can read the articles without registration

User needs registration if we wants to make a comment

Userat anytime can log on and watch a live stream of whatever is

television at the moment

Users can watch full videos from the page or aa&tip quick way to get

news fast in video format

User registergia an online registration form to create a user accoun

With the registration user accesses and uS&NMoney.com

CNNMoney.com may contain comments sections, discussion for

bulletin boards, or other interactive features in which user may pos

upload comments such as video, photos, messages, other rabten

items

A Users are not allowed to upload post or otherwise transmit any U
Content that violates or infringes in any way upon the rights of ot
users or of the Community.

A User can enter in the Viewer Comment Page and make commen
what hethinkd | 6 2 dzi / bbQad aKz2gaz vy

> > > D>

>

> > B>

LANGUAGES

AVAILABLE 62

ACCESSIBILITY User have access through:

Web browser

Smartphones with CNN mobile services

Read articles about news and receive information

Watch videos

Seestatistical graphs for news articles according to their popularity

Share news articles through Facebook and Twitter

Make comments

Search

Make marketing partnership with CNN Partner Hotels for powel

valueadded promotional benefits

POLITICAL at 2t AGAOI ¢ DNRdzLJ KAdGaA hol Yl

REPRESENTATION http:/politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2012/03/21/conservativgroup-
hits-obamaduringamericarenergyswing/

A a2 Afft KA3IK Il a LINR OS 0S
http://www.cnn.com/2012/03/21/opinion/oconnelgas
price/index.html

USER ENGAGEMENT

D B> B> B> B B B> >

>
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& mshbc.com

URL http://www.msnbc.msn.com/

DESCRIPTION MSNBC is a cable news channel based in the US. Its name is derived fr
most common abbreviations for Microsoftnd the National Broadcastin
Company.

CONTENT Text, videos, photos

MAIN FEATURES User can register providing anneail address
When the user makes the log in he can have expanded or mini
preferences

User can get notificationshen people respontb his comments
User has the ability to usaultimediatechnologies

User can watch videos without registration

User can read the articles without registration

User needs registration if we wants to make a comment
User can also subscribe to the newsletireorder to get the continuous
updates of the news website

> >

D > > D> D>

LANGUAGES
AVAILABLE 21

ACCESSIBILITY User have access through:

Web browser

Smartphones

Read articles about news and receive information

Watch videos

Share news articlehrough Facebook and Twitter

Make comments

+20S 20KSNERQ O2YYSyia

Search

Get notifications

Read the most popular articles according to the number of votes
Watch a playlist with the Most Viewed Videos and the Top Video
well

POLITICAL G{ SYA2NJ { I yid2Ndzy FROAASNI | a
REPRESENTATION http://video.msnbc.msn.com/mitchelteports/46810789#46810789
aLa Iy hol Y kw2YySe aKz
http://video.msnbc.msn.com/mitchelteports/46810607#46810607

USER ENGAGEMENT

3 I U S S N U S S

>

>

2.5.6 Policy making and Public Participation

* K
x *
* EU-fdrums.c
* *
* 4k
URL http://www.eu -forums.com/
DESCRIPTION European Union Forums is the largest forum in Europe to discuss hot topic

issues, consumer rights, environment, business, travel health and po
European Union Forums is a Social Media platform of policy making and
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participation.

CONTENT Text, photos

MAIN FEATURES A Registration is required and is free

A There are typed or users: administrators, moderators, usergr
leaders, users

A Board administration have the ability to grant additional permission

registered users

User is not allowed tgost any vulgar, threatening, criminal, sexual

2NASYGSRE 2FFSyardS YFOGSNREFE

or the country where European Union Forums is hosted

International Law

User has the ability along with his username to postraage as well

User can join different groups

User can become a usergroup leader

User can send private messages

Administrator of the forum has the ability to disable private messa

in an entire board or prevent a user from sending messages

In general, administrators are members with the highest level

control over the entire board. They can control setting permissic

banning users, etc.

A Moderators are individuals or groups that look after the forum ev

day. They can delete, edit posts lock, unlock, move, delete topic

and generally prevent users from posting offensive material

User can have a friends list helping him send private messages

their online status and their posts

User can add or remove friends from his list

User carupload an attachment if the administrator allows him to

User can edit or delete his own posts

'aSNJ Oy ONBIFGS LRtta Ot AO1Ay3

>

> > > > >

>

>

> >

LANGUAGES
AVAILABLE a7

ACCESSIBILITY User have access through:

Web browser

Smartphones

Read the topics that are discussed

Search

2NRAGS O02YYSyGa (y2eéy a alLkRada
wSFR (GKS 20KSNJ dzaSNEQ LIRada |y
Register with his own username or a nickname

View the list with the registered members

Make a question to the forum and wait frothe administrator of the
forum to get an answer

Upload an attachment

Add or delete friends from list

Add or delete his own posts

Send private messages

{SS TNASYRaAQ 2yftAyS adaliddza FyR
POLITICAL GLa LREAGAOCA Ay (KA [thit NS
REPRESENTATION forums.com/politicaldebates/ispoliticsin-the-classroomconsidered
a-Civitright-t9881.himl#p44040

USER ENGAGEMENT

D DD D D B > >

> >y > >y >
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A Gl 2 R2Sa& LI26SNI YR | dziK2NRGe@
http://www.eu -forums.com/politicaldebates/howdoespower-and

authority-relate-to-politicsand-the-economyt9885.html

H
3

s -

OponGaov.gr

URL

http://www.opengov.gr/home/

DESCRIPTION

The OpenGov.gr combines political antechnological characteristics
OpenGov.gr is based on policy framework principles such as transpat
consultation, accountability and decentralization. In terms of technology
leverages applications and open source tools. The aim is to create laesicps
that will be established as a way of governance. At the heart of ¢
government are the citizens' needs for information, for merit and participat
in decisionmaking process. OpenGov.gr is a Social Media platform for p
making and public pécipation.

CONTENT

Text, videos

MAIN FEATURES

>

Unit of Innovation in collaboration with partners of each Minis

prepare the site and the material of the consultation

Once approved, the consultation is published and open to comment

The responsible mintiy partners each read and approve th

publication of incoming comments

The responsible ministry partners actively participate in by publis

comments and views

A 2KSyYy (KS RSFIRftAYS T2NJ Oz2yadz il
comments and theyraft a report on the public consultation

A When the law and the report of the results of the consultation will
posted, then the consultation is complete

A User should document what they write with references, references
other documents, or to relevantontent

A If comments are inappropriate they will be removed

A The content posted in the site cannot be offensive to the rights
others or to the OpenGov.gr

A User must avoid personal confrontations with others

A t2ada GKFG ' NB NBTSNNiRs will hot Bel

published

> >

>

LANGUAGES
AVAILABLE

1

ACCESSIBILITY

User have access through:
Web browser
Smartphones

USER ENGAGEMENT

Read the topics that are discussed

Search

2NARGS O2YYSyiGa (yz2eé6y Fa alLlada
wSIFR GKS 20§KSNJ dZaSNEQ Ll2ada
Register providing a name and amail address

vy D B D> D>
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A Make a question

A Formulate suggestions directly related to the issue under consulata

A {SyR I YSaalr3asS oe& FAttAy3a Ay |

A View statistics over the congation discussion

A Share a post in Facebook or Twitter

A Receive information on public consultations and actions taken uf
the OpenGov.gr

A Watch videos related to issues under consultation

http://blip.tv/opengov

POLITCAL A a5AFf23dzS F2NJ I FIANIFYR STFTFAO
REPRESENTATION

http://www.opengov.gr/minfin/

A Gtdzoft A0 O2yadzZ GFGA2y 2y (K
{ SNIBA OSat¢ & Y
http://www.opengov.gr/minreform/?p=129

w»
Q

2.6 Categorisatiornof the Web 2.0 content

In conjuction with the insights of the aforementionted categorization, Social media can be characterized according to the
type of content that is exhibited within their platforms. This section presents a twofold classification of the content that
people produce through their engagement with Web 2.0 Social Media, with the view to relate the underlying group
knowledge to the projet objectives. The first aspect of the categorization refers to the information type of the provided
content, while the second refers to the purpose that the contribution of the particular content meets.

According to[123], Social Media success depends on the content developmé&sita first level of categorization three
types of content have been identifigd21]:

1. News Contenthat refersto storiespublishedbased on events, happenings and fact. News can be distributed
either as information by the originakeatoror sharedfrom others sources.

2. Entertainment Content igontent that relies on personal opinions and is submitted to attract attraction and
trigger amusement. This type of content may include multimedia files, rankings and

3. Educational Content is based on resources that represent professional opinions, eciestifits, conclusions
drawn from research and so forth. That kind of information is usually bookmarked via the Web 2.0 capabilities.

Form the patterns distinguished in the above types of content, particular information types arise such as fact, jugdgement
4dz33S&adGA2y> | NBdzYSyidz ONARGA&AAYSEZ Si00 | OO0O2NRAYy3 (2 (G4KS O
the policy making process and will be modelled in further work of the project.

The purpose of the Social Media content correlates with the activities that users perform in the corresponding web
environments. According to thPADGETS Categorization of underlying knowld@gg activities that the majority of
internet users perform and lead to content creation include writing text material, sharing photos, ranking and reviewing
products and services, tagging content, posting comments, statuatimad blogs and websites creation, aggregation of
multiple content, etc. Based on these activities taking place mainly in certain classes of Web 2.0, platforms purpose of
content can be characterised the following categories:

T News in News anthformation Media

Events in Event Sites or Microbogging sites
Articles in Blogs

Opinions and Reviews in Opinion sites
Comments in Blogs and Forums

Collaboration and Contributioim Wikisand Social Bookmarking sites

= =4 -4 -8 - -

Bookmarks in Social Bookmarking sites
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Ertertainmentin media sharing sites
Votesand Pollsin Social Networking sites

1
1
1 Aggregation of content in various levels
1

Linkingand Tagging data in Social Networking Sites

1 Participation in policy making and political representation

However there may be oviap among the purposes of the conent, for instance the statement of news information is
often accompanied with simultaneous commentation by the content creator. In addition what shoud be notified is that all
aforementionted purposes are often adopted urdee common perspective, which is to strengthen Social Media presence
and growth of audience through the various networking activities.

As a conclusion from the categorization of the underlying knowledge within Social Media users engagement, is that there
are types of content that fornpublic opinionthrough the expression of users criticism, opinions, argument, etc. The
availability of these types of content will be analysed in detail in Chapter 4 that relates the role of Web 2.0 ingmalitics
policy m&ing process and will be validated in Chapter 5 as criteria of the particular sources.

2.7 Summary

In this chapterinitially, we created a map of the landscapéWeb 2.0 applications and tools that people use extensively
today in order to fulfill specifioeeds. In this way, we tried to gain a greater understanding of theamd of the degree of
their use for political and policy related discussions by citizens

What is important to mention as a general feeling, is that NOMADBuld completely understand th role that social

YSRAF LXFe& Ay dzaSNERQ SOSNEBRI & f A T®gethey With th&rBain Bdtifigsdz§eys O 4 A
performin socialmadid ¢ KNR dz3K (G KS dzaS 2F &a20Al t Y S Rwaydidiogue bebv@end  LINK
OAGAT Sya YR 3I28SNYYSyid | yR SYLJR ¢S NJ governhents gedison MEkihgS o0& Ay
We bega our introduction in the field of Web 2.0 and Social Medg,providing their definitions and some basic aspects

about them spedically what they are, why use them and whtheir characteristics are. Weontinued with a
categorization of the Social Media Platforrascording to their type. We concluded that there doair main types in

which Social Media Platforms can be distingei Communication/ Collaboration/ Multimedia & Entertainment/ News

& Information. SinceNOMAD aims at introducing new dimensions in the policy making proaesexamined theséour

social media types, as to the degree of their use for politics, poli&ingand pubic participation discussions, and found

out that a very big number of them are heavily used for this purp®ses is a very positive finding for our project, as it
indicates that there is plenty of political and public policy related contemtdpced in social media, which can be
exploited (retrieved and undergo advanced processing in order to draw conclusions and extract knowledge from it) in our
project. That is the reason whipolicy Making and Public Participati®tatformshas been viewed saa separate social

media typeand analyzed alnong with all the other already known types of Social Media Platforms.

We should mention, at this point, that participatory media éecial Media whose value and power derives from the
online and adte partcipation of many citizenternet users.We could mention as>amples ofsuch participatory
mediathe numerousgovernmental organizationsonline forums, blogs and social networking sites

In order to makestrong and evidence based conclusions in &beve directionwe made a list with the 50 most pojar
Social Media Platformsand also made a more detailed examinatiointhe 2 most popular in each categofpm the
above perpectives A firstfascinatingconclusionin this analysis is thahe 15top Social Medi@latformshave more than
100.000.000 unique users making evidérgt the rapid adoption of Social Media Platforms &ifizens and seconchow
they make itmuch easier it for governments to get closer and interact with citizemsviding hge opportunities for
enhancing public participation in government policy makirioreover, what is evident is thagovernment in general
and political parties with their leadersore preciselyfry to use Social Media in a very effective way attractingrany
userspossible supporters as they can

A second quite interesting conclusion skown in Figure 2-4: Distribution of the most famous platforms in the
categorisation which shows the distribution of the above 50 most popular social media platforms in the above
types/categories 14 of 50 Social Media have online registered users worldwide while the feeem have in specific
regions or countriesFrom the 50 &cial Media platforms thatwere examined, 26 of them are referred to the
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Communication category, 26 of them also to Policy Making & Public Participation category, 9 of them to the News &
Information category, 9 of them also to the Multimedia & Entertainment category and 3 of them to the Collaboration
category. Of course, some of them belong to more than one category.

Communication 26
Collaboration 3
Multimedia & Entertainment 9
News & Information 9
Policy Making and Public... 26

Figure2-4: Distribution of the most famous platforms in the categorisation

Finally,what is underlined from that list is that thBocial Medidlatforms with the highest number of users aetually
usedfor Public Participation and Policy Making. Such Platforms are Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, Blogger, Yahoo!Answers.
Specifically30 of 50 Social Media have some type of political content (political representation).

The meaning behind this observation,dathe last conclusion with which we close this section, is that there are indeed
many Platforms in which citizens interact with others, exchange information and express their views and opinions on a
variety of topics some of which refer to politics. Jushagine how many users discuss with others, how many political
topics can become thtocal pointof conversations and the most important imagine the vast amount of opinions that can
be posted in so many Socisledia Platform.The vital issue is to use thesSocial Media Platforms as effectively and
directly aspossiblein order to achieve the gosthat NOMAD(draw conclusionand extract knowledge from them, as to
which are the main issues, problems and needs that people discuss concerning a specifiartdpiehich are the
corresponding sentiments of citizermositive or negativefor each of then).

Therefore it is necessary in the following chapters to focus on and investigate in more detail the Ipadigiaz web 2.0
social media (Gapter 4), and tha to become more specific and define the particular social media that will be used as
sources of political and public policy related content in the three pilots of our projects that will take place in Greece,
Austria and United KingdonfChapter 5). Also, he composition of theuser base of these social media from a
demographics persective is a critical ques that needs investigation {@pter 3)
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3. WEB 2.0 USERS ANALYSIS

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter, based on the previous one that includes the examimatiw the analysis of Social Media Platforms, we
continue our analysis on the profile of the Web 2.0 users. Initially, we analyze the types of the users that exist, their
connection with the internet many years ago and nowadays, their online activiting tte¢ Social Media Platforms. Also,

through the whole chapter, we provide demographic statistics including age, gender, education, income and other
demographic characteristics fodng2 Yy G KS dzaSNBEQ LINPFAE S [Fadzr ¢S Of2asS i
derived from ths analysis.

3.2 Basic user types

Ly 2NRSNJ {2 YIS dzaSNEQ Fylfteara FANRG 2F Lttt 6S Kl @S
6 types of user§s8] (shown together with their symbols igure3-1 Basic Types of Online Usds3]).
x InfluencersThe Internet is integral part of their lives. The users are young. They have internet access everywhere
they move all the time. They have even a mobile internet connectsuth a persois usually a Blogger or a
Social Networker with many friends. idbeis also an online shopper that buys a big amount of products.

x  Communicatorsthey express themselvesther face to face with other usersyohrough a mobile phone call, or
chatting in so@l networking sites. They prefer the online communication than the offline. They are smartphone
users and connect to theternet when they are at home, at work, at college via his mobile device.

x  Knowledge Seeker3hey uselnternet to gain knowledge, iofmation and to educate theirselves about the

world. They are not interested in social networking and they want to make purchase decisions without any help
from third-parties.

x  Networkers:The internet for them is that they desire to establish and maintailationships. They have a busy
fATS YR GKS& dzasS a20Alft ySGg2NlAy3a (2 {(1SSLI Ay G 2dzOK
2Ly LIS2LX S NBIFIRe F2N) 3SGidAy3a | LINRBY2GA2Y FyR GlFE1AY
x  AspirersThey are looking to create a personal space online. They are quite new to the internet and they access it
via a mobile but most of the time from home. They are not great at using the social networks online but they
hope to become better and uséé¢ social media more effectively.

x  Functionalsthey are generally not interested in anything new like social networking and are constantly worried
about privacy and security. They are of older age and they use internet for a long time.

S )

Figure3-1 Basic Types of Online UsqES]

Through the description that we mentioned abowachtype of online users has high or low involvement and high or low
consumption. Influencers and Communicators as well as Aspirers déatheitsocial media in a great degree and they
desire to use them as much as they can, having high involvement according to their behavior. In contrast, Networkers,
Knowledge Seekers and Functionals do not want to use social media a lot and that is the wégsthey have low
involvement. Due to their attitude, Influencers, Communicators and Networkers access most of their time the social
media platforms either for shopping or blogging or chatting even when they are at home, at work, or anywhere else they
are in contrast to Aspirers, Functionals leaving Knowledge Seekers somewhere in the fB]dle.

Figure 32 shows the Behavior and Attitude of each Type of Onliser$) What we observe is that behavior and attitude
do not have a linear relationsh[p8]
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HIGH CONSUMPTION

)

LOW INVOLVEMENT HIGH INVOLVEMENT
f ] f

LOW CONSUMPTION

Figure3-2 Relationship between Behavior and Attitude of Online Us¢5S8]

3.3 Internet usage analysis

The internet nowadays has become an important tool in our daily life, education, work and participation in society. A
large majority of households and individuatgake use of it today. Nevertheless, there are significant differences in access
and usage between soc&conomic groups and countries around the world.

3.3.1 Global Internet usage
As a first step, we consider presenting reports and statistical results deptbéngpternet usage of people around the
world.

International Telecommunication Union published a report presenting how the World of Internet has become in 2011.
Figure 33 depicts the Access of Information and Communication Technologies in househthldyéar of 201159].

. Penetration developed countries

Penetration developing countries

A A

1.8 billion households 0.7 billion households vsith a PC 0.6 billion households writh Internet

Figure3-3Home ICT Access in 20[BB]

What we notice from Figure-3 is that from the 1.8 billion of households that exists worldwide, one third of them has
Internet access. In developing countries, the 25% of homes have a cengmat the 20% has Internet accds9].

Nielsen Online, the International Telecommunications Union, GfK, local Regulators and other reliable sources published
anather important report based on World Internet Usage and Population Statistics for the year of 2011. Demographic
numbers are based on data from the US Census Bureau and the local census adédki€able 31 shows the
percentage of people that use the internet around the world according to the population of each conf®nt
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Table3-1 World Internet Usage & Population Statisti¢§0]

World Regions Papulation Internet Users Internet Users Peneu'aﬁt_)n Growth | Users %
(2011 Est.) Dec. 31, 2000 Latest Data (% Population) | 2000-2011 | of Table

Africa 1,037,524 058 4,514,400 139,875,242 13.5%| 29884 % 6.2%
Asia 3,879,740 877 114,304,000 1,016,799,076 262 % 7896 % 448 %
Europe 816,426,346 105,096,093 500,723,686 61.3 % 376.4 % 221%
Middle East 216,258,843 3,284,800 77,020,995 356 %) 22448 % 34%
North America 347,394 870 108,096,800 273,067,546 786 % 152 6 % 12.0 %
Latin America / Carib. 597,283,165 18,068,919 235,819,740 395%) 1,2051 % 10.4 %
Oceania [ Australia 35,426,995 7,620,480 23,927 457 675%| 2140% 1.1%
WORLD TOTAL 6,930,055,154 360,985,492 2,267,233,742 32.7 % 528.1 % | 100.0 %

In order to getter a better understanding of Internet Usage Distribution around the World we can observe Fgusid
holds the greatest percentage of internet users (44.8%) and Eufopef t 2648 G6AGK HHOM: H6KAOK A
percentage. The rest continents have lower percentages of internet users always according to their pof@a@étion

12.0% 10.4% M Asia 44.8%

& Europe 22.1%

M Horth America 12.0%

M Lat Am / Caribb 10.4%
_| Africa 6.2%

& Middle East 3.4%

M Oceania / Australia 1.1%

Figure3-4 Internet Usage Distribution in the World [37]

According to thecomScore 2010 European Digital Year in Review wirmbides an overview of the digital landscape in
Europe, we present ifrigure 35 the Distribution of Internet Users by Adé1]. The dataset is a continuous collection of
consumer behavior information. Using proprietary data coltattmethods, comScore surveys nationally representative

samples of subscribers of older than 13 years in each country creating demographic profiles for age anfbggnder

World-Wide 25% 26% 22%
Asia Pacific 25% 25% 18%
Europe 23% 28% 25%

North America 23% 27%

Latin America 30% 19% 19%

HM 15-34 F 15-34 M 35+ HF 35+

Figure3-5 Distribution of Internet Userd61]

Relative to the emerging markets of Asia Pacific and Latin America, as they are shown in fpigire 8 dzNRB LIS Qa (|
digital user is older, with more than half of them belong above the age of 35. Of the more than 360 million online
consumers in Europe, figales represent a slightly larger percentage (48%) as compared to the worldwide average (46%)
[61].

Furthermore, if we wanted to measure the usage of Internet badgd ( KS dzaSNEQ | 3S Ay HAMM AY
the developed and the developing countries we could make as a conclusion that younger people tend to be more online
than the older ones in both developed and developing countri&secifically, in th developing countries the 30% of

people with age under the 25 years use the internet in comparison with the 23% of those that are older than 25 years.

Moreover, the 70% of users under the age of 25 years are not online yet. Figudegicts the InternetUsers in the
world by agg59].
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35 4

30 4 Mot using Internet

. Using Internet
25

20

Billions of people

05 36%
23% o 30% 23%
00 ——m

Under 25 | Over25 Under25 | Over25 Under25 | Over25

Developed Developing World

Figure3-6 Internet Users by age in the worlf59]

There are also users that connect to the internet via a mobile device. Based on the report of the International
Telecommunication Union we depict the growth of mobile subscriptions from #0@6day in 2011 in Figure-3. From

the total of 6 billion mobilecellular subscriptions, the global penetration arises to 87%. Mdbibadband subscriptions

have grown 45% from 2006 till now and there are twice as many mbbiadband as fixetbroadband subscriptions

[59].

B Activemobile -broadband subscriptions
[ | Fixed(wired)- broadbandsubscriptions
[ | Fixed -telephonelines

. Internetusers

[ | Mobile-cellulartelephone subscriptions

Billions

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011%
Figure3-7 Growth of Mobile subscriptions over the yeaf59]

3.3.2 Internet Usage in USA

The 2011 Social Habit report, released by Edison Research and Arbitron, provides useful demographics about the internet
and the social media usage by USA citizens. The report is derived from the 19th Edison/Arbitron Internet and Multimedia
Research Serig62]. What we notice from Figure-8 is that 9 to 10 Americans have Internet Access and a conclusion that
derives is that the internet has become a standard of camiation.
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2007 |,
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2000 [N 55 %

0% 255 50% 75% 100% |
Figure3-8 Internet Usage in US[62]

3.3.3 Internet Usage in Europe

What interests us most is to presergports and demographics about the European Internet Users. In this way, we are
able to draw more specific conclusions about the Internet penetration in the European users, the percentage of internet
users in Europe, the countries that have the majorityndérnet users as well as other important facts and elements that
help us.

After the examination of countries and regions around the world that belong to all continents, the Internet Users of
Europe account for 22.1% of all users worldw[igig] in the year of 2011. FigureSillustrates schematically this analogy:

W World, 77.9%
Wl Europe, 22.1%

Figure3-9 European Internet Users in 2011 [37]
The same report provides also facts about the Internet penetration in Europe in relation to the Internet penetration
worldwide in 2011. An important, we can say, conclusion that derives from that is the high perceftigeope which
NEBI OKSa (KS cmooe: fSI@Ay3d 6SKAYR (GKS NBalG 2F d&depicsz2 NI R
Internet penetration in Europe with that in the rest of the wor]@0]

europe [ ©1.37%

World Average 32.7T%

Rest of world [N | 23.97

1] 10% 20% I0%% 4% 50% G0% TO%
Penetration Rate (% Population)

Figure3-10Internet Penetration in Europe in 201f{60]

After examiring 53 countries and regions that belong in Europe, statistical reports show that the countries with the
highest percentage of internet usage in 2011 are first in rank Germany with 67.4%, second Russia with 61.5 and UK
follows with 52.7%. The rest Europeaauntries have a lower internet usage but the Top 10 Countries are depicted in
Figure 311.[60]

Page47 of 164

!



Q 0104F01Classification of Web 2.0 Social Media and Stakeholder Characteristics

Germany =8
russie et [ '
united kingdom i R 52
oy L0 [ ;3
Turkey I, 350
spain e NN 0.7
poland wl [ 2:.9
ukraine == NN 153
tetherlands e NN 151

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 TO 75
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Figure3-11Top 10 Internet Countries in Europe in 20[60]

A European survey was based on Information and Communication Technologies usage in households and by individuals.
The dataset referred to facts and elements of the countries for the year 2011. The survey concerns households with at
least one person at the age of @, and individuals between the ages of146. Households were asked about internet
access at home, dividuals were asked about activities they had carried out online, the place of use, the frequency and if
they also used mobile connection to get to the internés]

In the question to European individuals about the frequency of the internet use for the year of 2011 the answer was that
more than half of the individuals (56%) used the internet everyday or almost every day. Two out of three European
individuals usedhe internet at least once a week representing the 68%. The part of individuals that used the internet
regularly exceeds the 80% in six European Countries: Denmark, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Finland, Sweden and the
United Kingdom. The part of individisathat used the internet in a lower degree is below 60% in seven European
Countries: Bulgaria, Greece, Italy, Cyprus, Poland, Portugal and Rofé&hikigure 312 presents the frequency of

=0

internet users in 2011 from European Individuals:
M Sl &2 BES I PT B RO

100
SEN K LU A WK BELCE AT FR EE S [E BJ LV HJ S
27
m BEveryday or almost every day m At least once a week, excluding daily
Figure3-12 Frequency of Internet Usage by European Individuals in 2[BR]

8

8 8 5§88 3

-
(=]
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According to the same survey the proportion of households in the European Countries with access to the internet
reached 73% in 2011. Compared to 2006, the proportion of households with @ttaccess has increased 24 percentage
points in 201163].

Broadband internet access enables higher speed when a user performs activities on the internet. Im@@lthan two

thirds of households in the European Countries had used broadband connections representing the 68%. Today, most

households with internet access have broadband. The share of internet access above 90% of households was reached in
the Netherlands, Luxembourg, Sweden and Denmark. The 50% and below belonged to Bulgaria, Romania and Greece.
[63][64] Figure 313 and Thle 32 illustrate this analogy
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100

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

access

Figure3-13Internet Access and Broadband Internet Connection in Households in 263][64]
Table3-2 Internet Access and Broadband Internet Connection in Households in 263]{64]
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'K data for 2009 and 2011 include estimates for Northern Ireland

The percentage of regular internet users among younger persons between the age24fwas 91% while for the age
group of 5574 years it was only 40%. The percentage of the internet users with high formal education was twice the
percentageof internet users with a low level of education. Differences between men and women were relatively small.
The 70% of men and 65% of women used the internet regularly. Figided@picts the individual internet users bge

by gender and by educatidf3].
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Figure3-14 Individual Internet Users by Age, Gender, Educat[68]

Europe, according to statistics, leads in broadband connectivity, with fixed and mobile broadband penetration reaching
26% and 54%, respectively. A number of developing countries have been able to leveragebnoatoiand technologies

to overcome infrastructure barriers and provide higheed Internet services to previously unconnected areas. In Africa,
mobile-broadband penetration has reached 4%, compared with less tharod $ixéd-broadband penetratiorf59]. Figure

3-15 depicts the broadband connectivity around the world:
60 -

Fixed (vsired)-broadband subscriptions, 2011*

50 +
.Active mobile-broadband subscriptions, 2011*

S
=)
1

Per 100 inhabitants
N w
=) o
1 1

—_
[=)
1

Muljil‘

Africa Asia & Pacific Arab States World Americas Europe
Figure3-15 Europe leads broadband connectivif$9]

3.3.4 Mobile Usage in Europand USA

Accorrding to comScore survey, the statistics show that smartphones continue to become an increasingly important
segment of the European mobile phonentiscape. Smartphone penetration in the United Kingdom, France, Germany,
Spain, and ltaly in the year 2010 increased by 9.5 percentage points reaching 31.1%, placing it higher than the US with
smartphone penetration increase in 1(p2rcentage points reachg 27%461]. Figure 316 illustrates this analogy:

% Reach of Smartphones in Dec-2009 M % Reach of Smartphones in Dec-2010
35% - +9.5
30% - +10.2
v 25% -
-
& 20%
?— 15% -
©
X 10% -
5%
0%

Europe
Figure3-16 Mobile Usage in Europe and U$&{]

An analysis of the growth in smartphone usage in United Kingdom, France, Germany, Spain, and Italy reveals a dramatic

increase in the adoption of Google and Apple smartphone operating systems (OS) in the year 2010. Google Android,

which experiences a 951%ain in the use of Android OS, reaches the 8.7 million subscribers. Meanwhile, Apple

experiences a 115% increase with 14.5 million subscribers. Although Symbian continues to lead the smartphone OS

market, the growth in Google and Apple OS usage reflectim@easing popularity for both platforms continuing their
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growth in 2011[61]. Figure 317 presents the Smartphone Users in 5 European Countries (United Kingoome,F
Germany, Spain, and Italy):

+12%
35,000

30,000
25,000
20,000

+115%
15,000

Users (000)

+951%)
10,000 +65% -2%

5,000 +34%
0
Google Apple RIM Palm Symbian Microsoft
Dec-2009 Dec-2010

Figure3-17 Smartphone Users in 5 European Countr[64]

The continued increas in penetration of 3G device ownership, unlimited data plan subscription, and smartphone
ownership in the 5 European Countries that we mentioned above lead to the overall growth in the use of mobile media.
Specifically, smartphone ownership increasesp@ientage points reaching 31.1%, while 3G device ownership grows 5.4
percentage points reaching 47.1% penetration, and unlimited data plan subscriptions 2.5 percentage points reaching
7.5% penetration as we see in Figure&[61]

50%
+5.4

a45%
qoy | —
35%
g 3% +9.5
;’ 25%
;‘g 20%
15%
10%
5%
0%
Dec-2009 Mar-2010 Jun-2010 Sep-2010 Dec-10
e 3G Device Ownership . Smartphone Adoption Unlimited Data Plan Subscription

Figure3-18 Growth of Mobile Usagg61]

3.4 Web 2.0Social Media usage analysis

In the beginning of this chapter we stad with the analysis on the basic typesefistingusers. We continue firstly with
the internet usage analysis, secondly with the mobile usage analysis and as a third step we pviticebd Web 2.0
dzal 3S tylfeaira oKAOK AyOfdzRSa (GKS 2ytAyS OGAGAGASE (KI
use of social media and the demographic analysis on 4 most popular social media.

3.4.1 Social Networking and Online Awgities

It is true that social media popularity continues to grow, connecting people around the world and social networking has
become indeed a global phenomenon. The influence of social media on users constantly grows because people are being
driven to s@ial media. It is crucial to understand how social media users use and share c{@iént.

Pew Research Center conducted an important survey on the use of setiarking for the year of 2011. The survey
results are based on samples of each country and the dataset are taken from IMF World Economic Outlook. The
percentage of people using social networking sites is affected by the prevalence of internet use swhak iconnected

G2 | 0O2dzy i NBE QI® shovisithe positive rdatichsiziNBetween GDP (Gross Domestic Product) per capita (PPP)
in the country and the level of social networking. GDP is the value of final goods and services produced in ancauntry
year divided by the average population for the same year. The U.S., which has the highest per capita GDP among the
countries that have taken part in the survey, is also among the countries with the highest percentage of people using
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social networkingsites, while Pakistan and India have two of the lowest per capita GDPs and the lowest levels of social
networking.[66]
60 A

Israel

30 1 United States

Spai Britain
# Russia ’Dam *

4 @ Poland
Lithuania

40

German
Fra’nce. Y

% Use Social Networking (based on total)

30 | Jordan # China Turkey
Ukraine 4
# Japan
50 Kenya & Mexico # Western Europe
1 Lebanon 4 Eastern Europe
Middle East
Asia
*® Indonesia * .
10 A # Latin America
# Africa
® India
@ Pakistan
0
0 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000 60,000

GDP per capita (PPP)
Figure3-19 GDP per Capita and Use of Social Networking in 2[65]
STF2NB LINBaASyliAy3a dzASNRQ 2yfAyS I OGABAGASAE AYy 9dz2NRLISZI A
European users that spent being online. According to the survewihatpublished by comScoire 2010[61], Europeans
spend the equivalent of one day a month online (24:20 hours) with the Netherlands first (31:39 hours) and United
Kingdom (30:38 hours) second to exceed further this trend. Users in Italy (16:02 hours) and Austria (13:11 hours), spend
nearly half as much time online as users in Holland and the UK. Fi@lrdl@strates this analogy:

Unique Visitors (000) and Average Time Online in Europe
Source: comScore Media Metrix, Dec-2010
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Figure3-20 Unique Visitors and Average Time Online in Eurdfé]
la FT2N) GKS dzaSNBRQ 2yt AyS | OlGA DA G AKBG IR Euxdopeytdrning 8o8al hefworking G & 2 N.
and navigation be the most popular online activities on the web. Users enjoy sharing photos, experiences and updates in
order to stay connected. Instant messaging is no longer popular with a decline of 8.3 pegeguiants comparing to
2009. Auction site are also proving less popul[éd]. Figure 321 shows the top online activities in Europe in 2010:
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Figure3-21 Top Online Activities in Europe in 20161]

A further analysis for web email, Instant Messengers, Portals and Social Networking sites show, inZguhathere
are slight differences between age groups. Users betweeragfes of 1534 shift towards social networking reaching 32%
while the older population, above the 35 years, uses in a lower degree social networking but in a gxeatethe web
email reaching 6961].

Figure3-22 Time Spent Online in Europe in 20@910[61]

An analysis on the users and the time spent on watching online videos in 2010, shows that viewers from Germany, UK and
Spain spent more time watching online videos than those in the US, congul8.0, 17.0, and 16.2 hours respectively.
Viewers in France consume 12.2 hours of video and viewers in Italy only 10.4 hours. On average, the time viewers spent
on online videos (14.8 hours) in the 5 EU Countries is an hour shorter than the avetd§evigfwers (15.8 hourf§1].

Figure 323 depicts schematically this analogy:

Figure3-23 Time Spent Watching Online Vide{&1]

According to the Eurostat survdg3] nearly 80% of online users search for information about goods and services for
private purposes. More than half of internet users in the first quarter of 2011 read news online reaching 56%, use services
related to travel or travel related accommodan owing 54% or look for health related information reaching 54%.
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