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Various authors have highlighted the potential contribution of the internet to enhance the interactivity,
transparency, and openness of public sector entities and to promote new forms of accountability. The search
for new styles of governance which promote higher levels of transparency and the engagement of citizens is
viewed as a way of improving citizens' trust in governments. As the social media are becoming ubiquitous,
both academics and practitioners need some initial and reliable background data about the deployment of
this kind of technology at all levels. The aim of this work is to provide an overall view about the use of
Web 2.0 and social media tools in EU local governments in order to determine whether local governments
are using these technologies to increase transparency and e-participation, opening a real corporate dialog.
In addition, the paper tries to identify which factors promote the level of development of these tools at
local level. Our results show that most local governments are using Web 2.0 and social media tools to
enhance transparency but, in general, the concept of corporate dialog and the use of Web 2.0 to promote
e-participation are still in their infancy at the local level.

© 2012 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

Transparency and new forms of accountability have been highlight-
ed as key elements of good governance (Kim, Halligan, Cho, Oh, &
Eikenberry, 2005). Various authors have highlighted the potential con-
tribution of the internet to enhance the interactivity, transparency,1 and
openness of public sector entities and to promote new forms of ac-
countability (Cyberspace Public Research Group, 2001; Demchak, Friis,
La Porte, 2000; Drüke, 2007; La Porte, Demchak, & De Jong, 2002),
which are all considered as positive values to increase citizen trust in
governments (Demchak et al., 2000; Kim et al., 2005).

e-Government initiatives can be found in almost all the moderniza-
tion programs of Western democracies. In the twenty-first century,
governments worldwide are under pressure to change and innovate
the way in which their bureaucracies relate to citizens. e-Government
has been defined as “the use of ICTs, and particularly the internet, as a
tool to achieve better government” (OECD, 2003), that is to say, it is con-
sidered a mechanism to transform public administrations through the
iness Administration, University
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use of ICTs. One of the reasons why e-government is being adopted, is
to strengthen transparency and accountability and to change the pas-
sive role that citizens as customers or clients had (Dimitriu, 2008;
Pratchett, 1999).

Nowadays, information comes along with the formats and technolo-
gies that support its distribution, assurance, and analysis. That is why in-
ternet as a means of communication is becoming so important and it is
also whyWeb 2.0 and social media, as the latest step in internet develop-
ment, is a key elementwhose deployment and impactmust be tested. The
term Web 2.0 was coined by O'Really (2005) to refer to a second-
generation web based on the use of novel technologies, such as RSS (Re-
ally Simple Syndication, of web contents), podcasting (syndication of
audio content),mashups (combination of pre-existing applications), folk-
sonomies (popular labeling or categorizing), widgets (web tools embed-
ded in other sites to perform a particular function) and sharing facilities
(options for redistributing the contents of websites to other users). Addi-
tionally, thanks to this technological base, the so-called social media have
been developed. These are applications that offer services to communities
of on-line users: blogs, social bookmarking, wikis, media sharing, and so-
cial networks that promote collaboration, joint learning, and the speedy
exchange of information between users. According to Jiang, Raghupathi,
and Raghupathi (2009), any entity can vastly improve its website by
implementing Web 2.0 services and technologies. Herget and Mader
(2009) and the Queensland Government (2010) have formulated various
metrics for the determination of the impact and level of usage ofWeb 2.0
mechanisms for both the private and the public sectors. Hearn, Foth, and
Gray (2009) explain that companies can reach out and build relationships

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2011.10.001
mailto:bonson@uhu.es
mailto:ltorres@unizar.es
mailto:sroyo@unizar.es
mailto:francisco.flores@decd.uhu.es
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2011.10.001
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/0740624X


124 E. Bonsón et al. / Government Information Quarterly 29 (2012) 123–132
with new stakeholders who were previously inaccessible or invisible by
using traditional communications media and this also applies to public
sector entities. In 2009, 28% of the European Union (EU) population had
used the internet for postingmessages to chat sites, blogs, social network-
ing sites, newsgroups, or on-line discussion in the previous 3 months, and
this percentage increases to 67% ifwe consider individuals aged 16 to 24.2

However, there are no systematic studies of the specific needs of the local
government community for this kind of technology.

Themain benefits thatWeb 2.0 offers to public sector entities are the
enhancement of transparency and citizen participation.Web 2.0 has fa-
vored the emergence of citizen-created content that enriches socio-
political debates and that increases the diversity of opinions, the free
flow of information and freedom of expression. These tools can be
used for engaging citizens, exchanging opinions, provoking debate
and sharing information about social and political problems (OECD,
2007). Furthermore, public administrations can take advantage of the
heyday of this new participative culture that is developing in many cit-
izens in order to draw their attention toward municipal management,
engage them in local public decision-making, and improve
government-to-citizen relationships. All in all, Government 2.0 presents
challenges to some long-held government practices and has the poten-
tial to change the relationship between government and its citizens
(AGIMO, 2009). As indicated in the AGIMO report of the Government
2.0 Taskforce (2009, p. 2), “Government 2.0 is not specifically about social
networking or technology… It represents a fundamental shift in the imple-
mentation of government—toward an open, collaborative, cooperative ar-
rangement where there is (wherever possible) open consultation, open
data, shared knowledge, mutual acknowledgment of expertise, mutual re-
spect for shared values and an understanding of how to agree to disagree.
Technology and social tools are an important part of this change but are es-
sentially [just] an enabler in this process.”

However, since the development of this kind of technology is very
recent, research about the impact of social computing on the public sec-
tor is still highly tentative and exploratory (European Commission,
2009). Studies like this, which aim at determining the level of use of
these technologies by municipalities, are relevant and necessary in
order to propose areas for improvement and future action plans.

The objective of this paper is to provide an overall view about the
use of Web 2.0 and social media tools in EU local governments in
order to determine whether local governments are using these tech-
nologies to increase transparency and e-participation, opening a real
corporate dialog. The paper also aims to identify which factors pro-
mote the level of development of these tools at local level. For this
purpose, we analyze the websites of seventy-five EU cities and the
presence of these cities in social media platforms. The cities analyzed
are the biggest cities of fifteen EU countries (EU-15) which represent
more than 85% of the EU population. Specifically, this study attempts
to answer the following research questions: 1)What is the level of ac-
ceptance of Web 2.0 and social media tools by European local govern-
ments? 2) Are European local governments using these tools to
promote higher levels of citizen participation and corporate dialog
or just to enhance transparency? 3) Is the public administration
style affecting the approach adopted in the use of Web 2.0 tools by
EU local governments? and 4) What factors promote the develop-
ment of these tools at local level?

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 intro-
duces Web 2.0 and social media tools and discusses the opportunities
they offer for local governments. Section 3 describes the methodology
of our study. Results are presented in Section 4 and, finally, the discus-
sion and conclusions bring the paper to an end.
2 Source: Eurostat Information Society Statistics database. Dataset: “Internet activi-
ties—Individuals (isoc_ci_ac_i)”. Available at http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/
show.do?dataset=isoc_ci_ac_i&lang=en (Accessed 7 October 2010).
2. Web 2.0 and social media tools: what opportunities do they
offer for local governments?

The evolving paradigm of Web 2.0, thanks to the extension of cer-
tain standards (Hwang, Altman, & Kim, 2009), along with the rise of
social networks and virtual communities, provides an opportunity
for people to learn together and share their experiences (Elia,
Margherita, & Taurino, 2009). It is necessary to make a clear distinc-
tion between multimedia and Web 2.0. Many government websites
offer web television and videos, even in real time—the so called web-
casts. But, in many cases, it is not possible to interact, offer an opinion,
or download these materials to be re-used in other devices. Further-
more, a clear differentiation must be made betweenWeb 2.0 support-
ing technologies and the social media, which result from the
application of Web 2.0 technologies in the current online social
environment.

Chu and Xu (2009) have undertaken a bibliometric survey, per-
formed on a set of 1718 documents relating to Web 2.0, to explore
the dimensions and characteristics of this emerging field. According
to their findings, the main features of this new paradigm are that
Web 2.0 technology is of the user, by the user and, more importantly,
for the user. Terms like dynamism, interaction, collaboration, partici-
pation, and trust are essential words in this context. Accordingly,
Web 2.0 is being heralded as giving a 21st century spin on Abraham
Lincoln's adage: “Government of the people, by the people, for the
people”.3

Among Web 2.0 technologies, four paradigmatic examples can be
mentioned (Table 1 summarizes the main features of these tools and
the potential advantages that, a priori, a local government can obtain
from each tool):

• Content syndication (RSS—Really Simple Syndication-, Atom and vod-
casting–podcasting), which allows the user to automatically receive
updates about the state of the resource syndicated. The updates can
be text, an audio file (podcasting4), or a video (videocasting, vidcast-
ing, or vodcasting).

• Widgets, which are tools to deliver information from a web source
to other pages or devices. Typical examples are the small windows
with a different aspect to the web page that hosts them and that
offer weather or stock updates.

• Sharing and bookmarking facilities, which allow a user to share web
content with their friends by means of social networks and to give a
score to that content based on its usefulness and/or relevance.

• Mashups, which are applications that take data and combine it ei-
ther with other data or other web services to create something
new. For example, a mashup may take data about the location of
government services and then plot their locations and other associ-
ated data on a map. Google Maps-based applications are popular
practice among mashups.

Additionally, it is relevant to cite several technologies whose pop-
ularity and development are evolving along with the development of
Web 2.0 technologies:

• Embeddings consist of the inclusion in a web page of material (em-
bedding of text, photos, videos) created by a third party. The result
of this action is the creation of a compound document with regular
text combined with non-text elements such as spreadsheets, pic-
tures, digital videos, digital audio, and other multimedia features.

• Webcasts aremedia files, distributed over the internet tomany simulta-
neous listeners/viewers. Essentially, webcasting is “broadcasting” over
3 Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development, State Government
of Victoria, Australia (2009): “Web 2.0: The New Tools for Democratic Conversations—
A snapshot of Initiatives in Government”. Available at: http://www.egov.vic.gov.au/
(accessed: 24 April 2010).

4 Sometimes, the term podcasting describes the distribution of either audio or video
files via RSS in a wider sense.
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Table 1
Web 2.0 technologies, social media and utilization by municipalities.

Web 2.0
technology

Features Utility

Content
syndication

Pieces of software in conventional websites or in social
network platforms that allow the users to automatically
receive updates about the state of the resource syndicated.

Viral distribution of the content of the official website, especially news and
documents (such as council minutes) and video or audio files
(such as a council meeting). Users can subscribe to automatically receive every
piece of news from the council.

Widgets Allow for the inclusion of material (text, graph, photos, videos
or another data type) in a web page by means of a small
application—created by a third party—that can be installed and
executed within a web page by an end user. Widgets are tools to
deliver information from a web source to other pages or devices,
so they can be used as a means for syndication.

Viral distribution of the content of the official website, especially news and
documents, even if they are videos or audio files. Instead of subscribing to a
feed, users can embed the code of the widgets in their own web page to
automatically receive every piece of news from the council.

Sharing and
bookmarking

Piece of software in conventional websites or in social media
platforms that allows the users to send the content to their
friends and contacts automatically by connecting the content
to their social media platform.

This allows the users of the official website to distribute its content in their
own social media platforms. This could increase the visibility of the city
council and of the material produced by it.

Mashups Combination of technologies and services from different
conventional and 2.0 sources in the same
website or social media platform.

Technology that allows the city council to integrate, in the same official
website, videos, maps, documents and presentations located in different
external platforms.

Social media
platform

Features Utility

Blogs Diary where new entries appear over old ones and that allow the
users to control the impact of their writings. Most blogs are
interactive, allowing visitors to leave comments on the different entries

By using blogs, local governments can collect valuable opinions from their
different stakeholders, including citizens, visitors, employees and beneficiaries
of their social and environmental activities. Blogs could also be a valuable tool
for detecting social problems in advance and for obtaining ideas for new
services and initiatives

Wikis Network that allows users to share and classify knowledge
on a general or specific topic and to correct the content in real time.

Wikis are devoted to knowledge and can be used for a variety of goals, for
example, to disseminate the heritage of the city with the collaboration of the
population. A local government may find wikis useful to start a dialog about its
corporate social responsibility activities or other relevant projects. Under
certain conditions, wikis have also been considered helpful for improving
relationships with employees (Trkman & Trkman, 2009).

Social networks Platforms that allow the users to contact with a certain number of friends,
administrate their own online communities and share files, photos,
text and news and give a score to the different contents and files provided.

These platforms can be considered the next generation of the official website,
incorporating in the same site the community, their opinions, the content and
the most sophisticated tools for the distribution and analysis of all this information.

6 Social networks can be classified into 3 groups: general purpose (like Facebook and
My Space), professional platforms (like LinkedIn and XING), and specific functionality
(like Digg to share web content, Delicious to share bookmarks, etc.).

7 These opportunities have been seen worldwide, and some countries have already
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the internet. A webcast may either be distributed live or on
demand (for prerecorded broadcasts). Public entities can make
some council meetings, announcements, or mayor's messages
public by means of this technology. Although it is not a prerequi-
site of this tool, webcasts can allow users to interact by sending
comments.

The above-mentioned technologies are present in the regular
functioning of almost every social media. In some cases, these tech-
nologies allow the capture of web content into social media plat-
forms, but other tools offer new services and interactive possibilities
to the users. In this field, it may be pertinent to recall the following
examples (see Table 1):

• Blogs are publishing tools, managed by a particular identified au-
thor, that make it possible for users to record comments. Blogs are
becoming a common platform for citizen journalism.

• Wikis are a special kind of website, configured to support the entries
of different users. An entry, in this context, is like an article in an en-
cyclopedia, but created by a voluntary user and, then, modified, cor-
rected and amended in a controlled fashion by other users.

• Media sharing platforms (based on media sharing facilities) can be
used to distribute certain documents (announcements, drafts of
regulations, etc.), presentations and pictures to citizens and can
also be a platform for citizens to share their own intellectual assets
with the community.5 These platforms not only allow users to share
videos (YouTube), photographs (Flickr), documents (DocStoc), and
presentations (SlideShare), but also let others offer their evalua-
tions and opinions.
5 Flexible systems of intellectual property licenses, such as Creative Commons, have
emerged to support the shared use of information.
• Social networks are new platforms for exchanging personal and pro-
fessional information.6 Most of these social networks allow users to
interconnect from one of these platforms to another. For example,
an entity can create a YouTube channel and a Facebook page and
then create links or includematerials from its own corporate website.

• Twitter, as a social network and a micro-blogging tool, is a mixture
of functionalities. Twitter can be used to send instant messages to
citizens to announce special events, taking advantage of the viral
delivery of information that this tool provides and allowing local
politicians to check how this event is perceived by the users.

The tools and practices of Web 2.0 can help improve policy making
and service delivery by enriching government interactions with external
stakeholders and enhancing internal knowledge management (Dixon,
2010; European Commission, 2009; OECD, 2009, Osimo, 2008).7 In this
way, the impact ofWeb 2.0 on the public sector can be seen in four areas:

1. Improvement of public sector transparency: for example, by using
content syndication and social media platforms to bring the public
sector agenda and activities closer to citizens and provide news
and information in the platforms preferred by citizens (who no
longer need to go to the public entity website in order to get this
information). At the core of the application of Web 2.0 tools and
social media for local entities, we can identify the concept of trans-
parency. Governments are facing unprecedented transparency
published some guidelines for the use of Web 2.0 and social media tools in the public
sector—for example, Australia (AGIMO, 2009; Queensland Government, 2010), the UK
(COI, 2009; Young Foundation, 2010), and the US (www.howto.gov/social-media).

http://www.howto.gov/social-media
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requirements, further encouraged through electronic grassroots
mobilizations using social technology (Chun, Shulman, Sandoval,
& Hovy, 2010). Noveck (2009) points out how information and
its adequate availability are key in this scenario of democratiza-
tion. According to Noveck (2009), making good information avail-
able to the general public for better governance is more important
than the attention paid in the past to so-called “experts.”

2. Improvement of policy making: new forms of participation, enabled
by the use of ICTs, which improve social consciousness and citizen
engagement. The evolution and popularity of social media has pro-
vided new techniques for online community engagement and addi-
tional avenues for consultation and interaction with citizens and
communities in ways that can facilitate dialog, creativity, collabora-
tion, and participation. All these citizen-to-citizen and citizen-to-
government dialogs can have many positive effects (Lazer, Nebolo,
Esterling, & Goldschmidt, 2009): increasing interest in politics and
citizen participation; expanding the number and types of partici-
pants; generating support for a position/project; and creating identi-
ty and trust. Blogs and social networking sites have been
demonstrated to be powerful tools for political candidate fact find-
ing, spreading political gossip and communicatingwith a constituen-
cy or advocacy group quickly and efficiently (see Dixon, 2010, pp.
434–435). TheseWeb 2.0 technologies have the potential to increase
citizen participation in political and public sector processes, includ-
ing elections, policy development, and policy implementation.8

3. Improvement of public services: more innovativemechanisms for ser-
vice delivery. As Osimo (2008) indicates, the application of these tools
to the public sector can improve public service provision in the same
way that companies share product design tasks with potential
customers.

4. Improvement of knowledge management and cross-agency coop-
eration, using specific groups in the context of these platforms in
order to transform the relationships within the organizations and
between different public entities.

What is certain is that the new technological base is now available
to all the local entities, allowing them to take action on two fronts:
the mass distribution of the content of the official website as an am-
plification of the pre-existing unidirectional system, and/or the im-
plementation of corporate dialog, as follows:

• In the first case, the local entity can make use of Web 2.0 technologies
to facilitate themass redistribution of contents, making themmore vis-
ible but stayingwithin a unidirectionalmodel. As one of the dimensions
of e-government is the availability of certain information to citizens,
transparency is an important basis of e-government. Given that the
lack of pertinent information can hurt the citizen's interests (Tapscott
& Ticoll, 2003), it can be argued that transparency is, a priori, an objec-
tively positive force in both business and public administration arenas.
An example of this approach is the implementation of functionalities
that allow users to redistribute the contents of an official website in
their own blogs or social networks (like ShareThis) or to syndicate
them (using RSS, ATOM), with the objective of having updated infor-
mation available at all times. This approach is not true dialog but it
would involve a greater expansion of the official website content.

• In the second case, local governments actively use social media in
order to open corporate dialog. According to Eccles and Krzus
(2010), the relationships between an entity and its stakeholders
must be based on two principles: collaboration and engagement. Col-
laboration, through active and real-time interactions between the
8 There are signs that online participation in politics and government is on the rise.
Stronger evidence that Web 2.0 technologies help promote the move toward e-
democracy can be found in the 2004 and 2008 U.S. presidential elections (see Dixon,
2010, p. 436) and in the intensive use of social media network sites and profiles by can-
didates to local elections in Spain in 2011, ranging from the elaboration of political pro-
grams to the analysis of electoral results.
entity and its stakeholders, and engagement, through an implicit
set of mutually beneficial outcomes. A clear example is when an orga-
nization decides to consult its potential customers about the main
product or service design features. Only with the new social media
platforms can all this become a reality. Different private sector indus-
tries, like the banking industry, as Bonsón and Flores (2011) suggest,
aremoving toward this paradigm. Local governments could, for exam-
ple, generate a Facebook page or group, a Twitter account, a YouTube
channel, or a SlideShare or DocStoc space. Another option would be to
create blogs where not only local government officials and/or politi-
cians but also individual citizens would have the opportunity of pub-
lishing their own points of view on the material distributed. In the
implementation of a strategy for corporate dialog, as stated by
Postman (2009), the use of social media can lead to increased trans-
parency and immediacy and can make it possible for all the users to
participate directly in the process of communication through the con-
tribution of contents, comments, tagging, etc. Halavais (2009) explains
how the users of a participative web platform need to receive specific
feedback from the entity in order for both parties to obtain benefits. In
order to achieve this immediacy, the professional figure of the social
media manager (also called community manager), a position which
is already present in private corporations, will likely become popular
in public sector entities in the near future.

According to Dixon (2010, p. 444), there is currently little evi-
dence to support claims that e-government 2.0 has radically changed
government. Therefore, it is important to get an overall view of the
current status of corporate dialog between local governments and cit-
izens, assuming that it exists in some form. Public authorities are in-
creasingly turning to new ways of interacting with citizens to
increase their own efficiency and to be more pro-active in their citi-
zen relations (OECD, 2007). This is the subject of this research.

3. Methodology

The sample for this study consisted of seventy-five EU local govern-
ments, including the five biggest cities of the first 15member countries
of the EU (see Appendix A). Bigger local governments were selected for
this study as they are usually the most innovative in the adoption of
new technologies, they have more need of greater disclosure and
lower relative costs for the implementation of these new tools.

The analysis of the use that EU local governments make of Web 2.0
and social media tools was carried out in two steps, during February
andMarch2010. The first step consisted of analyzing of the officialweb-
site of each local government, in which we looked for the following
8 items and whose presence was scored with a binary variable (0: no
presence; 1: presence): 1. Podcasts from the management; 2. RSS or
Atom; 3. Vodcast from themanagement; 4. Real timewebcast ofmunic-
ipal events9; 5. Widgets; 6. Blogs; 7. Links to official YouTube videos; 8.
Social network for the users of the local government website.

The second part of the research consisted of an analysis of social
media platforms. Apart from the items included in the official website,
the presence and activity of the local governments in the most
widely-known social media platforms were also measured through dif-
ferent indicators such as the number of followers, number of conversa-
tions, number of groups, and so on. The social media we analyzed were
Twitter, Facebook, LinkedIn, YouTube, and Google blogs. We examined
the presence of eachmunicipality by the official name provided in their
website, that is to say, all the municipalities were examined by the offi-
cial name they use in their country. In Twitter, we checked the follow-
ing: 1. existence of an official Twitter account; 2. number of Twitter
followers; 3. number of Twitter tweets; 4. number of Twitter lists; 5.
level of activity of the official Twitter account (daily, weekly, monthly,
9 The evolution and popularity of this technology is related to the Web 2.0, and it is
also known as participative videos.



Table 2
Items included in the Sophistication Index (SI).

Sophistication
Index

Web 2.0 Official
website

Podcasts from the management
RSS or Atom
Vodcasts from the management
Real time webcasts of the municipality
events
Widgets

Social
media

Blogs
Links to official YouTube videos from
the website
Social network of the municipality
website users

External
channels

Official Twitter account
Official Facebook group
Official Facebook page
Official LinkedIn group
Official YouTube channel

11
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quarterly, semestral, annual, or no activity); and 6. Number of Twitter
conversations. In Facebook, we checked the following: 1. number of
Facebook groups; 2. existence of an official Facebook group; 3. number
of members of the official Facebook group; 4. number of Facebook
pages; 5. existence of an official Facebook page; 6. number of fans of
the official Facebook page; and 7. level of activity at the official Facebook
page (using the same criteria explained above for Twitter: daily, weekly,
monthly, quarterly, semestral, annual, or no activity). In LinkedIn, we
checked the following: 1. number of LinkedIn groups; 2. existence of
an official LinkedIn group; and 3. number ofmembers of the official Lin-
kedIn group. In YouTube, we examined the following: 1. existence of an
official YouTube channel; 2. number of subscribers to the official You-
Tube channel; and 3. number of YouTube conversations.10 Lastly, in
Google blogs, we checked the number of Google indexed blogs when
looking for the official name of the municipality at the search engine
http://blogsearch.google.com. This methodology is consistent with the
techniques applied to financial entities by Bonsón and Flores (2011).

To analyze the data obtained through the website content analy-
sis, we first carried out an exploratory analysis to provide a general
perspective of the use that EU local governments make of Web 2.0
and social media. Furthermore, each local government has been
rated according to a non-exhaustive Sophistication Index (SI) which
consists of 13 binary items (Table 2): the eight items analyzed on
each local government website plus the existence of an official Twit-
ter account, an official Facebook group, an official Facebook page, an
official LinkedIn group, and an official YouTube channel. Thus, the SI
is based on the analysis of both the official website and the active
presence of each local government in the major social platforms.
The SI for each local government is computed as a percentage: num-
ber of items scored as 1 over 13 items included in the SI.

Research on transparent and open government usually points to two
critical success factors (Bertot, Jaeger, & Grimes, 2010): a culture of
transparency embedded within the governance system and a transpar-
ency “readiness” factor—that is, factors such as technology penetration,
the level of technological capabilities of government agencies, and the
social and technology readiness of the populace. In order to understand
what factors promote the development of Web 2.0 tools and social
media platforms at the local level, regression analysis has been used.
The objective was to test the influence of the following factors on the
SI elaborated: the public administration style (as a proxy of the culture
of transparency embedded within the governance system) and differ-
ent variables related to the development of the information society
(as proxies for the transparency readiness factor). The population of
each city was also considered as a control variable.

The public administration style has been an important element for
explaining the evolution of other areas of public sector reforms
(Hood, 1995; Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2000; Torres, 2004) and recent de-
velopments in e-government related to transparency, accountability,
and the diffusion of financial information on the internet (Pina,
Torres, & Royo, 2007, 2009, 2010). In the EU-15 countries, four
broad styles of public management may be distinguished (Kickert,
1997; Torres, 2004): Anglo-Saxon, Nordic, Germanic, and Southern
European countries. During the 1980s, Anglo-Saxon countries intro-
duced a new public managerial approach that emphasizes efficiency,
effectiveness, and value for money. These countries are more likely to
introducemarketmechanisms, notions of competitiveness, and attempts
to make public services more responsive to users or customers. Nordic
countries also belong to a public administration style that is concerned
with meeting citizens' needs and they have a tradition of negotiation
and consultation. The Germanic and Southern European countries are
influenced by structures inherited from a bureaucratic, hierarchical,
Weberian public administration grounded in administrative law. The
10 This is the number of results we got when we looked for the official name of the
municipality at the search engine of YouTube because, for every video which is posted,
a conversation can be opened.
citizen is traditionally considered as a “subject,” although this view is
changing.11 The literature on public sector management usually
considers that Anglo-Saxon and Nordic countries have a long-standing
reputation of public sector reforms, transparency, and citizen engage-
ment. On the contrary, Germanic and Southern European countries be-
long to a more legalistic tradition and have been considered as laggards
in introducing some public sector reforms. From the above discussed lit-
erature, a priori, a higher level of development of Web 2.0 and social
media tools could have been expected in Anglo-Saxon and Nordic cities.

The variables related to the development of the information society
considered were as follows: overall level of development of the local
government website, internet penetration in the country, e-
government use by individuals in the country, e-commerce use by citi-
zens in the country,Web 2.0 use by citizens, and level of development of
e-government at central level in each country. The definition and values
of this group of independent variables are reported in Table 3.

As can be seen in Table 4, the independent variables related to the de-
velopment of the information society are highly correlated. As a general
rule, problems of multicolinearity arise when the correlation is greater
than 0.8 (Gujarati, 2003), which is the case in some of our variables.
Therefore, in order to avoid multicolinearity problems, we first applied
a factor analysis (Maximum likelihood extraction) to the six indepen-
dent variables related to the development of the information society.

The results of this preliminary factor analysis indicate that two factors
explain 70% of the total variance in the six variables. The value of the KMO
test is 0.628, which confirms that the factor analysis is acceptable. Table 5
reports the factor loadings12 of each variable in the two factors obtained.
From Table 5, the interpretation of the two factors obtained is straightfor-
ward: Factor 1 measures the level of internet access and use by
citizens while Factor 2 is a measure of the level of development of
e-government, primarily in the city, but also at national level.

Therefore, the variables included in the regression analysis are the
public administration style dummy variables (three dummies, as we
have four public administration styles), the logarithm of the city popu-
lation, and the two factors related to the level of development of the in-
formation society.
4. Analysis of results

Table 6 provides an overall view of the use that EU local governments
aremaking ofWeb 2.0 and socialmedia. As has beenmentioned, these 13
items have been used to obtain a sophistication index (SI) for each local
government. As can be seen in this table, Web 2.0 and social media are
For an extended explanation of the public administration styles, see Dunleavy and
Hood (1994), Torres and Pina (2002), Pollitt and Bouckaert (2000), and Torres (2004).
12 The factor loadings are the correlation coefficients between the original variables
and factors obtained with factor analysis. So, the bigger the factor loading, the closer
the relationship between the original variable and the factor obtained.

http://blogsearch.google.com


Table 4
Pearson correlations among the continuous independent variables.

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

1. e-Government in the city
2. Internet penetration 0.337⁎⁎ 1
3. e-Government use by citizens 0.342⁎⁎ 0.918⁎⁎ 1
4. e-Commerce use by citizens 0.399⁎⁎ 0.917⁎⁎ 0.804⁎⁎ 1
5. Central e-government 0.536⁎⁎ 0.320⁎⁎ 0.330⁎⁎ 0.366⁎⁎ 1
6. Web 2.0 use by citizens 0.181 0.636⁎⁎ 0.729⁎⁎ 0.660⁎⁎ 0.139 1
7. Population (ln) 0.451⁎⁎ −0.177 −0.258⁎ −0.099 0.026 −0.104 1

⁎ Significant at 0.05 (bilateral).
⁎⁎ Significant 0.01 (bilateral).

Table 3
Independent variables related to the development of the information society.

Anglo-Saxon Nordic Continental European

Germanic Southern European

IR UK DE FI NE SW AU GE BE FR GR IT LU PO SP

1. e-Government in the city Min: 26.39%; Max: 77.39%; Mean: 52.72%; Std. dev.: 0.1081
2. Internet penetration 63 76 84 83 87 88 71 75 69 68 44 42 81 42 57
3. e-Government use by citizens 28 35 67 53 55 57 39 37 31 39 12 17 54 21 30
4. e-Commerce use by citizens 29 58 50 37 49 45 32 45 25 32 8 8 46 10 16
5. Central e-government 83 100 84 89 79 95 100 74 70 80 45 70 68 100 80
6. Web 2.0 use by citizens 17 33 51 27 24 35 22 35 28 23 18 18 39 21 31

Notes:
1. Level of development of e-government in the local government: data obtained from Pina et al. (2009). These scores refer to four basic website dimensions: transparency, inter-
activity, usability and maturity. Due to differences in the cities analyzed, we have five missing values for this variable.
2. Internet penetration: percentage of internet users in the country. International Telecommunication Union (2008): “World Telecommunication/ICT Indicators”. Available at:
http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/ict/statisTIC/ (accessed 4 May 2010).
3. e-Government use by citizens: percentage of individuals who have used internet in the last 3 months for interaction with public authorities (2009). Available at: http://ec.eur-
opa.eu/eurostat (accessed 7 May 2010).
4. e-Commerce use by citizens: percentage of individuals who ordered goods or services over the internet, for private use, in the last three months (2009). Available at: http://
ec.europa.eu/eurostat (accessed 7 May 2010).
5. Central e-government online availability: percentage of the 20 basic services defined by the European Commission which is fully available online, i.e. for which it is possible to
carry out full electronic case handling. Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat (accessed 7 May 2010).
6. Web 2.0 use by citizens: percentage of individuals that have used the internet, in the last 3 months, for posting messages to chat sites, blogs, social networking sites, newsgroups
or on-line discussion (2009). Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat (accessed 7 October 2010).
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not used extensively in EU local governments. Themost widely-used tool
is RSS or Atom, which is used by 77% of the local governments. The next
two tools in order of importance are blogs on the local government web-
site and links to official YouTube videos,which are offered by 56% and47%
of the local governments, respectively. Therefore, the most frequently
used tools enable citizens to be up-to-date with new contents and news
(RSS/Atom), have access to videos in YouTube, and read and leave com-
ments in some of the blogs offered in the local government website. On
the contrary, podcasts from the management (20%), real time webcasts
of municipal events (8%), and widgets (7%) are not frequently offered to
citizens. Furthermore, when videos are offered on the municipality web-
site, they never allow feedback from viewers. Only Gent (Belgium) and
Birmingham (UK) have created their own social network for the munici-
pality website users, but with some limitations, because the possibilities
of generating a complex user profile with a picture or of publishing
posts that could be read by other users are not available.

Among the social platforms analyzed in this research, Twitter seems to
be the most popular for local governments (32% have an official Twitter
Table 5
Factor loadings (unrotated solution).

Factor 1 Factor 2

Internet penetration 0.999 −0.002
e-Government use by citizens 0.918 0.030
e-Commerce use by citizens 0.917 0.115
Web 2.0 use by citizens 0.637 −0.023
e-Government in the city 0.338 0.752
Central e-government 0.321 0.575

Data in bold, factor loadings higher than 0.5.
account). On the contrary, LinkedIn is the least popular one, which
seems logical given the nature of this platformas a social network for pro-
fessional contacts. As regards Facebook, only 17%of the local governments
have an official page in this platform. Lastly, 29% of the local governments
have an official YouTube channel in which citizens can have access to all
the videos from the local government in a single YouTube page and
even receive alerts whenever a new video is uploaded.

Table 7 provides an overall view of the presence of EU local govern-
ments in the most widely-known social media platforms. The items
highlighted in gray in this table indicate an active presence of the mu-
nicipality (launch of the platform, number of followers, and activity),
while the other items indicate a passive presence (conversations
about the municipality initiated by citizens in the social media, but
not necessarily in the official platforms). Although the number of local
governments using the social media platforms is not high, we can ap-
preciate that the average number of citizens that are subscribed to
them is important, especially in Twitter, with an average of 803 fol-
lowers, and Facebook, with an average of 1412 fans. Another important
fact is that a lot is being said about local governments in social media
platforms, whether they have a presence there or not, with an average
of 576 Twitter conversations; 130 Facebook groups; 1610 YouTube con-
versations; and 111,717 Google indexed blogs. Therefore, the local gov-
ernments that are not present in these social platforms are not hearing
what citizens are saying about them,missing an important source of in-
formation about grass roots opinions and feelings about local policy,
public services, and daily life in their municipalities.

As regards the individual indicators for each of the local govern-
ments analyzed, as we said before, eight items measuring the pres-
ence of Web 2.0 and social media tools were analyzed in the official

http://www.brucity.be/
http://www.brucity.be/
http://www.brucity.be/
http://www.brucity.be/
http://www.brucity.be/
http://www.brucity.be/
http://www.brucity.be/


Table 7
EU local governments in the social media.

Note: The average number of followers, conversations, groups, etc., and the most frequent levels of activity, in the gray cells (active presence), has been computed over the number of
municipalities with an official presence in each of these platforms: 24 official users in Twitter, 12 official groups in Facebook, 13 official Facebook pages, 9 official LinkedIn groups, and 22
official YouTube channels.

Table 6
Use of Web 2.0 and social media by EU local governments.

Local governments

N %

Sophistication Index Web 2.0 Official website Podcasts from the management 15 20.0%
RSS or Atom 58 77.3%
Vodcasts from the management 0 0.0%
Real time webcasts of the municipality events 6 8.0%
Widgets 5 6.7%

Social media Blogs 42 56.0%
Links to official YouTube videos from the website 35 46.7%
Social network of the municipality website users 2 2.7%

External channels Official Twitter account 24 32.0%
Official Facebook group 12 16.0%
Official Facebook page 13 17.3%
Official LinkedIn group 9 12.0%
Official YouTube channel 22 29.3%
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local government websites.13 The maximum number of items found
was 5, in the websites of Turin and Birmingham. Both cities present
podcasts, RSS feeds, blogs, and links to official YouTube videos;
Turin also has widgets, whereas Birmingham has its own social net-
work for the users of its website. Almost 60% of the local governments
present from 2 to 4 items, 27% only present one of these items (RSS,
mostly), and 12% do not have any.

With respect to the presence and level of activity of each local govern-
ment in the social media platforms analyzed, approximately half of the
local governments do not have any form of active presence in any of the
13 The individual indicators of each local government can be obtained from the au-
thors upon request.
social networks analyzed. However, in most of the cities there is a prom-
ising level of conversation and activity initiated by citizens in the social
media platforms. There are also some cases of bad alignment between cit-
izens' demand and local governments' offer vis-à-vis the use of social
media. In these cases, there is a lot of activity initiated by citizens in
some of the social networks analyzed, but their local governments have
not established an official presence in these platforms yet. In general
terms, not many country-related patterns can be observed. Therefore, it
seems that the development of an active presence in social media plat-
forms is not country-related but dependent on the political will and spe-
cific circumstances of each local government. However, some exceptions
can be found, such as the cases of Greece and Luxembourg, where the
presence of local governments in social media is limited to the capital



Table 8
Web 2.0 and social media Sophistication Index by country.

Mean Min. Max. Stand. dev.

Netherlands 46.2% 38.5% 53.8% 0.0769
Denmark 35.4% 15.4% 53.8% 0.1771
UK 33.8% 15.4% 46.2% 0.1397
Belgium 29.2% 7.7% 53.8% 0.1754
Italy 29.2% 7.7% 61.5% 0.2333
Germany 27.7% 15.4% 46.2% 0.1397
Ireland 27.7% 7.7% 53.8% 0.1685
Sweden 26.2% 15.4% 38.5% 0.0877
Austria 24.6% 7.7% 38.5% 0.1141
Finland 21.5% 7.7% 30.8% 0.1003
France 20.0% 0.0% 53.8% 0.2078
Spain 18.5% 7.7% 38.5% 0.1500
Portugal 13.8% 0.0% 38.5% 0.1668
Greece 10.8% 0.0% 15.4% 0.0688
Luxembourg 9.2% 0.0% 30.8% 0.1264
Total 24.9% 0.0% 61.5% 0.1648

Table 9
Standardized regression coefficients and statistical significance.

Dependent variable: Sophistication Index (SI)

Constant −0.014
Log population 0.149
Anglo (dummy) 0.069
Nordic (dummy) 0.163
Germanic (dummy) −0.025
Factor 1 0.170
Factor 2 (0.363)⁎⁎

R2 0.302
Model significance (F statistic) 4.54⁎⁎

N 70

⁎⁎ pb0.01.

15 The guidelines provided by the AustralianQueenslandGovernment (2010, p. 34)maybe
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cities14; Spain, where the only social media platform in which some local
governments have established an active presence is YouTube; and the
Netherlands, where the 5 local governments analyzed are using Twitter
very actively, Facebook is not being used at all, 4 of the cities are using Lin-
kedIn and all of themhave an official YouTube channel. All this putsDutch
cities (and their citizens) among themost active in the socialmedia arena.

Table 8 presents the statistics of the Web 2.0 and social media So-
phistication Index (SI) by country. As indicated in theMethodology sec-
tion, each local government has been rated according to a non-
exhaustive Sophistication Index (SI) which consists of 13 binary items
(see Table 2): the eight items analyzed oneach local government official
website plus the existence of an official Twitter account, an official Face-
book group, an official Facebook page, an official LinkedIn group, and an
official YouTube channel.

As can be seen in Table 8, themean SI is around 25% and a high degree
of heterogeneity can be found among the 75 EU local governments, the
individual SI ranging from 0 to 61%. The Netherlands is the country with
the highest SI on average. Furthermore, the standard deviation figure
for Dutch cities is one of the lowest, which shows that this is the country
with the highest internal homogeneity in the use of Web 2.0 and social
media. Denmark, the UK, Belgium, Italy, Germany, Ireland, and Sweden
also present above-average scores, althoughwith higher levels of hetero-
geneity. The maximum individual score is found in Italy (Turin), where
we observe the greatest heterogeneity in the SI. If we move to below-
average countries (Austria, Finland, France, Spain, Portugal, Greece, and
Luxembourg), we can see that the levels of heterogeneity are generally
high, with the exception of Greecewhich presents the highest level of ho-
mogeneity (but with very low SI scores). In 4 of these countries, the min-
imumSI is 0%. Ifwe look at the individual SI scores,we can see that 6 cities
do not have any of the features ofWeb 2.0 and social media analyzed. On
the contrary, the maximum scores in some of the cities of France, Spain,
Austria, and Portugal are similar to those of the countries that are
above-average. This confirms that heterogeneity in the development of
these tools at country level is the rule, with the exceptions of the Nether-
lands (positive homogeneity) and Greece (negative homogeneity).

Ordinary Least Square (OLS) regression analysis has been used to bet-
ter understand what factors promote the development of Web 2.0 tools
and social media tools at local level. As indicated in theMethodology sec-
tion, the variables included in the regression analysis are the logarithm of
the city population, three dummy variables that represent three of the
four public administration styles (Anglo-Saxon, Nordic, and Germanic,
Southern-European local governments being the reference group), and
14 Although we analyze the biggest cities in each country, there are sometimes big differ-
ences in terms of population (see the population figures reported in Appendix A). In the case
of Luxembourg, apart of the capital city, the rest of the cities analyzed are the smallest in our
sample, which could explain the low level of development ofWeb 2.0 and social media tools
in this country. However, this is not useful to explain the very low level of development of
these tools in Greek cities.
the two factors related to the level of development of the information so-
ciety: Factor 1,whichmeasures the level of internet access and use by cit-
izens, and Factor 2, which measures the level of development of e-
government, primarily in the city, but also at national level.

Table 9 presents the results of the regression analysis. As can be seen,
the model is statistically significant. However, only one of the indepen-
dent variables (Factor 2) is statistically significant. As we could expect
from the descriptive analysis, neither the population of the city nor the
public administration style are determining factors of the level of devel-
opment of Web 2.0 and social media in the EU local governments ana-
lyzed in this research. Surprisingly, Factor 1, which is a measure of the
level of internet access and use by citizens, is not a significant predictor
of the level of development ofWeb 2.0 and social media by EU local gov-
ernments. So, the development of socialmedia tools andWeb2.0 applica-
tions by EU local governments does not seem to depend on citizen
demand (measured by the level of citizen access to the internet and the
level of use of e-government, e-commerce, or Web 2.0 tools). The only
factor that turns out to be significant is previous experience with e-
government tools in the city. So, the adoption and use ofWeb 2.0 and so-
cial media applications at local level is following a predictable develop-
ment corresponding to that previously seen in e-government levels.

5. Discussion, limitations, and conclusions

First, we want to acknowledge the limitations of this study and indi-
cate avenues for further research. As in all web content analyses, this
study is just a snapshot of local government practices at a specific mo-
ment in time. The internet, Web 2.0 tools, and social media are evolving
continuously, so the results of this study will not be valid forever and fu-
ture research should update the findings obtained here. Future studies
could also broaden the number of cases studied per country, the range
in the sizes of the local governments analyzed, and include other public
administration styleswithin Europe (such as Eastern European countries)
and other geographical areas different than Europe. Perhaps themain ex-
tension for future research should be a greater emphasis on the real im-
pact of social networks, reinforcing the qualitative analysis of what the
local entities do by means of these new online environments and the
changes in governmental actions due to the use of Web 2.0. So, the e-
government 2.0 research agenda needs to expand beyond implementa-
tion to cover the real use of these tools by citizens and their impact on
public sector entities. In addition to more empirical research on its
usage, the e-government community also requires a set of methods and
tools for evaluating the impacts of e-government 2.0 (see Dixon, 2010;
Queensland Government, 2010).15
of help in this regard. In that document, a set of metrics are proposed to determine the suc-
cess of a public entity social media account: activity metrics (members, friends, followers,
page views, posts, etc.); activity ratios (visits, posts, comments by time period; etc.); custom-
er service metrics (quality and speed of issue resolution, relevance of content, satisfaction);
return on investment measurements (number of leads per period, number of new product
ideas, etc.); and results (number ofmentions, positive/negative listing ratios onmajor search
engines; positive/negative sentiments in mentions).



Country City Inhabitants Web

Austria Vienna 1,687,271 http://www.wien.gv.at
Graz 253,994 http://www.graz.at
Linz 189,122 http://www.linz.at
Salzburg 147,732 http://www.stadt-salzburg.at
Innsbruck 118,035 http://www.innsbruck.at/

Belgium Antwerpen 472,071 http://www.antwerpen.be/
Gent 237,250 http://www.gent.be
Charleroi 201,593 http://www.charleroi.be
Liège 190,102 http://www.liege.be
Brussels 148,873 http://www.brucity.be/

Denmark Copenhagen 518,574 http://www.kk.dk/
Aarhus 302,618 http://www.aarhuskommune.dk/
Aalborg 196,262 http://www.aalborgkommune.dk/
Odense 187,929 http://www.odense.dk
Esbjerg 114,595 http://www.esbjergkommune.dk

Finland Helsinki 576,632 http://www.hel.fi
Espoo 241,565 http://www.espoo.fi
Tampere 209,552 http://www.tampere.fi
Vantaa 195,397 http://www.vantaa.fi
Turku 175,582 http://www.turku.fi

France Paris 2,181,371 http://www.paris.fr
Marseille 839,043 http://www.marseille.fr
Lyon 472,305 http://www.lyon.fr
Toulouse 437,715 http://www.toulouse.fr
Nice 347,060 http://www.nice.fr

Germany Berlin 3,431,675 http://www.berlin.de
Hamburg 1,772,100 http://www.hamburg.de/
Munich 1,326,807 http://www.muenchen.de
Köln 995,420 http://www.stadt-koeln.de/
Frankfurt 664,838 http://www.frankfurt.de

Greece Athens 3,187,734 http://www.cityofathens.gr/
Thessaloniki 800,764 http://www.thessaloniki.gr
Patras 185,668 http://www.patras.gr/
Heraklion 144,642 http://www.heraklion-city.gr/
Volos 124,639 http://www.volos-city.gr

Ireland Dublin 506,211 http://www.dublincity.ie/
Cork 119,418 http://www.corkcorp.ie
Galway 72,414 http://www.galwaycity.ie/
Limerick 52,539 http://www.limerickcorp.ie/
Waterford 45,748 http://www.waterfordcity.ie/

Italy Rome 2,724,347 http://www.comune.roma.it
Milan 1,295,705 http://www.comune.milano.it
Naples 963,661 http://www.comune.napoli.it
Turin 908,825 http://www.comune.torino.it
Palermo 659,433 http://www.comune.palermo.it

Luxembourg Luxembourg 88,586 http://www.luxembourg-city.lu/
Esch-sur-Alzette 29,853 http://www.esch.lu
Differdange 20,979 http://www.differdange.lu/
Dudelange 18,278 http://www.dudelange.lu/
Pétange 15,398 http://www.petange.lu

Netherlands Amsterdam 755,605 http://www.amsterdam.nl
Rotterdam 587,134 http://www.rotterdam.nl
The Hague 481,864 http://www.denhaag.nl/
Utrecht 299,891 http://www.utrecht.nl
Eindhoven 212,269 http://www.eindhoven.nl

Portugal Lisbon 489,562 http://www.cm-lisboa.pt/
Oporto 216,080 http://www.cm-porto.pt/
Vila Nova de Gaia 193,100 http://www.cm-gaia.pt
Amadora 172,110 http://www.cm-amadora.pt/
Braga 117,400 http://www.cm-braga.pt/

Sweden Stockholm 810,120 http://www.stockholm.se
Göteborg 500,197 http://www.goteborg.se/
Malmö 286,535 http://www.malmo.se/
Uppsala 190,668 http://www.uppsala.se
Linköping 141,863 http://www.lidkoping.se

Spain Madrid 3,213,271 http://www.munimadrid.es/
Barcelona 1,615,908 http://www.bcn.es
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According to the previously discussed results, the local gov-
ernments analyzed present a high level of heterogeneity in the
use of Web 2.0 and social media tools. Many councils have real-
ized that, by making their news available through RSS feeds,
they can vastly increase their reach with very little extra cost.
Most local governments are using Web 2.0 and social media
tools to enhance transparency but, in general, the concept of
corporate dialog and the use of Web 2.0 to promote e-
participation are still in their infancy at the local level, with
very low levels of adoption of podcasts, real time webcasts,
specific social networks for the users of the local government
website, or an active presence in the social networks most com-
monly used by citizens.

Engagement summarizes in one word the key theme of Govern-
ment 2.0. By forming or joining existing online communities that
discuss issues of relevance to local policy, service delivery, and reg-
ulation, local governments and their officers will become more in-
formed, responsive, innovative, and citizen-centric. However, our
results show that much remains to be done in the use of Web 2.0
by European local governments. Some steps have been taken but
EU local governments are lagging behind their citizens in the use
of Web 2.0. Approximately half of the local governments do not
have any form of active presence in any of the social networks an-
alyzed, which indicates that, at most, they are mere passive on-
lookers. However, many citizens are discussing local policy online
and local governments should not miss the opinions expressed
there. Rather than passive onlookers “out of the network,” local
governments should reside “in the network,” as an integral part
of it, contributing to discussions as peers rather than outsiders.
For local governments, not engaging now involves a greater risk
than engaging: citizens will use these networks to talk about
them, whether local governments add their voice to the conversa-
tion or not.

The development of social media tools and Web 2.0 applica-
tions by EU local governments does not depend on citizen de-
mand and neither does the public administration style
influence the level of development of these tools. The adoption
and use of Web 2.0 and social media applications at local level
is following a predictable development corresponding to that
previously seen in e-government levels. So, it does not seem
feasible that Web 2.0 tools are going to lead, for the moment,
to a significant revolution in government-to-citizen relation-
ships. Nowadays, they merely mean a step forward for local
governments that make more use of ICTs to provide information
and services to external audiences. Nevertheless, since the de-
velopment of this type of technology is very recent, perhaps
local governments are still experimenting with it or have not
had enough time to adapt to citizen demand. Longitudinal stud-
ies would help to elucidate whether local governments evolve
toward a real e-government 2.0 or remain at the ornamental
stage.

Though it involves new technology, Government 2.0 is really
about a new approach to governance. The introduction of ICTs
without the corresponding changes in leadership, policy, and gov-
ernance is unlikely to result in a more consultative, participatory,
collaborative, and transparent government. All this will require
substantial changes to the status quo and it may take some time
for local Government 2.0 in the EU to really make a difference, if
it ever does.
Valencia 807,200 http://www.valencia.es/
Sevilla 699,759 http://www.sevilla.org
Zaragoza 666,129 http://www.zaragoza.es/

UK London 7,619,800 http://www.london.gov.uk/
Birmingham 1,010,400 http://www.birmingham.gov.uk/
Glasgow 637,000 http://www.glasgow.gov.uk/
Leeds 477,600 http://www.leeds.gov.uk/
Manchester 465,900 http://www.manchester.gov.uk/
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Appendix A. Sample of local governments
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http://www.galwaycity.ie/
http://www.limerickcorp.ie/
http://www.waterfordcity.ie/
http://www.comune.roma.it
http://www.comune.milano.it
http://www.comune.napoli.it
http://www.comune.torino.it
http://www.comune.palermo.it
http://www.luxembourg-city.lu/
http://www.esch.lu
http://www.differdange.lu/
http://www.dudelange.lu/
http://www.petange.lu
http://www.amsterdam.nl
http://www.rotterdam.nl
http://www.denhaag.nl/
http://www.utrecht.nl
http://www.eindhoven.nl
http://www.cm-lisboa.pt/
http://www.cm-porto.pt/
http://www.cm-gaia.pt
http://www.cm-amadora.pt/
http://www.cm-braga.pt/
http://www.stockholm.se
http://www.goteborg.se/
http://www.malmo.se/
http://www.uppsala.se
http://www.lidkoping.se
http://www.munimadrid.es/
http://www.bcn.es
http://www.valencia.es/
http://www.sevilla.org
http://www.zaragoza.es/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.birmingham.gov.uk/
http://www.glasgow.gov.uk/
http://www.leeds.gov.uk/
http://www.manchester.gov.uk/
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