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Abstract: 

The potential of Web 2.0 technology to enable online public participation between 

government and the public has long held promise for governments, civic society and 

researchers. Public administrations have sought the opinions of the public, wishing to 

emulate the successes of other areas such as eCommerce and online communities including 

social media. However, the use of technology in online public participation has not lived up 

to expectations, online public participation being a complex undertaking due to the unique 

relationship between government and the public. 

Within the expectations of the public, online public participation holds the prospect of 

openness and collaboration. In this context, the lack of responsiveness by government to 

public feedback undermines Web 2.0 participation values. Little empirical evidence exists on 

how to conduct successful online interaction between government and the public. 

In response, the challenge for this study was to look beyond public participation to 

engagement between staff and public stakeholders. Two research questions were 

addressed, the first sought to discover the components of successful online public 

engagement. This was explored with two pilot studies, examining public and staff users 

experience of online public engagement; followed by an extended period of observation and 

qualitative analysis of staff responses to public feedback. The findings from the qualitative 

analysis identified the importance of government responsiveness, the utility of positive 

socioemotional language as well as task oriented information sharing along with the 

perception of safe online space for participation in online public engagement for staff users. 

The second research question sought to discover the conditions for public value creation in 

online public engagement. Social processes of online public engagement were explored from 

the perceptions of both public and government staff, using a quantitative survey with 106 

public and 262 staff participants. A unique finding of the study is that despite light 

participation, Sense of Community (SoC) was experienced by both staff and public users, this 

has implications for the design of future online public engagement platforms. The findings 

highlight the value of high quality government responsiveness using positive social language 

and provides theoretical support and empirical evidence of a process oriented government 

responsiveness in online public engagement. 

Important conditions for public value creation for both staff and public users were found. 

These include SoC and a new scale of Interaction governance which were empirically 

validated in online public engagement. Interaction governance describes the management 
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of Web 2.0 technology for online public engagement. As antecedents of SoC in this domain, 

the importance of Identity sharing and Moderation for staff users and a new understanding 

of the role of Moderation for public users were identified as pre-conditions for online 

participation. SoC was used to measure individual user’s cognitive perception of participation 

and the social and fairness elements of online interaction.  

The extent that public value was created was informed through analysis of the relationships 

between Interaction governance, SoC and public values. Well informedness enabled by social 

interactivity was identified as a key motivating factor for staff use of online public 

engagement. For staff users all constructs in the model contributed to Trustworthiness, it 

was found to be the most complex public value for staff users. 

For public users, the most important element of online public engagement was 

Trustworthiness. Although their experience of Efficacy was complex and consisted of both 

social interaction and the perception of the fairness of the online public engagement process. 

SoC and public value intersect in the concept of shared value and the findings demonstrate 

how this underpins social process in online public engagement. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

1.1 Background to the study 
The background to the use of online technology for public participation is diverse and 

intricate, and this is reflected in the multidisciplinary nature of the domain. In Information 

Systems (IS), this research area is usually referred to as eParticipation, describing electronic 

participation and in public administration this area is often described as citizen engagement. 

Both terms can be limiting, as eParticipation is not a familiar term in other domains such as 

online patient engagement. In a similar way ‘citizen engagement’ can exclude people who 

are not citizens. The term ‘participation’ also places a narrow focus on participation by one 

stakeholder group usually referring to the public.  

 

 

 

 

 

Online public engagement is enabled by Web 2.0 technology, in this study the focus is on the 

online interaction between government staff and public stakeholders. Online public 

engagement is a subset area of eParticipation which is a subset of eGovernment. Online 

public engagement is concerned with cocreation between governmental and non-

governmental actors which is an important process in digital government. Popular 

definitions of these terms are described below. 

eParticipation involves technology-mediated interaction between the civil society 

sphere and the formal politics sphere and between the civil society sphere and the 

administration sphere (Sæbø et al. 2008): 402). 

Web 2.0 refers to a set of online principles and practices and an implied value system 

consisting of openness, participation and collaboration (O'Reilly 2007). 

eGovernment describes the processes and structures that relate to the electronic 

delivery of government services to the public (Fang 2002):9). More often associated 

with the efficient and effective use of internet and communication technology (ICT) 

in public administrations to improve public services, it can also refer to democratic 

The term ‘Online Public Engagement’ (Epstein et al. 2014) is used in this study as it 

provides more scope for being inclusive and understandable across disciplines.  

The study places equal important on discovering the factors that influence staff and 

public participation, as ‘Public engagement’ implies a two way interaction between 

stakeholders. 
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processes and the need to combine ICT with organisational change and new skills 

(Commission 2003). 

Cocreation refers to a form of participation in which citizens together with 

government develop policies from the very beginning of the process (De Jong et al. 

2019). 

Digital government is the term used to describe the evolution of eGovernment 

where new technologies, data and data analytics are increasingly important. The aim 

is to increase openness and collaboration within government and beyond that create 

specific public values (Misuraca et al. 2020). 

 

The unique and value laden nature of online public engagement, distinguishes this research 

area from other forms of online engagement and brings to the fore the importance of the 

public and government relationship of obligations (Stoker, 2006) and restrictions.  The 

ubiquitous use of internet technology has raised online interaction standards and increased 

public expectations of government (Rose et al. 2015a), amid existing bureaucratic and 

structural resistance to change (Deschamps et al. 2012; McNutt 2014). While the interaction 

opportunities enabled by technology have been welcomed by trans- governmental agencies 

and in the public administration literature (Nabatchi 2012) the reality of using Web 2.0 

technology to interact with the public has proved extremely challenging (Aström and 

Grönlund 2012; Toots, 2019).  

Prior research has recognised the importance of identifying joint value propositions between 

government and other stakeholders (Rose et al. 2018). This study looks to the approach of 

other successful and mature areas of online interaction, namely online communities (Phang 

et al. 2009; Preece 2000) to discover how norms of participation and interaction are 

managed (Blanchard and Markus, 2004).   At the heart of the challenge, is the identification 

the role of Web 2.0 technology in the public and government interaction process. This 

approach is outlined below.  

 

1.1.1 The potential of Web 2.0 for online public engagement 
In the past a powerful bureaucracy supporting and providing checks and balances to 

representative democracy used a top down authoritarian control structure. Expertise came 

from within existing structures of government and staff learned as they progressed through 
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the levels with clearly defined roles of responsibility and obligation for both government 

officials and the public (Chapman and O'Toole 1995). 

The importance of the value of dialogue between government stakeholders and 

democratisation of information enabled by Web 2.0 has been identified, in response to 

changing global structures within society to help solve increasingly ‘wicked’ problems in 

society times (Head and Alford 2015). 

The importance of citizens' and stakeholders' participation in the improvement of the policy-

making process has been recognised (Bélanger and Carter 2008).  Transglobal governance 

organisations have identified the importance of a two-way interaction resulting in co-

creation between citizens and government (OECD 2003; OECD 2004; OECD 2016). This is not 

a new concept, almost two decades ago the potential and challenges were described as the 

need to draw out the expertise of the public and ‘feed’ it into the bureaucratised decision-

making process (Coleman and Gotze 2001). 

Since then governments have been faced with the challenge of discovering an appropriate 

use for Web 2.0 technology, where content is user-generated and co-structured through 

collective interaction within Web 2.0 values (Henman 2013).   This relatively new research 

domain of electronic participation or eParticipation is concerned with interaction between 

the public and government facilitated by internet and communication technology, usually 

seeking the opinion of the public on public policy or government services (Sæbø et al. 2008); 

(Simonofski et al. 2017). 

Early online public engagement consisted of top down government led initiatives (Loukis and 

Wimmer, 2012). The introduction of Web 2.0 saw the rise of both bottom up citizen led and 

a tentative approach by governments to use social media, a clear distinction between 

government initiated projects and citizen-initiated platforms exists (Susha and Grönlund 

2012).  This duality in eParticipation, (Macintosh et al. 2009; Porwol et al. 2013) 

demonstrates the different approaches to online public participation and raises important 

questions around the distribution of power and access to agenda setting.  An example of 

public led online public engagement is the Italian Five Star Movement, which also 

demonstrates the tensions that exist as the online movement begins to work inside 

government (Braccini et al. 2017).  While the bottom up approach to online public 

engagement conforms more closely with the normative approach of online public 

engagement, much online public engagement has been initiated from the top down. 

Reflecting the experience of crowdsourcing from other domains, ‘citizen sourcing’ has been 
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put forward as a likely solution (Chun et al., 2010, Nam, 2012). Although the challenge of 

integrating public feedback into government decision-making processes by managing and 

integrating public input remains largely unsolved (Aitamurto and Landemore 2015). This has 

prompted another approach, the use of an API to listen to publicly generated input in ‘passive 

crowdsourcing’ which has been proposed as a complimentary way of bringing in the public 

perspective (Charalabidis et al., 2014). 

Traditionally, governments have engaged with the public as part of the democratic process 

in the expectation of improved policy making and governance (Fung and Wright 2003b). With 

the hope that better relationships between government and the public would lead to more 

suitable service provision (Nabatchi and Amsler 2014). The potential of Web 2.0 technology 

for engaging with the public for the expected benefits of increased trust in government and 

better governance is well recognised (Hui and Hayllar 2010). Some expected benefits of 

eGovernment websites are empirically validated (Scott et al., 2016), yet the potential of 

government’s use of technology to engage with the public has not lived up to expectations 

(Åström and Grönlund 2012; Le Blanc 2020). Despite ongoing efforts at every level of 

government to engage with the public, many are unsuccessful, with short term localised 

projects more likely to succeed (Toots, 2019). 

Although some successful eParticipation initiatives do exist. Decide Madrid, won a United 

Nations Public Service Award in 2018 and is still ongoing. It is judged a success due to the 

large numbers of people participating and the longevity of the initiative, as it has continued 

despite a change in government in Spain. 

Participatory budgeting has been a particularly popular aspect of Decide Madrid with just 

over ninety thousand people participating in 2018 and over fifty thousand people voting in 

the final phase. Participatory budgeting gives citizens a direct say in the choice of projects 

that are funded in their local neighbourhoods. Although some have identified transparency 

and communication as important problems of Decide Madrid; including the lack of 

information regarding the monitoring of the impact of citizen participation (Royo et al. 2020). 

Built on the open sources software Consul, Decide Madrid began in 2015 was set up by city 

government. Reflecting world change, government at this time in Spain consisted of political 

parties drawn from the strong civic movement 15M. This influenced the introduction of tools 

for civic participation using the internet, which led to the creation of Decide Madrid. 

An enabling contextual factor of the success of this initiative is the recognition of direct 

citizen participation in Spanish law, this is supported by regulations that require local 
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government to carry out public consultations.  Decide Madrid is championed by both political 

and executive actors with relevant software and civic participation experience, importantly 

their focus is on social innovation, open source software and iterative improvement. 

Decide Madrid is open for everyone to use without registering, but participation is limited 

depending on the type of participation. These include Debate which enables members of the 

public and the city council to post topics. The public can then comment and agree or disagree 

with posts. Users can also make Proposals and verified users of the city of Madrid can support 

these proposals, if they get 1% support the proposals can go forward for a vote in a Poll. 

Processes seeks different types of input in response to the needs of city council and 

Participatory budgeting enables citizens to decide directly how part of the next year’s budget 

will be spent. 

Transformation in organisational culture has been identified as a positive outcome of 

successful eParticipation (Tambouris et al. 2012); in Madrid direct citizen participation has 

become embedded in the policy making process, yet the council are still working towards 

adopting to online direct participation (Royo et al. 2020).  

 

The field of electronic participation with government has been described as under theorised 

(Susha and Gronlund, 2012) and the evaluation criteria used often lack explanatory 

dimensions to help understand outcomes (Toots, 2019). The domain of information systems 

has a long history of evaluating use and adoption with the technology adoption model (TAM) 

(Venkatesh et al. 2003) and the measurement of the success and effectiveness of systems in 

the DeLone and McLean success model (DeLone and McLean 2003). The impact of Web 2.0 

technology is still not adequately incorporated into existing electronic participation 

evaluation frameworks. A range of factors influence the success of eParticipation including: 

democratic context, project management and sociotechnical participatory elements (Porwol 

et al. 2016). Uncertainty remains regarding the role of Web 2.0 in this sphere  (Parycek et al. 

2014; Tambouris et al. 2012). 

 

1.1.2 The interdependency of Web 2.0 values  
Identifying the value of online public engagement using Web 2.0 technology remains elusive. 

Transnational organisations (OECD 2003; OECD 2004; Peña-López 2016) and transnational 

partnerships like the Open Government Partnership (OGP) recognise the potential of Web 



Chapter 1 

6 
 

2.0. The normative value of dialogue between government and other public stakeholders has 

been identified in prior public value research (Moore, 1995). Yet, details of public value 

creation still requires empirical analysis (Panagiotopoulos et al. 2019) and the role of Web 

2.0  remains under theorised. 

Web 2.0 can refer to an ethos relating to the associated values of open and collaborative co-

operation.  Consisting of mutual acknowledgement of expertise and mutual respect for 

shared values, accordingly technology enabling social tools are essential, as an enabler of the 

process (Gruen 2009; Henman 2013). Web 2.0 technology involves three basic values, 

participation, openness and collaboration: participation in the form of easy content creation 

and sharing, along with the spirit of openness, involving transparent access to applications, 

content and information. In conjunction with collaboration, referring to the creation of self-

organising groups to produce solutions through peer review or crowdsourcing (McNutt 

2014).   

Existing research on the use of online technology to enable the participation of the public by 

government has highlighted the primacy of transparency (Harrison and Sayogo, 2014). Often 

this transparency is conceptualised as an important component of ‘government as a 

platform’. This term has been used to describe the change to an open government mode of 

government using Web 2.0 technology, with ICT as an enabler, linking and integrating the 

worlds inside government with the worlds outside government  (Millard 2015).  Yet, the need 

to link true participation with collaboration (O'Reilly 2010) has been largely absent in online 

public participation by government. Although some research has highlighted the importance 

of identifying joint value propositions and shared cognitive frameworks for understanding 

open data (Ruijer et al., 2018).  True participation and respect for Web 2.0 values can be 

recognised in online public engagement as government responsiveness to public feedback. 

Although the failure of government responsiveness in the virtual sphere is well recognised 

(Dekker and Bekkers 2015; Deschamps et al. 2012; McNutt 2014). 

 

1.3 Research Objective 
The motivation for this research is to respond to earlier research that has described the 

unfulfilled potential of Web 2.0 in online public engagement (Deschamps et al. 2012; McNutt 

2014), and the need to identify the conditions for public value creation (Moore, 1995; Bryson 

et al. 2016).  This study seeks to identify the online conditions for the creation of public value 

in public engagement by refining one of the core theories from community psychology, the 



Chapter 1 

7 
 

theory of sense of community (SoC) (McMillan and Chavis, 1996). The concept of public value 

is used to describe joint value in online public engagement as public value net benefits have 

been empirically identified in eGovernment website use (Scott, et al., 2016).   

The study uses the concept of shared value as a starting point to define SoC for online public 

engagement. The full theory of SoC is introduced to online public engagement to help to 

identify components of successful online public engagement. As SoC in traditional 

communities has been empirically validated as a strong and positive indicator of trust and 

political efficacy (Anderson, 2010); and found to be an influential factor of online behaviour 

(Zhang, 2010). The study aims to define SoC for online public engagement and develop an 

improved understanding of online social processes; and discover how the management of 

Web 2.0 tools in this domain can help to enhance the understanding of the conditions for 

public value creation in online public engagement. 

1.4 Layout of chapters 
The following section briefly describes the structure and logical flow of the dissertation. 

Chapter 2 Literature Review. The review examines electronic participation within the 

context of changing government values including the singularity of the government/public 

relationship and the importance of public values as an outcome of online interaction. The 

chapter describes current eParticipation research and the impact of Web 2.0 in the public 

sector. Governments have hoped to replicate the successes of other areas such as 

eCommerce, eLearning and social media in their use Web 2.0 technology. The special 

relationship between the public and government is described with reference to the change 

of the role of the public from one of customer to potential cocreator of value with 

government. While accepting the potential of Web 2.0 in public engagement, the apparent 

failure of Web 2.0 in the public sector is identified largely as the lack of government 

responsiveness to public feedback. The full theory of SoC is used to explore important 

aspects of online public interaction and the online antecedents of SoC in other domains are 

discussed with reference to the needs of online public engagement. 

Chapter 3 Conceptual Framework. In response to important gaps identified in the literature, 

this chapter outlines the focus and rationale for the study. It describes the approach to the 

development of research questions and the conceptual frameworks used to guide the study. 

The cognitive framework is elaborated, and a model is created, hypothesises, research 

questions and objectives are outlined. A domain appropriate interpretation of SoC is used to 

examine the norms of participation, interaction and value in successful online public 
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engagement. Appropriate antecedents of SoC in online public engagement are proposed to 

explore the utility of the management of Web 2.0 social tools in online public engagement.  

Chapter 4 Research Approach and Methodology. This chapter outlines research approaches 

and relevant methodologies in information systems research. The rationale for the approach 

chosen that reflects the unique relationship between the public and government is 

described, with reference to the challenges of the use of Web 2.0 technology by government. 

The initial exploratory approach is described, reflecting the conceptual framework described 

in chapter 3. Supporting the importance given by the study to the opinions of both the public 

and government staff participants, the output of each stage informed the approach of the 

next stage.  This included sharing the output of each stage with the participants and inviting 

discussion when possible. Two pilot studies assisted in the exploration of the public 

participation experiences of staff and public users and outlines the approach to choosing a 

platform for the main qualitative and quantitative data collection.  

Appropriate data gathering methods were chosen to meet the research objectives and 

answer the research questions. Observation, informal interviews and qualitative interaction 

analysis of the staff responses to publicly submitted feedback sought to identify components 

of successful online public engagement. Followed by the analysis of data collected from 

quantitative surveys of public and staff users of a patient engagement platform to discover 

the conditions for public value creation in online public engagement. 

Chapter 5 Qualitative findings. There are two chapters of findings presented, this chapter 

describes the findings from the qualitative phase one pilot studies, which helped to refine 

SoC theory for online public engagement. The pilot studies sought the opinions of both the 

public and government staff and the main output of the first stage of data gathering was a 

checklist of SoC enabling factors in online public engagement.  This was used to identify a 

platform for the second phase of data collection. The main qualitative data collection was 

conducted over a period of ten months and included observation of interactions on the 

platform, informal interviews and a template analysis of staff responses to 202 publicly 

submitted ‘stories’. 

Chapter 6 Quantitative findings.  Building on the findings from the qualitative phases and to 

address gaps in the understanding that remained from chapter 5. Quantitative survey 

responses from 106 public users and 262 staff users of the Care Opinion online platform are 

described in this chapter. The findings of the Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) analysis 

relate to the hypothesis outlined in chapter 3 and are presented regarding: the antecedents 
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of SoC in online public engagement, the validation of the subconstructs of SoC in online 

public engagement and their relationship with public values for both public and staff 

platform users. 

Chapter 7 Discussion and conclusions. This chapter reviews the research objectives and 

summarises the research methodology. Important findings from chapters 5 and 6 are 

discussed and the contributions of this study are presented in three sections: theoretical, 

methodological and implications for practice. Some limitations of the research are discussed 

and a number of areas of future research are presented. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 2 

10 
 

Chapter 2 Literature Review 
 

2.0 Introduction 
This chapter uncovers important elements of public and government online interaction 

enabled by Web 2.0 technology. Initially Web 2.0 was welcomed as having revolutionary 

potential to engage the public in helping government solve challenging societal issues. 

Section 2.1 describes electronic participation as a subsection of eGovernment and the 

importance of recognising the digital divide. Traditional participation and the move to online 

participation recognising the implications of the digital divide are discussed. The evolution of 

eParticipation is outlined along with the challenges associated with eParticipation. Section 

2.2 describes Web 2.0 and how, despite promising much, it has largely failed to live up to its 

potential in online public engagement.  Almost two decades of engaging with the public by 

governments has resulted in few examples of successful online public engagement.  A key 

challenge to successful online public engagement has been identified as the lack of 

government responsiveness. Section 2.3 describes the challenge of a broader 

conceptualisation of government responsiveness in the public sphere and the search for the 

dimensions of the social value of Web 2.0 in online public engagement. 

Drawing on the experience of virtual communities helps to explain successful online 

interaction from other domains and introduces the community psychology theory of sense 

of community (SoC) to online public engagement. Section 2.4 describes the background to 

SoC theory and outlines its four subconstructs; sense of belonging, shared emotional 

connection, influence and needs fulfilment.  These subconstructs can interdependently 

support the identification of social processes and the evaluation of collective perceptions of 

value. 

Section 2.5 describes the integration of public value theory into sense of community. This 

integration has dual benefits. The SoC subconstruct needs fulfilment is extended using 

previously identified public values as a more domain appropriate outcome of online public 

engagement. SoC theory helps to explain important elements of public value created in 

online public engagement. The identification of shared value or collective choice (through 

dialog) is the foundation of public value creation.  
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Section 2.6 describes the antecedents of SoC from other online domains, previously 

unexplored in online public engagement. Highlighting the role of identity and social factors 

as key elements that require further exploration in relation to online public engagement. 

Section 2.7 describes domain specific antecedents of SoC. Drawing on existing platform 

governance from other online domains, SoC theory and group interaction analysis to help 

uncover important dimensions of online public engagement enabled by Web 2.0 technology. 

Section 2.8 explores the relationship between SoC and participation and examines the 

different types of usage attributed to public participation. Section 2.9 is a summary of the 

core constructs that form the basis of the conceptual framework in Chapter 3. 

 

2.1 E-Government and the digital divide 
The effects of technology in government (Danziger and Dutton 1977) has long been a subject 

of research. An early classification defines Electronic Government (E-Government) as the 

processes and structures pertinent to the electronic delivery of government services to the 

public (Fang 2002):9). Originally closely associated with the use of technology in government 

to improve efficiency and effectiveness, eGovernment has also been described as the use of 

ICT in public administrations to improve public services and democratic processes and 

highlights the need to combine ICT with  organisational change and new skills (Commission 

2003). Two main categories of stakeholder interactions can be identified in eGovernment, 

those concerning internal partnerships: Government to Government and Government to 

Employee and external partnerships consisting of: Citizens to Government, Business to 

Government, Government to Non-profit, as outlined in Figure 2.1 below.  

 

 

Figure 2.1 External eGovernment Partnership system (Fang, 2002) 
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Early frameworks of electronic government saw electronic participation by citizens occurring 

at the most mature end of the electronic government spectrum. This sequential model began 

with dissemination of information followed by two-way communication and eServices, with 

political participation occurring at the highest level of the eGovernment maturity model 

(Moon 2002).   

The role of the citizen has changed from customer to co-producer of value in collaborative 

governance and the role of the government to one of guarantor of public values (Bryson et 

al. 2014). Where citizens are viewed as having both the potential to contribute and an 

obligation to contribute to assist government to overcome the wicked societal challenges of 

recent times (Head and Alford 2015). The public management style of NPM introduced 

values and processes from the world of commerce, yet it has fallen short of its goal (Denhardt 

and Denhardt 2000). In contrast, the approach of new public service re-emphasises the 

traditional public administration roles of the value of honesty, impartiality and integrity 

(Bryson et al. 2014).  

Access to physical resources including broadband influenced early interpretations of the 

digital divide, yet the concurrent importance of social factors have long gained centre stage 

(Erdiaw-Kwasie and Alam 2016). It has been suggested that the relationship between 

eGovernment and the digital divide is a recursive and complex social challenge (Helbig et al. 

2009) and digital literacy effects usage (Ferro et al. 2011). Poor and working class web 

technology users are often not able to use Web 2.0 production technologies to the same 

extent as others due to inequality of access that can include cultural and material factors 

(Schradie 2011). In this era of ubiquitous computing it is incumbent on all to remember that 

online engagement can appear to be equitable but not in the true meaning of the same 

opportunities for all and equality of outcome. There are high costs of online participation for 

working class groups with regard to organisational resources, as well as individual differences 

in access, skills, empowerment and time (Schradie 2018). 

Beyond the concerns of business, governments must also address concerns of equity and 

education, balancing the need for broad inclusiveness and informed understanding (Epstein 

et al. 2014).  In the interest of fairness and inclusiveness a broader definition of the digital 

divide is necessary, one that goes beyond access to technology and takes into account 

motivational access, material access, skills access, and usage access and context of 

technology adoption (Van Dijk 2006). Identifying the increasingly important role of public 
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participation and changes to the role of government. Public management in the broader 

sense is now concerned with increased emphasis on collaborative governance, democracy 

and citizenship (Denhardt and Denhardt 2011).  

 

2.1.1 Public Participation traditional and online 
Political and civic participation in traditional associations and town halls and the political 

process has long being part of western democracies. Although this participation has often 

been criticised for only reaching a selection of voices and being largely ineffectual. So much 

so there is strong empirical evidence that traditional forms of participation is in decline in 

Western societies (Putnam, 2000). Resulting in a recognised crisis of wicked social problems 

and declining trust in government (Edelman 2016). Class based inequalities have been found 

to negatively affect active citizen participation in traditional settings. Although rates of 

participation have been found to increase with levels of education and access to human and 

social capital (Bekkers 2005).  

Due to the startling changes of the network society and the Web 2.0 enabled capacity to 

communicate, it has been suggested that peer to peer influence is now more powerful than 

top down influence of elites. This inversion of influence is most keenly felt in the relationship 

between the public and government identified through the increasing distrust in government 

among the general population (Edelman 2016).  Research into lifestyle politics has shown a 

new type of engaged citizen, a self-directed political consumer (Earl et al. 2016).   

Public participation was described in early models as the most mature area of eGovernment 

(Moon 2002). It was hoped that to increase citizen engagement would reverse the loss of 

trust in government and to help solve ‘wicked’ societal problems (Head and Alford 2015). 

The expected benefits of public engagement in electronic participation have traditionally 

intended to result in increased political efficacy and trust in government at the individual 

level, increased social capital creation at community level and better governance and 

improved policy making at institutional level (Fung and Wright 2003b; Nabatchi and Amsler 

2014).  

Public participation enabled by internet and communication technologies has been 

recognised by intra country organisations as important for  improving the transparency, 

openness and accountability of government (Fung 2006; OECD 2004; OECD 2016). The utility 

of technology to enable the public to contribute, and the challenge to overcome the 
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organisational and cultural barriers associated with introducing new ways of working in 

government are both recognised (OECD, 2003).   

In the eParticipation ecosystem a mix of both online and offline has been identified as the 

best approach. This includes a mix of targeted incentives to promote participation (Yetano 

and Royo 2017). Often the outputs of citizen participation are not evaluated, a rare example 

of examining both online and offline found that managers felt that online was better from a 

cost perspective, whereas offline traditional engagement led to better community building 

and more sustainable results (Pina et al. 2017). 

The introduction of Web 2.0 technology opened up new possibilities for interaction, enabling 

the public to create content and communicate to an extent previously impossible. Resulting 

in blogs and websites and new forms of personalised online interaction using social media 

platforms. Notwithstanding the digital divide, Governments’ increasingly saw the internet as 

more than a medium for dissemination of information to the public. The importance of 

universal design principles have become a defining concept to the global approach to 

government websites (Jaeger 2008). Currently expectations for online accessibility to 

government services and online participation, include user centred design (Hasim et al. 2019) 

consisting of universal accessibility, and usability with an increasing focus on mobile 

technology (Simonofski et al. 2017; King and Youngblood 2016). 

 

2.1.2 Evolution of eParticipation  
Electronic participation or eParticipation is concerned with the interaction between the 

public and government facilitated by internet and communication technology, usually 

seeking the opinion of the public on public policy or government services.  eParticipation 

takes place in a diversity of contexts, consisting of different types of regimes, cultures and 

politics that take place in different geographical areas under different administrative regimes 

at different rates, often influenced by the age of the democracy (Ahn and Bretschneider 

2011). 

eParticipation remains linked both in practice and research to the eGovernment domain 

(Grönlund 2009; Grönlund and Susha 2012), with public engagement described as an 

important outcome of successful electronic participation (Medaglia 2012). See Table 2.1 

below. A popular definition of eParticipation broadly defines eParticipation as technology-

mediated interaction between the civil society sphere and the formal politics sphere and 

between the civil society sphere and the administration sphere (Sæbø et al. 2008).  Much 
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eParticipation research focuses on the relationship between government policy making and 

the public, increasingly the area of engagement with the administrative sphere (services) and 

the public is receiving more attention (Simonofski et al. 2017).  

 

Table 2.1 Definitions of eParticipation from the literature 

Intergovernmental agencies Source 

E-participation can be defined as the process of engaging citizens 
through ICTs in policy, decision making, and service design and 
delivery in order to make it participatory, inclusive, and 
deliberative. 
 

(Peña-López 2016) 

The OECD defines e-Participation as ICT supported participation in 
processes involved in government and governance. 
 

(OECD 2003) 

Public Administration 

E-participation is a participatory process that is enabled by modern 
information and communication technologies. Includes 
stakeholders in the public decision-making processes through active 
information exchange. 
 

 (Wirtz and Daiser 2016) 

Public participation is the practice of consulting and involving 
members of the public in the agenda setting, decision-making and 
policy-forming activities of organisations or institutions responsible 
for policy development.  
 

(Rowe and Frewer 2004) 

Information systems 

e-Participation involves technology-mediated interaction between 
the civil society sphere and the formal politics sphere and between 
the civil society sphere and the administration sphere. 
 

(Sæbø et al. 2008): 402). 

eParticipation refers to the use of ICT to support democratic 
decision-making. 

(Medaglia 2012) 
 

eParticipation is related to the issues of enabling opportunities for 
consultation and dialogue between government and citizens by 
using a range of ICT tools. 
 

(Macintosh 2004) 

eParticipation refers to the extension and transformation of 
participation in societal democratic and consultative processes 
 

(Loukis et al. 2010) 
 

eParticipation, the use of information and communication 
technologies to broaden and deepen political participation by 
enabling citizens to connect with one another and with their 
elected representatives. 
 

(Macintosh and Whyte 
2006) 

Political studies 

e-Participation is used as a conceptual term for all forms of civil 
participation that utilize an electronic medium. 
 

(Jho and Song 2015) 
 

The advent of ICT allows for citizens to gather information, hold 
consultations, and vote online expressing their political opinions. 

(Norris 1999) 
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The multilateral, Open Government Partnership (OGP) movement has recognised the 

enabling power of social media for democratic participation and engagement (Linders et al. 

2010). Efforts to conceptualise eParticipation has included the creation of a semantic model 

that includes data from social media (Porwol et al. 2014) and a complex three-layered impact 

assessment framework for evaluating eParticipation (Smith et al. 2011b).  

Governments’ strategy over the past two decades has featured the innovative use of 

technology to engage with citizens. Transnationally, the UN eGovernment survey has 

assessed trends in eParticipation since 2003 using three categories that describes e-

information (one-way dissemination of information); e-consultation (seeking the opinion of 

the public) and e-decision-making (shared decision making) (Peña-López 2016).  Information 

sharing or eConsultation initiatives have been described as top down or government led, 

whereas bottom up initiatives is the term used to describe spontaneous citizen-led 

initiatives. The latter is often inspired by social movements (Macintosh et al. 2009; Porwol et 

al. 2013; Sæbø et al. 2009). Non-governmental actors are becoming active in eParticipation,  

where independent peer to peer civic developers now create platforms and develop third-

party applications and initiatives using datasets from government (Kassen 2020). 

This duality of top down and bottom up initiatives was identified early in eParticipation and 

ePetitioning evolved as an effort to unite both top down and bottom up eParticipation. 

Exploratory research on the supply side of ePetitioning identified it as a route to enabling 

democracy. Yet, implementation of operational and administrative aspects proved 

challenging (Al-Debei and Panagiotopoulos 2010).   

 A third wave of eParticipation proposed the use of social media (Bertot et al. 2010) often 

proving unsatisfactory, resulting in one-way communication., although offering the potential 

for participatory eParticipation and double loop learning (Reddick et al. 2017). More 

recently, the importance of custom-made social media applications was identified, as it 

better enables responsiveness by government organisations as demonstrated in Indonesia 

(Dini et al. 2018). 

 eConsultation platforms that seek to crowdsource knowledge from the public, often aim to 

enable dialog and exchange opinions (Farina et al. 2012).  Crowdsourcing represents the 

intersection of technology tools, problem-solving techniques and public participation 

(Brabham 2013). The availability of appropriate opinion data on social media, blogs, news 

sharing sites and online forums has prompted a data mining approach to eParticipation 

crowdsourcing, using the term passive crowdsourcing (Charalabidis et al. 2014).  
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Internet and communication technologies have also been used to support participatory 

budgeting (PB). From humble beginnings in Porto Alegre in Brazil, PB was conducted 

completely offline (De Sousa Santos 1998). In contrast, Italy has conducted all stages online, 

including: idea creation, online discussion and voting online (Stortone and De Cindio 2015). 

As citizens’ expectations have increased in line with developing technology and eCommerce 

norms, digital public services innovate to keep up. Aiming to create more transparent, 

participatory, anticipatory and personalised digital public services integrating context aware 

decision-making using data from sensors or wearables (Bertot et al. 2016). 

Recent developments include eParticipation for digital government using well-defined data 

semantics, that allow data to be shared across platforms to enable humans and computers 

to work together (Androutsopoulou and Charalabidis 2018). Using passive crowdsourcing 

and big data from sensors on public architecture aims to overcome some of the challenges 

of successfully engaging with sufficient numbers of the public. This too is associated with a 

separate set of challenges such as fears over privacy and fairness in algorithmic governance 

(Danaher et al 2017) and worries over the trustworthy management of big open and linked 

data that relate to future decision making (Janssen et al 2020). 

2.1.3 Challenges associated with eParticipation 
eParticipation has been used in practice for almost two decades, yet it remains an immature 

field (Susha and Grönlund 2012; Toots 2019). Barriers to eGovernment innovation have been 

identified as technical capacity, financial capacity, personnel capacity and legal issues (Moon 

2002) and different barriers are important at different phases of public sector innovation 

(Meijer 2014). To overcome these barriers the importance of connecting stories involving 

technology with the production of public value is highlighted (Meijer 2015). These cultural 

barriers to e-governance innovation for government and citizen users are described in Table 

2.2 below.  

Table 2.2 Types of barriers to e-governance innovation 

 Government  Citizens 

Structural 
barriers 

Legal constraints, lack of finances, 
shortage of personnel and available 
skills, limited political and management 
support, lack of coordination, 
technological constraints 

Lack of technological facilities, limited 
knowledge and competences, 
shortage of time, failure to integrate 
innovation in daily routines 
 

Cultural 
barriers 

Resistance to change, fear that 
innovation undermines the robustness 
of government, interference with 
bureaucratic culture 

Lack of interest, little faith in and negative 
image of government, no perceived 
usefulness, resistance to technology 

From (Meijer 2015). 
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Similar challenges are experiences across the many different areas of online public 

engagement including health, which accounts for a significant proportion of government 

spending globally (WHO 2017). eHealth looks at the use of internet and communication 

technology for health and is largely concerned with technologies that record and or analyse 

health data. There is also a growing literature in the related field of social media in health 

(Velasco et al. 2014), which examines the service aspect of health. As social media in health 

relates to sharing information/engaging with the public it is comparable with online public 

engagement.  Similar to prior research in eParticipation, a systematic review of social media 

in health found it was largely descriptive, with little engagement with theory (Tursunbayeva 

et al. 2017).  

 

The challenges of identifying the value of online public engagement can be observed in 

measures of health agency engagement on social media where merely the numbers and 

timing of retweeting is analysed (Bhattacharya et al. 2014).  Not just in the area of health, 

the analysis of Web 2.0 social technology (social media) to engage the pubic remains 

challenging, sentiment analysis and network analysis are predominantly used. Network 

analysis is a popular method of analysing social media use, yet it does little more than help 

to describe the location of the people who are interacting (Harris et al. 2014). Twitter is 

mostly used for one-way communication of health and organisation-oriented information, 

but it has the potential to become more dialectical (Neiger et al. 2013). Sentiment analysis is 

also a popular method of analysis, yet no clear relationship between Twitter sentiment and 

other measures of quality were found on hospital Twitter accounts (Greaves et al. 2014). 

Across all domains, the analysis of social media using sentiment analysis remains very 

challenging (Sivarajah et al. 2017), as the algorithms need to understand context in order to 

find the exact meaning (Zhang et al. 2015). Although a language-action perspective of 

quantitative text analysis to improve sense making in social media has had some success 

(Abbasi et al. 2018). 

 

Little is known about the nature of Web 2.0 social technology in eParticipation particularly 

its role in the development of virtual sociability (Coleman and Gotze 2001). Sociability has 

been a popular topic of research in virtual social networks (Hajiheydari et al. 2017), learning 

environments (Kreijns et al. 2007) and in virtual communities (Chen and Qi 2015). Little 

attention has been given to the role of sociability in online public engagement. Instead there 

has been support for the approach of networked individualism (Castells 2001) leading to a 

new type of sociability based on the individual rather that family, work unit or 
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neighbourhood (Rainie and Wellman 2012). This is often reflected in the current approach 

to online public engagement research (Naranjo-Zolotov et al. 2019) that fails to consider the 

role of sociability. Research still needs to discover how the generation and dissemination of 

feelings of empathy among users of participatory platforms is created (Krishnamurthy et al. 

2013).  

 

A gap remains therefore in our understanding of the nature of online interactions between 

public and government stakeholders (Kumar et al 2017; Sæbø et al. 2008). There is a need to 

develop a strong theoretical foundation for the analysis of online interactions, to enhance 

the understanding of the value implications of online interactions and contribute to more 

effective online public engagement. The role of Web 2.0 technology to enable online social 

interaction is explored in the next section. 

 

2.2. Web 2.0 
Web 2.0 is a term used to describe diverse internet tools and processes in which content is 

user-generated and co-structured through collective interaction (Henman 2013).  By 

facilitating the creation of content by individual users, Web 2.0 has enabled the 

democratisation of information, irrevocably changing the way information is shared.  Web 

2.0 involves three basic values: participation, openness and collaboration. Participation in 

the form of easy content creation and sharing, along with the spirit of openness, involving 

transparent access to applications, content and information, in conjunction with 

collaboration between individuals (McNutt 2014).   

Web 2.0 has created a multitude of opportunities for online interaction including the 

creation of online communities for fan clubs and interest groups, where people can connect 

with like-minded individuals regardless of physical distance (Abfalter et al. 2012). In 

eLearning, communities are often used to support online courses where social interaction 

compliments course content (Liu 2017; Teo et al. 2003a). In online health communities 

(Maloney-Krichmar and Preece 2005), they can also provide additional situated information 

and often emotional support from interactions over time. The perceived benefits of 

connecting people has led companies to develop online spaces to help to identify ways to 

engage with the public to identify trends leading to new or improved products (Gebauer et 

al. 2013).  The identification of these benefits has fuelled social media giants such as 

Facebook (Graef 2018) and has led to a proliferation of social media platforms seeking to 

engage with the public. 
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2.2.1 Web 2.0 in the public sector 
An insight into the evolution of government’s use of Web 2.0 technology can be guided by 

the digital public service innovation model Figure 2.2 below. Digital service innovations are 

context dependent and occur in a non-linear and non-incremental fashion; the relative 

importance of transparency, participatory and cocreated services can change to suit 

different needs (Jaeger and Bertot 2010; Janowski 2015; Rose et al. 2015b) 

Few studies of social media have arrived at meaningful conclusions regarding the value of 

Web 2.0 social tools in this domain. The complexity and context dependent nature of 

eGovernment is identified along with the importance of access to information and potential 

challenges and impacts of the use of Web 2.0 such as social media in this area (Andersen et 

al. 2012a).   

Governments have been influenced by the successful use of Web 2.0 in the private sector.  

They have identified the potential of Web 2.0 through the use of social media encouraged 

by intragovernmental organisations and have endeavoured to use Web 2.0 innovatively 

(Harrison and Sayogo 2014). A central concept of social media is the active participation of 

users. Social media is often used to help build trust and promote accountability through 

greater transparency (Bertot et al. 2010). Motivations for using Web 2.0 and social media 

tools include; the improvement of transparency and sometimes to enable oversight to 

expose corruption (Kim et al. 2009). Although, many challenges still need to be overcome to 

effectively use social media tools to promote dialogue and participation between citizens 

and government (Bonsón et al. 2012). Web 2.0 technology has the potential to enable co-

production, modify the public as a ‘consumer’ perspective made popular by New Public 

Management (NPM) and revive the idea of the public as co-producer of public services 

(Meijer et al. 2012).  

 

Web 2.0 social tools can also be used to engage with the public to promote democratic 

participation and engagement (Bertot et al. 2010). Involving the public in the decision-

making process using dialog, sometimes representing marginal voices and contrasting with 

other mediums. At other times complimenting other channels e.g. dual screens when social 

media is used in conjunction with television (Chadwick et al. 2017).  While a technology 

mediated interaction is at the heart of online public engagement, the more recent change to 

ubiquitous computing, the changing nature of the relationship between citizen and 
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government and the democratisation of information has changed the citizen/government 

interaction landscape irrevocably. The use of Web 2.0 technology in government remains 

uncertain; as some propose that Web 2.0 technology and mobile applications enable 

participatory activities to develop innovative new scenarios in what amounts to a 

revolutionary change (Gil de Zúñiga et al. 2010). The evolving role of government could mean 

they become a convener and enabler (O'Reilly 2010). Towards ‘government as a platform’ 

(Cordella and Paletti 2019) where government are required to provide the rules, platforms, 

and access, to enable the public to take on more responsibility in exchange for a greater say 

(Linders 2012). Reflecting the complexity of the area, prior research has found that the 

process of governmental change is non-linear and remains largely context specific  (Bertot et 

al. 2016). See digital service innovation model below in Figure 2.2 below. 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2 Digital public service innovation model (Bertot et al., 2016) 

 

Public administration literature charts the change from the management paradigm NPM to 

the public value paradigm. From the NPM focus on performance and efficiency and citizens 

as consumers to public value with its emphasis on interaction and engaged citizenship, with 

citizens enabled to cocreate value with government (Bryson et al. 2014). The corresponding 

change in communication patterns enabled by the change from one-way communications of 

Web 1.0 to two-way or narrative interaction enabled by Web 2.0 is outlined below in Table 

2.2. Engaging citizens using Web 2.0 holds much promise, yet it is anything but 

straightforward and remains an extremely challenging task for governments (McNutt 2014; 

Nabatchi and Amsler 2014). 
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The introduction of new methods of communication against the backdrop of cultural 

upheaval in government has changed the nature of the relationship between government 

and the public. This new online interaction between the administrative and political branches 

of government and citizens are complex and challenging.  

 

Table 2.2 Public administration paradigms and web technology values 

Management 
Paradigm 
 

Web Technology 
values 

Technology in 
Government 

Characteristics/challenges 

New Public 
Management 

Web 1.0 eGovernment One-way communication 

Definition of public 
interest 

Static webpages 
broadcasting 
information in one 
direction only.  
Hierarchical and 
organisational 
control over the 
production of 
information. 

The delivery of services 
or dissemination of 
information by 
government using the 
internet. 

The internet was 
often used to 
reproduce existing 
offline structures 
and processes. 

Aggregation of 
individual 
preferences, 
consumer choice 
captured by senior 
politician or 
managers. 
Performance focus 

Government that focuses on setting 
objectives and checking performances. 

 Automation/transactions 

Increase efficiency, reaching 
performance targets. 

Public Value Web 2.0 eParticipation
/online 
public 
engagement 

Two-way communication / 
Narrative 

Definition of public 
interest. 

Dynamic webpages, 
open rapid 
communication and 
the freedom for all 
to create content. 
 
The 
democratisation of 
information 
invoking the values 
of openness, 
participation and 
collaboration that 
underpin the use of 
this technology. 

Engaging 
citizens in 
policy, 
decision 
making and 
the delivery. 
The design of 
services to 
ensure that 
they are 
participatory, 
inclusive. 

Bringing the citizen in, or 
government as a platform, 
citizens as obligates and 
cocreators not just 
consumers. 
 
Interaction/Responsiveness 

Need to discover ways to 
successfully engage with a 
variety of diverse 
stakeholders. 
Develop a culture of 
responsiveness to citizen 
input. 

 
Collective 
preferences defined 
through a complex 
process of 
interaction and 
deliberation. 
 
Performance focus 

Government that 
focuses on 
democratic exchange 
and dialogue. 

Adapted from (Bryson et al. 2014; Kelly et al. 2002; Linders et al. 2010; O'Flynn 2007; Preece 2000; 
Stoker 2006) 
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2.2.1.1 Online community and the public sector 
A regular, long-term relationship between professionalised service providers and service 

users is associated with using a community approach. It has been proposed that these 

stakeholders could become coproducers of public services  “where all parties make 

substantial resource contributions” (Bovaird 2007) 847). The value of communities to 

facilitate shared decision making is also recognised, for example the massive citizen 

participative online community, the Italian M5S social movement/political party  (Braccini et 

al. 2017).   

Recognising the opportunities for peer to peer learning and the development of digital ties 

between users in virtual communities of public service support, Meijer et al. use 

communities of practice (CoP) as a framework to describe the utility of the use of social and 

emotional aspects in public service delivery (Meijer et al. 2012). CoP can be defined as, 

“groups of people who share a concern, a set of problems, or a passion about a topic, and 

who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area by interacting on an ongoing basis” 

(Wenger et al. 2002) 4). Described as networked coproduction, motives for coproduction are 

based on collective and social factors, between government staff, moderators or volunteer 

moderators and the public. Where the quality of interactions is thought to relate directly to 

the success of such a community (Meijer et al. 2012). 

A highlight of Meijer’s research is the recognition of the value of social interaction in 

coproduction in the online sphere. Yet, CoP has been criticized as a theory of pure agency 

that does little to describe the structure or relationships between the internal features of 

emergent communities (Cox 2005). Problematic too is the definition of coproduction with 

‘regular long-term relationships between professionalised service providers’ (Bovaird 2007) 

847) due to time and cost considerations. 

The highly significant opportunities to communicate and cocreate heralded by the advent of 

Web 2.0 technology is mirrored in the change of public administration paradigm. The 

management style of NPM focused on the public as customers who receive a service, lost 

favour as it largely failed to live up to expectations. It was replaced by the public value 

paradigm that seeks to identify collective preferences by dialog and deliberation.  

 

2.2.2. Failure of Web 2.0 in the public sector 
The potential of Web 2.0 technology to facilitate two-way online interaction is long 

recognised. Although due to the complexity and challenging nature of public engagement 
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using Web 2.0 technology, it has often not achieved its intended outcomes including 

engendering greater public trust and efficacy in government (Åström and Grönlund 2012). 

Governments tends to revert to one-way dissemination of information communication type 

behaviour (Hofmann 2014). Governments’ use of Web 2.0 usually results in little or sporadic 

feedback by government agencies (Deschamps et al. 2012), social media is more often used 

for dissemination of information only. Despite a huge interest in social media as an area of 

research, few areas of value have been identified (Panagiotopoulos et al. 2013; 

Panagiotopoulos et al. 2017) and uncertainty remains over the value of social media in 

government (Criado et al. 2013). 

Government’s use of Web 2.0 remains rooted in a bureaucratic and deeply formal mode, one 

that has taken a piecemeal approach to the efficiency gains of using technology to 

disseminate information cheaply or to call on the public to contribute their opinion 

(Deschamps et al. 2012). O’Reilly argues that government has chosen largely to ignore the 

implied value system of Web 2.0 consisting of openness, participation and collaboration as 

envisioned by Tim Berners Lee and practiced by creative commons licences and open 

innovation (O'Reilly 2007).  So far, the impact of socially enabling Web 2.0 technology on 

government and public interaction has been unclear.  Governments have focused on the 

efficiency gains enabled by the use of Web 2.0 technology, leaving the equity enabling 

possibility of equality of access to decision making through technology largely absent (Bryer 

2011). 

Online citizen engagement has failed to fulfil its potential (Norris 2010) and eParticipation as 

a concept has, so far, been disappointing (Bannister and Connolly 2012). Many projects fail 

to deliver the expected outcomes (Ostling 2010; Prosser 2012) and fail to engage 

stakeholders from diverse groups (Karlsson 2012; Lidén 2013). Looking beyond the technical 

challenges, further research is called for on the impact of social and physiological factors on 

the motivation of users of civic participation (Epstein et al., 2014).  

Government often struggles to see the benefit of engaging with the public (Hagelskamp 

2013) and government officials experience of public online engagement initiatives have 

frequently resulted in uncivil and disrespectful interactions (Nabatchi and Farrar 2011). Early 

research found that politicians  often explicitly and implicitly fostered all activities in the area 

of e-administration, but they were otherwise interfering explicitly and implicitly in the 

advancement of public engagement (Mahrer and Krimmer 2005). A meta-analysis to 

determine the success of online consultation has found high failure rates, engaging the public 
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online has often not fulfilled expectations (Åström and Grönlund 2012). The integration by 

government of public opinion has proved challenging (Aitamurto and Landemore 2015) and 

the occasional successes that are reported tend to be local and small scale (Toots, 2019).  

Voluntary trust in government and public institutions play an important role in online public 

engagement (Le Blanc 2020). At the heart of the existing challenges experienced by 

government in their use of Web 2.0 social tools is a lack of acknowledgement of the 

underlying values of this technology. Web 2.0 technology enabling social tools are an 

essential enabler of the process of online engagement and are associated  with the values of 

openness and collaborative co-operation, where there is mutual acknowledgement of 

expertise and mutual respect for shared values (Gruen 2009; Henman 2013). 

When government users fail to recognise the implicit values of Web 2.0, with the 

misappropriation of Web 2.0 as an efficient form of information dissemination or 

information gathering without the incorporation of the values underlying the technology. 

The contract between government and the public becomes damaged, as technology does 

not exist within a power vacuum, it reflects and often magnifies existing inequalities. Existing 

public administration research has highlighted the role of rich interactions with users and 

the absence of a shared cognitive framework for understanding open government data 

(Ruijer et al. 2020).  

 

2.3. Online responsiveness  
The lack of responsiveness by government to public input (Bryer 2011; Deschamps et al. 

2012) has been identified as an important challenge to effective online public engagement. 

Responsiveness has been recognised as an intrinsic dimension of online interaction in other 

domains such as virtual communities. From the earliest literature on virtual communities, 

the essential needs of virtual communities has included interaction that leads to relationship-

building (Hagel and Armstrong 1997). While responsiveness can be viewed as a dimension of 

system quality (DeLone and McLean 2003), responsiveness is also often recognised as an 

important component of service quality in eCommerce. Important measures of eCommerce 

service quality (Parasuraman et al. 2005) have identified the importance of an efficient 

response and later expanded  the measure to include other aspects of replies in a more 

relational approach in E-Rec S-QUAL (Parasuraman et al. 2005) (Jung 2008; Pitt et al. 1995; 

Sigala 2009).   
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In e-service quality research, responsiveness can refer to email response time, the provision 

of online service or website customisation (Voss 2000). Responsiveness is also associated 

with flexibility and the ability to respond to customer needs (Madu and Madu 2002). 

Responsiveness is particularly important in non-routine interactions that require empathy 

(Jiang et al. 2002) and problem solving (Parasuraman et al. 2005; Zeithaml et al. 2002). 

Highlighting the importance of social presence and social support in fostering and supporting 

customer participation, e-service quality includes: the quality of the e-service process, the 

information system features that support and facilitate participation and engagement of 

customer social networks as well as e-service quality outputs (Sigala 2009).  In the research 

domains of online community and electronic commerce the benefits of responsiveness and 

social interaction are well recognised. Their conceptualisation of responsiveness has 

developed to include both efficiency and social support. In eParticipation, the value of 

government responsiveness remains poorly understood. Although the ‘bridging’ role of the 

local mayor between government and public stakeholders has been identified (Eom et al 

2018) and the effect of social media on perceived responsiveness was found to be small but 

significant (Arshad and Khurran 2020). 

 

2.3.1 Responsiveness in the public sphere 
Responsiveness is described in the public administration literature as the way in which 

government employees respond to citizens (Fung 2006; Kim and Lee 2012) and online as 

government responsiveness in the virtual sphere (Dekker and Bekkers 2015).  Government’s 

restricted use of Web 2.0 technology, their lack of responsiveness to public input and the 

narrow focus of that responsiveness are highlighted as key obstacles to delivering effective 

and successful online public engagement initiatives (Bryer 2011; Deschamps et al. 2012). The 

perception of government responsiveness moves from the public as passive consumers to 

cocreation partners (Vigoda 2002). The quality of government responsiveness is important 

as it is known to impact the public’s perception of influence in government decision making 

through eParticipation (Kim and Lee 2012). It has been suggested that social capital including 

government responsiveness to public input is a facilitator of intensive eParticipation (Lee and 

Kim 2018). 

Through a lack of adequate understanding of the implied values of openness and 

transparency of Web 2.0 communication channels (Bryer 2011), the internal process 

implications of seeking input from citizens have not been adequately addressed in many 

government organisations or in prior electronic participation literature. Owing to largely 
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unchanged regime values (Overeem 2015) and the shadow of managed democracy (Dahl and 

Soss 2014).  

Within the area of public administration, responsiveness can be defined in two ways: as an 

outcome-based or as a broader process-oriented responsiveness. An outcome-based 

definition of responsiveness views responsiveness as the extent that public input has 

changed policy position or public spending (Dekker and Bekkers 2015). This narrow view of 

responsiveness is concerned with policy change only (Binzer Hobolt and Klemmensen 2008).  

In contrast, a broader definition of responsiveness can include responsiveness as a shared 

process consisting of a community of policy makers (Dekker and Bekkers 2015). 

 

Three types of characteristics can be identified as relevant to the responsiveness of 

governments, see Figure 2.3 below (Dekker and Bekkers 2015). The perspective of individual 

policy maker (Aberbach and Rockman 1994); institutional characteristics regarding the 

organisational practices and the structure of the virtual public sphere (Mergel and 

Bretschneider 2013); and the characteristics of online participation (Dekker and Bekkers 

2015). The quality of the interaction and the interactional characteristics of online public 

engagement is important, although structural and representational dimensions of the 

engagement medium affect different stakeholders through its design features (Dekker and 

Bekkers 2015). 

 

 

Figure 2.3 Relevant characteristics of government responsiveness in the virtual sphere 
(Dekker and Bekkers, 2015) 

 

The power of responsiveness using social tools has not been recognised by governments who 

remained locked in a narrow conceptualisation of task-oriented responsiveness. Seemly 
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hidebound by stringent layers of bureaucracy and a culture of nameless accountability 

instead of personalised interaction. 

Perhaps due in some cases to recruitment embargos and aging civil servant populations, the 

challenge of government responsiveness to meet the expectations of internet users have 

long outstripped the capabilities of governmental managerial processes (Bryer 2011; 

Deschamps et al. 2012).  A meta-analysis in the public administration literature on 

government responsiveness found that the predominant type of government responsiveness 

was an organisational conceptualisation of responsiveness which considers only a policy or 

instrumental change and goes on to call for call a more practice-based conceptualisation of 

government responsiveness (Dekker and Bekkers 2015). Mirroring other research that has 

identified meagre or sporadic feedback by government agencies as the norm where 

governments remain fixed in their notion of responsiveness (Deschamps et al. 2012; McNutt 

2014).  

Existing studies of government responsiveness in online public engagement are scarce and 

tend to focus on the supply side perspective rather than the needs of end users (Andersen 

et al. 2011). Little is known about the dynamics of online interactions in electronic 

participation, although the challenges and tensions in online participation and the role of 

saliency over time has been identified (Braccini et al. 2017; Sæbø et al. 2011).  

The route to identifying collective choice through dialogue using the internet is fraught with 

challenges. The challenges associated with engaging both citizens and government in public 

engagement are inextricably linked to each group’s perceived utility and expected benefits 

of the use of Web 2.0. There is a socio-material aspect to the role of technology in 

government value relationships (Rose et al. 2015a). Each stakeholder group frame 

technology in their own way and hold their own underlying assumptions, expectations and 

knowledge about technology (Orlikowski and Gash 1994).  

Described as the need to identify a broader conceptualisation of government responsiveness 

(Dekker and Bekkers 2015), there is not enough evidence of the process and characteristics 

of successful online participation. A significant gap exists in the evaluation of public and 

government interactions, especially important factors affecting perceptions of 

responsiveness enabled by Web 2.0 social tools. The utility of sense of community (SoC) 

theory to the exploration of the characteristics of online interaction is explored below. SoC 

is an extensively validated theory in other comparable disciplines of public participation 

offline and online participation in eCommerce, eLearning and social media communities.  
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2.4 Sense of community theory 
In 1974, Seymour Sarason presented the concept of psychological sense of community (SoC) 

as the overarching value by which community psychology should be defined (Sarason 1974). 

SoC refers to an individual’s feeling of community, exploring the extent that people feel part 

of a community.  Communities can be territorial or geographical and relational (Gusfield 

1975). The relational dimension of community defines the nature and quality of relationships 

between members. Territorial community has been described as both a physical 

environment (partly natural and partly built) and the people who spend their (or part of their) 

lives in this area. This includes the way people interact and collaborate to create power 

hierarchies and conflicts (Capece 2013). The ability of a virtual community to support a 

territorial community has positive implications for online public engagement as it highlights 

the way design can emphasize location over relational aspects of community thereby 

recognising physical and political boundaries that can disappear online.   

Sense of community is defined as “a feeling that members have of belonging, a 

feeling that members matter to one another and to the group, and a shared faith 

that members’ needs will be met through their commitment to be together” 

(McMillan and Chavis 1986) 9). 

SoC as a concept is applied in a vast range of disciplines and practices including for the 

assessment of social capital and the evaluation of community building, it is even used as a 

term in popular discourse to describe an important and desirable aspect of community life 

(Bess et al. 2002) 6). SoC is also a term used in the service quality literature to describe a 

feeling of belonging (Barnes and Vidgen 2002; Hagel and Armstrong 1997). 

As Sense of community has been described as the cognitive component of social capital 

(Perkins and Long 2002), it could provide an opportunity to assess the social capital 

component of online public engagement. Social capital is generally accepted to be of positive 

value to society and extremely important for public engagement.  It is owned jointly by the 

parties in a relationship, unlike other forms of capital, and no one player has, or is capable of 

having, exclusive ownership rights. Three dimensions of social capital can be identified as the 

structural, the relational and the cognitive (Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998).  

Most IS research to date has examined social capital from a structural perspective. This refers 

to the overall pattern of connections between actors, highlighting the presence or absence 

of network ties between actors. The relational dimension of social capital refers to the 

personal relationships people develop with each other through a history of interactions, in 
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particular, relations people have such as respect and friendship that influence their 

behaviour.   

The cognitive dimension of social capital refers to those resources providing shared 

representations, interpretations, and systems of meaning among parties. Many of the 

features are highly interrelated and importantly for online public engagement interaction 

design “cognitive and relational dimensions of social capital accumulate in network 

structures where linkages are strong, multidimensional, and reciprocal” (Nahapiet and 

Ghoshal 1998) 258).  

The relational and cognitive dimensions of social capital have received less attention In IS 

research, yet they help to explain important elements of interaction in online public 

engagement and require further exploration.  SoC theory provides the subconstructs that 

can help to explain interaction processes between individuals in group settings and explore 

the cognitive and relational components of social capital. Using an interpretation of SoC as a 

process, this research conceptualises a process of online interaction to contribute to the 

understanding of social processes in online public engagement. 

 

2.4.1. Sense of community in traditional communities 
Building on what is often described as the foundational work on SoC (McMillan and Chavis 

1986), the first SoC index (Long 2003; Perkins et al. 1990) was developed for use in a 

residential setting by adults (Chipuer 1999). Since then SoC has influenced the creation of 

many indexes in diverse research domains.  SoC has been identified as an important factor 

influencing traditional political participation through the strong and positive correlation 

between SoC, trust and efficacy (Anderson 2010). SoC is also positively associated with 

formal (civic participation) and informal (neighbouring) behaviours in traditional settings 

(Perkins and Long 2002). 

SoC is used in many different ways, for example, young people’s experience of SoC has been 

used to evaluate the success of an early childhood development program (Hasford et al. 

2016). Adaptations to SoC are not unusual and include a measure of psychological SoC at 

work that extended the theory to a very different setting compared to the original 

neighbourhood setting. They found sense of community at work had a positive effect on 

employees job satisfaction and on organisational citizenship behaviour (Burroughs and Eby 

1998). It has been found that SoC can be cocreated and maintained by day to day interactions 

of independent workers sharing a coworking space (Garrett et al. 2017). 
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2.4.2. Sense of community in Virtual Communities 
Sense of community has been used in many different types of online settings and is 

empirically validated in communities including: virtual learning environments (Palloff and 

Pratt 1999; Teo et al. 2003a) e-commerce (Tonteri et al. 2011; Tsai et al. 2011) and social 

media communities (Scheepers et al. 2014; Zhang 2010). The original four factor structure of 

SoC proposed by McMillan and Chavis (1986) has been validated in both traditional and 

virtual communities. Research on SoC in online settings began with the examination of 

participation in Korean online communities (Yoo et al. 2001) and evidence has been found 

for all four SoC subconstructs in communities of interest (Abfalter et al. 2012). 

Virtual communities are different in many ways from traditional communities. An important 

contribution to the conceptualisation of SoC online comes from (Blanchard and Markus 

2004). They describe the creation of SoC online through interacting social processes, 

highlighting the importance of the creation of identities online and of individuation from 

group identity (to stand out from the group). Their framework of sense of virtual community 

contends that a sense of virtual community does not always happen in online situations, 

when it does it is due to a set of interacting social processes that also maintain the sense of 

virtual community.  This process involves the exchange of support, the creation of identity 

and the making of identifications, and the production of trust (Blanchard 2007) see Table 2.3 

below. 

Constituents of sense of virtual community in Blanchard and Markus are: Recognition of 

members which can be compared to McMillan and Chavis’s membership and Attachment 

obligation which is compared to shared emotional connection of McMillan and Chavis 

framework (Blanchard and Markus, 2004). In particular, their empirical research found 

Identity (self) and identification (of others) and Exchange of support extremely important 

see Table 2.3 below. While Influence is not described as an important construct in the 

Blanchard and Markus conceptualisation of sense of virtual community (SovC). Influence is 

one of the four main subconstructs of the foundational McMillan and Chavis SoC framework 

it describes the bi-directional nature of interactions that facilitate the creation of a SoC. 

Another highly influential stream of research on SoC online, conceptualises SoC differently 

and uses subconstructs of membership, influence and immersion to describe SoC in Korean 

virtual communities (Koh and Kim 2003).  More recently used to examine SoC in a P3 virtual 

community (Chen et al. 2013) and intention to participate in online participatory budgeting 

(Naranjo-Zolotov et al. 2019). This application of SoC does not accommodate the full SoC 
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framework as it does not examine important social and value dimensions of online 

participation. 

Two main streams of research exist within the community psychology research on SoC, those 

of psychological well-being and community involvement (Nowell and Boyd 2010). These 

encompasses the effect SoC has on both cognition and behaviour in the form of participation. 

Prior research in other online domains have explored SoC with reference to both user’s 

cognitive perceptions and their behaviours see Table 2.3 below.   

 

Table 2.3 Behavioural and cognitive benefits of sense of community in online settings 

Behavioural Cognitive  

Participate  (Yoo et al. 2001) 
Degree of involvement in local 
problems 
Use of Social networking sites  
Information sharing, self-
disclosure (Mamonov et al. 
2016) 
Continued use (Guo et al. 
2016b) 

Intention to use (Teo et al. 2003a) 
Intention to participate (Zhao et al. 2012) 
Intention to contribute knowledge (Chen et al. 2016) 
Intention to get and share knowledge (Zhao et al. 2012) 
Member loyalty (Lin et al. 2007) 
Attitude to technology use (Hsu et al. 2014) 
Social and personal integrative benefits (Tonteri et al. 2011) 
Intention to share information (Mamonov et al. 2016) 
Overcoming negative impact of information overload on 
stickiness (Hsu and Liao 2014) 
Acceptance of technology (Hou and Fan 2010) 

 

 A SoC has been found to positively influence important online behaviours such as 

information sharing and self-disclosure (Mamonov et al. 2016). Usage in social media 

communities (Zhang 2010) and participation in non-profit communities  (Yoo et al. 2001). 

SoC can also positively influence ‘stickiness’ (continued use, spending more time engaging 

with information) in eLearning (Luo et al. 2017).  

From the cognitive perspective SoC online is also a strong predictor of attitudes such as 

loyalty in a knowledge community  (Lin et al. 2007) and social and personal integrative 

benefits in a business to customer community  (Tonteri et al. 2011). SoC can also influence 

the intention to share information on an eCommerce community (Zhao et al. 2012) and even 

more importantly self-disclosure which is critical for maintaining and building relationships 

on a social media community (Mamonov et al. 2016).  

Importantly for online public engagement, other domains have found that when community 

members experience a SoC it reduces the negative impact of information overload on 

stickiness, meaning community members may spend more cognitive effort dealing with 

information, thereby increasing their information processing abilities (Chen 2014; Hsu and 
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Liao 2014).  In this way SoC could help to explain users’ continued participation in online 

public engagement.  

While the framework of McMillian and Chavis that identifies four main constructs of SoC 

membership, influence, shared emotional connect and integration and needs fulfilment is 

generally accepted, a consensus about how its dimensions should be measured does not 

exist (Bess et al. 2002; Scheepers et al. 2014). 

The McMillan and Chavis conceptual framework builds on earlier work which outlines the 

foundational benefits of shared values to the concept of SoC (Chavis et al. 1986). The 

McMillan and Chavis framework draws on the work of Doolittle and McDonald (Doolittle and 

MacDonald 1978) and Glynn (Glynn 1981) to describe the origins of each of the SoC 

dimensions and how the dimensions interrelate to produce SoC (McMillan and Chavis 1986).  

2.4.3 SoC sub-constructs 
The foundational SoC framework has four dimensions, described as membership, influence, 

integration and needs fulfilment and shared emotional connection (McMillan and Chavis 

1986). These dimensions are interdependent and each account for important aspects of SoC 

theory, they frame an understanding of community that emphasises shared value over 

individual value. 

SoC is context dependent and prior research in online settings usually refer back to the 

McMillan and Chavis framework, some have emphasised membership and influence and 

introduced immersion as important in popular online community settings in Korea (Koh and 

Kim 2003). Around the same time American researchers created a sense of virtual 

community (SovC) measure specifically for online settings. In popular online fan 

communities, they describe SovC as feelings relating to identification online, to attachment 

obligation, linked to norms of interaction and the exchange of support. Putting least 

emphasis on the role of influence and highlighting the challenges surrounding identity in 

online settings. In online public engagement, the only empirical study found on SoC dropped 

shared emotional connection as a construct reflecting the state of the art in online public 

engagement (Naranjo-Zolotov et al. 2019). Highlighting the absence of government 

responsiveness, where social interaction is not valued and is generally not an integral part of 

online public engagement in most online public engagement projects.   

Different adaptations of SoC are used in diverse settings, for example a sense of belonging 

construct is sometimes used to describe SoC in a single construct in online settings (Zhao et 

al. 2012) overcoming some of the challenges of cross-loading constructs sometimes 
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encountered in SoC research.  As research on social media communities has found evidence 

to support all four SoC dimensions (Zhang 2010) all four foundational subconstructs of SoC 

are explored below. 

The central organising concept of SoC is shared values (McMillan and Chavis 1986). A 

conceptualisation of shared values underpins all of the interdependent subconstructs of SoC, 

as shared values are an integrative force in communities. Familial and cultural norms in each 

individual’s experience indicate our emotional and intellectual needs and their order of 

importance.  To come together as a community, individuals must be able to identify shared 

values, have similar needs, priorities and goals, leading to the belief that by joining the group 

they might better satisfy their needs and find the reinforcement they need. A strong 

community is a grouping where people fit together so where they meet others’ needs as they 

meet their own (McMillan and Chavis 1986).   

 

2.4.3.1 Membership  
The first construct of the McMillian and Chavis conceptual framework of Soc is membership 

(McMillan and Chavis 1986). Membership is created through a sense of belonging and is 

linked to self-identification and the identification of others; it involves the feeling, belief, and 

expectation that one fits in the group and has a place there.  The role of boundaries was 

particularly relevant to the original conceptualisation of membership as it referred to 

neighbourhoods. Boundaries were linked to a notion of security, where criteria for 

membership provided structure and security that protected group interactions. Membership 

is also linked to feelings of emotional safety, sense of belonging and identification. Personal 

investment is an important aspect of membership that contributes to an individual’s feelings 

of group membership and SoC. This is linked to the use of a common symbol system which 

can help to maintain group boundaries (McMillan and Chavis 1986).  Some research on 

popular social media communities have identified membership along with the other three 

SoC subconstructs as factors that influence system usage (Zhang 2010). 

As outlined above in section 2.4.2, different measures of the concept of SoC exist. SoC is 

recognised as context dependent and studies of SoC in online settings use different measures 

of SoC; although most attempt to reflect the conceptualisation of SoC constructed by 

McMillian and Chavis. The theoretical contribution of Sense of Virtual Community adds most 

to the understanding of SoC in online settings (Blanchard and Markus 2004). They highlight 

the difference between SoC in online and traditional settings and use the construct, 
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‘recognition of members’ which can be compared to McMillan and Chavis’s membership. In 

particular their empirical research found Identity (self) and identification (of others) 

extremely important. 

Yet, to be a member implies identification between individuals, the construct membership 

includes boundaries that imply that some people do not belong (McMillan 1996). This has 

triggered an important criticism of SoC, that minority groups in segregated conditions can 

develop a strong SoC as they internalize social stigmas, and develop a negative collective 

identity (Fisher and Sonn 1999). To better reflect societal and technological changes, to be 

more inclusive and enable the identification of shared values, in a later paper SoC was 

extended by emphasizing a feeling of sense of belonging over boundaries (McMillan 1996). 

 

2.4.3.1.1 Sense of belonging 
In a virtual community, sense of belonging refers to the feeling of belonging, membership, 

or identification to the virtual community, the feeling that members are integral parts of the 

virtual community (Lin 2008). Some research equates sense of belonging to the entire theory 

of SoC (Zhao et al. 2012). The differences between electronic and face-to-face 

communication is at the heart of the differences between SoC in online and traditional 

settings. Social trust has the strongest influence on a sense of belonging to a virtual 

community. Without face-to-face contact, members of a community must feel trust to 

participate in the community (Zhao et al. 2012). According to Preece, the impact of trust on 

participation comes from a history of positive past interactions that lead participants to 

expect further favourable interactions (Preece 2002). 

SoC represents an important variable in the development of online trust, as it enables 

members to develop their own identity and exchange support with each other, and 

influences members sense of belonging to the community (Anderson 2010; Koh and Kim 

2003; Lin 2008; Tsai et al. 2011).  Sense of belonging is seen as highly important in virtual 

community research, no participation would take place if it was absent, it has even been 

used as a measure of virtual community success (Lin 2008). 

The role of identity in online public engagement is somewhat uncertain, fewer barriers to 

participation leading to quicker participation and more privacy for the contributors 

(Panopoulou et al. 2010; Peixoto 2009) has been suggested.  A level of identity verification 

that is appropriate to the level of participation has also been proposed to balance the quality 

of the identification method with concerns for the threshold for participation. Using multiple 
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online electronic identification methods, including social media identification for 

commenting and a state issued unique identification for co-decision making  (Schossböck et 

al. 2016). 

While, the importance of perceived identity verification on user satisfaction and knowledge 

contribution in online communities has been empirically verified (Ma and Agarwal 2007), in 

online public engagement there exists no such definitive position on the role of online 

identity sharing for public participants or government staff. 

Of particular interest to the analysis of interactions in online public engagement is the 

positive and negative consequences of socially ambiguous identities in virtual communities 

(Faraj et al. 2011).  Some research has found that when partners have ambiguous identities 

(anonymous) individuals are likely to perform better in an online task and experience 

increased communication satisfaction (Tanis and Postmes 2007).  Evidence  has also been 

found of de-individuating behaviour (behaviour that by decreasing self-awareness, the 

individual adopts a disregard for social norms and conventions) (Postmes and Lea 2000). 

Suggesting that validating identity might be an important step to creating the online 

conditions (safety and security) for online social interaction and also creating SoC in the 

online public engagement process. 

While identity creation and making has been described as an integral first step in creating 

SoC (Blanchard et al. 2011) little is known about the impact of identity sharing on the 

interaction process in online public engagement. 

The concept of privacy online is a complex concept with the trade-off between information 

sharing and possible gains (Smith et al. 2011a). Individuals weigh up both intangible and 

economic based factors as they examine the costs and benefits of participation with other 

individuals and organisations (Gefen and Ridings 2002). This privacy calculus contends that 

individuals perform a cognitive assessment between the costs and benefits of participation 

to decide if participation is worth the cost/risk of sharing personal information (Crossler and 

Posey 2017; Smith et al. 2011a). 

The construct sense of belonging is chosen to indicate inclusion over the boundaries of 

membership from earlier SoC literature (McMillan 1996), as it is more appropriate to online 

public engagement, where participation is generally open to all. 
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This study conceptualises sense of belonging as concerned with user’s perception of a safe 

place to participate online therefore the concepts of privacy and identity are of primary 

importance and need to be explored in online public engagement. 

 

2.4.3.2 Shared emotional connection 
Describing shared emotional connection as the definitive element of community, shared 

emotional connection refers to a feeling that is experienced arising from positive interaction 

between community members. A shared history is important, although prior research has 

proposed that it is not necessary that group members have participated in the history of a 

group in order to share it, but they must identify with it (McMillan and Chavis 1986).   

The McMillan and Chavis conceptualisation of shared emotional connection draws on the 

contact hypothesis which suggests that the more people interact the more they are likely to 

become close (Allan and Allan 1971). The quality of the interaction is very important as 

positive experiences create a better bond and helps cohesion. The type of interaction is also 

important, interactions that are ambiguous and leave community tasks unresolved, damage 

group cohesiveness (Hamblin 1958). The extent that individuals are honoured or humiliated 

by the community, the opportunity to share important events and the extent that an 

individual contributes to/becomes emotionally involved in the community creates a greater 

community bond (McMillan and Chavis 1986). 

The type of activity examined by SovC looked at the interactions of an online newsgroup, 

using an interpretation of SoC that emphasised the role of online identity. They discovered 

little evidence of influence and highlighted the role of relationships between specific 

members as key differences between SoC and SovC (Blanchard and Markus 2002). If shared 

emotional connection is the definitive element of SoC theory, then it is of central importance 

to the identification of social processes in online public engagement. 

The role of the internet as a part of social life has changed tremendously in the last two 

decades. The relationship between shared emotional connection and Web 2.0 social tools is 

a most interesting area to explore. Shared emotional connection or the feeling that people 

can experience from interaction could be comparted to social interaction enabled by 

technology that supports social interaction online (Preece 2001).   Many different types of 

interactions exist online including task-oriented interactions see section 2.4.3.2 above, social 

interactions and participant observers as described below. 
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Social interaction using emotional language described as expressive or relational 

participation offline has been described as concerned with an individual expressing 

belonging and common values and is linked to sense of belonging and shared emotional 

connection (Mannarini and Fedi 2009).  The value of Web 2.0 technology as an enabler of 

this type of social interaction in an online setting is defined by the open nature of the 

interactions. Some research has argued that the public exchange of support may increase 

members’ perceptions of being in a supportive group when in fact, few people are actually 

involved in the online supportive exchange (Wellman and Gulia 1999). Thereby identifying 

an often-ignored aspect of open interaction, the role of readers or hidden participation. 

People who do not participate visibly online are often not seen as valuable to the community 

(Nonnecke et al. 2006).  Yet, reading content produced by others can be seen as an essential 

form of participation (Zhao et al. 2012) that can support the development of a SoC, as giving 

and receiving support contributes to a sense of belonging and creates feelings of attachment 

and obligation online (Obst et al. 2002). 

Building on existing research from other domains that recognise the importance of all four 

dimensions of SoC theory as they interrelate and combine to create a feeling of SoC, it is 

important to explore how each of the four SoC subconstructs, sense of belonging, shared 

emotional connection, influence and needs fulfilment can contribute to the understanding 

of online public engagement. 

More than most other domains, the recognition of the valuable role that online social 

interaction could play in online public engagement deserves further examination, and SoC 

theory can provide the tools to examine these important social processes. 

 

2.4.3.3 Influence 
The group cohesiveness research that supports the conceptualisation of the SoC dimension 

influence (Kelley and Volkart 1952) contends that individuals are more drawn to a 

community where they feel they are influential. Conformity with the group influences the 

strength of the bond between members, as the needs of an individual creates the pressure 

to conform. This in turn serves as a force for closeness and is also an indicator of 

cohesiveness. There exists a positive relationship between cohesiveness in a community and 

a community’s influence on its members to conform (McMillan and Chavis 1986).  
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Influence can be described as a bidirectional concept; an individual must feel they have some 

control and influence over the community. Whereas, conversely, for a group to be cohesive, 

the community must also influence its individual members (Burroughs and Eby 1998; 

McMillan 1996; Obst et al. 2002).   

Some virtual sense of community research in an online sports news group found little 

evidence of influence as a construct, concentrating on the role of identity online instead 

(Blanchard and Markus, 2004). Yet, influence as an important SoC construct has been 

empirically validated along with immersion and sense of belonging (Koh and Kim 2003) in 

popular Korean online communities. Other online settings that have included influence are: 

social media (Reich 2010; Zhang 2010), a business to customer community (Tonteri et al. 

2011; Yoo et al. 2001), an online group buying community (Tsai et al. 2011), network 

communities (Capece 2013), communities of interest (Obst et al. 2002) and gaming 

communities (Chen et al. 2013). 

Highlighting the importance of different types of interactions, in traditional public 

engagement settings, it has been suggested that different types of participation may have a 

different relationship with SoC. Instrumental or task-oriented participation tends to be goal 

oriented and therefore is sensitive to the efficacy or influence the individual feels they can 

or cannot exert (Mannarini and Fedi 2009). A meta review of civic and political participation 

found that SoC is invariably associated with participation and many theoretical approaches 

presume a circular relationship between participation and SoC.  Most empirical studies 

consider participation as a dependent variable, yet they found that SoC enhances active 

citizen participation which reinforces the feeling of SoC  (Talò et al. 2014). Suggesting that 

different types of interaction might have different success criteria and that feelings of 

influence are more likely to be associated with task-oriented interactions. 

The context in which online public engagement operates is also very important as 

governments engage with the public within a special relationship of obligations and benefits. 

Where the social equity of the interaction process and the outcome (Wu et al. 2017) is of 

pivotal importance. Described as one of the pillars of public administration, social equity is 

concerned with equitable government services and the responsiveness of government to the 

needs of citizens (Frederickson 1990). Equity refers to the fair and just distribution of 

government services or policies or the correction of existing imbalances (Gooden 2015). 

Unravelling the role of influence in online interactions could help to understand important 

dimensions of interaction in online public engagement. 
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2.4.3.4 Integration and fulfilment of needs 
Integration and fulfilment of needs refers to a type of reinforcement, it is a known motivator 

and is described as the corner stone of behavioural research. While some common threads 

run among communities, each group is complex and experience different elements that can 

reinforce feelings of a SoC. A common reinforcer of SoC is group success, people are also 

attracted to groups and people who offer the most rewards, described as person 

environment fit (Rappaport 1977). People tend to go where their needs are served, yet 

without another organising principle, individuals each serving their own need would not 

contribute to community (McMillan and Chavis 1986).  

While SoC tends to be context dependent and has been empirically validated in a very wide 

range of settings, measures to determine this subconstruct of SoC tend to be non-specific, 

referring to just needs in general being fulfilled as a result of being part of a specific 

community. All the scales found to date aim for an index that can be used in many different 

types of communities. 

The subconstruct of needs fulfilment does not feature in some influential online measures 

such as (Koh and Kim 2003). Yet, it is important that online public engagement fulfils a need 

for the stakeholders involved. It is conceptualised that this need must be shared to create a 

successful community  (McMillan and Chavis 1986). 

In this way the concept of shared values becomes a valuable intersection point between the 

theories of SoC and public value in the domain of online public engagement, as the 

identification of shared values underscore the values associated with each theory. Both 

theories espouse the utility of interaction. For public value it is the importance of the 

interaction between citizens and government and discursive decision making (Williams and 

Shearer 2011), SoC as the cognitive component of social capital, is created from interactions 

between individuals (Lin 2002).  

When examined in relation to public value creation, fulfilment of needs through the concept 

of shared values is central to the government citizen relationship. Firstly, as part of the 

democratic process through public participation, the public lend legitimacy to the 

government decision making process by participating and sharing their opinion with the 

government. The public value aspect of the participation arises from the legitimacy of the 

collective choice as judged by the extent that the public have been supported in their 

participation (Moore and Fung 2012). 
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Secondly, through respectful interaction with the public, the government demonstrate their 

fairness in handling the online public engagement process and respect the utility of the 

citizens’ values or opinions. Research in Sweden has found that citizens’ perception of the 

process of citizen engagement may be as important as the outcome of the process. They 

contend that the perception of fairness influenced individual’s satisfaction with the outcome 

of the online public engagement process, regardless of whether their desired outcome was 

chosen or not (Christensen et al. 2015).  

SoC in virtual communities has been described as an interaction process where giving and 

receiving support contributes to a sense of belonging and creates feelings of attachment and 

obligation. Individuals observe the behaviour of others and the public exchange of support 

may increase members’ perceptions of being in a supportive group (Blanchard and Markus, 

2004). 

Using the SoC conceptualisation of integration and needs fulfilment to examine aspects of 

value is likely to shed light into previously largely unexplored dimensions of online public 

engagement. 

 

2.4.4 Sense of Community Scales 
Reviewing the literature on SoC is quite challenging as the literature spans a wide range of 

research areas.   This review of SoC attempts to identify relevant factors from SoC research 

concerning the cognitive perceptions of different stakeholders and the behavioural dynamics 

likely to exist in online public engagement. Details of relevant research in other domains are 

described in Table 2.4 below. By exploring the background and the original four factor 

framework it was possible to discern that SoC theory is a useful addition to the analysis of 

online public engagement. Although the proliferation of research both offline and online 

using SoC theory, makes refining appropriate information for inclusion difficult. The 

community psychology domain in particular has examined the use of various scales to 

analyse SoC in a variety of research areas and yet no overall scale has been validated in 

diverse contexts (Talò et al. 2014).  In SoC research, the search for a valid reliable scale 

continues in traditional communities, whereas online ad hoc scales prevail, with strong 

influences from (Koh and Kim 2003) and SCI 2 (Chavis et al. 2008) and sense of belonging (Lin 

et al. 2007; Zhao et al. 2012). 

The most popular SoC measurement in traditional settings uses a 12 item index, (Long 2003; 

Perkins et al. 1990), based on McMillian and Chavis conceptual framework (McMillan and 
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Chavis 1986). Although no overall consensus exists regarding a scale to measure SoC, the 

four dimensions of (1) Membership, (2) Shared Emotional Connection, (3) Influence and (4) 

Integration and Needs Fulfilment are primarily recognised. The four factor index is 

sometimes subject to criticism due to loading unreliability of factors (existing measures are 

contextually dependent) (Chipuer and Pretty 1999; Obst et al. 2002), with adaptations of 

scales not unusual. Membership and immersion (Koh and Kim 2003; Lin 2008) are frequently 

used along with influence in online settings. While sense of belonging is sometimes used to 

encompass the entire theory of SoC especially in online settings (Zhao et al. 2012), many 

studies use ad hoc scales (Talò et al. 2014). 

SoC is context dependent and instability in the factor structure of the SoC Index has 

engendered considerable debate (Obst et al. 2002). To overcome this challenge SoC is often 

measured as a unidimensional concept, for example: innovation communities (Gebauer et 

al. 2013), knowledge communities (Lin et al. 2007) and government microblogging (Guo et 

al. 2016b).  The removal of negatively worded items and development of the SCI 2 (Chavis et 

al. 2008) consisting of 24 items and the Brief Sense of Community Scale (Peterson et al. 2008) 

using eight items was an attempt to overcome these instability challenges. Within the 

discipline of community psychology, the most recent research on SoC Index supports 

improved reliability of the unidimensional use of SoC. They also call for further development 

and testing of items used in the original four factor model to usefully test reliability and help 

make it more transferrable to different contexts (Loomis and Wright 2018). 

The Perceived Sense of Community scale includes three constructs; mission, connections and 

reciprocal responsibility and was used in a relational community with qualitative (interview 

– open ended questions) data collection (Bishop et al. 1997).  It was later found overlong and 

negatively worded items loaded together (Stevens et al. 2012). 

The Psychological Sense of Community scale is a new conceptualisation of SoC, involving a 

three-factor scale consisting of individual, microsystem and macrosystem levels. These three 

areas have Self (identity and importance to self), Membership (social relationships) and 

Entity (a group’s organisation and purpose). Empirically confirmed, the three factor model 

draws on the concept that individuals experience groups at many levels, confirming the 

suggestion that SoC is an ecological and interactive process (Stevens et al. 2012). 

The negative psychological sense of community scale describes individuals who take an 

active yet negative position in their social environment regardless of whether the 

environment is healthy or unhealthy. The empirically validated model has four factors 
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distinctiveness, abstention, frustration and alienage; distinctiveness the inverse of 

membership and sense of belonging (refusal to be associated with anyone else in the 

community). Abstention the inverse of mutual influence, described as a passive and uncaring 

attitude towards community life (refrains from action).  In the third factor called frustration, 

describes the individual’s unsatisfied experience of the community as unfit to meet his or 

her needs and an obstacle to the individual’s success. The fourth factor describes the inverse 

of shared emotional connection, alienage or a feeling of alienation from the community 

(Mannarini et al. 2014). See Table 2.4 below for the most commonly used scales. 

Table 2.4 Use of sense of community theory in empirical research on online communities 

Cited by Type of virtual 
community 

Constructs Benefit 

(Yoo 2010) Non-profit 
and profit-
oriented 
communities 
Korea  

Membership, 
influence, 
shared 
emotional 
connection, 
needs 
fulfilment 

Sense of belonging has also been found to 
have a positive influence on participation, and 
feelings of sense of belonging could be 
improved by a suitable managing strategy. 

(Obst et al. 
2002) 

Fandom 
communities, 
Australian 
students 

Membership, 
influence, 
shared 
emotional 
connection, 
needs 
fulfilment 

Verifying constructs, found SCI does have 
good internal consistency as a measure of 
overall SoC. 

(Teo et al. 
2003a) 

eLearning 
student 
experiment 

SoB (Rovai 
2002) 

Extended TAM sense of belonging has a 
positive effect on intention to use. 

(Koh and Kim 
2003) 

Popular virtual 
communities 
in Korea  

membership 
influence and 
immersion 

Antecedents to Sense of belonging, 1 leaders 
enthusiasm 2 perceived similarity 3 offline 
activities 4 playfulness. Online originated VC 
should concentrate on empowering active 
leaders, enhancing perceived similarity with 
other members, foster interactions between 
members on and offline. 

(Blanchard 
and Markus, 
2004) 

Virtual 
community 
newsgroup 
USA 

SOVC Role of social processes, not including 
influence as the type of virtual community 
discussed does not have hierarchical 
structures.  

(Lin 2008) Students user 
of virtual 
communities 
Taiwan   

SoB (Teo et al. 
2003a) 

Virtual community success, member 
satisfaction and a sense of belonging were 
found to be determinants of member loyalty.   

(Reich 2010) Social media 
USA 

membership 
influence and 
immersion 

Highlights the importance of sense of 
belonging. Typical adolescent uses of SNS 
represent networked individualism, rather 
than online communities. 

(Hou and Fan 
2010) 

Taiwan taxi 
company 
longitudinal 

SoB 
psychological 
ownership 

SEM show that the individual’s attitude 
towards technology use is influenced by the 
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and multi-
source 

and 
organizational 
identity 
(unusual 
constructs and 
scale) 

sense of belonging, which in turn affects a 
person’s acceptance of actual technology   

(Zhang 2010) Student SM 
users USA 

Membership, 
influence, 
emotional 
connection, 
needs 
fulfilment 

Testing to see if the social networking 
environment represented a boundary for 
the applicability of 
McMillan and Chavis’ model of SoC found 
all subconstructs important and SoC has an 
important role in the continued usage of 
social networking systems 

(Tonteri et al. 
2011) 
(considered 
needs 
fulfilment as 
benefits) 

Finnish 
business 
newspaper 

SOVC (social 
identity, 
membership, 
emotional 
feelings, 
identity) and 
influence 

Examined the antecedents of SoVC – found 
both forms of participation – reading and 
posting messages – have a positive impact 
on SOVC, but the expected benefits differ. 
Participation by reading messages is mainly 
driven by the expectation of cognitive 
benefits, while posting messages seems to 
be largely driven by the anticipation of both 
social and personal integrative benefits. 

(Tsai et al. 
2011) 

Group buying 
Taiwan  

Membership, 
Influence and 
Immersion. 

SOVC has an influence on intention, arising 
from trust and feedback mechanisms 
SOVC appears to lead to positive outcomes 
such as increased satisfaction and 
communication with the VC as well as 
greater trust and social interaction. 

(Zhao et al. 
2012) 

Chinese C2C 
website -
community 
 

SoB Sense of belonging, which affects intentions 
to get and share knowledge and mediates 
the relationships between social capital 
factors and a VC member’s intentions to 
participate. 

(Capece 2013) Community 
network Italy 

Membership, 
influence, 
helpfulness, 
social climate, 
fulfilment of 
needs and 
confidence in 
the future 

Highlights the existence of a positive 
correlation between a constructive 
utilisation of a network community by its 
members, their sense of community and the 
degree of their involvement in local 
problems 

(Scheepers et 
al. 2014) 

Indonesian 
students 
social media  

Own measure 
of SoC 

SoC dependent variable in SM use 

(Mamonov et 
al. 2016) 

Facebook 
Users from 
Mechanical 
Turk 

BSCI SoC is a strong predictor of information 
sharing and even more importantly self-
disclosure. SoC predicts 52% of variance in 
the intention to share information, 32% of 
variance in the intention to disclose 
personal information and 46% of variance in 
the intentions to exit the site. 

(Hsu and Liao 
2014) 

Microblog SM 
Taiwan 

SoC 
membership 
and shared 
emotional 

Increased SoC reduces the negative impact 
of information overload on stickiness, a 
strong SoC encouraged users to spend more 
cognitive effort dealing with relevant 
information 
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connection 
(SEC). 

(Abfalter et al. 
2012)  

German 
popular virtual 
community 

SCI2 Study validated the four-factor structure, 
important to integrate the special 
characteristics 
of the virtual environment into the 
measurement instrument. Contends that 
the question of why some members choose 
not to participate (lurkers) can be 
understood and addressed using SoC. 

(Chen 2014) P3 peer to 
peer problem 
solving Taiwan  

Membership, 
influence, 
immersion 

Highlights the role of information quality as 
a mediator between System quality, Social 
information exchange, and SOVC and their 
intention to contribute knowledge  

(Hutter et al. 
2017) 

Company 
internal 
crowdsourcing 
International 

Single 
measure SoC 

Different forms of participation (submitting 
ideas, commenting, and evaluating ideas) 
generate divergent effects. For instance, 
while “commenting” and “evaluating” show 
a positive effect on SoC, “submission of 
ideas” alone produces a negative effect on 
SOVC. 

(Guo et al. 
2016b).   

Government 
microblogging 

SoB (Lin, 
2008) 

Sense of belonging was identified as an 
important mediating factor between 
gratification factors and users’ continuance 
intention. 

(Gebauer et 
al. 2013) 

Innovation 
community – 
Austria 

Single 
measure of 
SoC 

Perceived fairness and SoC as prerequisite for 
positive actions of members of co-creation 
communities, SoC fully mediates willingness 
to pay for and willingness to positively talk 
about the co-created outcome.  

(Naranjo-
Zolotov et al. 
2019) 

Participatory 
budgeting 
platform 
Lisbon 

Membership, 
influence, 
immersion 

Use behaviour and the continuous intention 
to use eParticipation. The direct association 
between the sense of virtual community and 
use was significant, the direct association 
between the sense of virtual community and 
the continuous intention was non-significant. 

 

All four dimensions of SoC are introduced here to online public engagement. While SoC is an 

accepted theory, no definitive measurement index exists, the interdependence of SoC 

subconstructs often lead to unexpected loadings and unidimensional scales are increasingly 

popular (Loomis and Wright 2018). Yet, McMillan and Chavis original conceptualisation of 

SoC consisted of four dimensions and each have an important (interdependent) part to play 

in the theory of SoC.  The theory is underpinned by the concept of shared values, which 

distinguishes SoC as it is concerned with group or public value instead of individual value.  

Sense of belonging more than the other subconstructs has been identified by prior research 

as important to online participation, it has been used to represent the entire theory of SoC 

(Zhao et al. 2012) and is often linked to usage or intention to use (Lin 2008; Teo et al. 2003b) 
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In traditional communities the subconstruct shared emotional connection has been identified 

as the subconstruct that best represents true SoC (McMillan and Chavis, 1986). Yet, the 

impact of this subconstruct has not been explored adequately in online research. Only in 

traditional communities has the link between socioemotional language and shared 

emotional connection and sense of belonging and between task oriented interactions and 

influence been proposed (Mannarini and Fedi 2009). 

The SoC subconstruct influence is thought to be linked to task oriented interaction in 

traditional communities, yet it is dropped from an often used measure of SoC online, in SoVC 

(Blanchard and Markus, 2004). Existing indexes generally measure the SoC subconstruct 

Needs fulfilment in both traditional and online communities using a generic, non-specific 

measure of the extent that the community fulfils the individual’s needs.  An exception is the 

online research that used SoC subconstructs to look at the perceived benefits of online 

participation as antecedents of SoVC (Tonteri et al. 2011).  

This study looks to the original four factor SoC model (McMillan and Chavis 1986) to examine 

each of the four subconstructs of SoC for the online public engagement context.  Drawing on 

the SOVC framework (Blanchard and Markus 2002), where the pivotal role of online identity 

is integrated into SoC theory, this approach reflects the experience from other domains to 

create a re-conceptualisation of SoC for online public engagement. 

The concept of shared values that underpins SoC is used by this study to explain the utility of 

SoC to online public engagement. As this is known to provide an integrative force in 

traditional communities (Doolittle and MacDonald 1978). It is conceptualised that when 

people come together, they identify common needs, priorities and goals and create shared 

value. 

2.4.5 An extension of SoC theory for online public engagement  
Changes to SoC theory for online public engagement are described below in Table 2.5. 

Starting on the left the original subconstructs of SoC (McMillan and Chavis 1986), important 

online public engagement requirements of participation, interaction norms and value 

creation are outlined.  In addition, sense of virtual community (Blanchard and Markus, 2004) 

and the importance of identity online is highlighted in proposed norms of participation.  The 

four subconstructs of SoC in online public engagement are described on the right of the table. 

Norms of interaction are proposed in response to findings from research on virtual 

communities that identified different types of online interaction using Interaction Process 

Analysis (Maloney-Krichmar and Preece 2005). These norms of interaction are also 
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influenced by the findings from research on SoC in traditional communities that have 

identified the link between socioemotional interaction and the SoC subconstructs shared 

emotional connection and sense of belonging (Mannarini and Fedi 2009). 

 

Table 2.5 Reconceptualising sense of community theory for online public engagement 

McMillian 
& Chavis  

Description offline Blanch
ard 
SOVC 
online 

Conceptualised SoC in online public engagement 
 

Membership The feeling of 
belonging is 
concerned with 
emotional safety 
and identification 
within the 
community 

  Addressing the 
challenge of 
encouraging 
participation. The 
construct sense of 
belonging is used to 
indicate inclusion 
over the boundaries 
associated with 
membership. 

Sense of 
belonging 

The extent to which individuals 
feel that the platform is a safe 
place to participate, it is usually 
associated with to the ability to 
identify other users through 
visual ques (names and or 
pictures) and/or a history of past 
interactions on the platform.  

Shared 
emotional 
connection 

Concerned with 
shared history, 
common places, 
time together, and 
similar experiences. 
Arising from contact 
and high-quality 
interaction. 

 
 
 
 

 
Recognising that 
government 
responsiveness is of 
primary importance 
to public 
engagement and is 
very challenging in 
practice. 
  
 
Government 
responsiveness 
could involve 
different types of 
interaction, related 
to both shared 
emotional 
connection and 
influence 

 
 
Shared 
emotional 
connection 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Influence 
 

Is concerned with a relational or 
narrative style of interaction (use 
of socioemotional language) 
underpinning the commitment 
and belief that platform users 
have some shared history, will 
spend time together (online), and 
have some shared experiences. 

 
Influence is defined by this study 
as a bidirectional concept. 
Cohesiveness requires that 
stakeholders share some values 
and be influenced by the 
interaction and yet, individuals 
need to feel they have some 
influence over the interactions. 
 

Influence Bii-directional 
where members are 
open to influence by 
the community and 
the community can 
influence members 
leading, to 
community norms. 

 

Integration 
and 
fulfilment 
of needs 

The feeling that 
members' needs will 
be met by the 
resources received 
through their 
membership in the 
group. 

  
Need to identify shared  
Value 

The interaction needs to be based 
on shared values identified by 
both public and government 
stakeholders, where the 
individual-group association must 
be rewarding for users. 
 

 

This study conceptualises that SoC constructs act interdependently and can help identify 

norms of participation and norms of interaction that lead to the creation of shared value. It 

is conceptualised that both relational and task oriented interactions can create public value. 

Relational interactions involve the use of socioemotional language as described in shared 

emotional connection above 2.4.3.2 and task oriented interactions are largely concerned 

with information sharing as described in Influence above 2.4.3.3.   
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2.5 Public value, a theory of public engagement  
Prior research in SoC has used a generic measure of needs fulfilment that is unable to 

accommodate the complex demands of unequal power relationships, benefits and needs of 

online public engagement.  As SoC correlates positively with important public values of trust 

and efficacy (Anderson 2010) and public value research has conceptualised that people at 

least implicitly value when fulfilling their needs (Meynhardt 2009) p.202. Therefore, it is 

conceptualised that dimensions of SoC together can explain social processes that relate to 

public value creation, as creating public value is concerned with the relationship between 

the individual and a social entity (group).  Public value theory as an extension of SoC theory 

for online public engagement is explored in the section below. 

The concept of value in online public engagement is discussed with reference to two main 

strands of public value research, the identification of public values and the identification of 

the conditions for public value creation.  The unique relationship between the public and 

government of benefits and obligations that set online public engagement apart from other 

online domains are described and the special role of dialogue is highlighted. 

Governments have been encouraged to innovate in the area of online public engagement by 

transnational governmental organisations, who have highlighted the potential of online 

public engagement (Harrison and Sayogo 2014). While uncertainty remains over the practical 

value of online public engagement, the value of online interaction is well recognised in 

domains such as eCommerce where customer communities are welcomed (Zhao et al. 2012). 

Public participation communities often work in commercial outlets e.g. a Finnish newspaper 

community (Tonteri et al. 2011) and the value of different types of online interaction has 

been recognised in internal company crowdsourcing (Hutter et al. 2017). 

 

While public value is extensively explored theoretically, unfortunately, very little empirical 

evidence exists on the public value of online public engagement. Public value can be 

described as value that goes beyond value to an individual, it is a shared kind of value that is 

identified from dialogue and oversight by the public. Public value has become an important 

topic for public administration research, building on the seminal work of Mark Moore who 

described public value creation from a public manager perspective (Moore 1995). More 

recently the role of the public in public value creation has been highlighted (Bryson et al. 

2014; Nabatchi et al. 2012; Scott et al. 2016). Research has tended to focus on the 

identification and the classification of public values, while identifying conditions for the 

creation of public value has received less attention. Although a government as a platform 
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public value creation ecosystem has been examined from a government management 

perspective (Cordella and Paletti 2019). 

 

The role of technology in Information systems research on government has usually examined 

public values from a government management perspective (Andersen et al. 2012b). 

Dimensions of public value have been explored identifying important clusters of public values 

(Bonina and Cordella 2009), and modes of governance using a taxonomy of public values 

(Bannister and Connolly 2014). One of the most influential public value papers identifies an 

inventory of public values in the public value universe of stakeholders (Jørgensen and 

Bozeman 2007). The citizen has been identified as the arbiter of public value (Alford and 

Hughes 2008; Stoker 2006) and success factors of eGovernment website use were 

empirically validated in public value net benefits (Scott et al. 2016).  

 

In comparison there is little empirical evidence on the public value creation process 

(Panagiotopoulos et al. 2019).  While a multi-dimensional and holistic approach to the 

assessment of public value has recognised the sociotechnical nature of co-collaboration and 

identified the public value creation opportunities of this type of interaction with the public 

(Meijer and Bolivar 2013). A framework for understanding value generating mechanisms has 

been proposed (Harrison et al. 2012). Traditionally there has been a focus on government 

and organisational processes of public value creation, identifying public value as an output 

of cocreation with the public.  As shown by the smart city governance framework which was 

used to analyse the delivery of a public value, involving citizens in the value generation 

process (Castelnovo et al. 2015).  

The public value triangle has been expanded from the exclusive preserve of the public 

manager (Moore 1995) to include the public and other stakeholders to accommodate the 

cocreation of public value. Public value creation is conceived as a process, public values are 

not just an output, but they are often ends in and of themselves (Bryson et al. 2016; Dahl 

and Soss 2014; Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007). 

The role of stakeholder management capabilities have been identified as a way to support 

operational capabilities in public value creation in public and non-profit organisations for the 

creation of sustainable business models (Cabral et al. 2019), and  in collaborative innovation 

in smart cities (Neumann et al. 2019). 
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Less attention has been given to the creation of public value from the pragmatic perspective 

of engaging the public online. While the importance of identifying a shared vision of social 

innovation has been recognised in Japanese smart community projects (Chatfield and 

Reddick 2016). Dimensions of the conditions for online public value creation are as yet 

untested empirically. 

 

2.5.1 Legitimacy at the heart of the public value approach 
It has been proposed that public value creation takes place in an ecosystem, it involves a 

trade off from the consumption of multiple public services (Cordella and Cordella 2017; 

Hartley et al. 2017). This study focuses rather on the individual’s perspective of shared value, 

as public value creation  both private and public value (Alford 2002; Ju et al. 2019).   

Public entities mostly intend to create public value and a collective interest rather than 

personal value is the aim of public engagement projects. A basic tenet of public value needs 

to come from a conceptualisation of shared public value goals (Moore and Bennington 2011).   

Therefore, more than other online domains, the government’s use of technology to engage 

with the public needs to be supported by appropriate theory that is based on collective 

rather than individual value. 

Within the context of existing unequal power relationships, the role of the public in the 

democratic process is described in the following section. The co-dependency between 

government and citizens in the creation of legitimacy is increasingly influenced by 

expectations built by existing modes of communication that are prevalent in society.   

 

Public value theory is often seen as explaining a desirable outcome, for some arising from a 

synergy between citizens and government (Aladalah et al. 2016), or to explore the value of 

open government data initiatives in the smart cities context (Pereira et al. 2017). Yet, one of 

the most important defining features of the public/government relationship is the area of 

government legitimacy. A concern which separates public engagement from eCommerce 

and other online domains. As public participation brings legitimacy to the decisions made by 

public servants and provides checks and balances on the ‘tyrannical nature of bureaucracies’ 

(Vigoda 2002).   

 

In the modern world of ‘wicked’ problems that are diverse and complex (Head and Alford 

2015) the importance of organising effective actor engagement (Bryson et al. 2011) is a key 

challenge. To reflect the challenges, public value research has evolved from a single 
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perspective approach (public manager) to a more pluralistic approach that emphasises the 

role of public value creation situated within a multi-actor, shared power world (Bryson et al. 

2016). The importance of government/public interaction and its role in supporting the 

legitimacy of government is the defining reason why government connects with the public 

and is guided by the public (Williams and Shearer 2011). 

 

In an effort to overcome (Rhodes 2000) problems of accountability in public value, core 

challenges to public value creation using dialogue have been recognised in the inequitable 

access to decision making networks (Stoker 2006). Networked governance refers to a type 

of collective decision making that uses networks of deliberation and delivery, these involve 

a wider range of participants in the decision-making process. Unfortunately, the idealised 

version of networked governance highlighted by Stoker has not been fulfilled. The forecasted 

efficiency gains of frequent checks of public opinion enabled by technology on the work of 

government (Bertot et al. 2010) fails to materialise without appropriate responsiveness from 

government. The technology enabled  accountability role fails when public oversight is 

ignored (Aitamurto and Landemore 2015). 

 

A particularly strong point of the public value paradigm is the way it redefines how the 

challenges of efficiency, accountability and equity can be addressed. Relying on a concept of 

shared value closer to Ostrom’s concept of community where individuals form networks 

based on relationships of mutual respect and shared learning (Stoker 2006). 

 

2.5.1.1 The public sphere 
Public value can best be understood and achieved within the notion of the ‘public sphere’, 

describing a democratic space where individual liberties remain protected, while the public 

also address their collective concerns (Moore and Bennington 2011).  The conceptualisation 

of the inventory of values was also developed in relation to the interactions of various 

stakeholders in the public sphere (Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007).    

 

A foundational premise in creating public value is that of individuals coming together to ‘form 

a public' (Dewey 1927).  Public value theory proposes that creating a public forum can lead 

to change in individual views and the creation of a more widely shared view of what would 

be valuable for a society to achieve together (Fung and Wright 2003a).   
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 “Political dialogue is to public sector enterprises what the market is to private efforts” 

(Moore, 1995:48), consumers are spending their freedom by authorising the government to 

act on their behalf, they are buying the product for everyone’s benefit. They are buying the 

whole enterprise rather than individual products.  As citizens wish for the fair and efficient 

distribution of services, the ongoing political and administrative process, balances the 

competing social needs of the area’s most in need with that of fairness and equal shares for 

all.  Although administrative efficiency and program effectiveness are usually judged in terms 

of effectiveness and costs rather than fairness and justice (Moore 1995).  

Public engagement using Web 2.0 technology can be described as a virtual public sphere, 

where the participation of the public lends legitimacy to the work of the government and the 

choices that government make are legitimised by the way decisions are made in consultation 

with citizens. Although in practice, engaging citizens using Web 2.0 technology is a lot more 

complex than governments first though (Åström and Grönlund 2012; Nabatchi and Farrar 

2011). While technology is increasingly used to invite citizen to participate in the hope of 

engaging with them in the work of government, the way in which ‘a public’ is created impacts 

the legitimacy of the collective choice (Moore and Fung 2012).  Surprisingly, in light of the 

lack of evidence of successful online public engagement. Prior research has not analysed the 

conditions for the creation of public value in online settings in the specific context of the use 

of Web 2.0 technology 

2.5.2 Public value creation and the quality of online interaction  
One of the most important features of Web 2.0 is the level of connectivity and interactivity 

that is enabled by social tools. This enabling factor of Web 2.0 requires greater analysis than 

previously recognised to discover the value of interactivity to online public engagement. It is 

recognised that social capital is created in social networks “connections among individuals, 

social networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them” 

(Putnam 2000)19). Virtual community research has already recognised that the quality of 

online interaction has important implications for the level of social value that can be created 

in online environments.  

 

It has been suggested that the primary role for a government agency could be that of 

producer/aggregator since the Web has enabled a third agency between that of private and 

public. The producer/aggregator is able to appropriate some of the capital produced by the 

individual relationships which can now be digitally captured analysed and aggregated (Zwass 

2010). Differences in technological framing between technological and business interests 
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(Orlikowski 1992) are long recognised. Research into technology in government has shown 

that complex interactions of government within a social structure require the development 

of a sound theoretical understanding, that can accommodate the social and political 

challenges of bureaucratic politics (Fountain 2004).  

 

Perceptions of value are central to the public and government users’ experience of online 

public engagement. The quality of the interactions between government and the public is 

thought to reflect the quality of the public value created (Moore and Bennington 2011). 

  

Yet, little is known about the conditions for public value creation using Web 2.0 technology 

social tools. Dimensions of successful online interaction between the public and government 

staff are largely unexplored, but important public values in eGovernment website use have 

been identified and are described in the next section. 

 

2.5.3 Public value as net benefits 
In IS research, effectiveness is concerned with the effect of the information on the receiver, 

the user’s satisfaction with the platform and their intention to use the platform again 

(DeLone and McLean 2003). From a public administration view, the overarching goal in 

achieving public value is in the effectiveness of tacking problems that the public most cares 

about (Stoker 2006). In Moore’s public value efficiency and effectiveness concerns are 

balanced with socially and politically sanctioned desirable outcomes (Bryson et al. 2014). The 

categories of efficiency, effectiveness and social or democratic value have also been used to 

classify non-monetised value of online public services (Galasso et al. 2016). 

 

Similar to this classification approach, public value net benefits is an extension of the IS 

success model (DeLone and McLean 2003) and describes net value as a function of both the 

value received and the cost of consumption as an outcome of successful use of 

eGovernment. This conceptualisation of public value net benefits empirically validated a 

nine-factor measure of three public value categories, efficiency, effectiveness and social 

value. These include subconstructs of Cost, Time and Convenience as efficiency values; 

Personalisation, Communication and Ease of Information Retrieval, as effectiveness values 

and Trust, Well-Informedness and Participate in Decision Making as social values to explain 

citizens' perceptions of eGovernment success (Scott et al. 2016). 
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2.5.3.1 Efficiency and effectiveness 
Efficiency in public value is inextricably linked to equity and accountability. Efficiency is more 

closely associated with expenditure and time in commercial enterprises. Although the 

importance of saving time has been recognised as an important benefit of eGovernment 

(Norris and Reddick 2013) and in eParticipation (Zheng and Schachter 2017). Constraints to 

public value efficiency come from the extent that the process and outcome are fair and 

appropriate as judged by the stakeholders (Frederickson 1990). Public value theory rates 

dialogue between the government and non-government stakeholders as the most 

appropriate means of shared decision making. The resulting efficiency comes from; continual 

checks to ensure activity fits purpose, accountability from negotiated goal setting and 

oversight and equity resulting from developing individual capacity so that rights and 

responsibilities are realised (Stoker 2006). The perception of effectiveness by the public is 

thought to be influenced by eCommerce experiences especially the personalisation of 

services (Scott et al. 2016) also in the provision of eHealth services (Car et al. 2017). 

Importantly for online public engagement, eServices literature highlights the differences 

between personalisation of services and the provision of a personal service that includes 

empathy (Zeithaml et al. 2002). 

 

In recognition of the increasing inequalities in the world, the interdependent nature of public 

values, public sphere and progressive opportunity are highlighted. Progressive opportunity 

is defined as “the social conditions requisite to ensure that members of a society have equal 

ability to exploit their individual abilities and to achieve the goals they have set for 

themselves” (Bozeman and Johnson 2015) 62).  An important requirement of successful 

government is to ensure that members of society have an equal ability to exploit their 

capabilities and objectives (Stoker 2006).  Despite the advances to networks and 

communications enabled by Web 2.0, the challenges of the digital divide in all its forms 

continues (Van Deursen and van Dijk 2010; Van Dijk 2006) including other structural barriers 

(Meijer 2015).    

 

Challenges to efficiency as a public value in online public engagement can include the 

difficulty of how to identify shared values for both public and government stakeholders that 

resonate with government. The challenges also include the creation of effective, equitable 

access to participation. Consisting of appropriate guidance or affordances for all stakeholders 

(including government employees) and government responsiveness in a format 

(information) that members of the public find accessible.  
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2.5.3.2 Social value 
Prior eGovernment research has acknowledged that the citizen/government trust 

relationship is of premier importance.  The underlying assumption of democracies is that 

citizens delegate authority for decision making to an administration or government (Bertot 

et al. 2010). eGovernment research has recognised the positive effects of government 

responsiveness on trust in local government (Tolbert and Mossberger 2006) the importance 

of trustworthiness in eGovernment is long recognised (Bélanger and Carter 2008). In 

eParticipation it is recognised that it is important to create a trusted environment to facilitate 

the participation of members of the public (Santamaría-Philco and Wimmer 2018).  A shared 

trust reality in government citizen, interactions on social media focused only on a citizen 

centric view of online public engagement without exploring the importance of government 

responsiveness. They described configured trust consisting of content based trust and 

engagement based trust to validate a SocioCitizenry model that highlighted the importance 

of public users existing perceptions of anticipated quality and trust in relation to social media 

interaction with government (Aladwani and Dwivedi 2018). 

 

Using a public value perspective, dialogue between stakeholders in online public 

engagement now becomes a joint enterprise between government and the public and  a 

reputation for trustworthiness is known to be essential for any collaborative enterprise 

(Ostrom 1998). Dimensions of online public engagement that contribute to participants 

perceptions of trust are as yet largely unknown. Yet, trust is an important research area in 

eParticipation and includes trust in technology, trust in process and trust in information. 

Transparency and impact in decision-making were found to directly influence participants 

perception of trust (Santamaría-Philco and Wimmer 2018; Scherer and Wimmer 2010). It is 

beyond the scope of this research to delve into the complexity of trust in the relationship 

between government and public. Trustworthiness can be described is a fundamental first 

step for the potential building of trust and is a precondition for trust (Avgerou et al. 2005). 

Trustworthiness is identified as the first social public value.   

 

Transparency can lead to feelings of well informedness, which was one of the experimental 

dimensions that was found to drive trust and satisfaction in an eGovernment evaluation 

design framework (Grimsley and Meehan 2007). Well informedness was one of the net 

benefits most valued by users of eGovernment websites (Scott, et al., 2016).   
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Impact on decision making Is an important concept in online public engagement, recognised 

as efficacy in political administration literature. Efficacy has two distinctive components, 

internal and external efficacy (Niemi et al. 1991). It is closely linked to prior experiences of 

interaction and responsiveness and refers to the extent that an individual feels that their 

own participation can influence the political process (internal efficacy). External efficacy is 

the extent that an individual feels that their participation will lead to change (Esaiasson et al. 

2015).  In online research diverse affordances and strengths of network ties have been found 

to influence social media users perceptions of efficacy (Halpern et al. 2017). Efficacy has not 

been a focus of research attention in online public engagement, here Efficacy has been 

viewed as purely outcome oriented similar to effectiveness (Pérez-Espés et al. 2013).   

 

Engaging with the public in online public engagement is very different compared to online 

engagement in other domains. When the public participate it carries with it important 

messages underlying the very foundation of democracy that contributes to the legitimacy of 

state decision making.  The idealised negotiated goal setting of public value theory is a 

demonstration of this process.  While the utility of public value creation is theoretically 

accepted, and important public values have been identified by prior research. Theoretically 

guided practical considerations of how best to manage online interaction between 

government and the public to create public value have not been empirically explored before.  

 

In the section that follows important antecedents of SoC from other domains are identified.  

The SoC antecedents that are most relevant to online public engagement are described and 

compiled with online platform management strategies from other domains.   Influenced by 

both SoC theory and existing online interaction management strategies to help discover the 

conditions for creating public value in online public engagement. 

 

 

2.6 Antecedents of Sense of Community 
In other online domains, the antecedents of SoC have been a prime focus for research and 

these are described in the section that follows. Antecedent of SoC from other online domains 

are categorised to identify themes. As no literature exists regarding antecedents of SoC in 

online public engagement, these categorisations provide a useful starting point to discover 

antecedents of SoC for online public engagement. Due to the special and unequal power 

relationship between government and the public, interaction in online public engagement is 
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very different from other types of online community and requires careful consideration of 

the challenges of engaging both government staff and the public online. 

 

Other domains which have empirically identified antecedents of SoC include popular virtual 

communities, eLearning communities, eCommerce communities, social media communities 

and innovation communities.  For clarity, these antecedents of SoC are categorised as 

follows; social factors, user perceptions, types of behaviour and system characteristics and 

role of identity, these are described below and in Table 2.6. 

 

2.6.1 Social factors 
The most popular categorisation of antecedents of SoC are social factors, these can be 

described as the individual/group interpersonal interactions in the virtual community. Social 

factors can include feelings of social usefulness that reflect the extent that virtual community 

members support each other. Social interaction that involves exchanging support or social 

information are common themes that were found to have positive impact on SoC (Chen 

2014; Mamonov et al. 2016; Zhao et al. 2012). For example, familiarity, referring to the 

extent that individuals know each other, built up through interactions on a popular Chinese 

customer to customer community, was found to have a significant positive influence on 

individuals sense of belonging (Zhao et al. 2012). 

 

As social factors are highly influential to an individual’s SoC, the extent that online 

interactions using social tools are of value to online public engagement require further 

examination. 

 

2.6.2 User perceptions 
User perceptions are also identified as important antecedents of SoC, these include practical 

considerations such as ease of use of an eLearning community (Teo et al. 2003a) and 

information accessibility on a microblog community (Hsu and Liao 2014). Users experience 

of participation is explored through antecedents such as enjoyability of the virtual 

community and the extent that the actions of other users influence users perception of SoC 

in leaders enthusiasm in popular Korean virtual communities (Koh and Kim, 2002). 

 

As users perceptions of online participation are important antecedents of SoC, it follows that 

the user experience of both public and government users are important in online public 

engagement and need further exploration. 
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Table 2.6 Antecedents of SoC in other domains 

Antecedent categories Cited by 

2.6.1 Social factors                                                

Social Interaction (Mamonov et al. 2016) 
Production of trust (Lin 2008),(Zhao et al. 2012) 
Familiarity Zhao, et al, 2012) 
Perceived/social usefulness (Teo et al. 2003a), (Lin 2008) 
Exchanging support (Blanchard and Markus, 2004) 
Social information exchange (Chen and Lin, 2014) 

2.6.2 User perceptions  

Ease of use (Teo et al. 2003a), (Hutter et al. 2017) 
Satisfaction  (Lin 2008) 
Information accessibility Hsu and Liao, 2014) 
Enjoyability (Koh and Kim 2003) 
Leaders enthusiasm  (Koh and Kim 2003) 
Perceived Similarity (Zhao, et al, 2012) 

2.6.3 Types of Behaviours  

Posting/ideas (Tonteri et al., 2011), (Hutter et al. 2017) 
Reading messages (Tonteri et al., 2011), (Hutter et al. 2017) 

Evaluating (Tonteri et al. 2011) 
Information seeking behaviour (Scheepers et al. 2014)  
Hedonic behaviour (Scheepers et al. 2014) 
Sustain strong ties (Scheepers et al. 2014) 
Extend weak ties (Scheepers et al. 2014) 

2.6.4 System characteristics  

System Quality (Lin 2008), (Zhang 2010), (Chen and Lin, 2014) 
Information Quality (Lin 2008), (Zhang 2010), (Chen and Lin, 2014) 

2.6.5 Role of Identity  

Sense of a Place (Mamonov et al. 2016) 
Creating and making identification (Blanchard and Markus, 2004) 

 

2.6.3 Types of behaviours 
Several types of user behaviours are identified as antecedents of SoC in virtual communities, 

these include: comparing the experience of readers with posters (Tonteri et al. 2011) and 

information seeking behaviours and hedonic behaviours in social media use (Scheepers et al. 

2014). Commenting and evaluating, participation that expended more cognitive effort in an 

innovation community was also found to contribute to users SoC (Hutter et al. 2017). The 

motivations for online behaviours such as; to sustain strong ties or extend week ties, 

behaviours that are associated with  structural social capital creation are also identified as 

important antecedents of SoC (Scheepers et al. 2014) when they explore SoC as the 

dependent variable in social media use. 

In traditional settings, SoC has been found to positively influence social and political 

participation (Brodsky et al. 1999), (Anderson 2010; Chavis and Wandersman 1990; Prezza 

et al. 2009). Although the direction of the relationship between participation and SoC is 
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unclear (Mannarini and Fedi 2009). SoC is seen as an important factor for encouraging 

support and is linked to civic participation in traditional communities (Albanesi et al. 2007).  

Different types of participation may have a different relationship with the different 

dimensions of SoC, for example instrumental participation tends to be goal oriented and 

therefore is sensitive to the efficacy or influence the individual feels they can or cannot exert. 

In comparison expressive participation is concerned with an individual expressing belonging 

and common values and is linked to membership and emotional connection. Yet, 

instrumental participation may also be relational and expressive participation could well 

involve goals. It is likely that the boundaries between both types are fluid and context 

dependent (Mannarini and Fedi 2009). 

The interaction requirements of online public engagement are very different to other types 

of online community. As demonstrated by the lack of government responsiveness, legacy 

management practices, institutional culture and unequal power relationships that are 

apparent in online public engagement (Bryer 2011; Dekker and Bekkers 2015). 

A key challenge of online public engagement is that of accommodating different types of 

users and identifying the conditions that promote positive online public engagement 

between government employees and diverse stakeholders. 

2.6.4 System characteristics 
System characteristics based on the IS success model (DeLone and McLean, 2003) are 

recognised as important antecedents of SoC in some IS oriented research on virtual 

communities.  Using a slightly changed focus from IS use, to belonging to a community, they 

change success outcome from net benefits to loyalty to the virtual community (Lin, 2008).  

Examining social media use both information quality and system quality were found to have 

a positive influence on users perception of SoC. Yet, service quality was not identified as 

important in a social media community (Zhang, 2010) or in a popular virtual community (Lin, 

2008).  

 

In the age of ubiquitous computing, system quality becomes an expected norm. In online 

public engagement interaction information quality is more closely linked to government 

responsiveness and responsiveness is more associated with service quality. Technical and 

cultural factors that can support government responsiveness need further exploration in 

online public engagement. 
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2.6.5 Role of identity 
The role of identity is an important theme in SovC research. The process of creating and 

making identity online is a crucial element of the influential (Blanchard and Markus 2004) 

conceptualisation of virtual community. Individuals have been found to share information 

about themselves on social media that reflects their identity (Back et al. 2010). Part of this 

identification process involves, identifying with a sense of place, which is an important 

antecedent of SoC in both traditional and online settings (Mamonov et al. 2016). 

Research on the role of identity in online public engagement has reached no definitive 

conclusions. Important themes regarding the role of identity in this domain include questions 

over reducing the burden of participation (keeping the participation process simple). The 

safety of users (including government staff) and the extent that information can be validated 

(need to identify who is participating) to analyse the representative nature of the 

information shared, or the expertise of the contributor.  

Prior research in online public engagement has not engaged with the full SoC theory and so 

there are many routes that could be explored to help identify the utility of SoC in this domain. 

Since SoC is created through interactions and the most significant challenges identified from 

eParticipation research revolve around responsiveness, antecedents of SoC in online public 

engagement will be dimensions that influence interactivity between government employees 

and the public. The challenge of identifying antecedents of SoC in online public engagement 

is explored in the next section. 

 

2.7 Discovering antecedents of SoC for online public engagement 
When exploring the conditions for successful online public engagement, it is important to 

recognise that online public engagement has different requirements compared with other 

online domains. Stakeholders have diverse needs and expectations and the relationship 

between government staff and the public is complex as described in 2.5.1 above.  Research 

in other online domains have explored the challenges of managing technology to guide 

interaction in virtual communities. Yet, in eParticipation no index exists to measure the 

impact of the management of Web 2.0 technology on interactivity between government staff 

and public participants.  

SoC theory ascribes links between identity sharing, social interactivity and the creation of 

feelings of SoC. Online virtual community research recognises that social factors and the role 

of identity are important antecedents of SoC. Yet, in eParticipation important questions 
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remain regarding the role of technology governance to support interactivity between 

government staff and the public. 

In online public engagement literature, the role of social factors and the challenges of online 

identity sharing (especially by government employees) has not been extensively explored. 

Research on public engagement has tended to focus on the context in which users 

communicate, for example online using the theory of media richness (Daft and Lengel 1983) 

to evaluate online Voting Advice Applications (Terán and Drobnjak 2013) or government’s 

responsiveness using email (Andersen et al. 2011). 

In particular, the role of Web 2.0 as an enabler of social interactivity is at present under 

theorised in online public engagement. Exceptions are the introduction of psychological 

factors of public engagement (Edelmann and Cruickshank 2011) and the four spaces of 

deliberative digital habitat (De Cindio 2012).  Instead in the more mature research area of 

virtual communities, the value of Web 2.0 social tools is recognised as an enabler of online 

interactivity.  

Web 2.0 social tools have been described as an enabler of sociability in virtual communities 

(De Souza and Preece 2004), and the development of online sociability is an important 

feature of successful online interactivity. Sociability is concerned with the development of 

software, policies and practices to support social interaction online (Preece 2000). The 

community user’s interaction through technology enabled space with each other has also 

been conceptualised as social Interactivity (Phang et al. 2009; Preece 2000).  Safety and 

privacy concerns also influence the interactivity between users of an online platform, this 

interactivity is influenced from two directions, the people organising and running the 

platform and among users of the platform (Lazar and Preece 2002; Maloney-Krichmar and 

Preece 2005). 

 

In a review of the online public engagement literature, no multi-dimensional measure of 

interaction governance was found (as none exists). Influenced by empirically verified 

antecedents of SoC from other online domains, relevant highlights from management, 

eCommerce and virtual community literature are explored below. With the aim of 

discovering important dimensions of online interaction management that could be applied 

to online interaction between government and public stakeholders. 
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Themes from both the SoC and IS literatures that resonate with the challenges of enabling 

interactivity for online public engagement, have been identified and are outlined below in 

Figure 2.4 and the described in the sections below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.4 Role of technology management for interactivity as antecedents of SoC 

 

2.7.1 Platform governance and the role of moderation 
Online public engagement research has yet to empirically identify a group of factors to guide 

online interaction between government and the public. The importance of moderation has 

been recognised (Panopoulou et al. 2014), and proposed as a vital success factor for 

eParticipation platforms (Zimmermann 2018). Few empirical studies have examined the role 

of moderation in online public engagement, although moderation was found to have a small 

positive relationship with influence on decision making (Santamaría-Philco and Wimmer 

2018). In IS research there are design theories of digital platforms supporting online 

communities (Spagnoletti et al. 2015), yet little empirical evidence exists to inform the 

governance of online public engagement platforms. Platform governance is the term used to 

describe platform power relationships and individual processes of managing online 

interaction (Tiwana et al. 2010). Platform governance is  also in management literature to 

examine public/private government business platforms (Klievink et al. 2016). 

Platform governance examines the norms of participation and interaction relating to the 

control of the platform (Klievink et al. 2016; Tiwana et al. 2010).  It is concerned with 

solutions that organisations devise for problems of co-ordination (Markus and Bui 2012).  It 

can refer to both social practices and activities performed by actors for the platform (Bevir 

2012) and formal structural rules and instruments (Klievink et al. 2016; Von Tunzelmann 
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2003). The formal moderation mechanisms on a platform include input control, where the 

owner decides what goes on the platform, process control, referring to who can make 

decisions about the platform and informal mechanisms regarding norms as demonstrated by 

the interaction patterns on the platform. Both formal and informal mechanisms of control in 

the governance of platforms contribute to the efficiency and effectiveness of 

interorganisational activities (Tiwana et al. 2010). 

Virtual community users experience of sociability is influenced by the governance of 

community user’s interaction according to community polities and rules (moderation) and 

the community’s rules of behaviour and interaction and also through community user’s 

interaction through technology enabled space with each other (Phang et al. 2009; Preece 

2000).  Deliberative discussion rules and facilitation have been found to mediate polarisation 

in an experiment on online group discussions in Finland (Strandberg et al. 2017). 

eParticipation success factors includes value for citizens and value for government 

(Panopoulou et al. 2014). Yet, little empirical evidence of public users experience of 

moderation exists and no empirical evidence of government users experience of moderation 

in online public engagement exists. Compared to eParticipation, the risks and challenges of 

moderating patient feedback has received more attention (Ziewitz 2017). In a patient to 

patient health community experiment, indirect forms of moderation that relied on relational 

interest was found to be most successful (Matzat and Rooks 2014). 

 

2.7.1.1 Identity sharing 
Empirical research on SoC places a high value on the role of identity creation and identity 

sharing in other online communities. Although it is an area of online public engagement that 

is as yet poorly understood.  In other online domains, developing one’s own identity affects 

participation in and satisfaction with the virtual community. Creating ones’ own identity in 

the group and believing that others understand it also plays an important role in computer 

mediated communication outcomes. Identity sharing norms have been identified as separate 

and new dimension in sense of virtual community (Blanchard 2007). Another important 

distinction between types of online communities is the difference between online 

communities of an existing network, where people interacting online usually already know 

each other. In comparison with communities across dispersed populations where people are 

unlikely to know each other. The former networked community where people can identify 

each other, often alleviates some of the problems associated with social presence online 

(Kavanaugh et al. 2005). 
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The utility of government staff sharing their identity in online public engagement is not 

currently discussed in the literature. Yet, from SoC literature there is compelling evidence 

that identity plays a significant role in the creation of SoC in online communities (Blanchard 

and Markus, 2004). The concerns of safety and privacy while participating are common 

concerns for people participating online, although the domain of online public engagement 

takes place in a space unlike any online community described in SoC literature.   

In the past, the focus has been on the creation of robust identity systems, for citizen 

authentication (Chun et al. 2010). While existing literature has yet to identify the value of 

government employees sharing their identity in online public engagement. SoC theory 

strongly suggests that identity sharing is an important dimension influencing online 

interaction and the creation SoC online.  

Identify verification (of the public) has been an important consideration when viewing online 

public engagement as a task to engage the public. When viewed more holistically, as an 

interaction process between the public and government employees, the separate issues 

surrounding identity sharing by all participating has not attracted any attention in the online 

public engagement literature. 

 

2.7.2 Social factors and the role of responsiveness 
In a world of ubiquitous computing, where online public engagement is sought to help solve 

wicked societal problems, responsiveness by government is expected as a trade-off for time 

spent by public participants. The absence of responsiveness by government is a challenge in 

online public engagement see section 2.3 above.  In the past government responsiveness has 

tended to focus on formal outputs such as policy change (Dekker and Bekkers, 2015). Instead 

a process orientated type of responsiveness is more in keeping with the expectations of Web 

2.0 connected citizens who have experience of eCommerce and social media connectivity 

and responsiveness. 

There exists little empirical evidence concerning the dimensions of government 

responsiveness in online public engagement.  At the heart of the challenge appears to be 

different perceptions of the role of responsiveness, in part due to the stakeholders different 

perceptions of the role of technology (Orlikowski and Gash 1994). Government employees 

are more used to communicating with the public in a very formalised mode within strict 

cultural and organisational constraints. Therefore, changing to a type of responsiveness that 

is less formal, faster and personally directed is particularly challenging for them. 
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Governments have recognised the potential of Web 2.0 and have used social media to try to 

broaden communication channels with the public. Often only using social media to 

disseminate information rather than promote public engagement including interactivity 

using responsiveness (Deschamps et al. 2012).  Few empirical examples of government 

responsiveness in online government engagement exist and important dimensions of online 

responsiveness by government are largely unexplored.  In other online domains, early 

research on online interactivity in virtual communities identified the importance of both 

usability and sociability (Preece 2001). The importance of social factors; interactivity and 

empathy are identified in service quality in  corporate social media research in an adaptation 

of the eCommerce measure E-S-QUAL (Connolly et al. 2016).    

In this era of ubiquitous computing the challenge of effective public engagement cannot be 

blamed on the absence of high quality technological solutions (Falco and Kleinhans 2018). 

eService quality is becoming an increasingly important area of research in eGovernment, on 

eGovernment websites the importance of citizen support and the reliability and functionality 

with regard to the feasibility and speed of accessing, using, and receiving services of the site 

have been recognised (Papadomichelaki and Mentzas 2012).  

In the past the focus has been on creating the online conditions to promote participation by 

members of the public. The challenging problem of government responsiveness highlights 

the need to identify the online conditions for participation by both stakeholder groups, the 

public and government employees. Particularly important is the extent that the platform is 

perceived to be responsive to the needs of users, to facilitate their use of the platform. To 

gain a greater understanding of social interaction in online public engagement, important 

classifications from group interaction research are explored below.  

 

2.7.2.1 Understanding group interaction dynamics 
SoC theory and platform governance literature provide meaningful guidance on dimensions 

of technology management for interactivity in online public engagement. These elements of 

identity, responsiveness and moderation could be described as the basic elements of 

interaction in online public engagement, beyond these there is also group participation 

dynamics to consider.  
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Current research on government and public online interaction focus mainly on the use of 

social media and the role of networks in network ties (Eom et al. 2018), or sentiment analysis 

(Tursunbayeva et al. 2017).  No established measure was found to empirically analyse 

different types of interaction in online public engagement.  Instead an existing group 

interaction analysis classification schema is described, that has been used previously to 

analyse the dynamics of interaction of an online citizen to citizen health community. Group 

participation analysis finds that roles in groups function as norms and the roles that members 

play express the values of the group (Maloney-Krichmar and Preece 2005). 

Consisting of two parts; the first, group membership role analysis (Benne and Sheats 1948), 

a classification schema that was used to identify differentiating group membership roles 

(Forsyth 2009). Divided into three main categories, task roles related to goal-oriented, task 

focused behaviours, socio-emotional roles related to interpersonal and emotional 

interactions and individualistic roles, which tend to be self-serving and have a negative effect 

upon the group. It is thought that roles within groups perform three functions, a division of 

labour and specialisation that spread responsibilities around many members of the group, 

providing predictability within the group, leading to norms of behaviour and they assist with 

the formation of group members self-identity and their place within the group (Brown 1988). 

The second interaction process analysis (Bales 1951) was originally used to analyse forms of 

interaction (behaviour) in small groups in traditional settings. When Bales searched for 

behavioural patterns that were required to fulfil the needs of a group to reach its goals and 

succeed, he found that the interaction profile of a discussion group consistently contained 

two thirds of task-oriented acts, one quarter socio-emotional acts and the remainder were 

described as individualistic acts. 

• Task-oriented behavioural categories include gives suggestions, gives 

opinions, gives information, asks for information, asks for opinion, and asks 

for suggestions. 

• Socio-emotional categories are divided into positive and negative 

behaviour.  Positive interaction includes shows solidarity, dramatisation, and 

agrees. (Negative, disagrees, shows tension, and shows antagonisms). 

• Individualistic roles that serve the individual’s own needs and tend to 

impede group process (Bales 1951; Forsyth 2009; Maloney-Krichmar and 

Preece 2005). 
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While the Maloney-Krichmar Preece research did not include SoC, some research on SoC in 

traditional settings have suggested that different types of interaction might have different 

success criteria. For example, task oriented interactions are likely to be affected by the 

perception of influence as an outcome. Whereas, socioemotional interactions are thought 

to have an impact on an individual’s perception of sense of belonging and shared emotional 

connection (Mannarini and Fedi 2009). 

Previously unexplored in online public engagement, socioemotional interactions might also 

involve feelings of influence and task orient interactions could include feelings of sense of 

belonging and shared emotion connection.  SoC provides the foundation theory to explore 

an individual’s perception of online interaction and can help uncover important dynamics of 

online public engagement. 

Prior research in other domains have identified antecedents of SoC that resonate clearly with 

the concerns of online public engagement; especially the roles of identity sharing and social 

interactivity. This highlights an important omission in online public engagement, that of an 

empirically verified index to measure the users perceptions of the rules (governance) of an 

online platform. Specifically, the extent that a platform enables identity sharing and social 

activity that create the online conditions for government responsiveness and the 

participation of the public.  

 

2.8 Participation and types of Usage 
Prior IS research has recognised different categories of participation including the passive 

use of eGovernment websites which has been described as uploading and browsing or active 

use described as messaging or transacting (Teo et al. 2008); and extended to include 

participatory activities (Scott, et al., 2016). Participation research in political and public 

administration also finds that it is important to extend the lens of research to go beyond 

observable behaviour to include the measurement and interpretation of non-participation 

(Casemajor et al. 2015).  Online political participation is considerably more nuanced than 

previously understood, non-participation can be positive or negative (Lutz and Hoffmann 

2017). 

Online there are many different types of participation, for every poster there must be some 

readers. There is increasing recognition of the value of each type of participation and a need 

to explore the less visible types.  An additional argument for openness and transparency of 

online interactions is that other users of an online public engagement platform may also 
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identify with the interactions they observe.  Even without direct interaction individuals on a 

technology platform have been found to be affected by those around them (Latané et al. 

1995). It has been found that lurkers or users of a website who do not contribute content 

themselves, usually account for the majority of users (Kushner 2016) and often go on to 

become active participants having already spend time and cognitive effort on the site (Ewing 

2008).  It is long recognised, that identifying with the public exchange of support may 

increase members’ perceptions of being a supportive group when in fact, few people are 

actually involved in the supportive exchange (Wellman and Gulia 1999). 

While SoC is associated with participation, it is unclear whether more participation leads to 

greater feelings of SoC or if a SoC leads to increased participation (Mannarini and Fedi 2009). 

Different forms of participation has been found to generate contradictory effects, submitting 

of ideas only was found to produce a negative effect on SoVC; while interactivity type 

participation such as commenting and evaluating show a positive effect on SoVC (Hutter et 

al. 2017). It has been proposed that SoC might help to explain why some people ‘lurk’ while 

others participate (Abfalter et al. 2012)  Therefore, SoC theory provides an ideal tool to 

examine users perceptions of the effects of different types of participation in online public 

engagement. 

 

2.9 Chapter summary 
In this chapter the changing nature of government values are outlined with reference to Web 

2.0 technology. The enabling power of Web 2.0 to facilitate the creation of an online public 

sphere is identified and the challenge of government responsiveness is recognised.  Due to 

the complexity and low success rate of online public engagement, there is a need for a 

broader conceptualisation of government responsiveness to online public participation in 

the public sphere. This study is specifically concerned with discovering the role of 

socioemotional language in government responsiveness. Using SoC theory, a more process 

orientated government responsiveness is described that utilises the social tools of Web 2.0. 

Introducing to online public engagement the four dimensions of SoC that together explain 

an individual’s feeling of SoC. The important concept of shared value is highlighted as a 

defining feature of SoC in online public engagement. Public value is also identified as a 

concept of shared value and a more domain appropriate measure of the SoC subconstruct 

Needs Fulfilment in online public engagement.   
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This study reorients the focus of online public engagement from solely engaging the public, 

instead to focus on the discovery of conditions that facilitate the participation and 

interaction of both the public and government employees. Antecedents of SoC in online 

public engagement are identified that are conducive to government responsiveness and are 

described as the basis for the management of online interaction in this domain.  Group 

interaction dynamics provide an additional perspective to uncover the dimensions of 

interaction in online public engagement.  The conceptual framework of this SoC model of 

online public engagement is outlined in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 3 Conceptual Framework 

3.0 Introduction 
This chapter defines the conceptual framework and outlines the objectives and the research 

questions of the study. Using the concept of shared value as a starting point to define SoC 

for online public engagement. It has been recognised that eParticipation needs more high 

quality research with a greater theoretical contribution (Sanford and Rose 2007; Susha and 

Grönlund 2012). In particular, the need to develop explicit causal models to explain how 

public managers can create an environment for successful eParticipation (Fulla and Welch, 

2002). Evidence of the role of different actors in citizen engagement and the factors that 

affect citizen engagement need to be discovered (Dawes 2009).  eParticipation has largely 

not lived up to expectations and there is still a need to develop better metrics to measure 

the effects of eParticipation (as few exist); knowledge about the effectiveness and outcomes 

of eParticipation is inadequate at present (Le Banc, 2020). As the term eParticipation is not 

used in other domains such as online patient engagement the more descriptive term ‘online 

public engagement’ (Epstein, Newhart and Vernon, 2014) is used, described further in 

chapter 1.1. In this complex domain, little is known about the dynamics of online public 

participation, especially the processes that lead to the engagement of government and 

public stakeholders. 

 

3.1 Focus of the study 
Despite two decades of using online technology to engage the public, examples of mature 

successful online public engagement are rare (Toots, 2019).  Many examples of online public 

participation describe low participation and even uncivil behaviour (Aström and Grönlund 

2012).   While the enabling potential of Web 2.0 technology to connect people and enable 

participation online is accepted, identifying the conditions of successful online public 

engagement has remained elusive. This is despite an early call for research to measure the 

quality of online discussion and the effects of engaging the public online (Macintosh et al. 

2009).  The online enabling conditions and the components of high quality online public and 

government interaction (s) have yet to be identified. Until now there has not been a strong 

theoretical foundation for the analysis of online interactions in online public engagement 

(Kumar et al. 2017).  The role of Web 2.0 enabled social interactivity has not been adequately 

explored, for example (Naranjo-Zolotov et al. 2019). Although the value of sociability (online 

social interaction) has been identified in online domains virtual communities (Chen and Qi 

2015; Maloney-Krichmar and Preece 2005). This study moves away from the structural view 
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of online public engagement and instead examines the cognitive and emotional elements 

(Perkins and Long 2002) of social interaction.  

Central to this study is the process of defining SoC for online public engagement. The full 

theory of SoC (McMillan and Chavis 1986) is introduced for the first time to online public 

engagement, enabling the identification of important components of successful online public 

engagement within the context of this domain. The importance of shared value through 

interaction aligns SoC with public value creation. SoC helps to guide the identification of 

important elements of the management of online public participation and interaction for 

public value creation. 

 

3.2 Research Objectives 
From both government and public stakeholder perspectives, this study seeks to answer the 

following: 

RQ 1: What are the components of successful online public engagement? 

RQ 2: What are the conditions for public value creation in online public engagement? 

The study proceeds in phases aligned to the research questions: firstly, an exploratory and 

qualitative assessment of the components of successful engagement. Secondly, a 

quantitative, confirmatory assessment of those success factors influencing public value 

creation as described in the sections below. To begin, the qualitative section takes an 

exploratory approach to discover both government staff and public users’ perspectives of 

online public engagement. A combination of different sources of information was used to 

iteratively refine SoC for online public engagement. An essential requirement of information 

gathering in this study was the discovery of an established platform where government staff 

openly responded to the input of the public, where interactions could be qualitatively 

explored, and user’s perceptions of the platform could be quantitatively analysed. 

 

3.2.1 Components of successful online public engagement  
To begin to define SoC for online public engagement, the study explores the requirements 

of online public engagement from the perspective of both government staff users and public 

users. The cognitive framework described in Figure 3.1 below describes the approach taken 

to translate SoC theory to the practical needs of online public engagement. The basic 

requirements of online public engagement: participation, interaction and value are outlined 
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with reference to the foundational McMillan and Chavis framework to identify domain 

appropriate examples of the four SoC subconstructs Sense of belonging, Shared emotional 

connection, Influence and Needs fulfilment (McMillan and Chavis 1986). The process aimed 

to identify types of participation (Blanchard and Markus 2004), interaction (Mannarini and 

Fedi 2009) and value (Scott et al 2016; Galasso et al. 2016; Santamaría-Philco and Wimmer 

2018; Tonteri et al. 2011). The iterative process referred back to SoC theory after each data 

gathering phase. Initially, to identify a list of SoC enabling factors to facilitate the 

identification of a suitable platform to gather data.  

 

Figure 3.1 Cognitive framework for research question one 

 

Qualitative analysis of the platform chosen was used to identify important participation 

norms and interaction norms to discover the types of information sharing and identity 

sharing that takes place on the platform.  The analysis enabled the identification of examples 

of different types of interaction (Bales 1951) and explored the process of government 

responsiveness (Decker and Bekkers 2015; Sigala 2009). A breakdown of the objectives of 

the first part of the research are outlined in Table 3.1 below. 

 

3.2.1.1 Objective 1 Discover the components of successful online public      

engagement 
 

Table 3.1 Research Objectives RQ one 
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Objective 1 Identify components of successful online public engagement.  

Measures/Outcomes (findings in Chapter 5) 

Pilot studies were conducted to explore public and government staff perceptions of 

Participation, Interaction and Value. Using all four subconstructs of SoC: Sense of 

belonging, Shared emotional connection, Influence and Needs fulfilment (McMillan and 

Chavis 1986).  The qualitative analysis used an innovative SoC and Interaction Process 

Analysis (IPA) (Bales 1951) matrix to search for examples of task oriented, socioemotional 

and individualistic behaviours in the text of government responses to public feedback on 

the platform chosen for data collection. 

 

3.2.2 The Conditions for Public Value Creation in online public engagement 
The first part of the study outlined above identifies key elements of SoC and clarifies 

important aspects of online interaction in online public engagement. A survey index of SoC 

for online public engagement and a new index of Interaction governance was used to fill gaps 

in the understanding of users experience of the management of technology for interaction 

and individual’s perception of participation, interaction and value creation. 

The SoC model of public value creation in online public engagement further develops the 

understanding of SoC from the qualitative phase. Recognising the importance of government 

responsiveness (Bryer 2011; Dekker and Bekkers 2015). The concept of shared value (Chavis 

et al. 1986) and the foundational SoC framework (McMillan and Chavis 1986), to facilitate 

the identification of domain specific nuances of SoC. These were guided by: Sense of 

belonging  (Koh and Kim 2003) and the importance of online safety to participate (Maloney-

Krichmar and Preece 2005).  Shared emotional connection associated with relational 

interaction  (Hutter et al 2017; (McMillan and Chavis 1986) and Influence, a bidirectional 

concept which is concerned with perceived fairness (Christensen et al. 2015) and social 

equity (Wu et al., 2017). 

SoC is extended with a domain appropriate measure of Needs fulfilment in the public value 

net benefits index (Scott et al 2016) to measure the output or value of online public 

engagement. The discovery of antecedents of SoC for online public engagement describes 

the management of technology for online interaction consisting of Moderation regarding the 

rules and policies of platform control (Klievink et al. 2016; Tiwana et al. 2010). The role of 

Identity (sharing) (Blanchard et al. 2011) and the Responsiveness of the platform concerning 

the quality of the responsiveness of the platform, drawing on system responsiveness 
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(DeLone and McLean 2003) and service quality (Sigala 2009; Parasuraman et al 2005). The 

research objectives are outlined in the following Table 3.2 and in the sections that follows. 

 

Table 3.2 Research Objectives RQ two 

 

Objective 2 Confirm the four subconstructs of SoC in online public engagement    

Measures/Outcomes (findings in Chapter 6) 

Using the SoC Index for online public engagement defined by the study extended with 

public value net benefits (Scott et al 2016) as a more domain appropriate needs 

fulfilment. Quantitative surveys and were used to identify SoC constructs in online public 

engagement (by both government staff and public users). 

SoC consisting of Sense of belonging, Shared emotional connection, Influence and Needs 

fulfilment as public values; (Social values) trustworthiness, efficacy, well-informedness. 

(Efficiency) Time and (Effectiveness) personalisation. 

 

Objective 3 Confirm constructs and find out to what extent Interaction Governance 
influences users perception of SoC on the platform 

Construct Hypotheses 

 
Moderation 
 
 
 
Identity  
 
 
Responsiveness 

 

H1 Moderation on the platform is positively associated 

with user’s perception SoC. 

 

H2: Identity is positively associated with user’s 

perception of SoC. 

 

H3: Responsiveness on the platform is positively 

associated with user’s perception of SoC. 

Measures/Outcomes Newly created Index of Interaction Governance 

 

Interaction governance constructs were chosen from antecedents of SoC from other 

domains influenced by the earlier qualitative analysis.  It is concerned with three 

constructs important to the management of technology for online interaction consisting 

of Moderation (Klievink et al. 2016; Tiwana et al. 2010); Identity (sharing) (Blanchard et al. 

2011) and the Responsiveness of the platform, system responsiveness (DeLone and 

McLean 2003) and service quality (Sigala 2009; Parasuraman et al 2005). 
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Objective 4 Discover to what extent SoC affects user’s perception of public value 

Construct Hypotheses 

 
Sense of belonging 
 
Shared emotional connection 
 
Influence 
 
 
 

 

H4: Users perception of Sense of belonging is positively 

associated with their perception of public value. 

H5: Users perception of Shared emotional connection is 

associated with their perception of public value.  

 

H6: Users perception of Influence is positively related 

with their perception of public value. 

 

H7: Users perception of SoC Interaction is positively 

associated with their perception of public value. 

Measures/Outcomes Exploring the relationships between the subconstructs 

of SoC.  

 

The relationships between SoC participation and interaction subconstructs, Sense of 

belonging, Shared emotional connection and Influence (McMillan and Chavis 1986) and 

public value net benefits (Scott et al 2016) provided an insight into the social processes in 

successful online public engagement. 

 

Objective 5 Discover to what extent users’ perceptions of SoC is affected by frequency 

and type of participation 

Construct Hypotheses 

 
Type of Use 

H8: Different types of platform use has divergent effects 

on users perception of SoC on the platform. 

 

Measures/Outcomes Frequency of posting and reading. 

Length of time using the platform. 

 

Uncertainty remains regarding the relationship between participation and SoC (Mannarini 

and Fedi 2009). SoC could contribute to explanations of participation (Abfalter et al. 2012) 

or types of participation could explain levels of SoC (Tonteri et al. 2011;  Hutter et al., 

2016). It was important to record survey participants type and extent of participation to 

gain a better understanding of the relationship between SoC and participation in online 

public engagement.  

 

3.2.2.1 Objective 2 Confirm the four subconstructs of SoC in online public 

engagement    
As prior research has not identified all four subconstructs of SoC in online public 

engagement, this study uses quantitative surveys to verify Sense of belonging, Influence, 

Shared emotional connection (McMillan and Chavis 1986) and public values (Scott et al 2016) 
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as Needs fulfilment. Public values net benefits (Scott et al 2016) were slightly amended to 

Trustworthiness (referring to the trustworthiness of the platform rather that a broader 

trust), Efficacy (instead of participate in decision making) and Well-informedness, Time and 

Personalisation remained the same. 

3.2.2.2 Objective 3 Confirm the three subconstructs of Interaction 

governance and the extent that Interaction Governance influences users perception 

of SoC  
Prior research has recognised the potential of Web 2.0 to enable online public engagement 

(Hui and Hayllar, 2010) and yet the specifics of the online conditions that are conducive to 

successful online public engagement remain undefined.  No index of the online conditions 

that contribute to participation and interaction between government staff and the public 

exists.  Influenced by antecedents of SoC in other online domains and platform management 

of virtual communities, the following constructs: Moderation, Identity and Responsiveness 

are proposed as important to the management of Web 2.0 in online public engagement. The 

index of ‘Interaction Governance’ for online public engagement aims to measure user’s 

perceptions of the extent that the platform generates the conditions for successful online 

public engagement as antecedents of SoC. 

In different online domains the role of rules and facilitation in public online discussions 

(Strandberg et al. 2017) and platform governance on public/private business platforms 

(Klievink et al. 2016) are important.  In virtual community research, the management of 

online interaction is seen as a way to safeguard online sociability through policy and practices 

(Lazar and Preece 2002; Maloney-Krichmar and Preece 2005). This study is also influenced 

by the practices observed in phase one of successful online public engagement, leading to 

the creation of a new index interaction governance, which identifies the need to create a 

safe online environment for both the public and government staff users to participate and 

interact.  

Hypothesis 1: Moderation on the platform is positively associated with SoC. 

In other online domains the process of creating and making identity has been found to be an 

important antecedent of SoC (Blanchard et al 2011). There have been mixed reports of the 

role of identity in online public engagement, as lowering the boundaries for participation is 

a key consideration (Panopoulou et al 2010; Peixoto 2009), on the other hand ensuring 

respectful interaction is also a concern (Nabatchi and Amsler 2014). Online community 

research has validated the positive relationship between participants perception that they 

know others identity and increased virtual community involvement  Ma and Agarwal found 



Chapter 3 

77 
 

that users perceived identity verification and knowledge contribution and satisfaction in 

virtual communities are strongly linked (Ma and Agarwal 2007).  Although persistent 

labelling, an attribute of their perceived identity verification was not supported by that 

research community (people constantly changed their user identification). This research 

identifies persistent labelling as an important feature of online public engagement, as Ma 

and Agarwal link persistent labelling to accountability, an important consideration in online 

public engagement.   

Hypothesis 2: Identity is positively associated with users perception of SoC. 

Responsiveness has been highlighted as a significant challenge to successful online public 

engagement (Deschamps et al. 2012).  It is described by the public administration literature 

as the way in which government employees respond to citizens, (Fung 2006; Kim and Lee 

2012).  

Government responsiveness has been criticised for focusing on a narrow conceptualisation 

of responsiveness in the public sphere, finding value only in responding in a traditional way, 

for example details of a policy change (Dekker and Bekkers, 2015). Instead a broader 

conceptualisation of responsiveness is needed, one that is more closely linked to the public’s 

experience outside of government in eCommerce and social media.  In IS research the value 

of online responsiveness is long recognised in eCommerce service quality (Parasuraman et 

al. 2005), where  a relational approach to responsiveness has been identified E-Rec S-QUAL 

(Parasuraman et al. 2005) (Jung 2008; Pitt et al. 1995; Sigala 2009).  

Responsiveness in the Interaction governance index is concerned with the users’ perception 

that the platform facilitates responsiveness. 

Hypothesis 3: Responsiveness on the platform is positively associated with users perception 

of SoC. 

3.2.2.3 Objective 4 Discover to what extent SoC affects user’s experience of 

public values 
Once SoC subconstructs Sense of belonging, Shared emotional connection, Influence and 

Needs fulfilment were verified in online public engagement, the next step was to analyse the 

relationship between these constructs and important public values categorised below as 

efficiency, effectiveness and social values.  
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Central to the study is the exploration of the extent that public and government staff users 

value socioemotional interaction enabled by Web 2.0 technology, thereby identifying new 

insights into the value of different types of responsiveness.  

By extending the SoC subconstruct needs fulfilment to describe a more domain appropriate 

value, based on public values identified by public value net benefits (Scott, et al., 2016). This 

study explores participants perception of public value in online public engagement.  

3.2.2.3.1 Effectiveness 
Building on the empirically validated public value eGovernment Net Benefits (Scott et al. 

2016). The concept of public value net value (the creation of public value as a function of 

both the value received and the cost of consumption), is echoed  in the DeLone and McLean 

concept of Net Benefits in IS Success research (DeLone and McLean 2003). Effectiveness in 

this study as a public value aims to measure the extent to which the mode of interaction of 

the online public engagement process is valued by the users.  While the delivery of 

personalised content is a valuable service in eGovernment (Scott et al. 2016). Personalised 

interaction between government and public users is the construct that typifies online public 

engagement using Web 2.0 social tools. 

3.2.2.3.2 Efficiency 
This study conceptualises efficiency in online public engagement as the fulfilment of an 

instrumental need related to public government interaction, sometimes recognised as the  

time saved by using the site (Scott et al. 2016). A challenge to the efficiency of online public 

participation is the divergence in the perceptions of government and other stakeholder 

about the role of responsiveness enabled by Web 2.0 technology (Deschamps et al. 2012). 

SoC has been found to contribute to continuation of use in  eLearning (Luo et al. 2017) and 

a timely response is associated with eService quality (Parasuraman et al. 2005) from eService 

quality. Due to the unequal power relationship among stakeholders, the access by (all) to 

timely responsiveness by the government agency is a powerful indicator of efficiency as a 

public value in online public engagement.  

3.2.2.3.3 Social value 
Influenced by the empirical validation of public value net benefits of government websites 

(Scott et al. 2016) and the identification of the correlation of SoC with trust and political 

efficacy in offline participation (Anderson 2010). Social value in online public engagement is 

conceptualised as the recognition of a shared value among users in the online interaction 

space, in relation to users perceptions of Trustworthiness, Efficacy and Well informedness.  
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A reputation for Trustworthiness is essential for any collaborative enterprise according to 

(Ostrom 1998) in her review of literature on collective action. While acknowledging that the 

public/government trust relationship is of premier importance in online public engagement. 

It is beyond the scope of this research to delve into the complexity of the many faceted 

relationships between government and citizen as facilitated by ICT.  Instead, it is proposed 

that trustworthiness is a fundamental first step for the potential building of trust, and 

therefore it is a precondition for trust (Avgerou et al. 2005).    

The public value participate in decision making (Scott et al. 2016) is renamed in this study as 

it aligns closely with the concept of Efficacy.  As internal efficacy refers to an individual’s 

belief regarding their own ability to influence the political process, and external efficacy to 

the individual’s belief regarding the responsiveness of government officials to the concerns 

of citizens (Anderson 2010; Verba et al. 1997).  Social interaction has been found to lead to 

an experienced SoC and have a significant and positive impact on individuals experience of 

internal and external political efficacy and individual and personal trust independent of age, 

income or gender (Anderson 2010).  

A sense of Well informedness was one of the experimental dimensions that was found to 

drive trust and satisfaction in an eGovernment evaluation design framework (Grimsley and 

Meehan 2007) and was one of the benefits most valued by users of eGovernment websites 

(Scott et al. 2016).  This study proposes that Well informedness as a public value in online 

public engagement includes elements of transparency, and openness and is concerned with 

the quality of the information provided and the extent to which the information is useful to 

the user. 

Hypothesis 4: Users perception of sense of belonging is positively associated with their 

perception of public value. 

Hypothesis 5: Users perception of shared emotional connection is associated with their 

perception of public value.  

Hypothesis 6: Users perception of influence is positively related with their perception of public 

value. 

Hypothesis 7: Users perception of SoC is positively associated with their perception of public 

value. 
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3.2.2.4 Objective 5 Discover to what extent users perceptions of SoC are 

impacted by type of participation 
Linking SoC to intention to participate, SoC has been proposed as an important factor that 

helps to explain why some people choose not to participate (lurkers) and some participate 

(Abfalter et al. 2012), see more in chapter 2.8. Some research has found that participation in 

the form of both reading and posting messages has a positive impact on SoC (Tonteri et al. 

2011). Some have found a divergence of perceptions of SoC depending on the type of 

participation (Hutter et al., 2016). Different types of participation has also resulted in 

different perceptions of public value (Scott et al. 2016), therefore it is appropriate for this 

study to examine the effect of participation on users perception of SoC. 

Hypothesis 8: Different types of platform use has divergent effects on users perception of 

SoC on the platform. 

 

In summary, to answer research question one SoC for online public engagement was defined 

and important components of SoC were identified through the qualitative analysis of 

participation, interaction and value in successful in online public engagement, the aim of 

Objective one.  

To discover the conditions for public value creation and answer the second research 

question, the four subconstructs of SoC were confirmed in online public engagement using 

quantitative surveys. Important platform conditions that facilitate participation and 

interaction in online public engagement, were uncovered using the new index of interaction 

governance. These constructs were confirmed and the relationship between Interaction 

governance and SoC was explored in Objective 3. To uncover social processes in online public 

engagement and users perception of the value of participation Objective 4 explored the 

relationship between SoC constructs and public values. Objective 5 explored the relationship 

between participation and SoC. 

In this way the study aimed to elucidate important social processes in online public value 

creation, leading to a better understanding to the role of Web 2.0 technology in online public 

engagement.  The research framework and model for the quantitative surveys are outlined 

below. 
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3.3 Research framework 
Despite identifying the potential of online public engagement and conceptualising its positive 

role in public value creation, existing research has not identified the components of good 

quality online interaction enabled by Web 2.0 technology or identified a collection of 

constructs that can support the creation of public value online.   

In response, this study aims to identify the conditions for successful online public 

engagement by introducing the full SoC theory to online public engagement. This study 

empirically verifies all four components of SoC in online public engagement. Consisting of 

Sense of belonging, Shared emotional connection, Influence and public values as Needs 

fulfilment (McMillan and Chavis 1986) in online public engagement. Domain specific 

antecedents of SoC are used to discover the conditions for public value creation in successful 

online public value engagement using this conceptualisation of SoC see Figure 3.2 below. 

 

Figure 3.2 Hypothesised relationships between constructs outlining the conditions for 
online public value creation in successful public engagement. 

 

Public value creation is concerned with the relationship between the individual and a social 

entity (group) that characterise the quality of that relationship (Meynhardt 2009) 206).  The 

utility of SoC theory in online public engagement, is that it examines an individual’s 

perception of being part of a group, it also recognises that for needs fulfilment to be 

meaningful it must be complemented by shared values (Chavis et al. 1986). In this way, the 

study uses this conceptualisation of SoC theory to better understand the online conditions 

for public value creation. 
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This SoC framework includes the creation of a new scale, (Interaction Governance) of online 

public engagement antecedents of SoC, to measure the platform management conditions 

for participation and interaction between government and public stakeholders. SoC 

measures users’ perception of the quality of the interaction, together with the new 

Interaction Governance scale they measure users’ perception of conditions for public value 

creation. The refined SoC subconstruct of SoC needs fulfilment as public values net benefits 

is used to measure the outcome of successful online public engagement. 

 

3.4 Summary of Chapter 
This chapter describes the focus and rationale for the study and identifies two research 

questions to discover the components of successful online public engagement and identify 

the conditions for public value creation. Using this SoC conceptualised framework, five 

objectives are outlined to answer the research questions. The relationships between the 

constructs for the research are described using a new conceptualisation of SoC theory to 

examine participation, interaction and public value in online public engagement.  In the next 

chapter the methodology used to gather data to test the framework is described. 
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Chapter 4 Research Approach and Methodology 
 

4.0 Introduction 
As the onus is on the researcher to describe in detail the approach taken and how the results 

were produced, this chapter presents and justifies the research approach and methodology.  

Firstly, presenting a discussion of epistemological perspectives associated with information 

systems research, the research approach chosen is described in relation to the underlying 

ontological and epistemological assumptions of the researcher. These are used to support 

the methodology chosen as the research has evolved. The theoretical perspectives that have 

influenced the data gathering, the methods used to gather the data to answer the research 

question and analyse the empirical data are described in detail below. 

 

4.1 Research purpose 
The purpose of this research is to identify important conditions of public value creation in 

online public engagement. This is achieved by introducing sense of community theory (SoC) 

to the analysis of government/public online interaction. This study draws on the experience 

of other online and offline domains and defines SoC for online public engagement with 

reference to the unique obligations and benefits associated with this domain. 

While the proposed value of public participation is lauded from many sources, there are few 

examples of mature successful online public engagement (Toots, 2019). This study identifies 

a mature online public engagement platform and identifies antecedents of SoC in online 

public engagement to inform the management of online public engagement platforms. The 

study extends SoC theory and its concept of shared values to examine the value of 

government/public interaction in online public engagement. The theory of SoC is extended 

using public value net benefits as a more nuanced domain appropriate extension to the 

needs fulfilment subconstruct of SoC theory in order to explore the following questions. 

 

What are the components of successful online public engagement? 

What are the conditions for public value creation in online public engagement? 

 

To help decide upon an approach to operationalise the research questions above, the 

sections that follow describe existing information systems (IS) research philosophies through 
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the categorisations of positivist, interpretative and critical perspectives and outline the 

research approach and methodologies for this research.  

4.2 Information systems and research philosophies  
Information systems is a relatively young discipline and it has been argued that the lack of a 

clear definition of Information systems (IS) is problematic and a cause for concern 

(Hirschheim and Klein 2003). Some feel it is difficult to distinguish the precise boundaries 

between IS and other disciplines, and propose that, the incorporation of an ethical discourse 

at the outset of research should help to avoid conceptual confusion (Stahl 2008).  The IS 

research domain draws on literature from political thought and sociology, business, 

communications and public administration for research on electronic participation.  

Some researchers lament the absence of a convergence in the literature between the 

domains of computer and information ethics and IS ethics  (Walsham 1996).  Yet, despite the 

desire to align challenging social and technical concerns with theory and practice, premier IS 

journals have not pursued the cause of ethics (Bell and Adam 2004).  Little has been written 

to change this status (Rogerson et al. 2017) with a few exceptions in the area of ethics and 

big data (Abbasi et al. 2016; White and Ariyachandra 2016). 

The nature of a research philosophy is concerned with important considerations regarding 

reality, knowledge and the role of values as a multidimensional set of continua, described as 

ontology, epistemology and axiology (Saunders et al. 2012).  The nature of reality or ontology 

is concerned with assumptions about the way the world operates, and objectivism and 

subjectivism are aspects of this reality. Objectivism proposes that social entities exist in 

reality external to and independent of social actors, whereas the subjectivism perspective 

finds that social phenomena are created through the perceptions and actions of affected 

social actors.   

Epistemology is concerned with what is acceptable knowledge within a particular research 

philosophy, this may be resources, or objects based, or more subjective feelings or attitudes 

and axiology concerns regarding the judgements about value described (or not) in the 

process of enquiry.   

The multi-faceted perspectives arising from these dimensions of ontology, epistemology and 

axiology are crafted to describe research philosophy classifications of information systems 

research namely, positivist, interpretative and critical perspectives (Orlikowski and Baroudi 

1991).  The ‘hard’ positivist approach is usually associated with quantitative methods and 
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the ‘soft’ interpretative approach is more often associated with qualitative methods and 

have each received extensive attention in the information systems research field.  

4.2.1 Positivist perspective 
The nature of reality associated with positivist research concerns an external reality that is 

objective and independent of social actors, acceptable knowledge is observable with a focus 

on laws and simplifying of elements to create generalisations.  This type of research is highly 

structured and aims to take an objective stance that is value free. Two categories of positivist 

research are put forward by (Orlikowski and Baroudi 1991), theoretical and descriptive. The 

former uses the positivist theoretical stance and the descriptive is so called because rather 

than use theory the research describes a ‘factual’ or ‘objective’ situation of interest to 

information systems research. Most positivist researchers contend that human action is 

intentional and rational, conflict and contradiction is not endemic to society and 

organisations and assume that humans interact in relatively orderly and stable ways. 

Positivist data collection methods often involve large samples, the measurement is usually 

quantitative, but can also be qualitative. Positive research usually begins with a priori formal 

proposition and examines fixed relationships to test a theory using a representative sample 

of a stated population (Klein and Myers 1999). 

4.2.2 Interpretivist perspective 
Interpretive research believes that reality is socially constructed, it is subjective and likely to 

change. The epistemology focuses on details and the reality behind the details, where 

subjective meanings and the motivation behind actions are questioned. Research of this type 

is considered subjective as the researcher cannot be separated from what is being 

researched, this type of approach is often used in qualitative and in-depth studies. The 

interpretive study takes a non-deterministic perspective to research with the aim of reaching 

a greater understanding of the research subject (Orlikowski and Baroudi 1991). 

In the past positivist research has been identified as the dominant type of philosophy used 

in high quality IS research (Orlikowski and Baroudi 1991). Since then debate has raged 

between the relative merits of each interpretive or positivist perspectives, while some 

contend that each position is mutually exclusive (Lincoln and Guba 2000), others arrive at a 

more accommodating view (Fitzgerald and Howcroft 1998) while (Gregor 2006) describes a 

strengthening of theory arising from the combination of theory types. 

4.2.3 Criticisms of positivist and interpretive research 
Positivist researchers believe that scientific inquiry is ‘value free’, that it is possible to 

research objectively and not get involved in moral judgements, where researchers can 
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comment on means and not ends. Whereas the interpretative perspective argues that 

researchers are implicit in their research. Unlike the natural sciences, in the social sciences 

researchers are implicated in their research on many levels, conceptual, methodological and 

substantive (Giddens 1987).  

Interpretive research has often been criticised for not examining external factors which 

influence meanings and experience and not addressing structural conflicts within society and 

organisations (Giddens 1979). Highlighting how the perspective cannot account for the 

disconnect between actors accounts of action, their intentions and their actual behaviour, 

and cannot explain historical change, and in so doing systematically ignores the possibility of 

structures of conflict within society, particularly those that generate change. 

As the primary aim of much IS research is to contribute to practice, the relevance and utility 

of the interpretivist perspective to IS research is clear (Orlikowski and Baroudi 1991), yet 

within critical IS research interesting questions relating to power and who benefits from the 

results of IS research in practice (Howcroft and Trauth 2008) come to light. 

4.2.4 Critical perspective 
Critical research is a third IS philosophical dimension along with positivist and interpretative 

perspectives (Orlikowski and Baroudi 1991). These type of studies take a critical stance to 

critique the prevailing social conditions regarding existing assumptions about organisations 

and information systems, with the aim of exposing the contradictory nature of existing social 

practice.  Critical research has been described as a missing paradigm in IS research (Chen and 

Hirschheim 2004) although some concede it remains under-represented (Richardson and 

Robinson 2007) or deny the absence of critical research (Falconer 2008). 

Drawing on aspects of critical management studies that resonate with IS research, (Howcroft 

and Trauth 2004) identify themes including a reflexivity that distinguishes critical research 

from other management research (positive) (Mingers 2000). Critical research instead 

highlights the importance of identifying structures of power and diverse interests (Howcroft 

and Trauth 2004). 

Some contend that critical research can provide potential contributions to IS research 

beyond those of positive or interpretive research (Meyers and Klein, 2011). As it questions 

taken for granted and widely accepted assumptions at all levels of analysis including society, 

organisational, group and individual. Expanding the scope of IS research from organisational 

level to the level of society as many fundamental beliefs originate in government and other 

societal institutions. For others critical researchers use of social theory is concerned with 
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devising questions and strategies for exploring the world (Kincheloe et al. 2005) rather than 

determining how they see the world (Myers and Klein 2011). 

Values are at the core of critical research projects, as an explicit value position is used to 

counteract the fundamental criticism position to ensure that criticism does not descend into 

destructive negativism. Thereby, distinguishing critical research from many types of 

interpretive research, where a priori theoretical categories are often discouraged (Urquhart 

2001).  

Critical research aims to combine theory and action working towards equitable change, yet 

in common with IS generally a credibility gap exists between theory and practice in critical IS 

research (Kvasny and Richardson 2006).  

4.2.5 Pluralism 
The research field of IS has accepted the concept that it is possible to adopt different 

research approaches within the same project (Galliers 1992). Triangulation or the 

appropriate application of diverse methods to achieve a more complete investigation of the 

topic of interest has long been accepted in the social sciences. This ‘dialectic of learning’ 

contrasts qualitative and quantitative data to deliver alternative viewpoints of the same 

focus of study (Denzin 1970; Olsen 2004). From the business and management perspective 

the research philosophies of pragmatism and realism as outlined below can accommodate a 

pluralist approach. 

The realism perspective takes an objective ontological stance, believing that reality exists 

independently of human thoughts and beliefs or even knowledge of own existence. This is 

further interpreted through social conditioning in a critical realist stance. Methods used to 

collect and interpret data can be qualitative or quantitative as appropriate to the subject of 

research (Saunders et al. 2012). Realists argue that some things have an inherent quality, yet 

are unobservable such as relationships, power, status (Olsen 2004). 

The pragmatist ontology believes that reality is external and consists of multiple realities, 

whichever is most suitable for answering the research question. Regarding an epistemology, 

both subjective meanings and observable phenomena are sources of knowledge, its 

suitability is guided by the research question.  Different perspectives can be used to better 

interpret the data, while the focus remains on the practical application of the research 

(Saunders et al. 2012). 
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4.2.6 An approach for this research 
Recognising the importance of social and political relevance as a reaction to earlier 

normative and epistemological failures, has led to a pursuit of value-oriented and critical 

approaches to theory and practice (Fischer 1993). Careful consideration is required by the 

researcher when considering a research approach (Orlikowski and Baroudi 1991), and the 

approach must be relevant to the topic chosen (Galliers 1992).  Prompting this study to take 

a postpositivist approach to theory, where “values in research are not about being either 

subjective or objective, nor do they prefer subjectivity over objectivity. They emphasise 

multiplicity and complexity as hallmarks of humanity”  (Ryan 2006) 16).  It was appropriate 

to take a postpositive approach, as the research area of online public engagement is complex 

and multiple methodologies (Wildemuth 1993) were needed to answer the research 

questions.  A critical realist ontological position proposes that reality can only be imperfectly 

discovered, it reflects an epistemology where a duality exists and findings are probably true 

(Lincoln et al. 2011). As post positivism enables theory, hypotheses, quantitative, and 

qualitative methods to co-exist (Kock et al. 2008) these multiple methods contribute a more 

comprehensive understanding of the components of online public engagement. 

 

Influenced by Habermas this study takes a questioning stance to elucidate the online 

conditions of public value creation in online public engagement. Where, despite differences 

in the power and ability to communicate, the critical intention is the creation of the ideal 

discourse situation. The interaction and cooperation intrinsic to the communicative action 

of Habermas, calls on individuals to recognise the value of the other in an effort to arrive at 

a consensus based on the best arguments. Giving the role of validity checker to (always 

fallible) discourse norms (Habermas 1984), “renders all communication aimed at mutual 

understanding an ethical endeavour” (Stahl 2008) 30). 

The study aims to bring a greater understanding of the type of social processes that occur in 

successful online public engagement. Highlighting a more appropriate application of Web 2.0 

social technology to facilitate interaction online between government staff and the public. 

4.3 Research methodologies 
Although numerous research methodologies exist, they are usually categorised in IS research 

according to a quantitative and qualitative dichotomy (Meyers, 1997), yet, this dichotomy 

can also be problematic as it categorises according to the nature of the data rather than the 

research methods  (Yin 2009). In the past, IS has been criticised for the commonly held 
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perception that the relationship between philosophy and methods are seen as clear-cut 

(Hassan et al. 2018). While both positivist and interpretivist research philosophies are often 

associated with particular research methodologies, IS critical research philosophy is not.  

Methodologies associated with a positivist approach include surveys, controlled experiments 

and inferential statistics used for data analysis. These quantitative methods are drawn from 

the natural sciences where they were used to study natural phenomena and are mostly 

positivist in outlook. The validity and reliability of these measurement instruments are of 

primary importance to the positivist research philosophy who assign an objective role to the 

researcher (Orlikowski and Baroudi 1991). Qualitative methods were originally used in the 

social sciences to study social and cultural phenomena in their natural setting, examples of 

qualitative methods include interviews and questionnaires, observations and field 

observation, documents and texts (Klein and Myers 1999).  

 

Research methods can be distinguished according to a number of different factors (Mingers 

2003) these include; the research paradigm that is used, by quantitative or qualitative, 

intensive or extensive, theory or data driven as described below. 

Type of paradigm; While research methods are not immovably fixed to a single paradigm, 

they can be classified according to general orientation or assumptions made. Arriving at a 

positivist, interpretive or intervention orientation, the latter associated with methods 

advocating change those often associated with critical research philosophies. 

Quantitative vs qualitative; quantitative data can be described as “conforming to interval or 

ordinal scales” produced from a measurement process, whereas qualitative data are 

“essentially linguistic or pictorial” and represent meanings (Mingers 2003). Research 

methods such as questionnaires or interviews can produce both types of data, within social 

research the two types of data are found to be mutually informing (Bryman 2016).  

Nomothetic vs ideographic; refers to the form of knowledge generated from the research. 

Nomothetic knowledge is an output of positivist research methods such as survey and 

experimentation  (Mingers 2003), that aim to produce statistically generalisable data (Dubé 

and Paré 2003).  Ideographic research is associated with interpretivism and aims to reach a 

greater understanding of a particular process or situation it is associated with some types of 

case study (Denzin and Lincoln 1994). 
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Intensive vs extensive; as a further refinement of above, the complementary positions of 

extensive research gathering, consisting of relatively superficial information about a large 

number of cases. Whereas intensive research, studies in depth a small number of cases to 

better understand the context and meanings of the area of study (Sayer 1992). 

Data driven vs theory driven; another important distinction is between data driven and 

theory driven research (Mingers 2003). The data gathered could still be quantitative (data 

mining) or qualitative (grounded theory) data driven methods (Miles et al. 1994). The above 

highlights the importance of reflecting upon both the method and the type of data produced. 

 

The area of study and its suitability for answering the research question mainly influences 

the type of methodology used, highlighting the seemingly conflicting needs of relevance and 

rigor (Keen 1991).  A reflective applicability check is proposed (Rosemann and Vessey 2008) 

to align the research process to the needs of practice (Klein et al. 2006) using three 

dimensions of relevance: importance, accessibility and applicability. More recently the ‘last 

research mile’ research has described three stages: proof of concept research, that outlines 

the functional feasibility of a solution. Proof of value research, that examines the extent to 

which a solution can create value across a variety of conditions and proof of use, research 

which examines the complex issues of operational feasibility arguing that there need not be 

a trade-off between rigor and relevance (Nunamaker et al. 2015). The concept of rigorous 

research that keeps the broader concerns of practice at the centre of the research, sits well 

with the overall concept of contributing to change as proposed by IS critical research. 

4.3.1 Case study research  
Case studies are conducted with the aim of discovering a rich understanding of a 

phenomenon in IS research, usually describing a complex phenomenon that requires in 

depth data gathering from several different perspectives using an interpretative perspective 

to explore, describe or explain the subject of study (Van Der Blonk 2003). A noted challenge 

to the use of single case studies is the apparent lack of generalisability of the findings. 

Although, (Yin 2009) contends that case studies are generalisable to theoretical propositions.  

Case study research can contribute to the development of concepts and the generalisation 

of theory, it enables specific implications be drawn and can contribute to rich insight 

between theory and practice (Walsham 1995).  Case studies are more often multiple case 

designs, but a single design study is appropriate when the case is extreme or unique, or 

revelatory and it meets all the necessary conditions for testing a theory (Yin 2009). Using 

multiple sources of data has a place in overcoming research bias (Galliers 1992), while still 
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subject to the influence of the researcher the triangulation of data strengthens measures of 

the same phenomenon (Yin 2009). 

Case studies provide the opportunity to analyse data from a variety of sources, recently case 

studies have included mining activity data (Chatterjee et al. 2018) to gain behavioural 

insights. Case study research enables the investigation of phenomena that need to be 

examined within the context that they occur (Keutel et al. 2014). As a system cannot be 

separated from the context in which it is implemented and deployed (Orlikowski 1992).  

The quality of empirical research rests on two pillars, good practice and the ability for 

stakeholders to assess or evaluate the research proposal or project (Marton 2013). Quality 

in empirical research is defined by (Lincoln and Guba 1985) as the trustworthiness of 

scientific research,  which is concerned with four basic questions of truth value, applicability, 

consistency and neutrality.  

Qualitative research is an umbrella term used to describe a variety of methods of studying 

social phenomena (Madill et al. 2000) and the diversity of methods that contributes to the 

challenges of agreeing a qualitative research strategy (Marton 2013).  Qualitative criteria 

developed for one qualitative research strategy are often of little or no help to another 

(Corbin and Strauss 1990).  Credibility, originality, resonance and usefulness are proposed as 

the main rationale for grounded theory data generation (Charmaz 2006), as opposed to 

testing theories or providing well documented data for replicating the research project as 

valid rationale for a case study (Yin 2009). This highlights the need to fit quality criteria to the 

procedures and aims of the phenomena being studied.  

As the gap between the digital and physical worlds reduce (Lyytinen and Yoo 2002), some 

researchers have highlighted the under-utilization of digitalized data sources that includes 

digital trace data (Yoo 2010) along with non-digitised sources (Hedman et al. 2013).  In 

advancing the view that there is an inherent inseparability between the technical and the 

social (Orlikowski and Scott 2008) they call for a reassessment of conventional views of 

technology to better understand complex socio-material practices in organisations.  

4.3.2 Survey 
Survey methods and practices are designed to sample and collect data from a large number 

of units, making it a cost effective way to achieve generalisable results (Venkatesh and 

Vitalari 1991). The aim of the survey method is to gather quantitative descriptions of 

important aspects of the phenomena studied. Usually associated with positive research, a 

priori statements and hypothesis, the use of open text boxes enable the integration of 
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qualitative elements in survey data collection methods (Barnes and Vidgen 2006). Surveys 

are used to explore the phenomena of interest, discover the range of responses, to develop 

concepts and measurements or to describe the study area or some distribution within the 

population of study. They are often used in conjunction with an explanatory survey which 

aims to test theory and hypothesised causal relationships between named variables  

(Pinsonneault and Kraemer 1993). 

Surveys in the form of structured interviews or self-administered questionnaires remain 

powerful and popular tools for collecting data in IS research, enabled by the move to online 

surveys (Ridings and Gefen 2004; Ridings et al. 2002). Surveys are also subject to participant 

fatigue due to the ubiquitous nature of surveys using Web 2.0 technology, yet self-

administered surveys can also provide the opportunity to gather sensitive data and address 

private issues (Venkatesh and Vitalari 1991).  

4.3.3 Focus groups 
Focus groups are an appropriate method for exploring opinions of both individuals and 

groups, allowing for interaction between both the researcher and several individuals. It is an 

excellent source of large amounts of rich data in the respondent’s own words, allowing for 

deeper understanding of the meaning and context, making it possible to make connections 

and identify subtle nuances in expression and meaning (Stewart and Shamdasani, 2014).  

Drawing on the influence of both sociology and market research, focus groups endeavour to 

bridge both the academic and practitioner perspectives. The core purpose of the focussed 

interview is to gather qualitative data from people who have experienced a specific situation 

(Stewart and Shamdasani, 2014).  The use of focus groups permits the observation of 

individuals in a group setting with regard to the acceptance or rejection of the ideas of 

others. From its roots in psychotherapeutic and the social psychological tradition, focus 

groups aim to discover knowledge that is on the boundary between scientific and everyday 

knowledge (Calder 1977).  Management researchers have used focus groups to generate or 

select ideas and hypothesis for future deductive testing (Coule 2013).   

Participants of focus groups are influenced by many variables including intrapersonal factors 

and individual differences, interpersonal factors and environmental factors. Individual 

characteristics influence group processes depending on the degree to which the group is 

homogeneous, these factors include, demographic factors, physical factors and personality. 

The management of the focus group needs to be balanced by the requirements of objectivity 

on behalf of the moderator with control factors that ensure open and civil communication 

and the philosophical underpinnings of the research (Kehoe and Lindgren 2003). 
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Challenges to successful focus groups can include effective moderation of dominant 

participants who take over discussions and moderator bias regarding the types of answers 

that are desirable or the pursuit of group consensus on particular topics, if appropriate (Byers 

and Wilcox 1991). Focus groups are a well-established method that enable the collection of 

qualitative data (Myers 2013) and are valuable, yet, under-utilized in IS research for exploring 

the socio-technical nature of IS (Stahl et al. 2011). 

4.3.4 Template analysis 
Template analysis is a style of thematic analysis that uses a form of hierarchical coding, it is 

a highly structured way of analysing textual data, it is described as being flexible enough to 

adjust to an individual study (Brooks et al. 2015). Both template analysis and grounded 

analysis (Braun and Clarke 2012) are flexible qualitative data analysis approaches that involve 

the development of a hierarchical coding structure. These approaches differ in three main 

ways, in template analysis the coding template is created on the basis of a sub-set of the 

data, in template analysis definitions are often produced at the initial template stage, with 

the aim to guide further coding and template development and template analysis often uses 

many levels of sub themes to capture the most amount of detail from the data.  

Unlike some other thematic approaches to coding, template analysis does not suggest a 

sequence of coding levels in advance, instead the researcher is encouraged to allow the data 

to dictate where more themes should be developed. Template analysis is not particularly 

associated with any one epistemological stance as its flexibility allows it to be adapted to the 

needs of the study at hand, there is no set sequence of coding levels  (King and Brooks 2016). 

The seven stages of template analysis have been suggested (King 2012) and are outlined 

below. 

1) Familiarisation – before beginning a systematic analysis it is important to read through the 
data several times to become as familiar as possible with the data. 

2) Preliminary coding – it is important to take note of anything in the data that might be 
relevant and contribute to answering the research questions. Especially information that 
supports a priori research themes. Usually preliminary coding is carried out on a sub section 
of the data. 

3) Clustering – building on the preliminary analysis emerging and a priori themes are 
clustered into meaningful groups and ordered hierarchically. Sometimes several levels of a 
theme are nested hierarchically or sometimes themes can have lateral relationships between 
clusters. 
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4) Producing an initial template – clusters of themes are the basis for producing the initial 
version of the coding template.  A diagram is often used to show the hierarchical organisation 
of themes in each cluster or across clusters. 

5) Developing the template – next the initial template is applied to the rest of the data. The 
template is iteratively amended to ensure that it captures what is relevant and important in 
the data. 

6) Applying the final template – when the analysis reaches the point where no more 
significant changes are needed to ensure that all the data of relevance has been covered. 
The full set of data is then coded to the final version of the template. The template is used 
to help develop the understanding of the data. 

7) Writing up - The final template is used to help organise the way the analysis is presented 
in the presentation of the findings. 

Template analysis has been used in qualitative analysis in a variety of settings including: an 

interpretative IS study of global information technology outsourcing (Malik and Nicholson 

2020) and medical primary care research that sought  to understand the adoption and 

implementation of an electronic clinical audit and feedback tool to support medicine 

optimisation (Jeffries et al. 2017). 

4.4 Methods for this research 
To answer the two research questions, methods appropriate to each question and stage of 

the study were used as outlined in Table 4.1 below. Methods used to discover the 

components of successful online public engagement and answer research question one 

included focus groups with stakeholders interviews and thematic analysis of online 

interactions.  This qualitative process provided the foundation for the quantitative online 

survey approach to answer research question 2, to discover the conditions for public value 

creation in successful online public engagement. Using different approaches helped to obtain 

a better overview of online public engagement from different stakeholder perspectives, as 

the triangulation of data is a recognised way to strengthen measures of the same 

phenomenon (Yin 2009).  

The initial phases of the data collection were inductive in nature due to the dearth of 

literature on the applicability of SoC theory in online public engagement. As this study is the 

first to examine the entire SoC framework (McMillan and Chavis 1986) with regard to online 

public engagement, in the first instance it was important to identify the subconstructs of SoC 

in this domain. 

The study took an iterative approach to data collection, the outputs from each phase 

informed the next phase. In the first phase, drawing on the extant literature from both online 

and offline public participation, scoping interviews and observation of a relevant open group 
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email and informed the approach to the two pilot studies. Pilot 1 sought the opinions of the 

public regarding their perceptions of needs fulfilment/ value on the OGP platform. Using 

subconstructs of SoC, Pilot 2 asked government staff about their experiences of online public 

participation. Outputs from these pilots influenced the conceptualisation of SoC for online 

public engagement and the creation of the SoC check list.  This in turn influenced the creation 

of the SoC and Interaction Process Analysis matrix for analysing online interactions in Phase 

2 and guided the selection of constructs in Phase 3 see Figure 4.1 below. 

 

Figure 4.1 Data collection process  

Each phase of the study informed the following phase as outlined below in Table 4.1 and 

Figure 4.2 care was taken to use appropriate data gathering methods at each phase of the 

research.  

4.4.1 Overview of study phases and activities 
An overview of the research activities undertaken in the three phases of the study are 

described in Table 4.1 below. Prior research had identified government responsiveness as a 

key challenge to successful online public engagement and little was known about the social 

processes that take place in successful online public engagement.  

 In Phase 1 the research explores the process of online public engagement from the 

perspective of staff and public users. Phase 2 involves the observation and qualitative 

analysis of participation and interaction on the platform chosen. Phase 3 is concerned with 

evaluating both staff and government users perceptions of participation, interaction and 

value on the platform. The individual steps required to operationalise this process are 

described in Figure 4.2 below. 

 

Phase 3  Confirm conditions for public value creation

Interaction Governance + SoC = Public value

Phase 2 Identify components of successful online public engagement

Conceputalise SoC theory in online public engagement

Phase 1 - Pilot 1 and 2 - stakeholders view

Public users Defining the context Staff users
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Table 4.1 Overview of study phases and activities 

Research 
Phase 

Research Activity Method Topic analysed 

Phase 1 
Defining the 
context 
 
 
 
 
Pilot 1 
Refining 
Problem  
 
 
Pilot 2 
Refining SoC 
for online 
public 
engagement 

Observed online OGP activity in 
Ireland for 2 years, observing email 
groups ogp@dgroups.org OGP civil 
society group, ogpirl@dgroups.org.   
Informal scoping interviews with 
international online engagement 
experts. 
 
Public users were asked to describe 
their experience of using an Irish 
OGP Development plan 
eConsultation platform in an online 
focus group. 
 
Government users were invited to a 
video focus group/webinar and a 
questionnaire was circulated with 
the management of the online 
facilitators community on 
Knowledge Hub UK. 

 
Email group 
observation 
 
Scoping 
interviews (13) 
 
 
Focus group (9) 
participants 
 
 
 
Webinar/focus 
group (17) 
Survey (13) 

State of the art in 
online public 
engagement. 
 
Search for exemplars 
of online public 
engagement. 
 
Public users 
perceptions of needs 
fulfilment/value of 
online public 
engagement. 
 
Government users 
perceptions of SoC 
and the value of 
online engagement. 

Phase 1 
output 

The creation of a SoC in online public engagement checklist. 

Phase 2 
Identification 
 

The identification of a mature 
online public engagement platform, 
Care Opinion Scotland. 
 
Observed patterns of 
communication on Care Opinion in 
Scotland. 
 
Creation of a template analysis 
matrix with Interaction Process 
Analysis (Bales, 1951) with SoC for 
online public engagement. 

 
 
 
 
Observation 
 
 
Qualitative 
analysis of 
sample (202) 
‘stories’ (216 
responses) 

 
Analysis of the 
interaction process on 
the platform 
 
Identification of 
subconstructs of SoC 
and the norms of 
participation and 
interaction on the 
platform 

 
Phase 2 
output 

 
Identification of levels and types of interaction in online public engagement. 
Indication of participation norms and areas of value creation on the platform. 
 

Phase 3 
Confirmatory 
 
 

Influenced by the findings of the 
qualitative study, prior research 
was consulted to create a bank of 
suitable questions. 
 
These question were further 
refined with the help of public 
engagement experts, then 
amended and distributed to both 
public and government Care 
Opinion platform users.  

 
Online staff 
survey (262) 
responses 
 
 
Online public 
user survey (105) 
responses 

Both government 
staff and public users 
experience of 
platform 
management as an 
antecedent of SoC. 
The extent that users 
experienced a SoC on 
the platform 
The extent that users 
experienced public 
value on the platform 

Phase 3 
Output 

Model to measure users perception of public value creation in online public 
engagement. 
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Figure 4.2 Steps taken at each phase of the research to achieve the research objective
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4.4.1.1 Software used for analysis 
In Phase 2, qualitative samples public and staff interactions on the Care Opinion platform 

was arranged into reports using the Care Opinion platform search and reporting facilities. 

This information was analysed using NVivo 11 the qualitative analysis software. The key value 

of using NVivo was the ability to order code into nodes, reorder classifications of code as 

needed and model these classifications. 

In Phase 3 the paid version of Survey Monkey online survey software was used to distribute 

the quantitative surveys to Care Opinion users.  The analysis of the data gathered was 

conducted initially using SPSS statistics 25. Then for further analysis of the relationships 

between constructs, Structured Equation Modelling (SEM) using Smart PLS.  Smart PLS was 

chosen as it enables powerful analysis of data and is suitable if the goal of the research is 

exploring new relationships or is an extension of an existing structural theory (Hair et al. 

2019). 

SEM aims to model relationships between conceptual variables, observed and latent (Hair et 

al. 2019).  While Principal Component Analysis ignores the specified path model, Partial Least 

Squares-SEM takes all the information from the specified nomological network into account 

when forming the composites, not only the variance-covariance within a construct (Hair et 

al. 2011). 

Previously PLS-SEM was sometimes viewed as less rigorous before individual disciplines 

became familiar with the software and the approach.  PLS was often recommended as it can 

overcome the challenge of small sample sizes (Reinartz et al. 2009), not a sufficient reason 

for using the software, resulting in some negative perceptions of the software itself. 

Whereas, when properly applied PLS-SEM has many benefits (Hair, et al., 2011).  

PLS is viewed as an alternative to CB-SEM (Jöreskog 1973) which usually has very restrictive 

assumptions (Hair et al., 2011). The PLS technique enables both explanation and importantly 

for the area of management, prediction (Hair et al., 2019). The use of Partial Least Squares 

(PLS)-SEM is becoming increasingly popular in management domains (Sosik et al. 2009), 

including IS (Ringle et al. 2012). PLS is used to test complete theories and concepts often 

using complex models (Hair, et al., 2011), it enables a causal modelling approach that aims 

to maximise the explained variance of the dependent latent constructs (Hair et al. 2017). 
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4.5 Phase One exploratory pilot studies  
To answer the first research question and address Objective one phase 1 began to identify 

components of successful online public engagement with an inductive approach. 

Interactions in an open email group between government staff and the public were observed 

and thirteen informal scoping interviews (Robertson et al. 2012) were conducted. Finding 

interviewees often involved a snowball method (Suri 2011) as interviewees or potential 

interviewees recommended a further contact who had expertise in online public 

engagement. Pilot studies were used to explore both public and staff users perceptions of 

participation, interaction and value in online public participation.  In Pilot 1, an online focus 

group was used to explore platform participants experience of value in online public 

engagement and is described in the following sections. 

The researcher as an outsider (to government) found it was challenging to discover 

government employees opinions of online participation. This challenge was to an extent 

overcome thanks to an introduction from one of the interviewees, to a manager with the 

Knowledge Hub UK, who kindly engaged with the study in Pilot 2.  This created the 

opportunity to discuss SoC for online public engagement with government employees who 

were experienced online moderators themselves. It facilitated the continued refinement of 

SoC in online public engagement and helped the search for a suitable site to collect data.  

Both pilot studies did not offer the same type of forms of engagement, access to users was 

an issue in both pilot studies. While the invitation to conduct a webinar/video focus group 

was forthcoming from Khub management, permission was only given to add questions to a 

survey that Khub management were conducting themselves. The different approaches to the 

two pilot studies reflected the amount of access that was granted and the preferences of 

each group/platform management.  

Each pilot sought to discover what value if any users received from their participation 

activities. The research had limited success recruiting public participants for the OGP portal 

research, although the asynchronous text focus group did have a range of different types of 

users and the researcher was in direct contact with public participants.  There was little direct 

contact between Khub staff user and the researcher The value of the Khub staff users 

webinar/ video focus group came from the conversations with the platform management 

and a small number of users following the online event. 
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Table 4.2 Functioning of the pilot studies 

OGP public portal Khub staff platform 

Direct contact with participants Little direct contact with 
participants 

Asynchronous - Focus group  Webinar/video focus group 

 Questionnaire 

 Interviews with platform 
management 

 

4.5.1 Pilot one OGP online focus group – public users 
The Open Government Partnership (OGP) is a multi-stakeholder, trans-national 

collaboration initiative that began in 2011 with eight countries, supported by President 

Barack Obama, the numbers have since grown to include 79 participating countries (Lathrop 

and Ruma 2010). The partnership is based on three principles of transparency, collaboration 

and participation and brings together government reformers and civil society leaders to 

create action plans. The aim is to make governments more inclusive, responsive and 

accountable. Ireland joined in 2014 by endorsing a high-level Open Government Declaration 

and undertaking to develop a country level action plan with public consultation every two 

years. The second Irish National Action Plan was being developed when this research took 

place.  

This study invited users of the OGP development plan platform to participate in focus groups 

to discuss their experiences of using the platform and the OGP process.  Despite this research 

being independent of the beleaguered OGP process it proved very difficult find participants 

willing to take part. Users of the Irish Open Government Partnership Development Plan 

eConsultation portal were invited to participate in a focus group to discuss their experiences 

of using the platform and the OGP process.   The categories in the focus group discussion 

guide are outlined in Figure 4.3 below and detailed below. 

 

 

Figure 4.3 The categories used to explore public users perception value in online public 
engagement. 

Using the (Stewart and Shamdasani 2014) the focus group methodology is outlined in Figure 

4.4 below. 

Participation  

 

Process  Benefits  
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The objectives of the focus groups 

1. To give the online public participants an opportunity to collaboratively discuss and 

explore their value perceptions from their use of 

the e-consultation portal; and to enable them to 

participate in the development of the portal to 

deliver more value.  

2. Enable the study to further develop 

measurements and tools so that the idea of public 

value can be elaborated and brought into 

mainstream discourse in the development of 

eGovernment services in Ireland. 

3. To help focus on public value in the design 

of online public engagement tools and improve 

current platforms. 

4. To help the study effectively communicate 

tangible public value results of online 

participation to other stakeholders. 

Figure 4.4 Public Value eConsultation Focus group design 

4.5.1.1 Discussion guide 
The discussion guide consisted of three sections beginning with questions to ascertain 

information regarding the user’s initial experience of using the platform and creating a 

submission. The second section sought information about user’s experience of the 

development plan process and their interaction with other users and the final section 

examined the user’s satisfaction with the outcomes of the process, details in Appendix A. 

There was also a space included for participants to introduce and discuss their own topic. 

 

4.5.1.2 Recruiting the sample 
This study made use of the freely available information that people had shared on their 

submissions to the OGP platform, this enabled an analysis of the type of user who made the 

submission and their geographic location.  

The focus group methodology aimed to enable the observation of individuals in a group 

setting with regard to the acceptance or rejection of the ideas of others (Stewart and 
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Shamdasani 2014). There was a high degree of diversity among the participants who 

submitted to the platform. Sometimes competing interests i.e. between professional 

organisations, non-governmental organisations, local development campaigners and 

individuals added another level of complexity to the focus group dynamic. 

 

4.5.1.3 Moderation and conducting the group 
Initially the focus groups were planned to take place in a hotel in Dublin and moderated by 

an experienced moderator. Yet, despite all efforts at recruiting participants including emails 

and the use of an online meeting co-ordinating software, no time was found that could suit 

a viable number of participants. An online video focus group was then proposed and that 

also did not find support among the participants, eventually an asynchronous online text 

focus group was used by 9 participants. This method overcame time and distance constraints 

and enabled as diverse and broadly representative group (of people who had submitted to 

the platform) as possible to participate. Few interaction guidelines were required to 

moderate this type of the focus group, apart from a gentle reminder of online etiquette in 

the introductory email, and an occasional prompt for more information (Stewart and 

Shamdasani 2017).  

 

4.5.1.4 Analysis and interpretation of the data and writing the report 
As the focus group consisted of visible text components that required a low level of 

interpretation (other mannerisms relating to physical interaction focus groups were not 

present) this study conducted a manifest content analysis as described by (Nili et al. 2014) 

and outlined below. 

 

 

Preparation 

• The transcript was read through several times to understand the entire context. 

• Text was extracted around each question and divided into context areas. 

• Each context area was divided into meaning units and condensed, keeping the 
description close to the text. 

Organising 

• Without losing the context, each condensed meaning unit was abstracted and 
labelled with a code. 

• Codes were sorted into categories. 

• Underlying meaning of the content of each category were formulated into themes. 
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Reporting 

• Using the data to link categories and themes in each content area, tables were used 
to report the analysis process. 

 
Information gathered in this pilot helped to inform the next pilot and highlighted important 

elements of public users’ perception of value in online public engagement. It was important 

to discover the how government staff interact online and so an example of this user group 

interacting successfully online was sought. 

 

4.5.2 Pilot two Knowledge Hub video focus group – staff users 
Having examined public users’ perspectives of online public engagement in pilot 1 and as 

there was an absence of government staff participation on the portal in pilot 1, this time the 

aim was to discover more about online interaction conducted by government staff.  Being 

external to government it was difficult to find a suitable platform to gather this type of data. 

Finally, the Knowledge Hub was recommended by an interviewee who facilitated the 

introduction to one of the managers of the platform.  

The Knowledge Hub is the UK’s largest public service collaboration platform it is an online 

networking platform for public sector employees. Different kinds of staff working across 

public services use Knowledge Hub (Khub) to exchange knowledge and discuss ideas and 

experiences with others working in public services in a secure environment.   

Following a skype interview the digital community and knowledge manager of Knowledge 

Hub kindly enabled membership of Khub and the online facilitators community for the 

researcher.  It was therefore possible to observe the norms of participation and interaction 

on the community.  The researcher was invited to conduct a webinar/video focus group to 

share SoC with members of the online facilitators’ community  

SoC subconstructs were used to explore online participation by government staff: Sense of 

belonging was used to help examine participation norms, Shared emotional connection and 

Influence were used to explore interaction norms and Needs fulfilment was used to explore 

value creation, see Figure 4.5 below. 

 

 

 

Participation 

Sense of belonging  

Interaction 

Shared emotional connection 

Influence 

 

Value 

Needs fulfilment 
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Figure 4.5 Categories used to explore Staff users perception of SoC in an online public 
service community 

Discussions were influenced by prior research in other domains that describe the utility of 

SoC in successful online communities. Yet, it was important to ground SoC in practical 

considerations that would resonate with these government employee community 

facilitators. Therefore, it was decided to describe SoC using important platform design 

considerations of participation, interaction and value. This pilot study explored staff platform 

users experience of SoC traits on Khub both from the perspective of norms of 

participation/interaction and the role of membership/profiles as managed by the platform 

see Appendix A for slides from the presentation.  

Next a short SoC survey was circulated to all members of the online facilitators community 

as part of a larger survey undertaken by the management of Khub, see Appendix A for 

questions used. Unfortunately, there was a technical difficulty saving responses to the 

questionnaire and only 13 responses were saved. The responses to the questionnaire were 

analysed in association with the KHub manager, used to examine the health of the online 

facilitators community and to help identify SoC enabling factors in online public engagement. 

The survey was scored using a 5-part Likert scale and as so few took part results were 

calculated by hand as a basic indication of the attitudes of users on the Khub platform. 

 

When the findings of both pilot studies were joined together it gave an informed view of 

how SoC theory could be applied in online public engagement. Enabling the creation of a 

checklist of SoC enabling factors see Table 4.3 below. With reference to both types of end 

user, this checklist helped to indicate which practical factors corresponded with SoC theory 

in the online public engagement context.  

Table 4.3 SoC checklist of enabling factors in online public engagement 

Norms of 
participation 

Do the norms of participation on the platform include an identity that other 
participants can recognise? (Identified by: the sharing of names, pictures, job 
titles) 
 
Is the platform moderated? (Identified by: the presence of moderation and 
identity sharing/validation). 

 
Norms of 
Interaction 

Do the norms of reply on the platform, including language promote values of 
positive engagement practices?  
(Identified by: people sharing meaningful information and a respectful 
interaction tone on the platform). 
 
What is the role of influence on the platform?  
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(Identified by: evidence that users can contribute to change on the platform 
as a response or change and can show they have been influenced by the 
platform e.g. likes). 
 

Value Is there evidence of satisfaction of needs fulfilment activities on the 
platform? (Identified by: questions answered, information sharing, including 
praise and affirmation for the quality of some aspect of service provided). 
 

 Can users of the platform search to find relevant open information?  
(Identified by: openly accessible high quality information that is easily 
searchable). 

 

The checklist above was compiled as a method to determine the type of interactivity that 

was conceptualised to support the creation of SoC on a website.  It was used to determine 

the suitability of the chosen data collection site for phases two and three. It proved to be 

very difficult to find a suitable platform. 

 

4.5.3 Choosing a platform for data collection 
Using the criteria from Table 4.3 above, it took almost 3 years to find a suitable online public 

engagement platform. Subject matter expert interviewees were asked to suggest a platform 

that demonstrated open online interaction between citizens and the public in the English 

language. Some interviewees, (list of interviewees in Appendix A) described pilot projects 

that had ambitious aims. For example: an online citizen to citizen peer support project in 

Wales, aimed to develop a web-based Wisdom Bank providing online, interactive, one-to-

one advice and mentoring in a secure private environment. Unfortunately the lottery funded 

project did not prove to be successful, the platform was criticised as it had only registered 

340 users in two years at a cost of over £700 per user before the platform went offline 

(Heaney 2016). 

Even for countries that were regarded as models of advanced utilisation of the internet and 

communication technology for government services, large scale citizen engagement projects 

have been challenging, as shown by the perceived failure of Estonia’s Osale.ee (Toots 2019). 

Dutch municipalities are also perceived to be at the forefront of technology use for public 

services provision, yet even forerunner municipalities were found to largely cater to the 

spectator role of information provision while few municipalities facilitated input from groups 

of citizens and very little joint agenda-setting was found (van Veenstra et al. 2011). 

Several high profile public engagement platforms were identified including Decide Madrid 

and Better Reykjavik, yet without high quality English translations, the type of interaction 
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analysis envisioned for the study was impossible on these platforms. On some Italian 

participatory budgeting platforms (Stortone and De Cindio 2015) a high level of interactivity 

was identified. Unfortunately, without full access to a platform and this researcher’s lack of 

language skills this too was unsuitable. 

The patient feedback platform Care Opinion, then called Patient Opinion was one of the 

exemplar eGovernment services case studies highlighted in a European Commission study. 

The report examined the value of a new generation of eGovernment services and found that 

Open eGovernment Services were characterised by “a deliberate, declared and purposeful 

effort to increase openness and collaboration through technology in order to deliver 

increased public value” (Galasso et al. 2016) 7).  The patient feedback platform Care Opinion 

was also identified by one of the thirteen subject matter expert interviewees as a platform 

that they considered was an example of successful online public engagement. This platform 

was used for data collection in phases two and three. 

Each data collection site facilitated the examination of different types of participation, in 

Pilot 1 only the public participated on the platform and their participation was open for all 

to see. Collaboration when it occurred was largely external to the platform. In Pilot 2 only 

government staff participated, and interaction was private to only users of the group 

involved.  The main case study of this research demonstrated open communication between 

the public and government staff within a moderated environment and all the online 

exchanges were open to all to view see Table 4.4 below. 

Table 4.4 Web 2.0 values demonstrated in each of the data collection sites 

Web 2.0 values OGP portal Knowledge Hub Care Opinion 

Openness x *x X 

Participation x** x** x   

Collaboration  X X 

* interaction open to group members only **both types of stakeholders (public and staff) do not 

participate 

 

 

4.6 Phase Two Qualitative data collection 
Phase two continued to address Objective one to identify the components of successful 

online public engagement to answer the first research question. This phase built on the 

findings from phase 1, here the qualitative analysis identified important participation and 

interaction norms and identified areas of value creation on the Care Opinion platform. 
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Template analysis was used to examine the text of staff replies to understand the style of the 

interaction using a SoC/ Interaction Process Analysis matrix. The seven stages of template 

analysis (King 2012) was used to guide this process. 

4.6.1 About Care Opinion and how the platform works 
The platform formerly called Patient Opinion began in Sheffield in 2005, and in 2017 the 

name was changed to Care Opinion to better describe the diverse range of service areas of 

interest to users of the platform. The platform operates as an independent social enterprise 

with a clear social agenda, their mission is to give patients a voice. Enabling people to share 

their opinion of care simply, with the overall aim of patients’ opinions leading to learning and 

change. A feature of the platform is that it is separate from the National Health Service (NHS), 

this enables the public to give feedback through a third party platform. 

Care Opinion is used by most National Health Service (NHS) Trusts in England and Scotland 

and has a presence in Australia and in Ireland. Care Opinion was first used in Scotland in 2011 

- 2012, as a pilot, then in 2013, the Secretary for Health and Wellbeing announced the full 

deployment of the Care Opinion service across the region, (Scotland has a population of 5.3 

million people). The recent renewal of government support of Care Opinion in Scotland 

further supports the utility of Care Opinion as it embodies patient centred care enabling the 

integration of patient feedback into improved service delivery. 

 

Over the years a huge library of patient feedback has been accumulated on the Care Opinion 

platform. Over 250,000 ‘stories’ (stories are the term used to describe patient posts) are 

visible on the UK (including Scotland) platform. Open online interaction between the public 

and government staff is clearly visible see Screenshot 4.1 from Care Opinion below. 
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Screenshot 4.1 Visible story progress on Care Opinion 

Two versions of the platform are available to organisations, a freemium version and a 

subscription version. On the freemium version of the platform two people from an 

organisation can reply to online public feedback, in the subscription version healthcare 

organisations are supported to enable people from across the organisation directly receive 

appropriate public feedback. The subscription includes training and support by Care Opinion 

to users to view and respond to feedback and to create reports and analysis of feedback 

received.  Some Health Trusts have hundreds of staff responding and reading feedback 

(others) in the top 25 Trusts. This is updated every 4 hours and can be found at 

https://www.careopinion.org.uk/listening  see example in Appendix B. 

The Care Opinion platform owner gave the researcher a subscription level access to the 

platform, which enabled a detailed review of platform processes including report creation 

facilities associated with subscription level access to the platform. The ability to refine and 

group information was extremely important as there are over 250,000 stories on the 

platform.  

To build a thick and rich understanding of the platform, ten months was spent examining the 

platform and its process. By examining background information about the platform available 

online and speaking to different types of stakeholders the researcher aimed to create a 

balanced and accurate interpretation of Care Opinion see Figure 4.6 below, see list of 

interviewees in Appendix B for sources of information. Other sources included Care Opinion’s 

use of social media, blogs and exemplar videos. A flow chart of the processes on the Care 

https://www.careopinion.org.uk/listening


      Chapter 4 

109 
 

Opinion platform was also created to lead to a greater understanding of how the platform 

works see Appendix B. 

 

 

Figure 4.6 Towards a richer understanding of the Care Opinion platform 

 

Over a period of ten months interactions on the platform were observed, a subscription level 

access to the platform enabled examination of both the public view and the staff story 

management side of the platform. This led to a better understanding of the platform and 

was complimented by observation of other modes of Care Opinion online interaction 

including Care Opinion social media Twitter and Facebook accounts and blogs on the Care 

Opinion platform. 

 

4.6.2 Sampling strategy 
Step one of the template analysis process recommends that the researcher becomes as 

familiar as possible with the data. To this end, time was spent reading stories and learning 

about how the reporting and visualisation processes worked and by interviewing Care 

Opinion management and users; see list in Appendix B. Care Opinion management stated 

that across Scotland 66% of stories submitted on Care Opinion were predominately positive, 

and the response rate was 97%.  Report creation tools on the platform proved to be an 

invaluable way to refine the very large numbers of stories into a more manageable amount 

of data for analysis.  The number of stories submitted on Care Opinion in Scotland continues 

to increase and in Scotland in 2017 there were 3,076 stories submitted on the platform. Only 

43 stories were unanswered in Scotland in 2017 out of 3,076 in total 1,248 staff were 

listening (readers of stories). 

The research sought to discover details of the communication style that was used by staff to 

respond to publicly submitted stories. With this in mind the sampling strategy began with 

Understanding of modes of communication on 
Care Opinion

Informal interviews
Management and users of Care Opinion

Observations
Platform - Social media - Blogs 
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the examination of Lanarkshire NHS, who are described as an exemplar by Care Opinion 

management and had the most stories submitted by the public.  The first template was 

created with data from Lanarkshire and then expanded to data from Borders NHS. They were 

chosen as a less mature area of Care Opinion use, as they had few stories submitted by the 

public, in contrast to Lanarkshire. A sample of stories from the rest of Scotland was also used 

to review the final template see Table 4.5 below.  

Table 4.5 NHS regions of Scotland  

NHS Scotland region All stories 
in 2017 

Change 
planned or 
made 

Lanarkshire 724 17 
Borders 89 3 
Highland (health) 69 1 
Fife 330 9 
Ayreshire and Arran 469 13 
Drumfries and Galloway 51 2 
Greater Glasgow and Clyde 466 9 
Forth Valley 277 3 
Grampian 331 6 
Lothian 160 2 
Orkney 3 0 
Shetland 10 0 
Tayside 93 2 
Western Isles 4 0 

 

Each story on the Care Opinion platform clearly displays its status. The sampling strategy also 

took this into account. For the purposes of this research stories were categorised into stories 

that had led to change and stories that had not led to change. The stories that had a response 

but did not lead to a change were numerous and date restrictions and tags on the reports 

were used to reduce the number of stories into a manageable number see story samples 

used in Appendix B. Communication was one of the most frequently used tags in stories, it 

was used to refine Lanarkshire and Borders samples. When the sample for the rest of 

Scotland sample was created, the tag accident and emergency (A&E) was used along with 

communication to create a small enough sample to analyse. The inclusion of A&E as a tag 

facilitated the inclusion of richer stories that often mentioned several departments or 

services.  

Stories that from a change planned or made were a category that most closely corresponded 

to an output-oriented type of responsiveness and stories that did not lead to a change could 

be considered a process type of responsiveness see Figure 4.7 below. 
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Figure 4.7 Each story on the platform displays one of the above status      

 

4.6.2.1 Checking for bias 

In the hope of creating a good quality sample of responses for analysis, it was important to 

ensure that a diversity of different types of stories were analysed. Stories were examined 

using tag bubble visualisation see example below in Screenshot 4.2 (negative sentiment in 

pink). This method proved an effective way to identify tags to refine the stories into samples 

for analysis as described above, the visualisation displayed which tags were most popular 

and the sentiment associated with each tag.  

 

Screenshot 4.2 Example of Tag Bubble visualisation 

 

To check that the sample contained a diversity of stories a Story swarm visualisation see 

Appendix B was also used to determine the level of criticality of the stories.  The Author 

summary reporting feature was used to check if the samples analysed had any noticeable 

bias compared with the author summary for Scotland see Appendix B. All samples were 

found to have a suitable range of story authors, an appropriate level of positive and negative 

sentiment and a range of criticalities were present (compared to that expected for all stories 

as can be seen in story swarm visualisation). 
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After following the process outlined above the six data sets were downloaded from the Care 

Opinion platform and were read before conducting the template analysis as described 

below. 

4.6.3 Application of template analysis 
In the past SoC theory has previously largely been empirically validated by quantitative 

survey. More recently qualitative research has also  been used; older adults in India (Bahl 

and Hagen 2017), older adults in rural Ireland (Birrer-Hardwick and Greenwood 2016), and 

Occupy Washington DC (Permut 2016). No previous example of Interaction Process analysis 

and SoC theory as a methodology have been found together and yet together, they create a 

comprehensive matrix to examine online text interactions.  

The template analysis process was guided by the seven stages of template analysis (King 

2012). Stage one familiarisation was concerned with getting to know the data, as soon as 

the samples were downloaded the text of each sample was read through several times to 

help the research become familiar with the data. Next the data was uploaded onto the 

qualitative software NVivo. The initial analysis aimed to identify examples of interaction on 

the platform that could be classed as socioemotional, task oriented or individualistic. 

Stage two preliminary coding sought to discover segments of code from the staff responses 

using data from one NHS area initially to address Objective one and identify the components 

of successful online public engagement. The four subconstructs of SoC and the type of 

interaction per Interaction Process Analysis (IPA), see chapter 2.7.2.1 formed the theoretical 

basis for the analysis. Preliminary coding consisted of identifying meaningful segments of 

text from staff responses to stories from one sample. These segments of text were carefully 

coded into nodes using NVivo following the broad guidance provided by the SoC/IPA matrix 

as outlined below in Table 4.6.  

Table 4.6 Initial template matrix using Interaction Process Analysis and SoC  
 

Participation Interaction Value 

Interaction 
Process Analysis 

Sense of community 

 
Sense of 
belonging 

Shared 
emotional 
connection 

Influence Needs fulfilment 

Task oriented 
    

Socio-
emotional 

    

Individualistic 
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Stage 3 clustering helped to refine the main text analysis, no individualistic interactions were 

found, and no further information could be gleaned regarding participation norms and Sense 

of belonging. The analysis then focused on the type of interactions that could be described 

as task oriented (Influence) and socioemotional oriented (Shared emotional connection). The 

SoC/IPA matrix guided analysis of interactions and supported the identification of clusters or 

groups of nodes, see Table 4.7 below.  

Table 4.7 Refined outline template for interaction analysis 
 

Interaction Value 

Interaction Process Analysis Sense of community 
 

Shared emotional 
connection 

Influence         Needs fulfilment 

Task oriented 
   

Socioemotional 
   

 

Stage 4 producing an initial template at this stage the research continued to build upon the 

clusters identified in stage 3, using data from two NHS areas. The template was continually 

refined using groupings of stories from Lanarkshire and Borders NHS. New nodes were 

created to accommodate data that did not fit into existing nodes. 

Stage 5 developing the template the initial template was applied to the rest of the data and 

the template continued to be iteratively amended to ensure that relevant data was included 

until each new story reply did not require the creation of additional nodes. 

Stage 6 applying the final template when no more significant changes were needed to the 

template it was applied to the entire data set. All samples were coded with the final version 

template. Stage 7 writing up the findings from the template analysis process can be found 

in chapter 5.4 - 6 where the findings are outlined as per the final template. 

 

4.7 Phase Three Quantitative data collection 
In this phase an online survey was used to help fill gaps in our understanding that remained 

concerning users’ perception of participation, interaction and value on the Care Opinion 

platform.  As both SoC theory and public value net benefits are more usually analysed by 

quantitative survey, it was appropriate to use the survey method following the qualitative 

analysis of the last phase (Venkatesh et al. 2013). 
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The survey sought to answer the second research question and identify the conditions for 

the creation of public value, the aim of Objective 2 was to verify all four subconstructs of SoC 

in online public engagement. Public value creation was explored with reference to two main 

elements, 1) user’s perception of how Web 2.0 technology is managed to support 

participation and interaction as antecedents of SoC in Objective 3; and 2) the extent that SoC 

affects a user’s perception of public values in Objective 4. The extent that different types of 

use affect a user’s perception of SoC in online public engagement in Objective 5 is also 

explored see Figure 4.8 below of hypothesised relationships between the variables. 

 

Figure 4.8 Hypothesised relationships between variables examining the conditions for 
online public value creation 

At each stage of data gathering, quality criteria appropriate to each qualitative or 

quantitative stages were used (Venkatesh et al. 2013). Quality has been considered from a 

design point of view to ensure that at each stage the data gathered related to the research 

question (Venkatesh et al. 2016). The approach of the research has been multiple rather than 

mixed methods with sequential stages of data gathering, each phase of data gathering has 

aimed to protect the legitimacy of any meta-inferences (Onwuegbuzie and Johnson 2006) 

and has been influenced by the preceding stage of data gathering. 

 

4.7.1 Instrument development  
As this was first time that all four subconstructs of SoC had been empirically verified in online 

public engagement, an important aim of Phase 3 of the research was to address Objective 2 

and discover to what extent components of SoC could be verified in online public 

engagement. While existing measures could be adapted for SoC and public value, no suitable 
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measure existed to measure users perception of Web 2.0 technology management for 

interaction in online public engagement. The SoC questions were drawn from several 

different scales, looking back to early traditional measures of SoC and more recent online 

surveys to create an appropriate interpretation of SoC for online public engagement. The 

public value questions came from the empirically validated public value net benefits scale 

(Scott et al. 2016). The Interaction governance questions were drawn from diverse subject 

areas to create a new scale, the influences for this new scale are described in the following 

sections. 

The steps taken to create the final surveys were guided by the three stage instrument 

development process of item creation, scale development and instrument testing (Kim et al. 

2007; Moore and Benbasat 1991).  The findings from earlier stages of the study described 

below in Table 4.8, also known antecedents of SoC from other domains, see chapter 2.6 and 

best practice from online communities and eService literature, see chapter 2.7 informed the 

choice of constructs for the Interaction governance scale. An important part of the process 

of item development was referring back to the appropriate literature to review the findings 

from each data gathering phase of the study to help to inform the next phase. The creation 

of the new scale was also influenced by the perspective of both public and staff stakeholders 

and expert opinion see Figure 4.9 below. 

 

Figure 4.9 Instrument development process 

 

Step 1 Item development the new Interaction governance scale was conceptualised as the 

way in which technology is managed by the owners of the platform to enable high quality 

online participation and interaction.  Each phase of data collection as described in Figure 4.9 

above contributed to item development for the survey as described below in Table 4.8.  Data 

gathering from the pilot studies sought both the public and staff perspectives on 

participation, interaction and value in online public engagement. By identifying the 
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challenges to participation and the factors that contributed to successful participation it was 

possible to build a better understanding of the needs of each stakeholder group.  

The qualitative analysis of the Care Opinion platform contributed a practical example of how 

Web 2.0 technology was managed to enable participation and interaction. Interviews with 

Care Opinion management and staff using the platform and an extended period of 

observation all facilitated the development of items for the Interaction governance scale.  

 

Table 4.8 Examples from earlier phases that guided survey instrument creation 

Earlier phases Interaction governance construct SoC 

Pilot 1 – public 
users – open 
email group, 
focus group 

Poor responsiveness to public 
feedback was identified as the 
chief impediment to public users 
perception of value on the Irish 
OGP development plan portal 

No interaction found. 

Pilot 2 – 
government 
staff users – 
observation, 
webinar/ 
video focus 
group, 
questionnaire 

Staff users valued the safe online 
space to participate, supported by 
the privacy of the group. Identity 
of users was verified.  
Community managers could 
moderate if necessary. 

Identity sharing and support from 
community management seemed to 
influence a Sense of belonging.  
The supportive tone of interactions and 
use of private messaging seemed to 
support Shared emotional connection.   
The importance of Influence was 
recognised but found difficult in practice.  
The platform supported Needs fulfilment 
by creating a well-managed space to share 
information, find answers and network. 

Qualitative 
analysis of 
Care Opinion 
– observation, 
interviews, 
template 
analysis 

Protecting identity of public users 
and identity sharing for staff. 
Effective moderation created a 
safe environment for staff to 
participate (no individualistic 
interactions found) 
Responding to the public CO 
moderates the feedback, 
published it and sent it directly to 
the appropriate staff. Updating 
the status of the story as 
appropriate. CO supports the 
participation of staff. 

Staff identity sharing and public sharing 
details of their health and care indicated 
that they experienced Sense of belonging 
on the platform. 
Personalised replies and the use of 
socioemotional language in the text of staff 
responses to public feedback indicated 
that users experienced a Shared emotional 
connection on the platform. 
Agenda setting by public users, timely 
replies, evidence of some change to 
services in response to public feedback 
indicated feeling of Influence. 
User Needs were fulfilled as they could 
share their experience of care, informed 
staff of patient centric view of care, 
facilitated a reply to feedback, share 
explanation. Online space to thank staff, 
good for staff morale, inform staff learning, 
identify areas for improvement. Create 
new information about care services. 
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Following the above process, a first iteration of items for the survey was created, the 

background to Interaction governance and SoC are described below. 

The new Interaction governance scale, consisting of Moderation, Identity and 

Responsiveness was concerned with the extent that the norms of participation and 

interaction were influenced by both the implicit and implied rules of the moderation process 

(described further in chapter 2.7.1). The background to the Moderation items are described 

in Table 4.9 below. 

Prior research had shown that Identity sharing norms were important to SoC in other online 

domains (Blanchard and Markus, 2004). Until now there has been is little empirical evidence 

regarding the impact of identity sharing, or the role of technology management to facilitate 

the participation of diverse stakeholders in online public engagement, see chapter 2.6.5. The 

Care Opinion platform used different forms of identity sharing for the two stakeholder 

groups, highlighting the domain specific requirements of online public engagement, see 

Table 4.9 below for background to the Identity variable.  

 

The responsiveness of service quality (Parasuraman et al. 2005) referred to the 

responsiveness of the platform and inferred the importance of the human touch in recovery 

service, this resonates with the findings of pilot 1. Responsiveness in the new Interaction 

Governance scale aims to measure users perception of the extent that the platform is 

responsive to their needs, further described in 2.7.2, see background to the variable in Table 

4.9 below and questions used in Table 4.13 below. 

 

Table 4.9 Background to Interaction Governance index 

Background Construct Description 

Decision making structure and control of the 
platform (Klievink et al. 2016; Tiwana et al. 2010) 
platform governance (Lin 2007) 

Moderation The rules and policies 
on the platform 
regarding control of 
the platform. 

Identity for participation (Schossböck et al. 2016) 
Identity sharing (Blanchard et al. 2011)  
Self-presentation (Ma and Agarwal 2007)  

Identity Refers to the identity 
sharing norms on the 
platform. 

System responsiveness (DeLone and McLean, 
2003).  Government responsiveness (Deschamps et 
al., 2012; Bryer, 2011) 
Service quality  (Parasuraman et al. 1988; 
Parasuraman et al. 2005)  

Responsiveness Concerned with the 
quality of the 
responsiveness of the 
Care Opinion platform. 
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Considerable time was spent reviewing SoC questions from prior scales. The aim which was 

to create an appropriate measure of SoC that reflected the needs of online public 

engagement as discovered in the earlier data gathering phases. Item creation was concerned 

with content validity, taking care that the questions were appropriate to the domain and 

measured the construct. An extensive literature review was undertaken to create pools of 

questions from existing scales, see Appendix C. The study aimed to draw on the original 

McMillan and Chavis SoC framework building on existing scales offline while being cognisant 

of the challenges of creating a valid scale of the four factors of SoC (Loomis and Wright 2018; 

Obst and White 2004). Using McMillan and Chavis (McMillan and Chavis 1986) as a starting 

point, this study charted the move to online studies through the influential (Blanchard and 

Markus, 2004) sense of virtual community and more recent online studies from other online 

domains. The questions were then re-evaluated to determine which question were suitable 

taking care to avoid ambiguous or redundant questions. 

Sense of belonging questions in the survey were orientated to reflect user’s perception that 

the platform is a safe place to participate and where users can feel comfortable participating, 

see Table 4.13 for survey questions below. Background influences on the conceptualisation 

of Sense of belonging are outlined below in Table 4.10 and described further in chapter 

2.4.3.1.1. 

 

Shared emotional connection is the construct at the heart of SoC as it calls on the 

emotional/cognitive connection between individuals in a group. (Described further in 

chapter 2.4.3.2). It is also the subconstruct that most closely aligns with sociability, the type 

of participation enabled by Web 2.0 social tools. Survey questions were drawn from a range 

of surveys, see Table 4.13 below.  The background to Shared emotional connection in online 

public engagement is described in Table 4.10 below.  

The SoC construct Influence (described further in Chapter 2.4.3.3) helps to describe a 

different set of interaction processes to shared emotional connection. Survey questions 

reflect the foundational (McMillan and Chavis 1986) as operationalised to study social medial 

use (Zhang 2010) to examine user perceptions of task oriented interaction practices see 

survey questions in Table 4.13  below. The background to Influence is described below in 

Table 4.10. 
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Table 4.10 Background to sense of community in online public engagement 

Background  Construct Description of sense of belonging  

Membership  (McMillan and Chavis 
1986) 
Sense of belonging (Koh and Kim 
2003) 
Recognition of members (Blanchard 
and Markus, 2004) 
*Identity  (Schossböck et al. 2016)  
Safety/privacy (Lazar and Preece 
2002; Maloney-Krichmar and 
Preece 2005) 

Sense of 
belonging 

Sense of belonging is the extent to which 
individuals feel that the platform is a safe 
place to participate, it is usually associated 
with to the ability to identify other users 
through visual ques (names and or 
pictures) and/or a history of past 
interactions on the platform. 

Shared emotional connection 
(Hutter et al. 2017; McMillan and 
Chavis 1986) 
Empathy (Zeithaml et al. 2002). 
Sociability (Maloney-Krichmar and 
Preece 2005; Preece 2001) 
Identity  (Schossböck et al. 2016) 
Attachment and obligation 
(Blanchard and Markus, 2004) 

Shared 
Emotional 
Connection 

Shared Emotional Connection in this study 
is concerned with a relational or narrative 
style of interaction (use of socioemotional 
language) underpinning the commitment 
and belief that platform users have some 
shared history, will spend time together 
(online), and have some shared 
experiences. 

Responsiveness (Bryer, 2011) 
Social equity (Wu et al., 2017) 
Influence (McMillan and Chavis, 
1986) 
Perceived fairness (Christensen et 
al., 2015) 

Influence Influence is defined by this study as a 
bidirectional concept, cohesiveness 
requires that stakeholders share some 
values and yet, individuals need to feel 
they have some influence over the 
interactions 

 

 

To address Objective 4 the survey asked users about the public values they experienced as a 

result of the platform. Questions used in the survey were a shortened version of public value 

net benefits (Scott et al. 2016), see chapter 2.5.3. The questions remained the same but the 

name of the participate in decision making construct was changed to Efficacy as a more 

domain appropriate term, see survey questions in Table 4.12 below. 

To address Objective 5 survey participants were also asked about their use of the platform 

to better understand the effects of participation on perceptions of SoC, see survey questions 

created for the research below in Table 4.12. Use is examined as prior SoC research and 

public participation research has identified the importance of recognising different types of 

participation, see chapter 2.8 for more details.  

Stage 2 Scale development aimed to assess construct validity using content expert judges. 

Following the qualitative analysis, the findings were reviewed by domain experts including a 

group of OECD community managers. The survey was created reflecting these findings and 

the most relevant prior examples of SoC multi factor analysis, described in Appendix C. An 

initial survey was created see Appendix C, using five categories of questions, 16 items were 
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initially proposed as important to the study, creating a survey consisting of 66 questions.  

This survey was refined by review with experts from information systems, eGovernment and 

patient engagement to ensure content validity, resulting in wording changes and refinement 

of the measure see Table 4.11 below. 

Table 4.11 Number of items in the initial and final surveys 

 
Categories 

 
Variables 

Initial 
survey 

Final 
survey 

Interaction 
Governance          

  

 
Moderation 5 4 

 
Identity 3 3 

 
Responsiveness 4 3 

SoC 
   

 
Sense of belonging 5 3 

 
Shared emotional connection 4 4 

 
Influence 4 3 

Public value 
  

 
Cost 3 

 

 
Time 3 3 

 
Communication 3 

 

 
Personalisation 3 3 

 
Ease of info retrieval  3 

 

 
Trust/Trustworthiness 4 3 

 
Well informedness 4 3 

 
Participate in decision 
making/ Efficacy 

3 3 

Use 
 

10 3 

Demographics 5 2 
 

Total 66 40 

 

 

Stage 3 Instrument testing was facilitated by the CEO and director of research of the 

platform where the data was collected. He assisted with two iterations of the survey and 

advised on refining the number of questions; he also advised on and the text descriptions 

used to guide survey users, to better suit the populations of stakeholders participating in the 

study. Reflecting the views of this gatekeeper that the survey was too long, the survey was 

refined: by reducing the questions relating to use, using a targeted process to recruit 

participants using two surveys and reducing questions where possible while ensuring 

construct validity.  The final survey had 35 questions representing the 11 variables in the 
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model and also three questions on use and one each on gender and age, see survey questions 

in Table 4.12 below. 

Table 4.12 Measurement items used for data collection  

Variable Statements from survey Source/ influenced 
by 

Moderation Mod1 It is important that stories are reviewed by Care 
Opinion before they are published. 

Lin et al., 2010) 

Mod2 It is important that Care Opinion have specific 
rules that guide user behaviour. 

(Lin et al. 2010) 

Mod3 When Care Opinion reviews stories it makes the 
platform safer. 

Question created  

Mod4 When Care Opinion reviews stories it makes the 
stories more reliable. 

Question created 

   
Identity Ident1 I think it is important that Staff responding to 

stories do share their identity on Care Opinion. 
(Ma and Agarwal 
2007) 

Ident2 I think it is important that story writers do not 
share their identity on Care Opinion. 

(Ma and Agarwal 
2007) 

Ident3 When staff responders share their identity it 
contributes to the reliability of the replies on Care 
Opinion. 

Question created 

   
Responsiveness Resp1 Replies on Care Opinion are responsive to input 

from story writers. 
Question created 

Resp2 I am pleased with the responsiveness of the 
Care Opinion platform. 

(Parasuraman et al. 
2005) 

Resp3 I have found Care Opinion to be very responsive 
to my needs. 
 

(Parasuraman et al. 
2005) 

Sense of 
belonging 

SoB 1 Care Opinion is a safe place for me to share care 
information. 

Question 
created(Peterson et 
al. 2008) 

SoB 2 People on Care Opinion have similar priorities 
and goals.  

(Abfalter et al. 2012) 

SoB 3 I feel at home on Care Opinion. (Peterson et al. 
2008) 

   
Shared 
emotional 
connection 

SEC 1 I like Care Opinion. (Tonteri et al. 2011) 
SEC 2 I feel hopeful about the future of Care Opinion. SCI 
SEC 3 I feel connected to other users on Care Opinion.  (Peterson et al., 

2008) 
SEC 4 Care Opinion users care about each other.  (Abfalter et al. 2012) 

   
Influence Infl1 I care about what other users think of my actions 

on Care Opinion. 
(Zhang 2010) 

Infl 2 I can influence how matters are dealt with on 
Care Opinion if I want to. 

(Zhang 2010) 

Infl 3 My opinions matter to other users on Care 
Opinion 

(Zhang 2010) 
 

   
Time Time 1 I value how quickly I can reply to stories on 

Care Opinion. 
(Scott et al. 2016) 

Time 2 Care Opinion is a quick and convenient way for 
people to share opinions about care. 
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Time 3 Care Opinion is a fast and cost-effective way of 
hearing the opinion of story writers. 

   
Personalisation Pers1 It is important that Care Opinion deliver stories 

directly to the relevant people. 
(Scott et al., 2016) 
 

Pers2 I value the personal interaction between story 
writers and responders on Care Opinion. 
Pers3 I value the tone of the interaction between story 
writers and responders. 

   
Trustworthiness Trust 1 I feel that Care Opinion acts in its users best 

interests. 
(Scott et al., 2016) 
 

Trust 2 Care Opinion is a trustworthy place for 
feedback. 
Trust 3 I always feel confident that Care Opinion will 
do its part when I interact with it 

   
Well 
informedness 

Wellin1 Care Opinion keeps me updated on issues that 
interest me. 

(Scott et al., 2016) 
 

Wellin2 I feel better informed about care because of 
Care Opinion. 
Wellin3 Care Opinion increases my understanding of 
care 

   
Efficacy Effic1 Care Opinion allows me to have my say about 

aspects of care that matter to me. 
(Scott et al., 2016) 
(called Participate in 
decision making) Effic2 I feel the information shared on Care Opinion is 

being heard by decision makers. 
Effic3 Care Opinion enhances my feelings that my 
participation can make a difference. 

   
Use Use 1 How often have you used Care Opinion to read 

stories and replies? 
Questions created 

Use 2 How often have you used Care Opinion to post a 
reply to a story? 
Use 3 How long have you been using Care Opinion? 

 

The CEO of Care Opinion sent the surveys with a personal message requesting participation 

in the survey to a sample of users from across Scotland, see Appendix C. Staff and public 

surveys were (identical except for minor appropriate wording changes) and were circulated 

to staff and public users who had used the platform within the previous six months, see 

surveys in Appendix C.  

All surveys are subject to limitations and no research is completely free from bias and it was 

important to check for bias in the quantitative surveys. The surveys were carefully created 

as described in section 4.7.1. When framing the wording of the surveys care was taken to 

avoid a friendliness/acquiescence bias, questions were openly worded to avoid positive 

statements which might bias responses (Dunsch et al 2018). Being aware that user 

participative behaviour goes beyond observable behaviour (Casemajor et al. 2015) surveys 
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were randomly circulated to platform users to help to avoid sampling bias (Hartford et al. 

2007).  Response rates to the survey were higher than average for online surveys (Guo et al 

2016a), although nonresponse bias of the sample could be analysed by using a one sample 

t-test (Byrd and Truner 2000). 

The surveys did not ask questions on traditionally socially sensitive issues, but to ameliorate 

any potential desirability bias (Hainmueller et al. 2014). Easy to answer demographic 

questions were used at the start of the survey and questions regarding individuals experience 

of social value were at the end of the survey. This research did not have access to individual’s 

usage logs on the platform, but it could have been useful to compare actual behaviour to 

self-reported perceptual usage (Wasserman and Faust 1994). Observation of participation, 

qualitative analysis of replies in addition to the surveys were used in an attempt to overcome 

common source bias (Favero and Bullock 2015). To further check for bias, extensive sample 

analysis was conducted on the data gathered as described in the next section. 

4.7.2 Analysis of the sample 
Suitable statistical tests were used to examine the validity and reliability properties of the 

measures. These techniques for assessing the different validity components used are 

described in Table 4.13 below, and were drawn using the guidelines for reporting the results 

of PLS-SEM (Hair et al. 2019).   The sample size should reflect the power analysis that 

considers model structure, anticipated significance level and expected effect size as per 

(Marcoulides and Chin 2013). As power is inversely related to a Type II error, it is important 

to calculate the size of sample that is needed to correctly reject a false null hypothesis. Using 

the software GPower 3.1 (Faul et al. 2009), the following calculations were made. Using a 

value alpha of 0.05 with Cohen’s definition of a small to medium effect size d 0.3 (Cohen 

1988) to obtain a statistical power of 0.8 with the sample size 176 in each group see Appendix 

C. 

The study used SoC and public value questions based largely on existing measurements and 

exploratory assessment of these was not necessary.  As Interaction Governance is a new 

index an exploratory assessment was conducted, before proceeding to a confirmatory 

assessment of the entire model.  

 

4.7.2.1 Exploratory factor analysis 
Before conducting exploratory factor analysis of the new index, the data needed to be tested 

to discover if sufficient correlations exist to justify conducting a factor analysis. Conducting 
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the Bartlett test of sphericity for the presence of correlations among variables; and the 

measure of sampling adequacy (MSA) to measure the degree of inter-correlations among 

variables. The thresholds that signify that factor analysis is appropriate is (sig. >0.05) for the 

Bartlett’s test and MSA values exceeding 0.5. Factor loading refers to the measure of 

consistency between items in a factor (Lewis et al. 2005) and examines the interrelationships 

between variables. It aims to explain these variables in terms of the common underlying 

relationships or factors (Straub et al. 2004).  

 

Factor analysis is useful for scale development, it can: assist in the creation of new composite 

measures or reduce items in a scale. With a conceptual approach it aids the examination of 

relationships between variables to better understand what the items represent. Exploratory 

factor analysis is used to reduce the number of items on a scale and to maximise the variance 

explained by the scale; to improve the reliability of a scale and to identify potential 

underlying dimensions in a scale (Netemeyer et al. 2003). Factor analysis is concerned with 

the extent that a set of items reflect the theoretical latent constructs presented by the study 

and that the items have only one underlying construct (Hair et al. 2006). Using the Principal 

component analysis technique, eigenvalues of at least 0.40 are required and items should 

load on their own constructs; Items that do not load should be dropped. Communalities 

should be at least 0.50 see Table 4.13 below for convergent and divergent validity thresholds. 

 

4.8 Assessing the measurement model for confirmatory analysis 
The guidelines for reporting the output of PLS-SEM (Hair et al. 2019) were used to examine 

the validity of variables in the research model. As it was important to assess the data for the 

required criteria before assessing the structural model (Hair et al. 2016) and finally running 

robustness checks to support the stability of the results. The first step was to examine the 

indicator loadings, it is recommended that that they are ≥0.708 for confirmatory analysis. 

Next three steps are recommended to assess the reliability of the measurement model, 

internal consistency, convergent validity and discriminate validity as described below. 

 

4.8.1 Internal consistency 
With the aim of creating a unidimensional scale where the set of measured variables have 

only one underlying construct. The second step of the analysis is to examine internal 

consistency, the study measures the internal consistency of the variables by computing the 

coefficient alpha for each of the components of each construct (Cronbach and Meehl 1955). 
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An alpha statistic of 0.6 or higher is acceptable while 0.8 or higher is ideally sought (Peterson 

1994). Composite reliability is also recommended to assess internal consistency (Jöreskog 

1971) where higher values are believed to indicated higher levels of reliability. Values 

between 0.70 and 0.90 range from satisfactory to good. Values of over 0.94 are felt to be 

problematic as they could indicate that the items are redundant and therefore reduce 

construct validity (Diamantopoulos et al. 2012; Drolet and Morrison 2001). In PLS it is 

recommended that the true reliability is between the more conservative Cronbach’s alpha 

and composite reliability (Dijkstra and Henseler 2015). 

 

4.8.1.1 Convergent validity 
The third step of reflective measurement model assessment examines the validity of each 

construct measure. Convergent validity is concerned with the degree that items converge on 

a construct by indicating high levels of correlation with one another. Average variance 

extracted (AVE) is the measure used to evaluate a construct’s convergent validity. The AVE 

should be 0.5 or higher, this suggests that the construct measures at least 50 percent of the 

variance of its indicators. It is calculated by squaring the loading of each item on a construct 

to find the mean value(Hair et al. 2006). 

4.8.1.2 Discriminate validity 
Step four of the guidelines for analysing the results from PLS-SEM (Hair et al 2019) 

recommends the assessment of the discriminate validity of each construct. It measures the 

extent that each construct is empirically distinct from other constructs in the structural 

model. This can be achieved using the directions of Fornell and Larcker, following the rule 

that the shared variance for all model constructs should not be larger than their AVE (Fornell 

and Larcker 1981). 

 

More recently the heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio of correlations have been proposed 

as a more appropriate measure (Voorhees et al. 2016). “The HTMT is defined as the mean 

value of the item correlations across constructs relative to the (geometric) mean of the 

average correlations for the items measuring the same construct” (Hair, et al. 2019) 9). A 

threshold value of 0.90 has been proposed for structural models with concepts that are 

conceptually very similar, yet the exact threshold level of the HTMT is debatable (Henseler 

et al. 2015). 
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4.8.2 Assessing the structural model 
A series of regression equations assess the relationship between the constructs in a 

structural model, but first, the collinearity needed to be examined to make sure it did not 

bias the regression results. The VIF scores are calculated using the latent variable scores of 

the predictor constructor constructs in a partial regression. VIF scores above 5 would suggest 

that there is a collinearity issue with the predictor constructs, but collinearity problems may 

also be present with VIF values between 3-5 (Becker et al. 2015). It is recommended that VIF 

values should be close to three and lower if possible (Hair et al. 2016). 

 

4.8.2.1 Explanatory power 
Once collinearity was not an issue, then it was necessary to examine the R2 value of the 

endogenous constructs. The R2 is a measure of the in sample explanatory power of the 

model, it measures the variance that is explained in each of the endogenous constructs 

(Shmueli and Koppius 2011). While higher R2 values indicate greater explanatory power, 

context is important; the R2 is influenced by the number of predictor constructs (more 

constructs gives a higher R2) (Raithel et al. 2012).  General guidelines indicate that R2 values 

of 0.75, 0.50 and 0.25 can be considered substantial, moderate and weak (Hair et al. 2011; 

Reinartz et al. 2009). 

 

4.8.2.2 Predictive power 
Another way to calculate the model’s predictive accuracy is the Q2 value matrix. It is a 

blinding procedure that removes single points in the data matrix, imputes the removed 

points with the mean and estimates the model parameters (Rigdon 2014). It combines 

aspects of out-of-sample prediction and in-sample explanatory power. Small differences 

between the predicted and original values translate into a higher Q2 value describing a higher 

predictive accuracy (Hair et al. 2019; Shmueli et al. 2016). Q2 values should be larger than 

zero for the endogenous construct indicating predictive accuracy of the structural model for 

that construct. Generally, Q2 values higher than 0, 0.25 and 0.50 depict small, medium and 

large predictive relevance. 
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While the in sample explanatory power is measured with R2,, recent research has proposed 

that the out of sample predictive power can be discovered using the PLSpredict procedure 

(Hair et al. 2019). The focus should be on the model’s key endogenous constructs, not on 

examining prediction errors for all endogenous construct indicators.  It involves estimating 

the model on analysis and evaluating its predictive performance on a holdout sample using 

a K-fold cross-validation. It is recommended to use ten repetitions, making the assumption 

that the sample size is large enough Q2 predict values > 0 indicate that the model outperforms 

the most naïve benchmark (i.e. the indicator means from the analysis sample) (Shmueli et al. 

2016). The process consists of comparing the MAE (or the RMSE) value with the Linear 

regression model (LM) value of each indicator.  The PLS-SEM analysis (compared with LM) is 

then checked to see if it demonstrates higher predictive errors in terms of RMSE (or MAE), 

The decision model to guide interpretation of PLSpredict (Shmueli et al. 2019) Figure 4.10  

below is used as outlined in Table 4.13 below.  

 

Figure 4.10 Decision model for interpretation of PLSPredict (Shmueli et al., 2019) 

 

Once the model’s explanatory power and predictive power had been verified, the final step 

was to examine the statistical significance and relevance of the path coefficients.  

 

4.8.2.3 Statistical significance 
Bootstrapping was used to assess the path coefficient estimate’s significance and evaluate 

their values, this should fall between the range of – 1 and + 1.  The PLS output also enables 

the interpretation of a construct’s indirect effects (Nitzl 2016), therefore facilitating the 

assessment of the mediating effects in the model. Additionally, the model’s total effects was 
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also used to conduct importance performance map analysis (IPMA); the construct’s total 

effect is defined as the sum of the direct and all indirect effects. The IPMA compares the total 

effects of the structural model on a specific target construct with the average latent variable 

scores of this construct’s predecessors (Ringle and Sarstedt 2016).  

 

Confidence intervals (CIs) have been proposed as an alternative to the earlier norm of p 

values. “A CI is an interval with an upper and lower end point corresponding to a predefined 

confidence level” (Aguirre-Urreta and Rönkkö 2018) 1004). A 5% significance level of a path 

coefficient estimate is considered as statistically significant different from zero when its p-

value is below 0.05 or when “the 95% bootstrap percentile confidence interval constructed 

around the estimate does not cover the zero” (Benitez et al. 2020) 11). 

 

Table 4.13 Construct Methodology and Measurement properties 

Validity Component Technique and Heuristic 

Sample size The sample size should reflect the power analysis that consider model 
structure, anticipated significance level and expected effect size. 

Exploratory factor 
analysis 
Testing assumptions 

 
 
Bartlett’s test of sphericity sign. ≥0.05 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkiin Measure of sampling adequacy (MSA) ≥0.5 
 

Assessing the 
measurement model 
CFA 

Reflective indicator 
loadings  

 
 
Loadings of above 0.708 are recommended as they indicate that the 
construct explains more than 50 percent of the indicator’s variance 
≥0.708 

Internal consistency 
reliability 

Cronbach’s alpha is the lower bound, the composite reliability is the 
upper bound for internal consistency reliability. ρ α (true reliability) 
usually lies between these bounds and may serve as a good 
representation of a construct’s internal consistency reliability, 
assuming that the factor model is correct. 
Minimum 0.70 and maximum 0.95 (0.90 recommended). 

Convergent validity AVE ≥0.50 
Composite reliability >0.70 - 0.94 

Discriminate validity For conceptually similar constructs: HTMT < 0.90 
For conceptually different constructs: HTMT < 0.85 

Collinearity Collinearity problems may be present with VIF values between 3-5 VIF 
values should be close to three and lower. 

R2 R2 values of 0.75, 0.50 and 0.25 are considered substantial, moderate 
and weak. R2 values of 0.90 and higher are typical indicative of overfit 

Q2 Q2 value Values larger than zero are meaningful. 
Values higher than 0, 0.25 and 0.50 depict small, medium and large 
predictive accuracy of the PLS path model 

PLSpredict Set k = 10, assuming each subgroup meets the minimum required 
sample size. Q2 predict values > 0 indicate that the model outperforms 
the most naïve benchmark (i.e. the indicator means from the analysis 
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sample). Check if the PLS-SEM analysis (compared to the LM) yields 
higher prediction errors in terms of RMSE (or MAE) for all (no 
predictive power), the majority (low predictive power), the minority or 
the same number (medium predictive power) or none of the indicators 
(high predictive power 

 

 

4.8 Chapter summary 
The chapter describes the approach taken by this research to fulfil the objectives of the study 

to identify the components of successful online public engagement and to discover 

important aspects of the conditions for public value creation in online public engagement. 

To answer research question 1, the approach to data gathering and analysis were outlined 

describing the exploratory pilot studies that aimed to examine the challenges of online 

interaction including the perspective of both government and public users. The qualitative 

analysis of the Care Opinion platform that aimed to identify components of successful online 

public engagement was also described. 

The outputs of each phase of the study informed the next phase and the findings from the 

qualitative data gathering in phases 1 and 2 can be found in Chapter 5. The quantitative data 

gathering phase answered research question two and the findings are described in Chapter 

6. Both quantitative and qualitative findings are discussed together in Chapter 7 and 

contribute to a better understanding of the conditions for public value creation in online 

public engagement.
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Chapter 5 Qualitative Findings 

5.0 Introduction 
The findings are divided into two chapters, this chapter describes the qualitative findings 

from phases one and two, with the aim of answering research question one and discovering 

the components of successful online public engagement. Chapter 6 describes the 

quantitative findings from phase three to answer research question two and discover the 

conditions for the creation of public value in online public engagement. Multiple methods 

were used in phases 1 and 2 as described in chapter 4.4 to gather data with the aim of 

answering research question one and discovering components of online public engagement. 

In phase one pilot studies were used to explore the perspectives of the public and 

government staff regarding online public engagement. To address Objective one and identify 

components of successful online public engagement, guided by the findings of the pilot 

studies, a suitable platform was identified to collect data. This chapter describes how an 

extended period of time was spent observing interactions on the platform to discover how 

it operated. During which time, a qualitative analysis of online interactions between the 

public and government staff was also carried out to explore processes relating to 

participation, interaction and value enabled by Web 2.0, see Figure 5.1 below. 

 

 

Figure 5.1 Cognitive framework for research question one 
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5.1 Exploratory data gathering Phase 1  

To contribute to answering the first research question and identify components of successful 

online public engagement, the research aims to uncover important elements regarding the 

state of the art and the challenges of online public engagement. Two pilot studies were 

conducted, one from the perspective of government staff and one focusing on the 

perspectives of public participants. 

 

The study began by observing the Open Government Partnership (OGP) in Ireland. The OGP 

is a multi-stakeholder, trans-national collaboration initiative that began in 2011. Ireland 

joined in 2014 and were working on the second Irish development plan at the time of the 

study. The aim of the OGP is to support and encourage collaborative governance, where both 

civil society and government work together to promote transparency and empower citizens. 

This is achieved largely through the joint creation of development plans, these outline 

detailed commitments to achieve the goals of transparency, openness and empowered 

citizenship. OGP in Ireland is described further in Chapter 4.5.1. 

To discover the level of Open Government Partnership (OGP) online activity in Ireland, the 

open email group OGP civil society group, ogpirl@dgroups.org was joined. Observing the 

interactions on this email account enabled the research to monitor the OGP process in 

Ireland between May 2015 and October 2017.   The emails from this account show an 

increasingly critical view of the OGP process by civil society members. With regard to their 

perceptions of the process and their understanding of the actions of the OGP development 

plan process.  There were 179 discussions on the mailing list and 43 participants listed 

https://dgroups.org/hivos/ogp/ogpirl/ see Screenshot 5.1 below. 

 

https://dgroups.org/hivos/ogp/ogpirl/
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Screenshot 5.1  Irish OGP mailing list on dgroups 

 

By October 2017, public participants’ frustration turned to anger at the lack appropriate 

responsiveness from government organisations. See quotes below from the email group 

members of the public who were involved in civil society organisations. 

 

“OGP is dead in Ireland. There is no 'partnership'. We've all walked away.  Let it go. 

And maybe tell the OGPSec people that it's time for them to stop pretending Ireland 

is participating, when it hasn't been for more than a year and a half” 

 

“As with others, my experience is that the Irish public service - appointed and elected 

- do not value openness as an essential element of sustaining the trust needed for 

democratic governance”. 

 

In addition to observation of the OGP mailing lists from 2015 and attendance of OGP 

meetings taking place in Ireland at this time. The opportunity arose to conduct a pilot study 

of the OGP portal and process in conjunction with the company who created the portal.  This 

pilot study took place in spring 2017. The draft development plan 2016-2018 had been 

published and despite some negativity, the OGP process still appeared to be making some 

progress in Ireland.  The pilot set out to discover what kind of benefit had been experienced 

by users of the Irish OGP development plan portal in 2016, see Screenshot 5.2 below.  
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Screenshot 5.2 Open Government Partnership eConsultation portal 

 

5.1.1 Pilot 1 The Irish OGP development plan portal – public users 
The OGP eConsultation portal was created to facilitate public input into the second Irish OGP 

development plan and was open in 2016 for public participation.  Despite relatively low 

numbers taking part in the OGP eConsultation portal (52), the Irish numbers compare well 

with the crowdsourced ideas created for the last UK OGP development plan according to a 

leading member of the UK open government community who was interviewed as part of the 

study. 

 

Two main challenges were encountered when attempting to identify a sample of portal 

users. As mentioned above, several of the civic society stakeholders were unhappy about the 

way civic society input was addressed within the OGP process. Reasons associated with GDPR 

also caused difficulty, as platform managers had made no provision for contacting 

participants for research purposes.   

 

The research endeavoured to be as open and participatory as possible, all participants who 

shared their name and email contact details on the OGP platform, see screenshot above 

were invited to participate in this research. There were 52 submissions on the OGP 

development plan platform, contact details were found on the platform for 33.  

From reading the submissions to the OGP development plan portal, the stakeholder users 

were categorised as follows: 

• International organisations describe the Irish based arm of international 

organisations whose primary concern was open government and transparency. 

• Interest groups described sectoral and professional organisations who participated.  

• Social partnership organisations here described unions, disability organisations and 

social advocacy organisations.  
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• Local organisations described those who identified themselves as from local 

networks (Public Participation Networks attached to local councils).  

• Individuals (people who did not identify any affiliation). 

 

One third of users represented local organisations and one third represented social 

partnership organisations, almost one fifth were individuals, international organisations and 

interest groups made up the rest.  

All users of the OGP portal were contacted, (where possible) and were asked if they would 

like to take part in this research, see Appendix A for invitation to participate. They were asked 

if they would prefer to meet in a traditional setting for a focus group or online by video or 

chat. They chose an online asynchronous text focus group as the preferred format. The text 

online focus group platform Focus group it was used, see Screenshot 5.3 below. 

 
 

Screenshot 5.3 OGP development plan portal focus group 

 

The pilot study set out to discover users opinions of participation on the platform, their 

experience of the process of taking part and the benefit of taking part on the OGP portal, 

detailed in Chapter 4.5.1. Overview of the themes are in Figure 5.2 below.  

 

Figure 5.2 Main themes from the discussion guide of the online focus group 

 

The focus group discussion guide detailed in Appendix A asked participants their experience 

of openness and transparency, how they found the Irish OGP portal and their impressions of 

the information on the portal. Participants were asked about their experience of making a 
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submission on the portal and the feedback after they had submitted. They were also asked 

about the benefits of taking part and about the trustworthiness and effectiveness of the Irish 

OGP portal. 

 

5.1.1.1 OGP Development Plan Portal - participation 
The 9 people who did take part in the focus group were representative of users on the portal 

and could be identified as being from each of the five groups identified in the stakeholder 

analysis of the portal above. The quote below from one of the participants of the online focus 

group described their use of the portal. 

“It was pretty easy to make a submission. It felt competent and trustworthy. It was 

a good idea because while it had some direction there was scope for plenty of 

freelance input. Seeing examples helped”.  

 

The portal enabled a diverse geographical spread of submissions which helped to overcome 

one of the key aims of public participation; to gather a diverse range of views from as many 

people as possible for the development plan. Overall participants found the portal easy to 

use and suggested some improvements as described below. 

“A video clip to show how to upload and respond to comments made on your 

submission might be good. Captions would also be appreciated by some 

contributors. I also remember that I didn’t fully appreciate the importance of my 

anchor line as this appeared first as a preview to the longer submission”. 

The portal also needed to be accessible for all types of users, the importance of additional 

supports were highlighted below. 

“I also think that any amends made to the actual text of the system could be checked 

to ensure that they are written in line with the (National Adult Literacy Agency) 

NALA’s Plain English Guidelines. Working towards the NALA Plain English Mark might 

be an idea for pages on the portal”. 

The portal facilitated openness and meant there was transparency between members of the 

public who submitted on the portal. This was appreciated by participants as shown by the 

quote from a participant below. 
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 “It was very useful to see the range of views from other submissions on the platform. 

It helped in knowing what points we were interested in needed to be emphasised, 

or other areas where there was a lot of agreement” 

The motivation for participation was described by a participant in the focus group as “the 

focus on issues that will help all of us live in a better place”. This type of value is recognised 

by the research as value that would benefit society generally i.e. public value.  

 

5.1.1.2 OGP Development Plan portal process 
Observation of the use of the platform showed that the platform was used almost exclusively 

for submitting contributions to the development plan. From the focus group, some 

participants mentioned reading other people’s submissions, but there was almost no 

evidence on the portal that there was any interactivity between public users and government 

staff. Government responsiveness to public feedback was the formal draft of the 

development plan, which was then open for comment by the public. The eConsultation 

portal had the potential to give a diverse range of participants an opportunity to contribute 

as outlined by participants below. 

 “I felt the platform had the ability to be interactive and responsive but was perhaps 

not used to its full potential by the participants, including myself!” 

“It was useful to see other people's submissions as it demonstrated where common 

concerns issues or suggestions had been made”.  

 

One of the participants in the focus group showed how they felt the process detracted from 

their experience of value on the portal.   

 “As much as I felt the portal was very useful, I felt overall the consultation was 

rushed which takes away from the process in total” 

Some focus group users felt they had not received sufficient feedback regarding decisions 

made on the final draft of the plan.  

“Based on my experience of how the Government (elected and appointed) has dealt 

with access to information, I was deeply sceptical of the commitment of our 

government - elected and appointed - to open government”. 
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Users found it difficult to separate their experience of using the platform which they 

described as mostly positive, from their experience of the OGP development plan co-creation 

process with the government agency, which they described as mixed or negative.  

 

5.1.1.3 OGP Development portal benefits 
Overall, the quality of the submissions to the portal was very high, as was the quality of the 

comments from the focus group, who could be described as lead users of public participation 

in Ireland. Several mentioned taking part in other consultations previously, as described by 

the participant comment below. 

“How can we use a portal to combine consultations at community level? My life goes 

from one consultation to another and if I and other unpaid or low paid people do not 

engage then it is left to industry to shape policy”.  

The role of government feedback and transparency in decision making was also highlighted 

as a major factor affecting the users’ perception of benefits from the OGP process as 

described by one participant below.  

“The portal can be the best tool to engage and collate input however the governance 

structures does not want any of it. (Department of Public Expenditure and Reform) 

DPER may be ticking boxes but I would like to know how much further than DPER it 

has gone. What has been done outside of Dublin or other main cities?” 

 

5.1.1.4 OGP portal conclusions 
 

Participation 

While the diversity of those who participated in the portal and process is a positive, the 

diversity also highlighted some inequity. Each group, as described above have different 

priorities (some national, some local and many also seek government funding). Some groups 

were highly effective and well-funded lobby groups and others grass roots local participants. 

For some making submissions was part of their paid employment, for others it was voluntary. 

Participants displayed some elements of Sense of belonging as they found the platform 

trustworthy and were willing to participate and share their names. 
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For volunteer participants 

Challenges to participating at traditional forums raised important participation equity 

questions. It was highlighted by focus group participants that the cost of contributing is 

disproportionate. These included people from local organisations, some individuals or any 

group that was staffed by volunteers, this they felt should be addressed in future 

consultation processes. 

 

While the eConsultation portal has much potential to facilitate online engagement. 

Observation of the use of the platform confirmed that the platform was used almost 

exclusively for submitting contributions to the development plan. There was almost no 

evidence online that there was any online interactivity between public users of the portal 

and only formal statements/document drafts from government staff. 

 

 

Process 

The perceived lack of responsiveness by government to the input of the public was 

highlighted as a key concern. The formalised structures of responding with a draft document 

at the end of the consultation was not valued by the participants of the focus group. The 

effectiveness of the participatory process was questioned by participants of the focus group. 

They called for more clarity regarding the role of citizen input in the decision-making process, 

regarding the proposals that were included or excluded in the draft development plan. 

 

Benefits  

Users of the portal and contributors to the focus group, clearly showed a commitment to the 

public value principle of the citizens’ role as contributor not just the receiver of public value.  

Yet, their prior experiences of participation affected their perception of the value of the OGP 

development plan process. Public users were critical of the type of government 

responsiveness and the extent of process transparency in the development plan portal 

process (O'Brien and Scott 2017). The findings from the pilot 1 uncovered several important 

elements of online public engagement from the perspective of public participants. 

 

The most important findings relate to the identification of the value of government 

responsiveness. For these public end users of online public engagement, the gains of 

openness and transparency (viewing other people’s submissions) of the portal did not make 
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up for what they viewed as a lack of appropriate responsiveness by government in the OGP 

development plan process. This finding is supported by prior research that has identified this 

type of formal responsiveness used by government is outmoded (Dekker and Bekkers, 2015).  

In a mismatch of expectations, it seemed that the perceptions of public users held a view of 

responsiveness closer to the norms of responsiveness on social media and the government 

responsiveness remained rooted in an output mode of response. The absence of interactivity 

on the portal meant that SoC could not be created. Further, the negative perception of 

responsiveness by government online was likely to have the reverse effect. When the implied 

values of Web 2.0 openness and transparency are ignored, there could be a democratic cost 

incurred (Bryer 2011). See overview of the findings from pilot one in Table 5.1 below. 

 

Table 5.1 Challenges and benefits of public participation from pilot 1 

Portal/ participation Process/interaction Outcome/Value 
Challenges 

Poor utilisation of portal for 
interaction between 
stakeholders. 

Past experiences of participation 
coloured view of current portal and 
process 

Effectiveness – absence of 
feedback called value of 
participation into question 

Absence of meaningful feedback  
Clarity regarding the role of citizen 
input  
 

Benefits 

Openness - useful to see the 
range of views from others 

(negative) as interaction between 
the public and government staff was 
not present on the portal. 
 

Identifies the perspective 
that ‘openness’ and 
‘transparency’ without 
appropriate 
responsiveness is not 
valued by public 
participants. 
 
Structural factor- role of 
PPNs identified as an 
enabler of grassroots 
participation.  

Cost - cost of contributing offline 
is disproportionate for people 
from local 
organisations/individuals 
 
Geographical diversity – an 
extensive diversity both 
geographically and type of 
stakeholder submitted to the 
portal 

 

The focus has traditionally been on how to engage with the public or increase public 

participation, very little is known about the government staff perception of interactivity in 

online public engagement.  Pilot 2 described below aims to discover important elements of 

online participation from the perspective of government staff. 
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5.1.2 Pilot 2 Knowledge Hub online facilitators community – staff users 
This pilot study helped to discover factors that influence the online participation and 

interaction of government staff. The aim was to discover how SoC theory could be applied 

to online public engagement by exploring government employees experience of interaction 

on the Knowledge Hub see Screenshot 5.4 below. 

 

Screenshot 5.4 Knowledge Hub online facilitators community 

The Knowledge Hub is the UK’s largest public service collaboration platform.  Different kinds 

of government staff, working across public services use Knowledge Hub to exchange 

knowledge and discuss ideas and experiences with others working in public services. One of 

the most important aspects of the platform is that it is a secure environment.   

Since 2016, Knowledge Hub has become a small independent company, free to use for public 

service professionals. Earlier it was developed for local government by local government, 

they have been facilitating knowledge sharing between public service practitioners since 

2006. More recently it has developed a commercial model involving advertising to 

subscribed organisations. The Knowledge Hub or (KHub) acts as an enabler for public service 

organisations to share information and learn from each other within online groups. Based 

mainly in the UK, these groups are used for many different purposes: from facilitating small 

project groups to large communities of practice, the groups can be open, restricted or 

private.  

The Online Facilitators Community within Knowledge Hub is a restricted group and was 

started in 2011. It is an important part of the Knowledge Hub, as this community specialises 

in sharing knowledge for online community building with public service employees. They 

focus on supporting public service staff who are online community facilitators, there are over 

1,300 members of this community. 
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Following an interview with the digital community and knowledge manager of Knowledge 

Hub (Khub) it was decided to discuss the utility of SoC from other online communities with 

members of the online facilitators community on Khub in a webinar/video focus group, see 

slides in Appendix A.  The webinar/video focus group titled ‘Exploring Public Value in online 

public service communities’ aimed to explore which elements of Khub could contribute to 

successful online interaction using SoC theory.   

 

SoC is well recognised as an important element of online community success, but it was not 

clear what the impact of SoC would be in the unique area of online public engagement. To 

introduce SoC theory to Khub online public service community practitioners, it was decided 

to ask the practitioners to review SoC in relation to the following three categories 

participation, interaction and value. These categories are easily understood in relation to 

online community management. Common challenges in communities include getting people 

to participate, exploring what type of interaction is appreciated by group members and to 

what extent the community creates value and fulfils the needs of community members see 

Figure 5.3 below. 

 

Figure 5.3 Categories used to explore Staff users perception of SoC in an online public 
service community 

 

The webinar/video focus group (17 people) was also recorded and added to the Khub library 

where it continued to be accessible to all group members. Next the management of Khub 

online facilitators community circulated a short SoC questionnaire, see Appendix A for 

details, within a larger community survey.  Unfortunately, due to a technical difficultly, the 

majority of the surveys were not saved, the 13 that did return in full were reviewed with 

community management. Khub community management could compare the survey 

responses with their participation log details and webinar participants replies. These findings 

were used to identify areas where Khub could work to improve the online facilitators 

community and helped to refine to the SoC enabling factors outlined in Table 5.4 below. 

 

The output from the small survey Table 5.2 below gives some indication of the perspective 

of public service community users experience of participation online. Along with the 
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discussions with community managers and the webinar participants these finding are 

discussed below with reference to SoC. 

 

Table 5.2 Output from Khub online facilitators community SoC survey  

Question Max 
65* 

Construct 
sum 

Design criteria SoC subconstructs 

I can trust people on Khub 
 

48 85  
Participation 
norms 

(membership) 
Sense of belonging 

I can recognise many people on 
Khub 

37 

People on Khub care about each 
other 

48 93  
 
 
Interaction 
norms 

 
Shared emotional 
connection 
 

It is important to me to participate 
on Khub 

45 

I have influence on Khub 
 

37 88  
Influence 
 It is important to take all 

participants views into account 
when making decisions 

51 

I get important needs of mine met 
by participating on Khub 

45 91  
 
Needs 
fulfilment 

 
 
Needs fulfilment Our community can make decisions 

together for the good of the 
community 

46 

Questions drawn from SCI 2 (Chavis et al. 2008) and (Peterson, Speer and McMillan, 2008) Brief sense 

of community scale (offline). *Scored using a 5 part Likert scale, only 13 full replies to the survey. 

 

All four subconstructs of SoC were recognised by participants in the survey and by staff taking 

part in the webinar.  These survey responses to SoC are discussed with reference to the 

norms of participation, interaction and value on the Khub platform.  

5.1.2.1 Norms of participation 
Each user created a profile of themselves on the Khub platform, sometimes verified 

employee status was necessary. This enabled them to join groups and connect with other 

people on the platform, all their participation on the platform was identified from this 

profile. The online facilitators community was a restricted group, which added an increased 

layer of privacy to the group. 

Sense of belonging was recognised by Khub community members in their replies to the 

survey.  When asked, community management felt that the closed nature of the community 

(including verified identity), meant that people could identify other users. These factors 

reassured users that the platform was a safe place to participate. 
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5.1.2.2 Norms of interaction  
In the online facilitators’ community, observation of interactions found that a lot of the 

interactions were clustered around how to create and maintain an online group e.g. walk 

throughs of technical details of using the platform to facilitate a group. Much of the 

participation was receiving information from the expert community managers, supported by 

the messaging system on the community.  

Shared emotional connection was recognised by KHub participants, survey/webinar 

responders felt that that users of Khub care about each other. Indicating perhaps that 

community management support was high in this group and the private messaging in the 

community conveyed enough emotional support to create this feeling. While users came to 

this community largely to receive support, they also felt it was important to participate. 

Influence was also recognised by participants. Clearly, participants felt it was important to 

take all participants views into account when making decisions on the Khub. As many of the 

people who responded did not feel they had influence in the community, this highlighted an 

area where community managers felt they could give more agenda setting control to 

members of the community in future.  

 

5.1.2.3 Value on the platform 
The online facilitators community provides an important service for its members, upskilling 

public service employees to enable them to facilitate their own online groups. They were 

supported with webinars and online events. Managers and other members of the community 

were available with additional support through private messaging. There was also the 

opportunity to network and find individuals working on similar projects or people who had 

similar challenges. 

Needs fulfilment was recognised by Khub users, many of the responders did find Khub 

valuable as it fulfilled their needs. They largely agreed that the community was well 

managed, and they supported the decision making on the community. 

This exploratory data collection indicated that the SoC as outlined above clearly had 

relevance for government employees who were online community facilitators. It created a 

framework for discussing the quality of online interactions, using the categorisation of the 

roles of participation, interaction and value. It helped community managers to discover more 

about platform user’s perceptions of the quality of the interactions and helped to identify 

areas for improvement. 
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5.1.3 Outcomes of the pilot studies 
From the perspective of public users in pilot 1, the lack of government responsiveness 

(interaction) was highlighted as a factor that had a significantly negative affect on 

participants experience of value in online public engagement. This corroborated earlier 

research findings (McNutt et al 2014).  The findings from pilot 1 are plotted along SoC 

subconstructs in Table 5.3 below. 

From the perspective of government staff in pilot 2, the provision of a safe place to 

participate was a key element that enabled online public service community managers to 

participate and interact online. Important too was the provision of timely and appropriate 

supports to facilitate that participation. Pilot 2 shows that providing a safe, supportive space 

to participate that fulfils the needs of users can help to create a SoC for government staff 

users as shown in Table 5.3 below. 

 

Table 5.3 Uncovering SoC in Pilots 1 and 2 

 
Sense of Community 
Theory 
Evidence of SOC 

 
Sense of 
Belonging 

 
Shared 
Emotional 
Connection 

 
Influence 

 
Needs 
Fulfilment 

Pilot 1:  
Open Government 
Partnership 
 

 
Little evidence 

 
No evidence 

 
Almost no 
evidence 

 
Little evidence  

Pilot 2:  
Knowledge Hub 
 

 
Recognised  

Recognised as 
important 

Recognised – (but 
found challenging 
in practice) 

Recognised as 
important 

 

The creation of a checklist of SoC enabling elements in online public engagement, see Table 

5.4 below was influenced the findings from these pilot studies and by SoC empirical finding 

from other online environments. Both pilot studies pointed to the fact that online public 

engagement is concerned with more than just the technology that enables online 

interaction, participation and interaction norms are important as well as the non-technical 

supports that enable the interaction. For example, in pilot 1 the facilities were there for 

interaction, but this was not used and in pilot 2 Influence was recognised as important but 

practically demonstrating Influence was found to be more difficult. 

While transparency and openness was a key aim in pilot 1, it was still not enough for public 

users without government responsiveness. Pilot 2 informed the study of the importance a 

safe online place to participate and indicated that different types of interaction were 

important for government staff end users. 
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The main output of the first phase of data collection was the creation of a checklist of SoC 

enabling factors for online public engagement. The focus was to identify end user 

preferences, to discover important elements of platform design and management that 

enabled successful norms of participation and interaction between the (often) very diverse 

types of end users in online public engagement. The SoC enabling factors are described in 

Table 5.4 below. They consist of platform design elements relating to profile creation and 

communication between users, importantly they also include participation and interaction 

norms that relate to the way the platform is used. 

 

 

Table 5.4 Enabling Sense of community checklist for online public engagement 

 

SoC Platform 
design 
considerations 

SoC enabling factors 

Sense of 
belonging 

Norms of 
participation 

Do the norms of participation on the platform include an 
identity that other participants can recognise? (Names, 
Pictures, Job title) 
 
Is the platform moderated? (presence of moderation and 
identity validation). 

 
Shared 
emotional 
connection 

 
Norms of 
interaction 

Do the norms of reply on the platform, including language 
promote values of positive engagement practices? (Do people 
share meaningful information and is the tone of the platform 
respectful to all users). 
 

Influence  What is the role of influence on the platform? (is there evidence 
that users can contribute to change on the platform, and can 
they show they have been influenced by the platform? 
(including likes). 
 

Needs 
fulfilment 

Value Is there evidence of satisfaction of needs fulfilment activities on 
the platform? (are questions answered, is information shared, 
including praise and affirmation for the quality of some aspect 
of service provided). 
 
Can users of the platform search to find relevant open 
information? (staff who work in similar areas can identify with 
responses, potential for learning, sharing). 

 

 

The most important requirement for a suitable platform in the next phases of the study was 

a platform that demonstrated open online interaction between the public and government 

staff. During phase 1 thirteen experts in online public engagement, see list in Appendix A, 
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were interviewed informally and asked to identify a successful example of online public 

engagement. Some interviewees mentioned short term projects that had been successful 

but finding a mature example of successful online public engagement in English, proved to 

be extremely challenging, see more details of the search for a suitable platform in chapter 

4.5.3. 

 

When one of the interviewees recommended Care Opinion, the SoC checklist was used to 

help determine the suitability of the platform for further research. The platform was found 

to enable open respectful interaction between government staff and the public. 

Management of Care Opinion were enthusiastic about further research on the platform and 

shared an EU report that described Care Opinion as an exemplar of a new generation of 

eGovernment public service (Galasso et al., 2015). 

 

5.2 Phase 2 Qualitative analysis of Care Opinion 
This phase of the study aimed to build on the end user preferences discovered in phase one. 

SoC theory was used to analyse online interactions on Care Opinion to identify the 

components of successful online public engagement. Care Opinion is an online patient 

feedback platform that creates an online space for members of the public to describe their 

experiences of care in the expectation that their feedback will be responded to by the 

appropriate staff, leading to learning and change. 

 A leading digital citizen engagement practitioner described the online patient feedback 

platform Care Opinion (also see Screenshot 5.5 below) as follows: 

“The design is great, websites for public services or 'civic tech' designs aren't always 
great but Care Opinion is nice to look at and nice to use. Each Care Opinion story is 
personal, thoughtful, vulnerable, open stories- not only give people an opportunity 
to connect on an emotional level but on a technical level. The call to action for people 
to share their own stories that are like the published one is very clear. Care Opinion 
is an excellent examples of culture change in public services. The visibility of 
interaction from a public institution to citizens is something that is unparalleled in 
online engagement at the moment. Moderation of stories by Care Opinion before 
being published has an important role and the Care Opinion team consists of people 
who are passionate about improving public service”  
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Screenshot 5.5 Homepage on the Care Opinion platform 

Care Opinion management focus on continuous improvement of the platform, they are very 

accommodating to researchers as the growing healthcare services literature about the 

platform shows: understanding staff experiences of replying to anonymous patient feedback 

(Locock et al, 2020); guidance for responding effectively to mental health patient feedback 

(Baines et al, 2015) and a sociological ethnographic study of the moderation process that 

looks at feedback as an integral part of care (Ziewitz 2017). 

This section describes the Care Opinion platform and outlines the public feedback and 

responsiveness processes on the platform. The types of users on the Care Opinion platform 

are described and the range of modes of communication used by Care Opinion are outlined 

to better understand the range of rich communication methods that are used to engage with 

staff users of Care Opinion and the public. In sections 5.4 - 6 the main qualitative analysis of 

the Care Opinion platform is described, consisting of template analysis of publicly submitted 

stories and their personalised replies to uncover the norms of participation, interaction and 

value on the platform.  

 

5.2.1 Care Opinion and how it works 
The Care Opinion platform was observed over a period of ten months. During this time, it 

was possible to observe the platform, conduct interviews and complete a qualitative analysis 

of the text of staff replies to publicly submitted stories.  The platform formerly called Patient 

Opinion began in Sheffield in 2005, and in 2017 the name was changed to Care Opinion to 
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better describe the diverse range of service areas of interest to users of the platform.  The 

platform operates as an independent social enterprise with a clear social agenda. Their 

mission is to give patients a voice, enabling them to share their opinion of care simply, with 

the overall aim of patients’ opinions leading to learning and change. A feature of the platform 

is that it is separate from the National Health Service (NHS), this enables the public to give 

feedback through a third party. 

The Care Opinion platform operates in most NHS regions in England and Scotland, it has a 

growing presence in Ireland, and has recently been adopted for system wide use by the 

Department of Health in Northern Ireland and also operates in Australia. Care Opinion was 

first used in Scotland in 2011- 2012, as a pilot. In 2013, Alex Neil, the then Cabinet Secretary 

for Health and Wellbeing announced the full deployment of the service across the region, 

the National Healthcare system in Scotland covers a population of 5.3 million people.  

Over the years a huge library of patient feedback has been accumulated on the Care Opinion 

platform. Over 250,000 stories (stories are the term used to describe patient posts) are 

visible on the UK platform (including Scotland) on the platform. A freemium version of the 

platform is available, two people from an organisation can reply to online public feedback; 

also, a subscription version where healthcare organisations are supported to enable people 

from across the organisation directly receive appropriate public feedback. The subscription 

includes training and support by Care Opinion to staff to respond to feedback and to create 

reports and analysis of feedback received.  Some Health Trusts have hundreds of staff 

responding and readers of feedback (others in the diagram), as shown below in the top 25 

Trusts. This is updated every 4 hours and can be found at 

https://www.careopinion.org.uk/listening  see Screenshot 5.6 below. 

https://www.careopinion.org.uk/listening
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Screenshot 5.6 The top 25 Health trust for numbers responding and listening on Care 
Opinion  

The longevity and success of the Care Opinion platform is very unusual in the domain of 

online public engagement, and as such makes it an ideal platform to discover the 

components of successful online public engagement. The platform was created by medical 

practitioners who had experience of the health service and knowledge of Web 2.0 

technology in 2005. The platform grew from a modest beginning in Sheffield in the UK. 

Distinct features of the Care Opinion platform include: 

• The platform started as a small pilot and grew incrementally over time 

• It was built from with specialised domain knowledge (medical doctors) 

• Their open and clear mission of shared values is reflected in their Freemium business 
model and social enterprise status. 

• Paid subscriptions from health care trusts (in Scotland supported by government) 
enables the platform to be constantly refined and improved to be more responsive 
to the needs of users. 

 

Care Opinion constantly strives to improve the platform, as the numbers posting on the 

platform when broken down per area are relatively low, stories that lead to change 

represents a very small proportion of the stories overall and awareness of the platform is still 

not very widespread. 

Supporting the empirical analysis of Care Opinion by this research, the platform owner gave 

a subscription level access to the platform. This enabled a detailed review of platform 

processes including report creation facilities associated with subscription level access to the 
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platform. The ability to refine and group information was extremely important as there were 

over 250,000 stories (stories are the term used to describe patient posts) on the platform.  

It was decided to concentrate on Care 

Opinion in Scotland, as they received 

government endorsement in 2013 and 

stories from the platform are shared 

directly with many levels of 

management and government staff by 

the platform. Each story is forwarded to 

the appropriate clinical staff, hospital 

management, healthcare organisations, 

politicians and government see 

Screenshot 5.7 on the right. 

 

5.2.2 The ‘Story’ process on Care Opinion 
At the heart of Care Opinion is the vision to enable people to share their experiences of care 

safely and simply leading to learning and change. Their mission is to provide an online 

platform to enable people to share honest feedback easily and without fear and for Care 

Opinion to direct this feedback wherever it can help to make a difference. All this is done in 

an open and transparent way that shows where services are listening and changing in 

response to this feedback. For full story process flowchart, see Appendix B. 

The basic story process on the Care Opinion platform is triggered by the submission of a 

‘story’ (user describes their recent experience of care). 

The public user navigates five pages to submit their story 

(see screenshot of the first page on the right), each page 

is required to be completed. The story submission 

process asks the user what their story is about and if they 

are a service user or family member or someone else, it 

asks for some positives and negatives from their 

experience of care, also asking what services the story is 

about before the user signs and submits their story. 

Screenshot 5.7 Who Care Opinion told about the story 

Screenshot 5.8 First page of guided story submission 
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Figure 5.4 The basic story process on Care Opinion 

After submission, each story is moderated see Figure 5.4 above before being published on 

the site for public view.  Moderation by Care Opinion staff is important as each story is 

carefully read by the experienced Care Opinion staff before being published on the platform. 

Almost all stories are published, but before they are published Care Opinion staff verify the 

story and check for legal issues.  Alerts are sent from the platform directly to the staff at the 

relevant department (s), hospital and NHS mentioned in the story. Details of the status of 

the story are displayed openly on the platform see Figure 5.5 below also see a flowchart of 

this process in Appendix B. The status of the story on the Care Opinion platform is open for 

all to see and it refers to the progress of the story on the platform alongside a link to the 

story and information about recent activity regarding the story, e.g. when it was shared or 

responded to. (Time is an important element as staff aim to respond to every story as quickly 

as possible, certainly with 7 days). Each story status is described in Figure 5.5 below 

A recently published story is described as a ‘new story’ for two weeks or 

until it is read by a staff responder. (see Screenshot 5.7 to see the type 

of people who might be sent the story to read. (only certain people can 

respond as agreed by management of the Health Trust). 

‘Unread story’ is the status of a story that is two weeks old and has not 

been read by a staff responder. 

‘Story read’ status indicates that the story has been read by a staff 

responder.  

‘Story has a response’ indicates that the story has been responded to by 

a member of staff. 

When a story displays the status ‘change planned’ it refers to a change 

to a service that is planned that was prompted by the story, often 

includes an update response as well. When the change has been made 

the status of the story is updated to ‘change made’. 

Figure 5.5 Status of Care Opinion stories are clearly displayed on the platform  
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A story summary is displayed alongside the story, 

these display tags categorise what is good and what 

could be improved, they are generated by the system. 

Screenshot 5.9 shows that stories can have mixed 

sentiment. Across Scotland, 66% of stories submitted 

on Care Opinion were of mostly positive sentiment 

and the response rate in total was 97%. The number 

of stories submitted on Care Opinion in Scotland 

continues to increase. 

Screenshot 5.9 Example of a story summary 

5.2.2 Types of Users of the Care Opinion platform 
There are two main type of users on Care Opinion, story writers (public) and story responders 

(government staff), but the stories and replies are freely available online for anyone to read. 

Story writers are someone who has received a health service or someone representing that 

person: categories of story writers are as follows: service user, a patient, a carer, a 

parent/guardian, a relative, a friend, a volunteer/advocate. They can also include: A staff 

member, a staff member posting for a patient/service user, a staff member posting for a 

carer/relative, a student nurse, or other.  Users are asked for their age and gender, when 

submitting a story, but it is not required. 

Accessibility is a very important part of the Care Opinion platform. Talking Mats (see 

Screenshot 5.10) can also be used to enable users who find it easier to use pictures to 

communicate. People can also submit 

stories by phone or post too, posters and 

postcards advertising this are displayed 

in waiting rooms. The site is available in 

one many languages, including Irish and 

in a range of contrast options to make it 

accessible to as many people as possible. 

It also now has a read aloud function too. 

 

 

Staff responders can have a number of different subscription roles: as a reader, a responder 

or a subscriber admin. An important element of the Care Opinion platform is the high level 

Screenshot 5.10 Example of a Talking Mats story 
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of support it provides for staff users. This includes, online and phone support and online and 

face to face events. Staff users are guided through the creation of their profile on the 

platform, how to view stories from their subscription, how to search effectively for stories 

about a service or with a specific tag.  Advice is given on how to share stories with colleagues, 

how to read stories from an alert and how to set up or change an alert. 

Care Opinion provides support for responders with practical advice on how best to respond 

to stories and provides examples of well thought out replies. Indicative of the sentiment 

behind the platform, according to the Care Opinion support documentation, the first 

consideration in responding well is empathy and understanding see Appendix B for more 

details. 

 

5.2.3 Modes of communication used on Care Opinion 
As the research spent ten months observing Care Opinion it was possible to discover how 

different modes of communication were used on Care Opinion. Finding that Care Opinion 

supports their user community with several modes of communication as outlined below. 

Discovering how online communication was conducted helped to inform a richer 

understanding of Care Opinion and how it operates.   

 

The Platform 

The central focus of communication was found to be the Care Opinion platform itself as 

described in the sections above. Openness on the Care Opinion platform was highly valued 

and all stories after moderation were published on the open platform, along with the staff 

reply (s). The Care Opinion user community was also supported by blogs hosted on the 

platform, often individual stories or blogs were shared on social media through links on the 

platform. Exemplar videos of health Trust’s use of the platform was also used effectively to 

share different user’s perspectives of Care Opinion.  

 

Blogs  

Blogs were found to be an important part of the Care Opinion platform, open to everyone to 

read, blogging was popular on the platform and potentially each NHS could have its own blog 

space on the platform. Some blogs were on subject areas such as quality improvement (in 

service provision) and how to get the best out of the platform. Blog posts could be liked 

without logging in and were open for comments by any registered user, they were 
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moderated by the blog owner, although often few comments were found.  Blogs covered a 

variety of topics and often highlighted challenges encountered or exemplar case studies of 

Care Opinion, they were mainly aimed at staff users, although always accessible to the public 

too. 

 

Social media 

The Care Opinion Twitter account was popular with clinical staff and it was an important 

dissemination tool for Care Opinion, consisting of links to stories, responses or blog posts. 

Social media was also used to celebrate special dates of importance, such as Dementia 

awareness week. Facebook was used in a similar way and comments and replies were open. 

Care Opinion had just over 3,000 Facebook friends and over 27,000 followers on Twitter.  

It was found that while the raison d'être of the platform was to provide a channel for patient 

voice and as such story writers set the agenda. The other interaction channels mainly 

supported the participation of staff in order to reply to the input of story writers.   

 

5.3 Stages of template analysis of staff responses to public feedback 
To answer research question one and discover components of online public engagement, 

202 publicly submitted stories and staff responses were analysed using a template analysis 

see chapter 4.6.3 for more details. Six samples were used in all, in each location two groups 

of stories (leading to change and not leading to change) were used, representing process 

responsiveness (stories with no change) and output responsiveness (stories with a change or 

change planned). Stories were drawn from three areas, Lanarkshire NHS Trust as the 

exemplar mature site, Borders NHS Trust as a less mature (with a small number of stories) 

example and the rest of Scotland to get a broad understanding of interactions on Care 

Opinion in Scotland. This data included both stories that had led to a change and stories with 

no change to ensure a diversity of sentiment in the stories used. The research approach taken 

to avoid bias in the samples is described in Chapter 4.6.2.  

The template analysis process was guided by the seven stages of template analysis (King 

2012) and was applied to the data from the six Scottish NHS Trust samples, see 4.6.2 and 

Appendix B for more details of story samples. 

Stage one familiarisation consisted of reading through the downloaded samples from the 

Care Opinion platform. Then the data was uploaded onto the qualitative software NVivo. The 
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initial analysis aimed to identify examples of interaction on the platform that could be classed 

as socioemotional, task oriented or individualistic see Table 4.5 in chapter 4. 

Stage two preliminary coding in the first instance meaningful segments of text from the first 

NHS area was coded into nodes that represented the four SoC subconstructs. Each story was 

read through completely first, most stories described some aspect of personal health 

information. In the replies all the staff responders shared their identity, see Sense of 

belonging below. It was important to examine interactions initially from the perspective of 

both the public story writer and staff; both socioemotional and task-oriented interactions 

and some needs fulfilment activities were found. Figure 5.6 below shows the initial concept 

map.  

 

Figure 5.6 Initial concept map of interactions on the platform 
Nodes from NVivo in the blue box 

 

Stage 3 clustering while reading through all the samples no individualist interactions were 

found. Therefore, only task-oriented, and socioemotional interactions can be found in the 

analysis below. Details of the findings relating to norms of participation and Sense of 

belonging can be found in section 5.4 below. As no further information could be found 

regarding participation norms and Sense of belonging, the analysis focused on discovering 

examples of task oriented (Influence) and socioemotional oriented (Shared emotional 

connection) clusters of interactions.  

Inspired by SoC research in a traditional setting that recognised different types of interaction 

could be associated with different dimensions of SoC (Mannarini and Fedi 2009).  The 

template sought examples of two types of interactions on the platform, the first classified as 

‘task’ oriented and associated with the SoC subconstruct influence. The second type of 

interaction classified as ‘relational’ consisting of socioemotional language closely associated 
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with the SoC subconstruct shared emotional connection, see Figure 5.7 below more details 

of the norms of interaction can be found in section 5.5 below. 

1. Influence   

 1.1 Shared information  

 1.2 Further contact  

 1.3 Support for opinion 

2. Shared emotional connection 

 2.1 Story writer/staff appreciation  

 2.2 Extended socioemotional 

 

2.3 Apology 
  

Figure 5.7 Template of task oriented and socioemotional interactions 

 

Stage 4 producing an initial template as the research worked through the first four data sets 

from Lanarkshire and Borders, meaningful sections of text from staff replies were placed in 

nodes according to the type of interaction socioemotional or task oriented. New nodes were 

created when data that did not fit existing nodes were found, until no new nodes were 

needed. Expanding the task oriented and socioemotional interaction theme used in stage 3 

above, staff responses were examined to discover if any examples of needs fulfilment 

activities could be found see Figure 5.8 below and in section 5.6 below 

 

 

1. Influence   3. Needs Fulfillment   

 1.1 Shared information   3.1 Task oriented   

 1.2 Further contact    3.1.1 Change Identified 

 1.3 Support for opinion   3.1.2 Shared Information 
2. Shared emotional connection  3.2 Socio-emotional  

 

2.1 Story writer/staff appreciation    3.2.1 Apology  
2.2 Extended socioemotional   3.2.1 Story writer appreciation 

2.3 Apology  
     

     
Figure 5.8 Template of SoC with task oriented and socioemotional interactions 

 

Stage 5 developing the template the initial template was applied to the rest of the data and 

the template continued to be iteratively amended to ensure that relevant data was included. 

The template was expanded because a pattern of levels of responsiveness was also found in 

addition to the evidence of the four SoC subconstructs. The template analysis identified two 

levels responsiveness, a light level of responsiveness described here as Equitable Interaction 
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and a deeper level of responsiveness described as Identified participation. Appropriate to 

the sentiment in the stories, these level of responses were found to be repeated across the 

data sets see Figure 5.9 below and section 5.5.4 below. 

 

4. Equitable interaction  5. Identified participation  
       4.1 Story writer appreciation       5.1 Apology  
       4.2 Shared Information                     5.2 Extended socioemotional  
       4.3 Can contact        5.3 Please contact  
                                        5.4 Support for opinion  

Figure 5.9 Template of levels of responsiveness  

 

Stage 6 applying the final template having refined the template with a portion of the data, 

when no more significant changes were needed to the template it was applied to the entire 

data set. All six samples from three locations in Scotland were coded with the final version 

template. In the sections that follow, examples are given of each of the clusters and nodes 

described in the template, see the final template in Figure 5.10 below. 

 

1. Influence    4. Equitable interaction 

 1.1 Shared information    4.1 Story writer appreciation  

 1.2 Further contact    4.2 Shared Information 

 1.3 Support for opinion   4.3 Can contact 

2. Shared emotional connection  5. Identified participation 

 2.1 Story writer/staff appreciation    5.1 Apology 

 2.2 Extended socioemotional   5.2 Extended socioemotional 

 2.3 Apology 
  

  5.3 Please contact 

   5.4 Support for opinion 

3. Needs Fulfillment     

 3.1 Task oriented     

  3.1.1 Change Identified 6. Stories (202)  

  3.1.2 Shared Information 6.1 Appreciation of Staff 

 3.2 Socio-emotional  6.2 Reply to response 

  3.2.1 Apology    

  3.2.1 Story writer appreciation   
 

Figure 5.10 Final SoC/IPA template 

 

Stage 7 writing up the output of the template analysis of staff responses on Care Opinion 

are described in the following sections. Clear patterns of norms of participation, norms of 
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interaction and needs fulfilment activities were found on the platform. Beginning with the 

norms of participation, as the pilot studies identified the importance of a safe place to 

participate. The qualitative analysis of norms of participation on Care Opinion sought to 

discover the participation (identity/information sharing) practices on Care Opinion, the 

findings of this analysis are described in section 5.4 below. 

 

5.4 Norms of participation and Sense of belonging  
The precursor step of online public engagement is participation, individuals must decide if 

the online platform is a safe and appropriate place for them to take part.  This process of 

deciding to participate also involves sharing some information.  From the beginning it was 

possible to identify two separate patterns of behaviour relating to the norms of participation 

on the platform. Two different types of identity sharing was observed by the two main 

stakeholder groups. Very unusually, members of clinical staff shared their identity openly on 

the platform, they shared their name and job title and very often a picture of themselves 

too, see below for examples.   

The responder almost always shared their name full job title, where they work, the nature 

of their job and often their picture, example below. 

 

Lynn Mccallum, Consultant Physician. Clinical Director of 

Unscheduled Care, Acute Medicine, NHS Border 

 

 

 

Members of the public, story writers did not share their identity on Care Opinion, they were 

anonymous, instead they shared often quiet detailed information about their health 

conditions, for example. 

 

“For some years I had been diagnosed with asthma but recently when I was suffering 

from breathlessness further investigation showed that it was not asthma but a faulty 

valve in my heart that has caused my breathing problems”. Quail729 the patient 

“My son has a diagnosis of schizophrenia and requires admission to the local 

Psychiatric admission ward (ward 24 Monklands District General Hospital)” G67 the 

relative 

I had occasion to attend day surgery twice this year for procedures concerning basal 

cell carcinoma. DEvans the patient 



      Chapter 5 

159 
 

 

While the presence of a responder’s name is generally not commented upon, only one 

example of non-disclosure of identity was found by this study. Some responders to the story 

did share their identity in this case, but one did not, and the story writer below was not happy 

about the responder not sharing their identity as described below. 

“Dear St Georges - Regretfully it is typical that your response is unsigned. Also, 

regretfully, the 'response' to my first letter to the Chief Executive was a leaflet sent 

to me about how to complain. The CEO's secretary did not even acknowledge my 

letter…” Scarecrow the patient 

This case study is a novel example of different identity sharing norms by the two main 

stakeholders in successful online public engagement. The norms of participation on the 

platform indicate that each stakeholder group feel comfortable enough on the platform. It is 

a huge vote of confidence in the platform for staff to share their full identities online.  

The anonymous nature of story writers norms of participation enable them to share personal 

details of care openly online, this is facilitated by the moderation of the platform and the 

independent nature of the platform (it is not part of the NHS). 

 

5.5 Norms of interaction – Influence and Shared emotional connection 
Responsiveness of government staff was identified by public uses in pilot 1 as the most 

important element of online public engagement. Yet, little is known about the elements of 

successful online government responsiveness. In this study, SoC theory has contributed a 

theoretical lens to facilitate a better understanding of social processes in online public 

engagement. The role of socioemotional language used in the responses was explored with 

the SoC subconstruct shared emotional connection.  Nodes identified in this cluster were 

‘story writer appreciation’, ‘appreciation of staff’ (by story writers) and ‘apology’, the 

remaining socioemotional language was coded into ‘extended socioemotional’. This last 

group consisted of the type of language friends would use when conversing. 

The role of task oriented interactions in the responses was explored with the SoC subcontract 

influence. Segments of text were coded together under Influence and then divided into 

nodes described staff sharing information with the public and staff responders requesting 

further contact. Each of these nodes are described in detail in the section below. Descriptions 

of the nodes (containers for code in NVivo in the blue boxes) are outlined below in Figure 

5.11. 
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Figure 5.11 Concept map of influence and shared emotional connection nodes 
Nodes from NVivo in the blue box 

 
The codebook in Table 5.5 below for the constructs Influence and Shared emotional 

connection describes the nodes for type of interaction in the template analysis.  

The SoC interaction subconstructs are described below, also the nodes found in the study 

that are associated with the construct. The next column describes the number of sources 

(samples, all sites = 6) where the reference was found, e.g. the node ‘can contact was found 

in all 6 samples. The last column refers to references, this describes the number of times a 

section of text was classified in relation to a construct or node in the study. For example, ‘can 

contact’, within the text of the staff reply, a member of staff shared their direct contact 

information and an invitation for the story writer to get in touch if they wished was found in 

24 responses to stories.  

Table 5.5 Codebook from NVivo for the SoC/IPA interaction subconstructs 

Construct Node Description Sources References 

Influence a bidirectional concept within groups, cohesiveness 

requires that the group has shared values and yet, 

individuals need to feel they have some influence over 

the interactions. 

6 135 

 Shared 

Information 

When a responder shares information 

about the service with the writer of the 

story, that is useful and relevant. 

6 73 

 Please contact the responder asks the story writer to 

get in touch to extend the 

conversation. 

4 38 

 Can contact Story writer is supplied with direct 

contact information for the responder 

and can contact them if they wish 

6 24 

 Support for 

opinion 

When staff respond in support of a 

story writer’s opinion 

5 14 
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Construct Node Description Sources References 

Shared 

emotional 

connection 

is the commitment and belief that members have shared 

and will share history, time together, and similar 

experiences. Arising from contact and high-quality 

interaction. 

6 226 

+ 202* 

(428) 

 Story writer 

appreciation 

Thanking the story writer for writing 

the story. 

6 (202) * 

 Appreciation 

of Staff 

Story writers thank staff for their care, 

and that was mentioned in the staff 

response. 

6 89 

 Apology Responder apologises for a problem 

with that was identified by the story 

writer. 

6 57 

 Extended 

socioemotional 

An extended use of socioemotional 

language, referring to story writers’ 

feelings, very friendly. 

6 80 

*Almost all responses implicitly or explicitly said ‘thank you’  

 

5.5.1 Influence  
A characteristic of responsiveness on Care Opinion was the personalised replies given by staff 

to public feedback. The story writer highlighted the good or not so good elements of their 

experience of care, as appropriate; in reply responders often shared relevant information 

that helped to answer the concerns of the story writer. 

5.5.1.1 Shared information 
The node ‘shared information describes a reply from staff that is in direct response to the 

topic of the story created by a member of the public. By giving a detailed reply to the public 

input, the staff responder was proving that they read the story and by sharing relevant 

information the responder respected the time the story writer took to submit the story. 

Some replies stated that a priority would be given to the issues raised by the story writer, 

this too implies that the story writer has been listened to. Detailed below in a reply to Dance 

the patient see story in Appendix B. 

“The Ophthalmology clinic can be very busy and we are in the process of relocating a 

temporary store cupboard to create more waiting room space. The store cupboard 

should be moved in the coming weeks and is a priority given the issues you have 

raised” Graham Simson, Services manager NHS Lanarkshire. 
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A story from Hughie the patient asked why so many questions were asked by the 999 

despatcher. Information regarding this process was shared by the staff responder to this 

question story in Appendix B. 

“It may reassure you to know that as soon as we know the address that the 

ambulance needs to be sent to the information is sent to the team that dispatches a 

responding resource - the questions do not delay the response and are so that we can 

ensure that the responding clinicians have as much detail as possible prior to their 

arrival and so that our call handlers can give pre-arrival advice or instructions if 

necessary.” Pat O’Mara National Head of Ambulance Services Scotland. 

 

The reply from such a knowledgeable source could reassure the story writer and also inform 

other public readers who might have had the same query. Regardless of the sentiment of the 

story, all replies in the sample used for data analysis conveyed genuine regard for the 

concerns/ opinions of the story writers. 

5.5.1.2 Further contact  
Sometimes a member of staff shared their direct contact details in response to a challenging 

situation described by the story writer. This call for further offline contact differed depending 

on the sentiment and criticality of the story. Respect for the story writer’s opinion was 

implied when the responder sought further contact to help solve their problem, although 

some staff were better than others at communicating the message. Below is a reply from a 

patient affairs manager to zuzacek a relative. The responder overcame the challenge of story 

writer anonymity by asking the story writer to contact her external to the Care Opinion 

platform if they wish.  

“If you would like me to pass on your concerns to the practice manager I'd be more 

than happy to assist, if you can contact me directly on 01698 858 292 or via email 

kathryn.ferguson@lanarkshire.scot.nhs.uk” 

Sometimes the story was updated again after a traditional meeting or phone call. Some 

stories highlighted a serious concern, in the story MSW01 the patient, see story in Appendix 

B, was worried about the deterioration of their condition while waiting for a urology 

appointment. The story highlighted staffing and resource management problems in this 

department, it is the type of targeted feedback that could assist departments to measure the 

key performance indicator of patient satisfaction. The senior service support manager Lynn 

who replies below reaches out to MSW01 the patient with an offer of assistance. 
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“Please get in touch with me either by email: 

Lynn.mctavish2@lanarkshire.scot,nhs.uk or by phone 01236 748748 x4135” 

 

5.5.1.3 Support for opinion of story writers 
Sometimes a story describes an experience of care that is clearly not up to the standards that 

the hospitals set for themselves, there are often several answers to this type of story. For 

example, a story submitted by Firecracker the carer described both wonderful care from one 

hospital and poor care from another. They replied to the responder who went on to agree 

with their comments. This exchange highlighted the patient centric focus of the responder 

(Ruth Thompson Chief of Nursing Services), thereby validating the opinion of the story writer, 

see the story in Appendix B. 

“I completely agree with your comments; letting our patients and their families know 

what is/ what will happen and when reduces everyone's anxiety and it is what we 

would expect ourselves” 

 

 

“All in all, it is clear that we have fallen short in both your expectation but also of our 

own expectation of the standard of care that we wish to deliver.” 

 

By agreeing with the opinion of the story writer, Ley92 the patient, see story in Appendix B, 

the responder Lynn McCallum consultant physician clinical director, see segment of the reply 

above is reassuring the story writer that staff strive to maintain the highest standards in the 

hospital in question. In the full reply the responder reassured the story writer that their story 

was taken as constructive criticism and will lead to improvement. 

 

Just as stories have both positive and negative sentiments, responses usually had both task 

oriented and socioemotional elements. ‘Support for the opinion of story writers’ often had 

both elements of task oriented interaction in shared information and also elements of 

socioemotional interaction as responders are sharing their opinion often using 

socioemotional language as they agree with the opinion of story writers.  

5.5.2 Shared emotional connection 

The socioemotional type of interactions that typified shared emotional connection was 

enabled by Web 2.0 social tools. Regardless of the sentiment of the story, socioemotional 

language was invariably used by responders in their response. There was an authenticity 

about the replies that conferred the feeling that the responders care about the story writer’s 
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opinion as shown in examples below.  High quality replies take time and care to produce, 

Care Opinion share examples of how to reply well to stories and all responses found in this 

analysis felt very authentic and genuine.  All replies in the sample began by using a personal 

greeting to the story writer (they address the reply to the username the story writer used to 

sign their story) see example below. 

Dear Hetty10 

Staff responders invariably thanked the story writer for taking the time to submit feedback. 

Often the responders described how they plan to bring the story writers opinion to the rest 

of the department regardless of the sentiment of the story. Apologies were forthcoming if 

required, further to this, often responders sent good wishes in a friendly way, above and 

beyond what was strictly necessary in a polite respectful reply. Examples of all of these types 

of socioemotional interactions are described below. 

 

5.5.2.1 Story writer appreciation 
Regardless of the sentiment of the story submitted, the story writer was invariably thanked 

for their comments. Even if the story was somewhat critical of an aspect of the care 

experience, as in the story about the paperwork before their colonoscopy procedure, 

submitted by Sima4 the patient, see story in Appendix B. The story received a thankful, 

informative and respectful reply from Pauline Warnock Service Manager, Anaesthetics, the 

response included the following. 

“Thank you for taking the time to get in touch, your comments are really helpful and 

constructive. I will arrange for the document to be reviewed”. 

Often the stories analysed by this study had an overall positive sentiment, along with 

thanking the story writer Heart Heath for taking the time to submit their story, see story in 

Appendix B. The reply from Margaret Meek Deputy Director of Hospital Services below, 

thanked the story writer and then went on to describe how this positive feedback would be 

shared with the teams who had provided the care.   

“Thank you for taking the time to enter such positive comments of your and your 

husband's experience at Hairmyres Hospital…. It is always good to receive feedback 

and this will be shared with all the teams involved in your husband's care”. 
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Reinforcing the feeling that providing feedback was appreciated by the staff and would be 

shared, this brought an element of task-oriented interaction in this reply. In the course of 

the analysis no stories were found that did not thank the story writer for submitting 

feedback. For the story writer the acknowledgement of their time spent submitting feedback 

and the thanks that were addressed to them personally set the tone for the remainder of the 

response. 

 

5.5.2.2 Appreciation of staff 
Except in the most negative of stories, the analysis found that very often some aspect of each 

story praised the work of staff. Sometimes the care related to community services, as in the 

story submitted by Calamy the relative, see story in Appendix B. The reply from Janice 

McClymont Occupational Therapy Head of Profession shows the story writer that their 

appreciation of the care provided was received by both the staff in question and the 

management of this service see below for reply. 

“Thank you so much for your positive feedback about your recent experience of 

occupational therapy and physiotherapy from the community assessment and 

rehabilitation team (CARS). I am delighted that Emma and Val took time to listen to 

your Mum and ensure that her rehabilitation was focused on the goals which were 

important to her”. 
 

Sometimes stories were complex, in a story from SSGR the patient detailed mixed 

experiences of care in different departments see story in Appendix B.  In their reply Gordon 

Bryan Senior Nurse, Surgical and Critical Care thanked the story writer for taking the time to 

submit a story and promised to share their thanks with the staff who were praised for their 

care.  

  

Thank you for taking the time to post your feedback including the kind words 
regarding the staff in the outpatients department, ward 6 and others you have 
identified. I shall pass this onto them all directly…. 
I can appreciate that the difficulties and lack of communication would only add to 
you anxieties and in general did not provide the levels of communication or service 
that we should have. I am truly sorry you had this experience and I want to assure 
you this is not the person centred approach I would expect from any of our staff. 

 

For the areas that care fell short, the responder went on to apologise and the use of 

socioemotional language ‘truly sorry’ added to the sincerity of the reply above. Apologies 

were not unusual in replies on Care Opinion when it was an important part of replying in a 

meaningful way to a story. 
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5.5.2.3 Apology 
As a response to a story submitted by Mr G. the patient describing his health and associated 

wellbeing challenges, see story in Appendix B, Lise Axford Senior Nurse, Emergency 

Medicine, replied with the following. 

“I am very sorry to read about your experience within A&E and your ongoing care. It 

has certainly been a very difficult time for you and I would like to be able to provide 

some assistance. I would therefore like to ask you to call patient affairs on 01355 

585325 so that we can discuss in more depth”. 

 

 

Invariably the apology from staff responders was one that showed that the story had been 

read carefully. The apology was an appropriate response to the story, it showed empathy for 

the story writer and reading between the lines, sometimes identifying it as a call for help. 

 

 

5.5.2.4 Extended socioemotional language 
‘Extended socioemotional’ language was used to categorise replies that went beyond the 

expected polite and respectful response. The story described their perspective of care during 

a procedure by Edszebrawarior the patient, see story in Appendix B. The response by Susan 

Friel chief of nursing services is copied in full below, the language used was warm and 

friendly. 

“Dear Edzebrawarior  

Thank you so much for your lovely feedback. I'm so pleased that you found the staff, 

and particularly the nurse practitioner to be so wonderful. After having a bad 

experience previously, I'm really pleased that you had a shoulder to cry on.  

Please accept my good wishes for your recovery - you keep fighting!!!  

Kind Regards susan” 

 

Findings show that staff responders on Care Opinion, place as much emphasis on the use of 

socioemotional language as on the more traditional task-oriented interaction. This approach 

is explored further in the sections that follow, regarding the distribution of these types of 

interaction and the levels of interaction that were found on the Care Opinion platform. 

 

5.5.3. Distribution of types of interaction on Care Opinion 
The analysis described above using the SoC/IPA matrix described elements of both task 

oriented and socioemotional oriented interactions on the Care Opinion platform. It 
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highlights the significant amount of socioemotional language used by responders on Care 

Opinion. 

Prior research has found that successful patterns of group interactions in traditional settings 

(Bales, 1951) consisted of two thirds of task-oriented acts, one quarter socio-emotional acts 

and the remaining and a small minority of individualistic acts. A similar pattern was found in 

an online citizen to citizen health community (Maloney-Krichmar and Preece 2005).  

Data analysis of this sample of interactions on Care Opinion found that almost two thirds of 

interactions used socioemotional language and just over third were task oriented and no 

individualistic interactions were found Figure 5.12 below. 

 

Figure 5.12 Distribution of types of interaction on Care Opinion  

The approach taken in this analysis was somewhat similar to the approach taken by Maloney-

Krichmar and Preece when they examined interactions using IPA in a patient to patient online 

health community. Although they did not include SoC and unlike that community, the 

interactions on Care Opinion were mostly a one off. Some members of the public could post 

more than one story, but no evidence of this was found in the samples used for analysis.  

Interactions on the Care Opinion platform occur between individual members of the public 

and staff of a care setting or NHS Trust only. 

 

5.5.4 Levels of Responsiveness 
During data analysis it became clear that a broad pattern of responses could be identified, 

this pattern was influenced by the criticality of the story. As Care Opinion is an exemplar case 

of successful online public engagement, it was important to learn as much as possible from 

their norms of interaction.  
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The analysis found that the staff responses were almost always a highly personalised reply 

to the feedback of the story writer. The stories submitted covered a huge range of topics 

detailing health conditions, care received and sometimes service areas that the story writer 

felt could be improved. Stories often had both negative comments and positive comments, 

reflecting the story submission process (see section 5.2.2 above).  

During the Care Opinion moderation process stories described in section 5.5.2 above, stories 

are allocated a criticality score (0-5), these range from 0 = no critical content to 5 extremely 

critical. This internal guide for moderators is not openly shared. Criticality was developed as 

a guide for moderators and used as an indicator of when to include a second moderator also 

as an advanced warning to the service to provide better support to encourage the most 

appropriate response possible. An interview with the Care Opinion national manager from 

Scotland explained the approach as follows. 

“Every story should be treated with the same level of respect and care whether it's a 

1 or a 5.   It may be a 1 in our eyes, but the author may classify much higher (why 

wouldn't they).    It should not be the thing that drives behaviour”. 

 

Most stories were scored in the range 0 = no critical content to 2 = mildly critical. The 

sampling frame for data collection of stories was careful to check to ensure a range of 

criticalities were included in the stories used for analysis (see Chapter 4.6.2). All stories in 

the samples received respectful timely replies, but further to that, depending upon the level 

of engagement appropriate to the story stories two levels of responsiveness were identified. 

The first level of responsiveness Equitable Interaction can be described as a light level of 

engagement (generally used for stories of no criticality or low criticality). The interaction felt 

equitable to all stakeholders and included both task-oriented interactions and 

socioemotional interactions. It consisted of a respectful personalised reply and some, or all 

these elements: story writer appreciation, can contact, staff appreciation and shared 

information; see the code book of levels of responsiveness in Table 5.6 below.  

The second level of responsiveness called Identified Participation described a deeper level of 

engagement (generally used for stories that had a medium to high level of criticality), both 

task-oriented interactions and socioemotional interactions were used. It refers to the way 

responders empathise with the story writer and identify with the difficulties described by the 

story writer in a patient centric response.  In addition to the types of interaction described 
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in Equitable interaction above such as story writer appreciation, and shared information. This 

level of responsiveness often includes a call for the story writer to please get in touch, an 

apology and sometimes the use of extended socioemotional interaction and support for the 

story writer’s opinion. These levels of responsiveness are described in the codebook from 

NVivo see Table 5.6 below.   

 

Table 5.6 Codebook from NVivo of levels of responsiveness 

Construct Node Description Sources References 

Equitable 

interaction 

Responsiveness indicating a light level of engagement. 

Identified as an equitable response to public feedback, 

that feels equitable to stakeholders consisting of a 

respectful personalised reply. 

6 388 

 

 

Task oriented 

Can contact Story writer is supplied with direct 

contact information for the 

responder and can contact them if 

they wish 

6 24 

Shared 

Information 

When a responder shares 

information about the service with 

the writer of the story, that is useful 

and relevant. 

6 73 

Socioemotional 

interaction 

Story writer 

appreciation 

Thanking the story writer for writing 

the story. 

6 202 

 Appreciation 

of Staff 

A reply to story writers who thank 

staff for their care, this is mentioned 

in the staff response. 

6 89 

Identified 

participation 

Responsiveness indicating a deeper level of 

engagement when responders empathise with the 

story writer, they identify with the difficulties described 

by the story writer in a public centric response.   

6 189 

 

Task oriented 

Please contact Responders offers further contact 

with the story writer if they wish, and 

in identified participation the story 

writer is asked to get in touch to 

extend the conversation. 

4 38 

 

 

Socioemotional 

interaction 

Apology Responder apologises for a problem 

with that was identified by the story 

writer. 

6 57 

Extended 

socioemotional 

An extended use of socioemotional 

language, referring to story writer’s 

feelings, very friendly. 

6 80 
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Support for 

opinion 

When staff respond in support of a 

story writer’s opinion 

5 14 

 

The two levels of responsiveness described above build upon each other, a basic pattern of 

responsiveness indicating a light level of engagement is described above in Equitable 

interaction, this is most often associated with stories of mostly positive sentiment and a low 

level of criticality.  Stories with negative sentiment and a higher level of criticality require a 

different level of response. Described as Identified Participation, it refers to a deeper level of 

engagement that conveys the responder’s empathy with the story writer. It can be noted 

that the ‘support for opinion’ node (only 14 instances found in the analysis) consisted of both 

task oriented interaction elements and socioemotional elements. It was classified as 

socioemotional in this template highlighting the socioemotional nature of an Identified 

participation response Figure 5.13. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.13 Concept map of Identified participation and Equitable interaction 
Nodes from NVivo in the blue box 

 

The value of identifying types of responsiveness is that draws attention to the largely 

unrecognised role of socioemotional language in online interactions in online public 

engagement.  By identifying the components of levels of responsiveness on the successful 

Care Opinion platform, it is possible to demonstrate how both task and socioemotional 

interactions were used together to respond to stories.  Equitable interaction for 

straightforward interactions and Identified participation for more complex responses. 
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5.6 Value as needs fulfilment 
There is no generally accepted way of measuring the value of online public engagement, 

although it is recognised that a broader conceptualisation of government responsiveness in 

the public sphere is needed (Dekker and Bekkers, 2015). The Care Opinion platform was 

successful and continued to expand, yet only approximately three percent of publicly 

submitted stories lead to change.  Traditionally government responsiveness in the virtual 

sphere has been outcome based and associated with policy change, by that narrow 

measurement only the stories that lead to change would be regarded as valuable.  

As both public and staff stakeholders have continued to use Care Opinion for almost 15 years, 

it is very likely that value other than the outcome oriented change measure is appropriate in 

this domain. The analysis below aims to discover how user needs are fulfilled on Care 

Opinion. While government responsiveness was highly valued by the public as demonstrated 

in pilot 1 of this study, value must also be created for government stakeholders. This section 

explores the value creation opportunities arising from responsiveness on the Care Opinion 

platform, followed by how important new information was created on the platform. 

 

5.6.1 Traditional outcome based responsiveness 
Traditional responsiveness from government organisations applies a narrow understanding 

of responsiveness as an outcome-based (type of change) characteristic. On Care Opinion this 

was typified by the story mode ‘change made or planned” which was signposted on the 

platform as a possible outcome of story writer participation.  Yet, this story mode is only 

applicable to some stories where a change or need for service improvement is identified by 

the story writer and a change planned to be carried out by staff. Only approximately three 

percent of stories on the platform are categorised in this way. Similar to the reply to the story 

from Bunni the patient about the overcrowded waiting room resulting in the lack of privacy 

in some consulting rooms, see story in Appendix B. The text below was from the second reply 

to the story and was posted by Gordon Bryan senior nurse surgical and critical care. 

“Following on from your previous post we have reviewed the department and are 

planning to move the reception area. This change shall provide additional seating 

and also address the problems you have identified with people standing outside the 

rooms”. 

 

The above reply can be recognised as the type of government responsiveness that is 

traditionally valued. Analysis found that, Care Opinion also facilitate a different type of 
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responsiveness, one that might not result in any kind of physically measured change. Instead 

much of the responsiveness on the platform was concerned with developing a forum for 

communication, thereby identifying value that was shared by both public and staff 

stakeholders, enabling a process type of responsiveness. 

 

5.6.2 Staff responsiveness as a process on Care Opinion 
Moving beyond the traditional outcome responsiveness, the sections below describes the 

social processes involved in staff responsiveness to story writer feedback on Care Opinion. 

From the beginning the expectations of both staff and story writer stakeholders were 

managed through the openly shared motivation for the platform in the mission statement as 

shown below. 

We want people to be able to share their experiences of health and care in ways 

which are safe, simple, and lead to learning and change. 

This simple statement reinforced the approach of Care Opinion so that all stakeholders knew 

what to expect when they participated. Value creation activities from both task oriented 

interactions and socioemotional interactions were found, see codebook from NVivo below 

in Table 5.7 and in the following section. 

 

Table 5.7 Codebook from NVivo of needs fulfilment activities  

Construct Node Description Sources References 

Needs 

Fulfillment 

 Can mean different things depending on 

the type of story. From getting a 

meaningful reply, learning new 

information, receiving an empathetic 

response or answering concerns and 

describing changes that are planned or 

have happened in response to the story. 

6 344 

 

Task 

oriented 

Shared 

Information 

When a responder shares information 

about the service with the writer of the 

story, that is useful and relevant. 

6 66 

Further 

contact 

Story writer is supplied with direct 

contact information for the responder 

and can contact them if they wish. 

6 62 

Apology Responder apologises for a problem with 

that was identified by the story writer. 

6 47 
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Socio-

emotional 

response 

Extended 

socioemotional 

An extended use of socioemotional 

language, referring to story writers’ 

feelings, very friendly. 

6 80 

Appreciation 

of Staff 

Story writers thank staff for their care, 

this was mentioned in the staff response. 

6 89 

 

Arising from both task oriented interactions and socioemotional interactions the qualitative 

analysis identified areas of shared value in the interaction process on Care Opinion.  

 

5.6.2.1 Socioemotional interactions 
Analysis of interactions on Care Opinion identified the use of socioemotional language norms 

of interaction on Care Opinion as a significant element of interaction on Care Opinion. Some 

stories described an experience of care that was of a poor standard as described by Male 

A&E a service user, see full story in Appendix B, where they described being sent home from 

accident and emergency without being seen properly only to be admitted to hospital later 

that evening. 

“I was then that night admitted to crosshouse hospital ward 4a. I have inflammation 

of the stomach which was causing the discomfort. I feel that I could of been seen at 

the time I was there instead of being in pain all that time. I am horrified that this was 

the way I was treated and hope no one else would be treated this way”. 

This was an upsetting experience for the story writer and there were three replies to this 

story, two from the out of hours service that was mentioned in the story and the following 

clear and accessible response from Eunice Goodwin patient affairs manager. 

Dear Male A&E, I am so sorry you have been so distressed and felt so uncared for. I 

am also sorry that you were in pain for a long time before you got the care you 

needed. I will pass this to the Emergency Department staff for their consideration and 

reflection. I wonder if you would like to talk this through with one of the team. While 

it is too late to help you with this episode, we may learn from your experience, 

enabling us to help others. I sincerely hope you are well on the mend now and maybe 

home soon too. Thank you for taking the time to let us know about your experience, 

Best wishes, Eunice 

The response highlights much that can be commended in the socioemotional replies that 

typify the responsiveness on the platform. The personalised reply apologised for the 

problems described in the story and inquired about the story writer’s current health. The 

reply offered further contact, specifically with staff in the area mentioned in the story and 
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an explained how the story writers feedback would be reflected upon and learned from to 

help others in the future.  

Shared value can be realised from the identification of areas of service provision that could 

be improved and the reassurance that the story will improve care for future users. While the 

response recognises the fact that it is too late to help with the episode described by the story 

writer, all three replies to the story were posted by the next day and asked the story writer 

if they wished to get in touch again. Highlighting the importance placed on a rapid response 

to stories. 

 

Many of the stories on Care Opinion were in praise of staff, this enabled story writers to 

publicly share their thanks. Sharing their experience of care WSH a relative described in detail 

their husband’s experience of care following a heart attack, see story in Appendix B.  The 

story outlined the care journey from paramedics, cardiac team and the entire cardiac care 

unit, naming individuals for special thanks. One reply from Kirsty McWilliams senior nurse 

medicine is below. 

“Dear WSH Thank you for taking the time to post your feedback on the care opinion 
website, feedback is important to us and helps us to strive to provide the best care 
for our patients and service users. Our cardiology team works hard to deliver high 
standards of care and it is great that you have experienced this during your time in 
the University Hospital Hairmyres. I will notify the appropriate staff of your 
comments and I know they will be delighted with them. I hope your husband 
continues to recover well, wishing you and your family all the best for the future 
Kirsty”. 

The story received four replies two from the ambulance service who were also very pleased 

to hear of the successful health outcome of the patient they had cared for. The story 

highlighted areas where different services worked together to provide a high standard of 

care, which was valued by the front line staff, managers and commissioners of services and 

especially the patient and his family. 

The use of socioemotional language can be related directly to the SoC subconstruct Shared 

emotional connection, enabled by the use of Web 2.0 social tools on the Care Opinion 

platform. As demonstrated by the examples used above, stories with both positive and 

negative feedback can be responded to successfully using socioemotional language. The 

ability to openly share stories of thanks for care fulfils the needs of story writers to publicly 

share their appreciation; it highlights areas of service excellent and reinforces the value of 
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patient centric care. Another reply to the story above said, “such kind words go a long way 

and makes all the difference to staff”. 

 

5.6.2.2 Task oriented interactions 
As an appropriate response to some stories, staff responders offer to interact further with 

story writers to resolve issues raised by the story writer. Thereby, offering to extend the 

interaction beyond the Care Opinion platform. The example below shows how this worked 

in practice (the platform was also updated with information from the offline interaction).  

From Crc a parent/guardian, see full story in Appendix B. 

“We have tried with little avail to seek help from our GP and Camhs service for my 

nephew. His behaviour has escalated to beyond normal childhood behaviour to the 

point where we have been physically assaulted and have shown evidence of this to 

our GP and advised Cahms. . . we are desperately seeking help and seem to be getting 

nowhere!”  

Jim Murray service manager children’s’ services replied as follows to explain the delay in 

waiting times. 

“We are experiencing some difficulty in recruiting to specialist posts in CAMHS just 

now and we are seeing an increased demand for services, this means that waiting 

times are longer than has been the case in Lanarkshire previously. We are actively 

recruiting and hope that waiting times will reduce in the near future”. 

  

Following contact with the story writer offline, the story was further updated by the services 

manager with the following, showing the role the platform played in facilitating interaction 

between the family of the young man and the health service. 

“The team Coordinator did call the Childs Father and they discussed the urgency of 

the case as was recommended. This led to the young person being seen and he is now 

in being seen by the CAMHS service”. 

The above example shows how Care Opinion can be used to improve communication 

between the public and staff who both want the highest standard of care. It also allows 

exploration of the role of the SoC subconstruct Influence on the platform. The response to 

the story influenced the story writer’s understanding of the health service provision, they 

learned of the increased demand in services.  The story alerted the services manager to the 

details of the situation and together a solution was found.  
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As an outcome of online public interaction between the public and staff a new type of shared 

information was created see Figure 5.14 below; the value of this shared information is 

explored in the next section. 

 

Figure 5.14 Concept map of needs fulfilment and nodes from qualitative analysis 
NVivo nodes in blue boxes 

 

5.7 Value creation from shared information 
From observation of the platform including blogs on the platform and the analysis of 

interactions; frequent references to information sharing was found, often this referred to 

sharing with team members in meetings or on social media. While using the reporting 

features available on the staff subscription of the platform, it became clear that beyond the 

individual interactions between story writers and staff, the aggregation of story data could 

produce valuable and unique information regarding patient satisfaction and individual 

service performance. Information drawn from the Care Opinion platform, blogs and social 

media are used below to give a glimpse of how value was created from shared information 

in stories. 

Customer/patient satisfaction is an important key performance indicator, information from 

stories on Care Opinion provided previously unobserved lived experience of the patient 

perspective. Shared information facilitated learning and helped to identify areas of 

excellence or areas for improvement. When many stories were joined together a 

public/patient overview of a particular service could be created as demonstrated in the 

examples below. 
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5.7.1 Individual stories 
If was found that feedback shared by story writers was often shared by the story responder 

with members of their team. Sometimes a story was shared through private social media 

groups within the hospital or other channels, leading to discussions at many levels 

throughout the organisation triggered by the Care Opinion story.  

“I was very pleased to learn of your positive feedback and have shared this with the 

team. In particular it was lovely to read the specific comments regarding two of my 

team and on their behalf they extend their thanks to you for you taking the time to 

do this”. Gillian Malone Senior Charge Nurse. 

 

Some stories were publicly shared on social media see below. 

 

 

 

 

In a Care Opinion blog, a patient experience manager described their use of Care Opinion to 

improve communication and integrate feedback throughout their organisation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In addition to staff responders learning from the patient centric stories, Care Opinion was 

used by some medical training groups.  Describing why the Care Opinion public repository of 

stories are important to health students in Imperial College London, a guest blogger on Care 

Opinion outlined the value as follows. 

We won't always get everything right, but if you tell us we will improve the 

experience for others. Let us know through @careopinion or our Patient 

Experience Team #TeamSFH Tweeted by Sherwood Forest NHS 

 

“Sharing stories with staff is a major part of implementing Care Opinion here at 

ULHT. The stories we get are real experiences and are great examples of what staff 

are doing right. We have a staff only private Facebook group we put stories in and 

the staff love it.  

They get a real understanding of what’s happening across the trust- not just in their 

own service. Implementing Care Opinion across all services allows us to gather 

feedback from services that got little to no feedback before, it motivates staff and 

encourages them to get more feedback. Again, sharing it directly with staff has had 

a real positive effect and boosts morale. It encourages further patient-staff 

engagement, and further raises both the profile and impact of patient feedback. 

Each story is a stone in the pond, and the rippling effect is vast”. Sharon Kidd, 

Patient Experience and Engagement Manager. 
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Individual stories were found to have a life beyond the initial interaction between the story 

writer and staff responder, the value of these stories are as yet a largely untapped resource.  

5.7.2 Aggregated stories 
In the open and accessible online repository of stories on the Care Opinion platform the 

process of information sharing is formalised. On Care Opinion blogs, some evidence was 

found that Trusts use aggregated story data from Care Opinion as a rich and detailed source 

of patient feedback.  On her Care Opinion blog, patient experience and engagement manager 

Sharon Kidd described the value created by integrating patient feedback from Care Opinion 

below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Medical degrees have a high biomedical science content, despite clinical practice 

being arguably more of a team-based social science, suffused with humanity and 

suffering. Our project aims to support students in bridging these two paradigms 

in the interests of patient care. 

And we hope that people sharing experiences on Care Opinion will be heartened 

by the continuing impact that their stories are having on the education of future 

healthcare professionals. As student Rachel Ruck noted: “Working with Care 

Opinion narratives opened my eyes to the other side of medicine, the side of the 

patient”. Dr Kay Leedham-Green, Medical Education Fellow and guest blogger 

Care Opinion. 

 

“Integrating feedback at board level gives organizations a solid platform for 

change. Using the various tools that Care Opinion provide in the form of 

visualizations and reports, we are equipped with clear and accurate data to 

include in our monthly reports and our board reports.  The members of the board 

look at what patients are saying, look at services and take on board what is being 

said.  

We feel the board has really embraced feedback. Using Care Opinion provides 

enriched information on what is going on in the trusts, allowing us to celebrate 

success and act on the negatives. Additionally, taking patient feedback to board 

level shows staff that they are supported, and that patients are supported, 

encouraging more people to give us their feedback, allowing the service to 

constantly develop” Sharon Kidd, Patient Experience and Engagement Manager.  

 

 

 

 



      Chapter 5 

179 
 

In a practical example of aggregated feedback leading to service change, Janie Thomson, 

Head of Profession, Physiotherapy Services on her Care Opinion blog below described how 

children with a neurological disability are vulnerable to developing acute chronic respiratory 

problems resulting in hospital admissions. Through stories on Care Opinion the children and 

their families described how they were anxious and stressed during times of hospital 

admission, that they did not want to be separated from each other, their wider family and 

friends and did not like taking time off school and work.   

 

Examples such as described above suggest that the value created by the Care Opinion 

platform extends beyond the initial interaction whereby both story writer and staff 

responder appear to experience fulfilment of needs. Further to the interaction, the data 

created goes on to create further value as outlined above and below. 

The somewhat unexpected nature of the value of aggregating public feedback is well 

described by the national clinical director for the Scottish Government in a guest blog on 

Care Opinion. 

 

 

 

 

 

The ongoing value of shared information from interactions on Care Opinion is slowly being 

realised. By identifying the value arising from successful online public engagement, perhaps 

Example of how feedback on Care Opinion prompted a change in service 

provision 

In response to feedback received on Care Opinion, staff remodelled the service 

for physiotherapy services for children with a neurological disability, by bringing 

care out of hospital and into children’s own homes. The families agree that the 

remodelling was a great success; the families said 

“Really flexible, offered good advice, had a very positive experience”  

“This has been the longest ever my son hasn’t had to be in hospital since home 

visits started”  

They also found that hospital admissions for this group was down by 76% by 

comparing admissions for this group before and after implementation of the 

newly remodelled service. Indicating that, not only was the quality of care 

improved for the families concerned but significant cost saving occurred too for 

this small group of eleven patients. 

 

 

 

 

“When Scotland started on the Patient Opinion journey we knew there would be 

value in the individual stories but even the strongest advocates couldn’t have 

anticipated the richness of the data that is now available for learning and 

improvement”. Professor Jason Leitch, National clinical director for the Scottish 

Government. 
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other areas who seek to engage with the public could learn from the experiences outlined 

above and adapt this approach, especially the areas of local government and service 

provision. 

 

5.8 Findings summary 
A range of different data gathering methods were used in the qualitative phases, each was 

undertaken with the aim of discovering the components of successful online public 

engagement. The qualitative analysis helped to bring new and useful insights into 

participation, interaction and value from the perspectives of both public and government 

staff users of online public engagement. Yet, important gaps in the understanding of 

successful online public engagement still existed.  The focus of the study turned to research 

question 2 to discover the conditions for public value creation in online public engagement 

as described in chapter 2.4.5. An extended theory of SoC with public values as a domain 

appropriate extension of the SoC subconstruct needs fulfilment was used as an outcome of 

successful online public engagement. 

The conditions for public value creation in online public engagement was conceptualised to 

consist of SoC and domain appropriate antecedents of SoC. A quantitative survey was 

planned to verify components of SoC identified in the qualitative analysis and discover the 

impact of the management of Web 2.0 technology for interaction in online public 

engagement (antecedents of SoC), as described in chapter 2.7. As no suitable prior scale 

existed a new scale was constructed using the process outlined in chapter 4.7.1. 

The section below describes the findings from the qualitative analysis as they informed the 

construction of the new Interaction governance scale in the quantitative survey. 

Findings from the qualitative analysis phases emphasised the dissimilar experiences of public 

and government staff stakeholders in online public engagement. Staff in the online 

community in pilot 2 most valued the safety of their online space to participate, they valued 

the privacy of the group and the supportive online space. For the public in pilot 1 their 

perception of value from the online participatory experience was negatively impacted by the 

lack of responsiveness of government staff.  
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Moderation 

In pilot 1 there was no visible moderation process (although submissions were monitored), 

there was almost no interaction. In pilot 2, moderation was not apparent (but there was very 

effective community management), participation was visible, and some interaction was 

conducted using private messages. In contrast moderation guided the entire public 

participation process on Care Opinion, this is likely to be a contributory factor to the safe 

environment for staff to participate, as no individualistic interactions were found in the 

qualitative template analysis.  

The crucial role of moderation on the Care Opinion platform suggested that it is an important 

element of online public engagement, it is included in the Interaction governance scale. 

 

Identity 

In pilot 1 public users could add their name to their submission or keep it private. In pilot 2 

staff identities were validated as it was a closed community. From the qualitative analysis of 

Care Opinion, the norms of participation involved protecting the identity of public users and 

identity sharing for staff. Identity sharing was found to be an important antecedent of SoC in 

other online SoC domains. Although the role of anonymous participation seems to be an 

important element as shown by the qualitative analysis on Care Opinion.  

Identity is included as a construct in Interaction governance to help discover more about the 

role of identity sharing in online public engagement.  

 

Responsiveness (of the platform) 

In pilot 1, public users found that the platform and its management were more responsive 

to their needs that the responsiveness of government staff. Staff users found that the active 

online community was a safe supportive online space in pilot 2. The qualitative findings 

demonstrated that the Care Opinion platform was built upon an understanding that public 

feedback would be responded to (response levels were approximately 97% for Scotland).  

The Care Opinion platform responded to the public when they moderated public feedback, 

published the story and sent it directly to the appropriate staff. The findings showed that 

Care Opinion supplied high quality support and training to enable the participation of staff.  

The findings in pilot 1 show that the responsiveness of the platform and replies from 

management of the platform could not overcome problems with the responsiveness of 

government staff. While responsiveness of the platform seemed to be important on Care 

Opinion, it performed a different role for each stakeholder group.  
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In the era of ubiquitous computing, responsiveness (of the platform) was included in the 

Interaction governance scale to discover more about its role in online public engagement. 

The SoC theory guided all the qualitative analysis, the findings are described below with 

reference to the quantitative survey. 

Sense of belonging 

While the online platform was found to be trustworthy by the public participating in pilot 1 

the lack of interactivity indicates that there was almost no Sense of belonging experienced 

by users. In pilot 2 staff found the platform trustworthy and were confident to interact 

online, the closed nature of the community and verified identity were important. There were 

indications that both staff and the public did experience a Sense of belonging on Care 

Opinion as staff shared their full identity and members of the public shared personal details 

of their health and care. Sense of belonging was included in the survey to discover to what 

extent users felt comfortable participating on the platform. 

 

Shared emotional connection 

Shared emotional connection is associated with the use of socioemotional language and in 

pilot 1 there was no indication of interactions of this type. In pilot 2 there were indications 

that a Shared emotional connection existed from responses to the questionnaire and from 

the supportive tone of interactions, it seemed likely that direct messaging played a role too.  

On Care Opinion staff responses to public feedback frequently used socioemotional language 

as an interaction norm on the platform in response to public feedback regardless of the 

sentiment of the feedback. Responsiveness using socioemotional language was a core 

element of all staff replies. The style and tone of the platform was set by the language used. 

 

Shared emotional connection examines users perceptions of the social interactivity enabled 

by Web 2.0, therefore it is included as a vital construct in the research model.  

 

Influence 

The openness of the submission process in pilot 1 seems to have influenced users 

submissions as described by one participant. Apart from that, many users found it difficult 

to discover evidence of their influence in the process, lack of government responsiveness 

contributed to this experience. In pilot 2 the importance of Influence was recognised but it 

was found to be difficult to implement in practice and access to agenda setting was identified 
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by the management of the Khub platform as an important component of influence. On Care 

Opinion examples of changes to services as a result of public feedback were limited, yet the 

platform was successful over an extended period of time. The study contends that other 

factors apart from service or policy change are likely to contribute to feelings of influence.  

 

Findings from the qualitative analysis indicated that other components of influence could be 

access to agenda setting by public users, the responsiveness of the platform and information 

sharing by staff that answered public queries. For staff receiving patient centric perspectives 

of care, sharing those stories and being able to reply to stories. Questions regarding influence 

were included in the survey to discover users perceptions of the utility of interactions, the 

extent that users felt that they had influence on the platform or that they were influenced 

by others. 

 

Needs fulfilment 

Each of the three platforms set out to fulfil the needs of their users, in pilot 1 the platform 

fulfilled a need by enabling the participation of the public making all submissions openly 

available. Unfortunately, public users felt the openness was of little benefit without staff 

responsiveness. In pilot 2 the platform fulfilled the needs of their users when they created a 

safe space for staff to share information, find answers and network. Care Opinion fulfilled 

the needs of two diverse user groups by creating a safe online space for public feedback, as 

demonstrated by the norms of participation. They facilitated the targeted delivery of 

feedback and supported personalised replies to public feedback. Qualitative findings show 

that the online space was successfully used to thank staff (good for staff moral), inform staff 

learning, identify areas for improvement and support the creation of new information about 

care services. 

 

The longevity of the Care Opinion platform indicates that it was successful, and the 

qualitative analysis indicates that the platform fulfilled the needs of users. To discover to 

what extent both public and staff users experienced needs fulfilment on Care Opinion it was 

important to include appropriate questions in the survey. As Care Opinion operates within 

the public sphere, public values provided a domains specific way to examine the extent that 

the value that was created on the platform was public value and not only individual value. 
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5.9 Summary of chapter 
This chapter describes the findings of the qualitative phases the study, initially taking an 

exploratory approach to discovering both public and staff users perceptions of online public 

engagement in two pilot studies. This influenced the creation of a SoC checklist that guided 

the selection of the platform Care Opinion for the remainder of the study. The analysis of 

staff replies to public feedback using an IPA /SoC framework identified two types of 

interaction on the platform and two levels of interaction. The study analysed ways in which 

both staff and public users participate and interact on the platform. Identifying important 

elements of successful online public engagement, using SoC to describe the social processes 

and opportunities for value creation that take place on the platform. 

Gaps still remained in our understanding, including the extent that users did experience a 

Sense of belonging and that user’s needs were fulfilled on the platform. To identify the 

conditions for public value creation in online public engagement and answer research 

question 2, quantitative surveys were used, the findings are described in chapter 6.
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Chapter 6 Quantitative Findings 

6.0 Introduction 
This chapter describes the findings from the quantitative surveys, following the rationale 

described in chapter 3. To answer research question 2 and identify the conditions for public 

value creation in online public engagement. The new Interaction governance scale is used to 

discover users perception of how the platform is managed to enable participation and 

interaction as antecedents of SoC. The extended SoC theory is used to discover users 

perspective of the quality of the interaction using public values as an outcome of successful 

online public engagement. 

 

This chapter describes the findings from the analysis of responses to the surveys. Firstly, the 

demographic data from both staff and story writer surveys that was collected using an online 

survey tool is described. Then the Structural Equation Modelling software Smart PLS is used 

to analyse the reliability and validity of the data beginning with an exploratory analysis of the 

new Interaction governance scale using the guidelines for reporting PLS-SEM (Hair et al, 

2019) set out in chapter 4. 

As SoC and public value constructs are well validated in other domains, next the study 

conducts a confirmatory factory analysis of SoC, public value and Interaction governance 

scales.  The measurement mode is assessed for consistency and validity, leading to the 

validation of all four subconstructs of SoC in online public engagement. In the final section 

the relationships between the constructs are analysed and the hypotheses are presented to 

answer research question 2 and discover the conditions for public value creation in online 

public engagement. 

 

6.1 Survey Quality 
The process of question identification began with the creation of a bank of existing questions 

used in SoC research and existing questions from public value net benefits. As no suitable 

scale existed, a new measure of Interaction governance was created see chapter 4.7.1. This 

new scale sought to uncover antecedents of SoC in online public engagement, it reflects 

existing antecedents of SoC and is influenced by elements of the successful Care Opinion 

platform as discovered in the qualitative analysis.   
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One survey was circulated to each of the two main stakeholder groups that use the platform, 

story writers (members of the public) and (story responders) staff. The surveys were 

circulated to people in Scotland who had used the platform in the 6 months before the 

survey. Each sample was drawn from across the health board regions in Scotland, aiming for 

proportionally similar samples from each health board for each group.  

Care was taken to ensure that the two surveys were identical and to keep the wording of the 

questions true to the construct: for example ‘How often have you used Care Opinion to post 

a reply to a story’ compared to ‘How often have you used Care Opinion to post a story’. The 

findings from the surveys are shared in the sections below as follows, data from each 

stakeholder group, story writers and staff are analysed independently and then together as 

an all users group. 

 

6.1.1 Staff responses 
A random sample of staff across Scottish health Trusts who had used Care Opinion in the 

previous six months were invited to participate in the survey. In total there were 262 

complete staff responses out of 699 requests to participate in the survey. This resulted in a 

37% response rate with a 94% completion rate for people who began the survey online.  In 

common with much health services research, 80% of respondents were female; see Table 

6.1 below. Over representation of females is not particularly unusual in public engagement 

health services research (Oostendorp et al. 2015). 

Table 6.1 Profile of gender in staff survey 

Sex Frequency % of N 

Female 211 80.5 

Male 44 16.8 

Prefer not to say 7 2.7 

N = 262 100 

 

While there were no student respondents in the survey, there was a good distribution of 

respondents across other age groups. All staff participants in the survey were from age 

groups over the age of twenty four years; see Table 6.2 below. 

Table 6.2 Profile of staff by age 

Age Frequency % of N 

25-34 8 3.1 

35-44 41 15.6 
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45-54 144 55 

55-64 66 25.2 

65 or older 3 1.1 

N = 262 100 

 

A quarter of staff respondents to the survey described reading on Care Opinion several times 

per week or daily. Half of the responders used Care Opinion occasionally to read stories; see 

Table 6.3 below. 

Table 6.3 Frequency of staff reading on Care Opinion 
 

Frequency Percent % of N 

Once 6 2.3 2.3 

Occasionally 67 25.6 25.6 

Monthly 63 24 24 

Weekly 56 21.4 21.4 

Several times per week 41 15.6 15.6 

Daily 29 11.1 11.1 

N = 262 100 100 

 

Over one third of staff survey respondents had never posted a reply or had only used Care 

Opinion to reply once. Almost half of respondent were occasional users and just 10% could 

be described as intensive users; see Table 6.4 below. 

Table 6.4 Frequency of staff responder posting on Care Opinion 
 

Frequency Percent % of N 

Never 78 29.8 29.8 

Once 23 8.8 8.8 

Occasionally 91 34.7 34.7 

Couple of times per 
month 

44 16.8 16.8 

Several times per week 23 8.8 8.8 

Daily 3 1.1 1.1 

N = 262 100 100 

 

Almost three quarters of staff who replied to the survey had been using Care Opinion for one 

year or more. The remainder were relatively new users represent a diverse range of user 

experience of Care Opinion; see Table 6.5 below. 
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Table 6.5 Length of time staff respondent has used Care Opinion 
 

Frequency % of N 

1 month or less 13 5 

3 months 14 5.3 

6 months 23 8.8 

9 months 26 9.9 

1 year 76 29 

2 years or more 110 42 

N = 262 100 

 

6.1.2 Story writer responses 
A random sample of the public who had used Care Opinion in the previous six month from 

across Scottish health Trusts were invited to participate. From 253 invitations to participate, 

there were 106 complete responses resulting in a 42% response rate; there was a 94% 

completion response rate for people who started the survey online. In the story writer 

sample, just over two thirds of respondents were female; see Table 6.6 below. 

Table 6.6 Profile of Story writers by gender   
 

Frequency % of N 

Female 72 67.9 

Male 33 31.1 

Prefer not to say 1 0.9 

N = 106 100 

 

   

The story writer sample has responses from all age groups over the age of 18 years, the 

distribution shows a high proportion of respondents from the older age categories with 27% 

<65 years. Suggesting that the online nature of the Care Opinion patient feedback platform 

is well used by the older demographic too; see Table 6.7 below.  

Table 6.7 Profile of Story writers by age  
 

Frequency % of N 

18-24 4 3.8 

25-34 11 10.4 

35-44 14 13.2 

45-54 27 25.5 

55-64 21 19.8 

65 or older 29 27.4 

N = 106 100 
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When asked to about their usage of Care Opinion, just over a quarter of story writers in the 

survey had posted more than one story. Only a quarter could be described as regular readers 

on Care Opinion, the majority only went on the platform once or occasionally; see Table 6.8 

below. 

Table 6.8 Frequency of story writer reading posts on Care Opinion 

Reader Frequency % of N 

Once 37 34.9 

Occasionally 50 46.2 

Monthly 12 11.3 

Weekly 3 2.8 

Several times per week 4 3.8 

N = 106 100 

 

 

Story writers with a range of different length experience using Care Opinion are represented 

in the sample. Almost a quarter had used Care Opinion for two years or more and just over 

a quarter were new users, using Care Opinion for three months and less; see Table 6.9 below. 

Table 6.9 Length of time story writers had used Care Opinion 
 

Frequency % of N 

1 month or less 3 2.8 

3 months 27 25.5 

6 months 35 33 

9 months 3 2.8 

1 year 12 11.3 

2 years or more 26 24.5 

N = 106 100 

 

Both surveys succeeded in attracting an acceptable level of responses, in general, the ratio 

of responses to variables should be between 5:1 and 10:1 (Netemeyer et al., 2003). The 

sample size falls within acceptable levels as per (Marcoulides and Chin 2013) as all factor 

included in the model loaded strongly and the data displayed a normal distribution with no 

missing values.  The number of variables examined was 11 and in both stakeholder groups 

the ratio variables to responses was at the higher end of the spectrum, the total sample size 

falls between the suggested ideal 150-400 (Hair et al. 2006). 
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6.2 Interaction Governance 
As Interaction governance is a new scale, the initial focus of the analysis was to conduct an 

exploratory factor analysis and reliability check on the index using data from both surveys. 

The evaluation procedures used in the analysis in this study were designed specifically for 

PLS-SEM’s prediction-oriented nature (Shmueli et al., 2016) and follow the steps described 

for the evaluation of PLS -SEM results (Hair et al., 2019). 

Smart PLS takes all the information from the network into account when forming composites, 

not only the variance-covariance within a construct (Hair, et al., 2011). Reflecting this, the 

path model for Interaction governance, SoC and public value are calculated together. The 

factor analysis for Interaction governance is described in the section below. In the section 

following that, the measurement model with Interaction governance along with the 

established measures of SoC and public value is assessed for internal consistency, convergent 

validity, and discriminate validity. 

To provide a preliminary validation of the factor structure, the following testing assumptions 

were carried out to examine the overall level of correlation in the sample using the Bartlett 

test of sphericity and the measure of sampling adequacy (MSA) to determine if factor 

analysis is appropriate (Hair, et al., 2006). The MSA returns a number between 0 and 1 and 

calculates the degree of intercorrelations among the variables, a score of .60 is deemed 

acceptable. The KMO test resulted in a satisfactory score for each stakeholder group .703 

(Staff) and .651 (Story writer) and .692 for all respondents. The Bartlett's test resulted in a 

value of 1004.381 (p<0.000) (Staff) and 1346.168 (p<0.000) (Story writer) and 1346.168 (all 

respondents); see Appendix C. 

 

6.2.1 Factor analysis 
This section provides a preliminary validation of the factor structure all of the three 

subconstructs of interaction governance: Moderation, Identity and Responsiveness. There 

was no cross loading and almost all indicators for each user group loaded as expected, which 

suggests convergent and discriminant validity because all items loaded higher on their own 

factors than on others (Hair et al., 2006; Straub et al., 2004). See initial factor analysis for 

story writers, staff and all users groups in Appendix C.  

Most factors loaded > 0.708, except for the following: in the staff sample Identity2 (0.593) 

and Responsiveness1 (0.669) were removed. The final staff factor loading see Table 6.10 

below. In the story writers sample Identity1 (0.367), Idenity3 (0.194) and Personalisation1 
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(0.635) were removed see Table 6.11 below. In the all users sample Identity2 was removed 

see Table 6.12 below. The Identity construct is described in detail below in 6.2.1.1. 

Table 6.10 Final factor loading staff sample 

 Efficacy Identity Influence Mod Pers Respon SeC  SoB Time Trustw 
Well 
inform 

Effic1 0.73           

Effic2 0.806           

Effic3 0.863           

Iden1  0.894          

Iden3  0.928          

Influ1   0.748         

Influ2   0.839         

Influ3   0.823         

Mod1    0.786        

Mod2    0.809        

Mod3    0.879        

Mod4    0.784        

Pers1     0.816       

Pers2     0.917       

Pers3     0.89       

Resp2      0.901      

Resp3      0.949      

SeC1       0.88     

SeC2       0.876     

SeC3       0.775     

SeC4       0.78     

SoB1        0.814    

SoB2        0.835    

SoB3        0.858    

Tim1         0.726   

Time2         0.914   

Time3         0.873   

Trust1          0.889  

Trust2          0.891  

Trust3          0.867  

WelIn1           0.8 

Welln2           0.931 

Welln3           0.86 

Identity2, Responsiveness1 removed. 

Table 6.11 Final factor loading story writer sample 

 Efficac Identity Influen Mod Perso Respo SeC SoB  Time Trustw 
Well 
inform 

Effic1 0.774           
Effic2 0.848           
Effic3 0.861           
Identit2  1          
Influe1   0.781         
Influe2   0.865         
Influe3   0.855         
Mod1    0.858        
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Mod2    0.837        
Mod3    0.86        
Mod4    0.815        
Persl2     0.934       
Persl3     0.93       
Respo1      0.793      
Respo2      0.839      
Respo3      0.812      
SoB1       0.82     
Sob2       0.802     
SoB3       0.865     
SeC1        0.836    
SeC2        0.809    
SeC3        0.737    
SeC4        0.791    
Time1         0.789   
Time2         0.889   
Time3         0.861   
Trust1          0.895  
Trust2          0.906  
Trust3          0.933  
WelIn1           0.751 

Welln2           0.931 

Welln3           0.868 

Identity1, Identity3 and (Personalised1 discussed in the next section) removed  

 

Table 6.12 Final factor loading all users  

 Efficacy Identi Influe Mod Perso Respo SeC SoB Time Trust 
Well 
infor 

Effic1 0.741           
Effic2 0.815           
Effic3 0.863           
Identity1  0.875          
Identity3  0.943          
Influen1   0.755         
Influen2   0.853         
Influen3   0.825         
Mod1    0.813        
Mod2    0.816        
Mod3    0.871        
Mod4    0.791        
Persl1     0.763       
Persl2     0.909       
Persl3     0.89       
Respon1      0.724      
Respon2      0.9      
Respon3      0.913      
SeC1       0.868     
SeC2       0.857     
SeC3       0.764     
SeC4       0.781     
SoB1        0.809    
SoB2        0.828    
SoB3        0.86    
Time1         0.741   
Time2         0.908   
Time3         0.872   
Trust1          0.89  
Trust2          0.893  
Trust3          0.889  
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WelIn1           0.785 

Welln2           0.931 

Welln3           0.861 

Identity2 removed 

6.2.1.1 Factors removed 
The role of Identity sharing is a source of debate between stakeholders in online patient 

feedback (Locock et al. 2020). On Care Opinion staff share their identity on the platform while 

story writers remain anonymous, these differences are reflected in the data from the surveys 

for the construct Identity. Highlighting a key distinction in the way staff users and story 

writers participate on Care Opinion. For the staff and all users group one factor Identity2 did 

not load sufficiently highly. In contrast, Identity1 and Identity3 did not load for the story 

writers group, whereas Identity2 loaded strongly; see Table 6.13 below and final factor 

loading for Identity in Table 6.14 below. 

 

Table 6.13 Initial factor loading for Identity construct 

Factor                 Survey question Staff All 
users 

Story 
writers 

Identity1 I think it is important that Staff responding to stories 
do share their identity on Care Opinion. 

0.821 0.797 0.367 

Identity2  I think it is important that story writers do not share 
their identity on Care Opinion. 

0.593 0.583 0.985 

Identity3   When staff responders share their identity, it 
contributes to the reliability of the replies on Care 
Opinion. 

0.868 0.866 0.194 

 

 

Table 6.14 Final factor loading for Identity construct 

Factor   Factor                Survey question Staff All 
users 

Story 
writers 

Identity1 I think it is important that Staff responding to stories 
do share their identity on Care Opinion. 

0.821 0.875  

Identity2 I think it is important that story writers do not share 
their identity on Care Opinion. 

  1 

Identity3    When staff responders share their identity, it 
contributes to the reliability of the replies on Care 
Opinion. 

0.868 0.943  

 

In the Interaction governance scale one other indicator did not load sufficiently for 

confirmatory research Responsivenss1 Replies on Care Opinion are responsive to the input of 

story writers. Responsivenss1 did not load sufficiently (0.699) for staff sample, but loaded 

well for the other two groups (0.724) all users, story writers (0.793) see Appendix C.  
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The only indicator from the SoC or public value indexes that was dropped from the research 

model was Personalisation1 (0.635) “It is important that Care Opinion deliver stories directly 

to the relevant people”. It did not load sufficiently for confirmatory research for the story 

writers only sample; see Appendix C. Personalisation1 loaded highly for the staff (0.816) and 

all users groups (0.763).  It appears that the relevance of the indicator to deliver stories 

directly to the relevant people was not realised by story writers. 

 

6.3 Assessing the measurement model 

The indicator loadings of all the constructs were assessed and indicators that did not load 

above 0.708 were removed as outlined above. Three steps are recommended to assess the 

reliability of the measurement model, internal consistency, convergent validity and 

discriminate validity (Hair, et al., 2019). The PLS-SEM results from the analysis for the three 

groupings of constructs in the research, Interaction governance, SoC and public value for 

each of the three groupings staff, story writers and all users together are outlined in the 

section below. 

6.3.1 Internal consistency 
The Cronbach alphas in the data analysed below were all higher than the 0.708 threshold for 

confirmatory research. In Interaction governance they ranged from 0.75 for Responsiveness 

in the story writer sample to 0.854 for Moderation in the story writer sample see Table 6.14 

below. Composite reliability was also conducted as higher values are believed to indicated 

higher levels of reliability (Diamantopoulos et al., 2012; Drolet and Morrison, 2001). 

Cronbach’s alpha is a less precise measure of reliability as the items are unweighted. Hair 

suggests that the construct’s true reliability is between the more conservative Cronbach’s 

alpha and Composite reliability. All variables fall within the recommended range see; Table 

6.15 below 

 

6.3.2 Convergent validity 

 The measure used to evaluate a construct’s convergent validity, or the degree that items 

converge on a construct is Average variance extracted (AVE). An AVE of 0.5 or higher suggests 

that the construct measures at least 50 percent of the variance of its indicators (Hair et al., 

2006). This third step of reflective measurement model assessment examines the validity of 

each construct measure. The results show high levels of correlation within constructs in each 
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of the construct groups. In all samples the AVE recorded was above the guideline ≥0.50, for 

Interaction governance results for AVE ranged from 0.664 for Responsiveness in the story 

writer sample and 0.861 for Responsiveness in the staff sample. The Cronbach's alpha was 

at the higher end of the scale for almost all indicators, especially the staff Responsiveness (of 

the platform), story writers recorded a lower 0.75. All composite reliability scores were close 

to the upper threshold see Table 6.15 below.  

Table 6.15 Interaction governance – construct reliability and validity all groups 

 

Number of 
factors 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Composite 
Reliability 

Average Variance 
Extracted (AVE) 

Thresholds  >70 - 90 >0.70 - 0.94 AVE ≥0.50 

Staff  
   

Moderation 4 0.866 0.888 0.665 

Identity 2 0.816 0.907 0.83 

Responsiveness 2 0.894 0.926 0.861 

Story writers     
Moderation 4 0.864 0.907 0.71 

Identity 1 1 1 1 

Responsiveness 3 0.75 0.856 0.664 

All users     

Moderation 4 0.844 0.894 0.678 

Identity 2 0.799 0.906 0.828 

Responsiveness 3 0.821 0.885 0.722 

 

For SoC the Cronbach’s alpha ranged from 0.728 for Influence in the staff sample to 0.850 

for Shared emotional connection in the staff sample. The SoC AVE results ranged from 0.853 

for Influence in the all users group and 0.898 for Shared emotional connection in the staff 

sample.  For SoC the composite reliability results ranged from 0.741 for Influence in the staff 

sample to 0.845 for Shared emotional connection for the all users group see Table 6.16 

below.  

Table 6.16 Sense of Community internal consistency and reliability all groups 

 

Number 
of 
factors Cronbach's 

Alpha 
Composite 
Reliability 

Average 
Variance 
Extracted 
(AVE) 

Thresholds  >70 - 90 >0.70 - 0.95 AVE ≥0.50 

Staff  
   

Sense of belonging  3 0.786 0.8 0.874 

Shared emotional connection 4 0.85 0.87 0.898 

Influence 3 0.728 0.741 0.846 

Story writers     
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Sense of belonging  3 0.775 0.789 0.869 

Shared emotional connection 4 0.806 0.815 0.872 

Influence 3 0.784 0.804 0.873 

All users     

Sense of belonging  3 0.781 0.796 0.872 

Shared emotional connection 4 0.837 0.854 0.89 

Influence 3 0.743 0.76 0.853 

 

For public value, the Cronbach alphas ranged from 0.77 for Efficacy in the story writer sample 

to 0.898 for Trustworthiness in the story writer sample. The AVE results ranged from 0. 843 

in the staff sample to 0.936 for Trustworthiness in the story writers sample. The composite 

reliability results ranged from 0.725 for Efficacy in the staff sample to 0.899 for 

Trustworthiness in the story writers sample. Trustworthiness scored highly for all measures 

and Efficacy scored lowest across all samples see Table 6.17 below. 

 

Table 6.17 Public value internal consistency and reliability  

 

Number 
of 
factors 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Composite 
Reliability 

Average 
Variance 
Extracted (AVE) 

Thresholds  >70 – 90 >0.70 - 0.95 AVE ≥0.50 

Staff  
   

Time 3 0.79 0.82 0.878 

Personalisation 3 0.847 0.857 0.908 

Trustworthiness 3 0.858 0.858 0.913 

Well informedness 3 0.83 0.848 0.899 

Efficacy 3 0.719 0.725 0.843 

Story writers     
Time 3 0.802 0.806 0.884 

Personalisation 2 0.849 0.849 0.93 

Trust 3 0.898 0.899 0.936 

Well informedness 3 0.81 0.828 0.888 

Efficacy 3 0.77 0.771 0.868 

All users     

Time 3 0.794 0.817 0.88 

Personalisation 3 0.816 0.836 0.891 

Trust 3 0.87 0.87 0.92 

Well informedness 3 0.824 0.84 0.896 

Efficacy 3 0.731 0.735 0.849 
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6.3.3 Discriminate validity 
Checking for the extent that each construct is empirically distinct from other constructs in 

the structural model is Step four of the recommended process for analysing the results from 

PLS-SEM (Hair et al 2019. One way to assess discriminate validity is the rule that the shared 

variance for all model constructs should not be larger than their AVE (Fornell and Larcker, 

1981), see the result of this analysis in Appendix C where all constructs in the model were 

found to meet these guidelines. The heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio of correlations have 

been proposed as a more appropriate measure (Voorhees et al., 2016) of discriminate 

validity. A threshold value of 0.90 has been proposed for structural models with concepts 

that are conceptually very similar, yet the exact threshold level of the HTMT is debatable 

(Henseler et al. 2015). 

Discriminate validity is not an entirely empirical measure, theoretical foundations and 

arguments should provide reasons for constructs correlating or not (Bollen and Lennox 

1991). It has been argued that any derivation of HTMT thresholds is subjective especially 

when factor loadings are homogenous and high (Henseler et al. 2015).   

All constructs except for two fall well within recommended guidelines, the HTMT for SoC 

constructs Sense of Belonging and Shared Emotional Connection fall slightly outside 

suggested thresholds. For the story writer, see Table 6.18 and staff samples, see Table 6.19 

below the HTMT score was 0.914. The all users group was 0.906; see Table 6.20 below.  

Henseler contends that: “Even if two constructs are highly, but not perfectly, correlated with 

values close to 1.0, the criterion is unlikely to indicate a lack of discriminant validity, 

particularly when the loadings are homogeneous and high” (Henseler et al., 2015) 128). As 

SoC theory suggests interdependency between constructs, loadings in all samples of all 

constructs was satisfactory and the results of the HTMT text are still significantly below 1, 

discriminate validity was deemed to be sufficient. 

Table 6.18 Discriminate validity HTMT story writers 
 

Effic Ident Influen Mod Perso Respo SoB SeC Time Trust Wel 

Efficacy 
           

Identity 0.033 
          

Influence 0.726 0.135 
         

Mod 0.441 0.09 0.327 
        

Persona 0.758 0.074 0.605 0.523 
       

Respon 0.243 0.174 0.289 0.192 0.415 
      

SoB  0.763 0.119 0.645 0.49 0.691 0.111 
     

SeC 0.799 0.065 0.777 0.492 0.764 0.328 0.914 
    

Time 0.79 0.076 0.399 0.447 0.741 0.328 0.696 0.737 
   

Trustw 0.789 0.056 0.506 0.487 0.678 0.41 0.7 0.851 0.703 
  

Well 
infor 

0.745 0.155 0.678 0.279 0.567 0.214 0.636 0.852 0.563 0.697 
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Table 6.19 Discriminate validity HTMT staff sample 
 

Efficacy Identi Influe Mode Perso Respo SoB SeC  Time Trust Well 
in 

Efficacy 
           

Identity 0.452 
          

Influence 0.777 0.371 
         

Mod 0.296 0.29 0.402 
        

Persona 0.744 0.571 0.583 0.405 
       

Respon 0.189 0.061 0.146 0.046 0.112 
      

SoB 0.802 0.611 0.602 0.354 0.725 0.105 
     

SeC 0.903 0.53 0.756 0.337 0.746 0.145 0.914 
    

Time 0.71 0.561 0.543 0.433 0.872 0.183 0.771 0.781 
   

Trustw 0.862 0.476 0.657 0.385 0.893 0.152 0.844 0.806 0.843 
  

Well 
infor 

0.888 0.513 0.647 0.251 0.727 0.197 0.793 0.886 0.76 0.825 
 

 

Table 6.20 Discriminate validity HTMT all users 
 

Efficacy Ident Influe Mode Person Respon SoB SeC Time Trust Well 
in 

Efficacy 
           

Identity 0.309 
          

Influence 0.737 0.293 
         

Mod 0.344 0.227 0.386 
        

Personi 0.763 0.456 0.569 0.449 
       

Respon 0.201 0.049 0.168 0.043 0.181 
      

SoB 0.791 0.34 0.56 0.371 0.734 0.087 
     

SeC 0.869 0.337 0.749 0.384 0.759 0.18 0.906 
    

Time 0.74 0.388 0.469 0.428 0.869 0.214 0.757 0.768 
   

Trustw 0.84 0.295 0.589 0.421 0.844 0.225 0.794 0.818 0.798 
  

Well 
infor 

0.832 0.348 0.661 0.267 0.683 0.191 0.729 0.876 0.697 0.777 
 

 

6.4 Assessing the structural model 
The next step evaluating PLS-SEM results was to assess the structural model. This included 

the coefficient of determination (R2), the blindfolding based cross validated redundancy 

measure Q2 and the statistical significance and relevance of the path coefficients. To 

calculate the relationship between constructs, the coefficients for the relationships between 

constructs are calculated by estimating a series of regression equations.  

To check for common method bias or collinearity, the correlation between independent 

variables needed to be examined to make sure it did not bias the regression output. Using 

the latent variable scores of the predictor constructs the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) 

scores were calculated, a score of above 5 indicates the likelihood of a collinearity problem. 

Although problems can sometimes occur at lower VIF levels. Ideally the VIF values should be 

lower than or close to 3 (Becker et al. 2015; Mason and Perreault Jr 1991). The outer VIF 

scores are in appendix C, all VIF scores are close to or less than 3. The inner VIF scores are 



      Chapter 6 

199 
 

below in Tables 6.21 – 6.23 all scores are less than 3 in all samples; these scores indicate that 

collinearity will not bias the regression output. 

Table 6.21 Story writer inner VIF 
 

Efficacy Inf Perso Sense of 
belonging 

Shared 
emotional 
connection 

Time Trust Well 
in 

Efficacy 
       

 

Identity 
 

1.021 
 

1.02 1.021 
  

 

Influence 1.609 
 

1.609 
  

1.609 1.609 1.609 

Moderation 1.022 
 

1.02 1.022 
  

 

Personal 
      

 

Responsiveness 1.044 
 

1.04 1.044 
  

 

SoB 2.2 
 

2.2 
  

2.2 2.2 2.2 
SeC 2.542 

 
2.542 

  
2.542 2.542 2.542 

 

Table 6.22 Staff sample inner VIF 
 

Efficacy Inf Perso Sense of 
belonging 

Sense of 
belonging 

Time Trust Well 
info 

Efficacy 
        

Identity 
 

1.07 
 

1.07 1.07 
   

Influence 1.525 
 

1.525 
  

1.525 1.525 1.525 
Moderation 1.068 

 
1.068 1.068 

   

Personalisation 
       

Responsiveness 1.002 
 

1.002 1.002 
   

SoB 2.4 
 

2.4 
  

2.4 2.4 2.4 
SeC 2.857 

 
2.857 

  
2.857 2.857 2.857 

 

 

Table 6.23 All users inner VIF 
 

Efficacy Inf Person Sense of 
belonging 

Shared 
emotional 
connection 

Time Trust Well info 

Efficacy 
        

Identity 
 

1.041 
 

1.041 1.041 
   

Influence 1.507 
 

1.507 
  

1.507 1.507 1.507 
Moderation 1.041 

 
1.041 1.041 

   

Personalisation 
       

Responsiveness 1.001 
 

1.001 1.001 
   

SoB 2.283 
 

2.283 
  

2.283 2.283 2.283 
SeC 2.762 

 
2.762 

  
2.762 2.762 2.762 

 

 

6.4.1 Explanatory power 
The high level of statistical power is one of the most useful aspects of SEM PLS, it increases 

the accuracy of correctly identifying relationships in the data. Of the variance that is 

explained in each of the endogenous constructs, the R2 score measures the model’s 

explanatory power, (Hair, et al., 2019). The score can range from 0 to 1 and guidelines 
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suggest that R2 values of 0.75 are substantial, 0.50 are moderate and 0.25 as weak (Hair et 

al. 2011; Henseler et al. 2009).  

In the staff sample a moderate level of in sample explanatory power was found in almost all 

endogenous public value constructs with the R2 for Well informedness (0.581) the highest in 

the study followed closely by Trustworthiness R2 (0.569).  

The model explained less of the variance of public value constructs in the story writers 

sample the highest scores were Trustworthiness R2 (0.538) and Well informedness R2 (0.483). 

The Interaction governance scale explained little of the variance in the SoC subconstruct 

Influence in all of the samples, in the staff sample the model explained just under 30% of the 

variance of the other two SoC subconstructs Sense of belonging and Shared emotional 

connection. Interaction governance explained a small amount of the variance of SoC 

constructs in the story writers sample; see Table 6.24 below.  

The results of the R2 analysis show that a greater amount of variance was explained by the 

model of SoC constructs in the staff sample. Signalling differences in story writers and staff 

experience of participation and interaction on Care Opinion. The R2 scores from all groups 

show that the model explains the most variance in the social values of Trustworthiness, Well 

informedness and Efficacy. 

 

Table 6.24 Measuring the model’s in sample explanatory power 

Construct R2 Adjusted 

Sense of community Story 
writer 

Staff All 

Sense of belonging 0.155 0.282 0.148 

Shared emotional connection  0.194 0.261 0.191 

Influence 0.095 0.152 0.133 

 
Public value 

   

Time 0.431 0.466 0.451 

Personalisation 0.380 0.398 0.448 

Trustworthiness 0.538 0.569 0.547 

Well informedness 0.483 0.581 0.55 

Efficacy 0.469 0.541 0.515 

 

6.4.2 Predictive power 
The blindfolding based cross validated redundancy Q2 was also used to assess the statistical 

significance and relevance of constructs in the model. It combines out of sample prediction 
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and in-sample explanatory power (Shmueli et al., 2016). Guidelines indicate that Q2 values 

should be larger than zero for a specific endogenous construct to indicate predictive accuracy 

in the structural model for that construct. As a rule of thumb, Q2 values higher than 0, 0.25 

and 0.50 indicate small, medium and large predictive relevance to the PLS path model.  

Interpretation of the Q2 
predict analysis was conducted according to the guidelines proposed 

by (Shmueli et al., 2016). To begin; 1) the Q2 
predict result for each of the samples was checked 

to determine if they were > 0. This resulted in the removal of Influence1, Sense of belonging2 

and Well informedness1 from the story writer sample. All of the other indicators in the other 

samples were > 0 and represent small to medium predictive accuracy of indicators to the 

path model. The highest scores were in the staff sample: Shared emotional connection1 

(0.231), Time2 (0.216), Shared emotional connection2 (0.205) and Well informedness2 

(0.202); see Table 6.25 below. 

Table 6.25 Q2 predict scores for all groups 

Staff 
  

Story writer 
 

All 
 

 
Q²_predict 

 
Q²_predict 

 
Q²_predict 

Effic1 0.059 
 

Effic1 0.04 
 

Effic1 0.056 

Effic2 0.119 
 

Effic2 0.03 
 

Effic2 0.086 

Effic3 0.116 
 

Effic3 0.092 
 

Effic3 0.099 

Influen3 0.04 
 

Influen1 -0.032 
 

Influen3 0.042 

Influen2 0.126 
 

Influen2 0.022 
 

Influen2 0.114 

Influen1 0.072 
 

Influen3 0.021 
 

Influen1 0.072 

Persl1 0.177 
 

Persl1 0.039 
 

Persl3 0.164 

Persl2 0.215 
 

Persl2 0.151 
 

Persl2 0.171 

Persl3 0.188 
 

Persl3 0.16 
 

Persl1 0.136 

SoB1 0.122 
 

SoB1 0.147 
 

SoB1 0.108 

SoB2 0.251 
 

SoB2 -0.039 
 

SoB2 0.071 

SoB3 0.17 
 

SoB3 0.02 
 

SoB3 0.084 

SeC2 0.205 
 

SeC1 0.095 
 

SeC1 0.15 

SeC1 0.231 
 

SeC2 0.087 
 

SeC3 0.069 

SeC3 0.098 
 

SeC3 0.051 
 

SeC2 0.133 

SeC4 0.105 
 

SeC4 0.077 
 

SeC4 0.097 

Time3 0.187 
 

Time1 0.049 
 

Time1 0.108 

Time2 0.216 
 

Time2 0.084 
 

Time2 0.154 

Time1 0.136 
 

Time3 0.101 
 

Time3 0.131 

Trust1 0.16 
 

Trust1 0.173 
 

Trust2 0.122 

Trust3 0.189 
 

Trust2 0.106 
 

Trust1 0.146 

Trust2 0.16 
 

Trust3 0.159 
 

Trust3 0.157 

Welln3 0.14 
 

WelIn1 -0.008 
 

Welln2 0.129 

WelIn1 0.125 
 

Welln2 0.034 
 

Welln3 0.079 

Welln2 0.202 
 

Welln3 0.002 
 

WelIn1 0.075 
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Leading to the removal of Influence1, Sense of belonging2 and Well informedness1 from the 
story writer sample for predict analysis 

 

2) Using the RMSE (the RMSE is the square root of the average of the squared differences 

between the predictions and the actual observations).  The RMSE squares the errors before 

averaging, the statistic assigns a greater weight to larger errors (Hair, et al., 2019). 

3) Next the RMSE score was checked to see if the remaining indicators showed that PLS-SEM 

< LM, using the guidelines recommended by (Shmueli et al., 2016); see the indicators that 

fulfilled the PLS-SEM < LM requirement in Table 6.26 below.  

The results from the Q2 
predict analysis indicate a medium predictive power for both story 

writer and staff samples as a majority of indicators in the PLS-SEM analysis yields lower 

prediction errors compared to the naïve LM benchmark see Table 6.26 below. In the all users 

group just under half of indicators or a minority of indicators in the PLS-SEM analysis yields 

lower prediction errors compared to the naïve LM benchmark indicating a low predictive 

power for this group. 

Table 6.26 Predictive path model assessment using Q2 predict 

Staff (16) Medium 
predictive power 

 
Story writer (17) 
Medium predictive 
power 

 
All (12) Low 
prediction power 

 

PLS LM   PLS LM   PLS LM 

RMSE RMSE   RMSE RMSE   RMSE RMSE 

SoB1 0.743 0.749 
 

SoB1 0.628 0.78 
 

SoB3 0.742 0.743 

SoB3 0.703 0.706 
 

SoB3 0.711 0.802 
 

SoB2 0.813 0.824 

SoB2 0.768 0.781 
 

SeC2 0.725 0.907 
 

Influe3 0.716 0.723 

SeC4 0.692 0.693 
 

Influ2 0.867 0.908 
 

Influe2 0.817 0.825 

Influ3 0.687 0.694 
 

Influ3 0.802 0.849 
 

Influe1 0.762 0.774 

Influ2 0.795 0.809 
        

Influ1 0.696 0.71 
     

           
   

Persl3 0.616 0.621 
 

Persl1 0.606 0.617 
 

Trust1 0.67 0.679 

Time2 0.66 0.662 
 

Persl2 0.731 0.758 
 

Trust3 0.684 0.691 

Time1 0.609 0.619 
 

Persl3 0.724 0.75 
 

Welln3 0.818 0.819 

Trust1 0.64 0.654 
 

Time1 0.713 0.73 
 

WelIn1 0.829 0.833 

Trust3 0.64 0.656 
 

Time3 0.613 0.626 
 

Effic1 0.792 0.799 

Trust2 0.658 0.661 
 

Trust1 0.72 0.749 
 

Effic2 0.799 0.806 

Effic1 0.773 0.788 
 

Trust3 0.763 0.785 
 

Effic3 0.731 0.734 

Effic2 0.781 0.791 
 

Welln2 0.82 0.848 
 

   

Effic3 0.678 0.686 
 

Welln3 0.811 0.836 
 

    
Effic1 0.817 0.863 

    

    
Effic2 0.838 0.894 

    

    
Effic3 0.842 0.847 
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PLS-SEM Indicators that produced less prediction errors compared to naïve Linear regression 

model (LM) benchmark 
k = 10 

 

 

6.4.3 Statistical significance 
Following corroboration of the model’s explanatory power and predictive power the last step 

is to assess the statistical significance and relevance of the path coefficients. Two tailed 

bootstrapping significance 0.05 was used to evaluate the path coefficient’s value and 

significance. An Importance-Performance Map Analysis (IPMA) was also created for all 

endogenous constructs in the model using the guidelines described by (Ringle and Sarstedt, 

2016).  The IPMA compares the structural model’s total effects on a specific target construct 

with the average latent variable scores of this construct’s predecessors. The IPMA results 

shows the average value of the latent variables and their indicators (performance dimension) 

along with the unstandardized and rescaled outer weights of the measurement model (the 

importance dimension).  

The aim is to identify antecedents that have a relatively high importance to the target 

construct (strong total effect) that also have a relatively low performance (low average latent 

variable scores). The IPMA also provides evidence of the importance of groups of 

antecedents of complex constructs e.g. Trustworthiness and Efficacy. 

The outputs of IPMA analysis are included in the section that follows and in Appendix C, as it 

offers important insights into the role of antecent constructs and their relevence for 

managerial action, it is expecially useful for constasting SEM-PLS results from multi 

stakeholder analysis (Hair et al., 2017; Sarstedt et al., 2011). 

The final sample size of 368 was greater than the estimated sample size of 352, but the 

sample sizes were unequal, 106/262 hence the post hoc calculation; see Appendix C where 

the estimated small to medium effect of 0.35 was calculated to obtain a statistical power = 

0.86. 

6.5 Conditions for Public Value creation in Online Public Engagement 
This section explores the conditions for public value creation in online public engagement. 

Using the conceptualisation of public value creation presented in chapter 3.  Relationships 

between the variables in the model are examined below to answer research question 2 and 
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discover the conditions for public value creation in online public engagement, see research 

model in Figure 6.1 below. 

 

Figure 6.1 Hypothesised relationships between constructs outlining the conditions for 
online public value creation in successful public engagement 

The study argues that the platform establishes the environment for the creation of public 

value in two ways, firstly through the management of Web 2.0 technology as measured with 

the Interaction governance scale see section 6.5.2 below. Secondly in the norms of 

participation and interaction on the platform as measured with the SoC scale see section 

6.5.3 below.  The previously empirically validated public value net benefits measure users 

perception of public value see section 6.5.4 below.  The relationships between these scales 

are described in the sections that follow. 

The analysis in sections 6.1-6.4 above addressed Objective 2 and verified SoC constructs in 

the model. In the sections below the impact of the new Interaction governance scale on SoC 

is examined to address Objective 3. In the next section the relationships between 

subconstructs of SoC and public values are examined to address Objective 4.  Together 

Interaction governance and SoC inform public value creation to answer research question 2, 

followed by an analysis of the impact of different types of use on SoC to address Objective 5. 

Finally, all the hypotheses are presented. 

 

6.5.2 Interaction Governance  
Interaction governance is a new scale constructed to encompass the antecedents of SoC in 

online public engagement. It helps to discover users perception of how technology can be 
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used to support an online environment for the creation of public value.  To address Objective 

3 the subconstructs of Interaction governance are verified and the findings from the SEM 

analysis help to quantify the utility of the new scale. Reporting the Total effects makes good 

use of the statistical power of PLS to determine the relationships between the Interaction 

governance and all of the constructs in the model. The direct effect corresponds with the 

path coefficient and the Total effect output considers the direct effect and plus the indirect 

effect.  The relationships between the Interaction governance and SoC constructs and public 

values are described for each group, staff, story writer and all users together below. 

Analysis showed that both Moderation (H1) and Identity (H2) were important antecedents of 

SoC, but marked differences were found depending on the user group. For staff, Identity was 

the most significant antecedent of SoC, whereas for story writers, Identity was not 

significant, for this group Moderation was the most significant antecedent of SoC.  

Responsiveness (H3) (of the platform) was found to be a statistically significant antecedent 

of Shared emotional connection for staff but not significant for story writers.  

 

6.5.2.1 Identity 
In the staff sample, Identity had the most statistically significant impact. Identity was found 

to be an antecedent all three SoC constructs, the strongest relationship was with Sense of 

belonging, estimated path coefficient (0.464) followed by Shared emotional connection 

(0.417).  Identity was not significant in the model in the story writers sample. In the All users 

sample bootstrapping analysis found that both Moderation and Identity were important 

antecedents of Shared emotional connection which lead to specific indirect effects within 

the model. Identity was found to be an antecedent of Shared emotional connection (0.241), 

Sense of belonging (0.232) and Influence (0.173); see Table 6.27 below. 

 

6.5.2.2 Moderation 
In the staff sample Moderation was found to be an antecedent all three SoC constructs, the 

highest of which was Influence (0.272). In contrast to the staff sample, in the story writer 

sample only Moderation was statistically significant, but it was found to be an antecedent of 

all three SoC constructs. The most important relationship was Moderation as an antecedent 

of Sense of belonging (0.411); see Table 6.58 below. In the all users group Moderation was 

also found to be an antecedent of Sense of belonging (0.263), Shared emotional connection 
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(0.283) and Influence (0.278). In the all users group, all three Interaction governance 

constructs were found to be statistically significant; see Table 6.27 below. 

6.5.2.3 Responsiveness 
Responsiveness (of the platform) was only found to be an antecedent of Shared emotional 

connection (0.182) in the staff sample; see Table 6.27 below. 

Table 6.27 Interaction governance as antecedents of sense of community 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Statistically significant at * 0.05 and ** 0.001 Power = 0.86. 

 

The analysis highlighted the importance of the norms of Identity sharing for staff users and 

the corresponding importance of Moderation for story writers in place of identity sharing. 

Putting both groups together shows the importance of both Identity and Moderation as 

antecedents of all three dimensions of SoC. Evidence for Responsiveness (of the platform) 

was much less significant with no significant effect found in the story writer sample or all 

user samples. 

Estimated path coefficients Bias 
corrected 

 
           CI 

Staff    

Moderation -> Sense of belonging 0.163** 0.062 0.264 

Moderation -> Shared emotional connection 0.180* 0.05 0.298 

Moderation -> Influence 0.272** 0.163 0.378   
  

Identity -> Shared emotional connection 0.417** 0.373 0.548 

Identity -> Sense of belonging 0.464** 0.317 0.512 

Identity -> Influence 0.233* 0.096 0.355 

    

Responsiveness -> Shared emotional connection 0.182* 0.043 0.293 

    

Story writers    

Moderation -> Sense of belonging  0.411** 0.062 0.264 

Moderation -> Shared emotional connection 0.384** 0.05 0.298 

Moderation -> Influence  0.255* 0.163 0.378 

    

All users    

Identity -> Sense of belonging 0.232** 0.109 0.345 

Identity -> Shared emotional connection 0.241** 0.147 0.332 

Identity -> Influence 0.173* 0.063 0.282 

    
Moderation -> Sense of belonging 0.263** 0.171 0.349 

Moderation -> Shared emotional connection 0.283** 0.183 0.376 

Moderation -> Influence 0.278** 0.173 0.378 
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Interaction governance constructs have been found to have direct effects on users 

experience of SoC as outlined above. Thereby, identifying important success factors in 

relation to the management of online public engagement by Care Opinion.  

 

6.5.2.4 Interaction governance and the creation of public value 
Interaction governance consists of variables that represent antecedents of SoC but is also 

concerned with the management of the platform to generate the online conditions for public 

value creation. Although not drawn on the research model, analysis using PLS also calculates 

the total effects between all variables in the model. These effects are described to highlight 

the impact of the Interaction governance constructs in the creation of public value for all 

groups in the research. 

In the staff sample the impact of Identity and Moderation on public values was significant. 

Identity was found to be an antecedent of Trustworthiness (0.329), Well informedness 

(0.32), Time (0.298) and Personalisation (0.269). Responsiveness was less statistically 

important than Identity or Moderation. Responsiveness was found to have a small effect on 

Time and Well informedness; see Total effects Table in Appendix C. 

In the story writer sample Moderation was found to be an antecedent of all public value 

constructs. The most significant relationships were Moderation with Trustworthiness (0.298) 

and Personalisation (0.274); see Total effects Table in Appendix C. 

In the all users group all three Interaction governance constructs were found to be 

statistically significant, although Responsiveness (of the platform) was less important. 

Moderation was found to be an important antecedent of Trustworthiness (0.228) and Well 

informedness (0.229). Identity was found to be an important antecedent of Trustworthiness 

(0.190) and Well informedness (0.187).  Responsiveness remained less important than the 

other two Interaction governance constructs, yet the utility of Responsiveness (of the 

platform) became more apparent in the all users group as Responsiveness was found to be 

an antecedent of all public values except for Time; see Total effects Table in Appendix C. 

The most significant paths in the model are described below in Table 6.28 for each of the 

user groups, highlighting the different platform management requirements of different 

stakeholders and their impact on public value creation.  
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Table 6.28 Most significant relationships in the model 

Type of 
user 

Interaction 
governance 

Sense of community Most significant paths 

Staff Identity -> 
Moderation-> 

Sense of belonging 
 

Identity -> Sense of belonging -> 
Trustworthiness 
 

 Identity-> 
Moderation -> 
Responsiveness-> 
 

Shared emotional 
connection 

Identity -> Shared emotional connection 
-> Well informedness 
 

 Moderation -> 
Identity-> 

Influence Identity -> Influence -> Efficacy 

    
Story 
writers 

Moderation-> Sense of belonging Moderation -> Sense of belonging 
 

 Moderation-->  Shared emotional 
connection 

Moderation -> Shared emotional 
connection -> Trustworthiness 
 

 Moderation-> Influence Moderation -> Influence -> Efficacy 

    
All 
users 

Moderation-> 
Identity-> 
 

Sense of belonging Moderation -> Sense of belonging -> 
Trustworthiness 

 Moderation -> 
Identity-> 
Responsiveness-> 
 

Shared emotional 
connection 

Moderation -> Shared emotional 
connection -> Trustworthiness 

 Moderation-> 
Identity-> 

Influence Moderation -> Influence -> Efficacy 

 

6.5.3 Sense of community and the creation of public value 
Public values are conceptualised to represent the value experienced by users as an outcome 

of successful online public engagement. Objective 4 aimed to discover to what extent SoC 

affected user’s experience of public value.  

The relationships between the public values of Time, Personalisation, Trustworthiness, Well 

informedness and Efficacy and the three SoC constructs Sense of belonging, Shared 

emotional connection and Influence are described below. To discover the direct relationships 

between the SoC and public value constructs the path coefficients were analysed using two 

tailed percentile bootstrapping (10,000 samples) bias corrected and Importance 

Performance map analysis. 

 

6.5.3.1 Perception of Participation - Sense of belonging 

Beginning with the staff sample, the outer weights of each of the three Sense of belonging 

indicators loaded positively. Sense of belonging3 was the most important indicator loading 
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(0.702) for staff users “I feel at home on Care Opinion” it also performed the best in the staff 

sample (0.37.5). Highlighting the importance of Sense of belonging to staff users, the LV 

performance score for Sense of belonging was the highest in the staff sample. All three Sense 

of belonging indicators contributed to the predictive power of the model. 

In the story writer sample Sense of belonging3 was also the most important indicator, but 

only marginally, it did not perform as highly as Sense of belonging2 (33.491) “People on Care 

Opinion have similar priorities and goals”. Sense of belonging in the story writer sample had 

the poorest performance score of the SoC constructs for this user group (29.614). 

In the all users group the most important and best performing indicator in the construct 

Sense of belonging was SoB3. Sense of belonging performed well with an IPMA score of 

(34.163); see Table 6.29 below. 

 

Table 6.29 Statistical significance of Sense of belonging  

  
MV Performance 

 
Weights 

 
R2 

LV 
Performance 

Staff 
 
 

SoB1 SoB2 SoB3 SoB1 SoB2 SoB3 0.280 36.078 
32.538 3.927 37.5 0.308 0.148 0.702 

    
Story 
writer  

20.991 33.491 25.77 0.369 0.245 0.387 0.155 29.614 

    
All users 29.212 35.938 36.889 0.376 0.356 0.465 0.148 34.163 

 

In the staff sample the IPMA found that Sense of belonging was an important antecedent of 

all public values, especially Trustworthiness (0.388) and Time (0.262). The most statistically 

significant direct effects in the staff sample are shown below and the most significant model 

path was Identity, Sense of belonging as antecedents of Trustworthiness (0.172) and Time 

(0.116).  

In contrast to the staff sample, very few significant effects with Sense of belonging were 

found in the story writer sample.  Sense of belonging was found to be an antecedent of 

Efficacy (0.236) and Time (0.256) only. 
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In the All users sample (staff and story writers samples joined together), Sense of belonging 

was found to be an antecedent of Personalisation (0.244), Time (0.266) and Trust (0.295); 

see Table 6.30 below. 

Table 6.30 Sense of belonging as an antecedent of public values 

 
 
Staff 

Original 
Sample 
(O) 

 
T 
Statistics  

 
 
          CI 

Sense of belonging -> Efficacy 0.156* 2.093 0.02 0.326 

Sense of belonging -> Personalisation 0.24* 2.821 0.024 0.343 

Sense of belonging -> Time 0.262* 3.464 0.024 0.361 

Sense of belonging -> Trustworthiness 0.388** 5.478 0.213 0.526 

Sense of belonging -> Well 
informedness 

0.186* 2.819 0.077 0.374 

Story writer     

Sense of belonging -> Efficacy 0.236* 2.256 0.034 0.443 
Sense of belonging-> Time 0.256* 2.359 0.027 0.46 

All users     

Sense of belonging -> Efficacy 0.207* 3.431 0.02 0.326 

Sense of belonging -> Personalisation 0.244** 3.526 0.024 0.343 

Sense of belonging -> Time 0.266** 4.161 0.024 0.361 

Sense of belonging -> Trustworthiness 0.295** 4.603 0.213 0.526 

Statistically significant at * 0.05 and ** 0.001 Power = 0.86 

 

6.5.3.2 Perception of Interaction - Shared emotional connection 
In the staff sample Shared emotional connection1 “I like Care Opinion” recorded the highest 

weight and is the most important indicator in that sample. Shared emotional connection was 

a highly impactful construct in the model, but the MV Performance show that Shared 

emotional connection1 preformed poorly. 

In the story writers sample, Shared emotional connection4 was the most important indicator 

“Care Opinion users care about each other” (0.336). The indicator Shared emotional 

connection3 was the best performing indicator in the story writers sample “I feel connected 

to other users on Care Opinion”. Shared emotional connection had the highest performance 

score in the model see LV performance. 

In the All users group, SeC1 was the most important indicator and SeC3 and Sec4 had the 

best performance scores in this sample. Shared emotional connection recorded the poorest 

performance score of the SoC subconstructs for this group; see Table 6.31 below. 
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Table 6.31 Statistical significance of Shared emotional connection  

Shared emotional connection 
MV Performance 

 
Weight 

 
R2 

LV 
Performance 

Staff SeC1 SeC1 Sec3 SeC4 SeC1 SeC2 SeC3 SeC4  
0.261 

 
29.854 24.618 25.763 45.038 42.939 0.505 0.349 0.236 0.066 

    
Story 
writer 

23.585 24.528 45.755 44.34 0.302 0.278 0.184 0.336 0.194 32.826 

   
All 
users 

24.321 
 

25.408 
 

45.245 
 

43.342 0.35 
 

0.341 
 

0.26 0.263 0.191 32.896 

 

Shared emotional connection was found to be an antecedent of all public values in the model 

for staff users. The most significant relationships was Shared emotional connection as an 

antecedent of Well informedness (0.551), Efficacy (0.459) and Time (0.451). 

In the story writer sample Shared emotional connection was also found to be a very 

influential construct in the model. The relationships between Shared emotional connection 

and all public values were strong and positive, especially Shared emotional connection to 

Trustworthiness (0.665), Well informedness (0.569) and Time (0.476). 

In the All users sample, bootstrapping analysis found that the most significant relationships 

was Shared emotional connection as an antecedent of Well informedness (0.561), Time 

(0.462) and Trustworthiness (0.433); see Table 6.32 below. 

Table 6.32 Shared emotional connection as an antecedent of public values 

Staff 
  

 
Original 
Sample (O) 

 
 
T Statistics  

 
 
             CI 

Shared emotional connection -> Efficacy 0.459** 6.387 0.285 0.571 

Shared emotional connection -> 
Personalisation 

0.403** 5.031 0.309 0.619 

Shared emotional connection -> Time 0.451** 5.87 0.35 0.711 

Shared emotional connection -> 
Trustworthiness 

0.321** 3.877 0.146 0.477 

Shared emotional connection -> Well 
informedness 

0.551** 7.651 0.364 0.646 

Story writers     

Shared emotional connection -> Efficacy 0.292** 2.771 0.329 0.802 

Shared emotional connection -> 
personalisation 

0.415** 3.599 0.069 0.519 

Shared emotional connection -> Time 0.476** 3.532 0.176 0.631 

Shared emotional connection -> 
Trustworthiness 

0.665** 6.281 0.203 0.717 

Shared emotional connection -> Well 
informedness 

0.569** 4.992 0.45 0.866 

All users     



Chapter 6 

212 
 

Shared emotional connection -> Efficacy 0.39** 6.603 0.268 0.506 

Shared emotional connection -> 
Personalisation 

0.4** 5.99 0.273 0.525 

Shared emotional connection -> Time 0.462* 7.354 0.33 0.591 

Shared emotional connection -> 
Trustworthiness 

0.433** 6.359 0.292 0.558 

Shared emotional connection -> Well 
informedness 

0.561** 8.583 0.44 0.676 

Statistically significant at * 0.05 and ** 0.001 Power = 0.86. 

 

6.5.3.3 Perception of Interaction - Influence 
All items of the SoC subconstruct Influence loaded significantly for all groups in the sample. 

In the staff sample, bootstrapping analysis shows that Infl2 “I can influence how matters are 

dealt with on Care Opinion if I want to” is the most significant indicator, weight (0.641) and 

performed highly (37.7).  

In the story writer sample Infl2 and (Infl3 “My opinions matter to other users on Care 

Opinion”) weight (0.428) were equally important.  Infl2 is one of the best performing 

indicators in the model. Influence was the best performing construct in the story writers 

sample, LV performance (40.401). 

In the all users group, Infl2 was the most important and best performing indicator. Influence 

was one of the best performing constructs in this sample; see Table 6.33 below. 

 

Table 6.33 Statistical significance of Influence  

Influence  
MV Performance 

 
Weight 

 
R2 

LV 
Performance 

Staff Infl1 Infl2 Infl3 Infl1 Infl2 Infl3 0.152 34.574 
 26.813 37.5 37.309 0.304 0.641 0.272 

     
Story 
writer 

39.387 45.519 36.557 0.316 0.428 0.428 0.095 40.401 

    
All users 30.435 39.81 37.092 0.34 0.463 0.422 0.133 36.179 

 

In the staff sample Influence performed strongly, LV performance score (34.574) and was 

found to be an antecednet of both Efficacy (0.222) and Personalisation (0.232) in each 

stakeholder group.  In the story writers sample Influence was found to be an antecedent of 

public value constructs Efficacy (0.276) and Well informedness (0.208). In the all users group 
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Influence was found to be an antecedent of Efficacy (0.233) and Well informedness (0.148); 

see Table 6.34 below. 

Table 6.34 Influence as an antecedent of public values 

 
 
Staff 

Original 
Sample 
(O) 

 
 
T Statistics  

 
 
              CI 

Influence -> Efficacy 0.222** 3.693 0.123 0.347 

Influence -> Personalisation 0.232** 3.805 0.001 0.237 

Story writers     

Influence -> Efficacy 0.276* 2.516 0.058 0.499 

Influence -> Well informedness 0.208* 2.035 0.004 0.405 

All users     

Influence -> Efficacy 0.233** 4.255 0.124 0.342 

Influence -> Well informedness 0.148* 2.83 0.014 0.21 

Statistically significant at * 0.05 and ** 0.001 Power = 0.86 

Overall SoC explained more of the variance of public value variables in the staff sample 

compared with the story writer sample. Marked differences were identified in the findings 

for the two stakeholder groups. Sense of belonging was found to be an antecedent of all 

public values in the model in the staff sample and the relationship between Sense of 

belonging and Trustworthiness was found to be the strongest (0.389). Whereas, Sense of 

belonging was found to be an antecedent few public values in the story writer sample just 

Efficacy (0.234) and Time (0.256).  

A strong and positive relationship was found between Shared emotional connection and all 

public value variables in all samples. The relationship with Well informedness (0.551) was 

the strongest staff sample, in the story writer sample the strongest relationship in the model 

was between Shared emotional connection and Trustworthiness (0.667). In comparison to 

the other SoC variables, few relationships were found between Influence and public values 

in the model, but the relationship between Influence and Efficacy was consistent for both 

stakeholder groups. 

 

6.5.4 Public value creation – Public values as Needs fulfilment 
To answer research question 2 and discover the conditions for public value creation in online 

public engagement, the analysis sought to discover the antecedents of each of the public 

values in the model. Public values can be divided into three categories, social values, 

efficiency and effectiveness: social values. Social values are: Trustworthiness, Well 
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Informedness and Efficacy. The construct Time represents the public value category 

efficiency, and the construct Personalisation represents effectiveness in this study. Two 

tailed bootstrapping (10,000 samples) and IPMA was used to analyse each public value 

variable to discover its antecedents, these are described below beginning with the public 

value Time. The most significant importance performance maps are included with the text 

below the remainder can be found in Appendix C. 

 

6.5.4.1 Time 
All indicators to the Time construct loaded well for all samples, the most influential indicator 

in the staff sample was Time2 “Care Opinion is a quick and convenient way for people to 

share their opinions about care” weight (0.68). The model explained almost 50% of the 

variance of Time, but the construct only performed moderately well in the IPMA. 

In the story writer sample the most significant indicator was also Time2 (0.419) The model 

explained 38% of the variance of the Time construct and received a relatively poor 

performance score in this sample. 

In the all users group Time2 (0.450) was the most important indicator, yet it received the 

lowest performance score (19.905). The model was found to explain 45% of the variance of 

the Time construct and it performed reasonably in this sample; see Table 6.36 below. 

Table 6.35 Statistical significance of Time 

Time  
MV Performance 

 
Weights 

LV 
Performance 

Staff Time1 Time2 Time3 Time1 Time2 Time3  
21.575 25.763 20.229 20.611 0.24 0.68 0.221 

    
Story writer 21.266 19.104 18.868 0.38 0.419 0.381 19.661 
        
All users 24.457 19.905 24.457 0.339 

 
0.45 0.391 21.308 

 

 

In the staff sample the SoC subconstruct Shared emotional connection (0.446) was the most 

important antecedent of Time followed by Identity (0.298), Sense of belonging, Time (0.266) 

and Moderation (0.151). Two statistically significant indirect specific effects were found.  

Identity, Sense of belonging to Time (0.118) and Identity, Shared emotional connection to 

Time (0.175).  
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In the story writer sample, Shared emotional connection was the most important antecedent 

of Time (0.476). In the all uses group Moderation (0.195) and Identity (0.170) were found to 

be antecedents of Time. Shared emotional connection (0.462) was found to be the most 

significant antecedent to Time followed by Sense of belonging (0.266); see Table 6.36 below. 

IPMA maps can be found in Appendix C. 

Table 6.36 Antecedents of Time 

  
 
Staff 

Original 
Sample (O) 

T 
Statistics  

R2 
Adjusted 
Time 

     
 
                CI 

Identity -> Time 0.298** 7.658    

Moderation -> Time 0.151** 3.619 0.467   

Shared emotional connection 

-> Time 

0.451** 5.87  0.35 0.711 

Sense of belonging -> Time 0.266* 3.445  0.024 0.361 

Story writers      

Moderation -> Time 0.263** 4.414 0.379   

Shared emotional connection 

-> Time 

0.476** 3.779  

 

0.027 0.46 

Sense of belonging-> Time 0.256* 2.359  0.024 0.361 

All users      

Identity -> Time 0.17** 4.759    

Moderation -> Time 0.195** 5.638 0.448   

Shared emotional connection 

-> Time 

0.462** 7.354  0.33 0.591 

Sense of belonging -> Time 0.266** 4.161  0.135 0.392 

Statistically significant at * 0.05 and ** 0.001 Power = 0.86 

 

The SoC construct Shared emotional connection that examined socially oriented interaction, 

was found to be the most important antecedent of Time for all user groups; see an overview 

of Time in Table 6.37 below.  

Table 6.37 Overview of the antecedents of Time  

Type of user Antecedents of Time Most significant paths 

Staff Shared emotional connection, Identity, 
Sense of belonging, Moderation 
 

Identity -> Shared emotional 
connection -> Time 

Story writers Shared emotional connection, 
Moderation, Sense of belonging 
 

Moderation -> Shared emotional 
connection -> Time 

All users Shared emotional connection, Sense of 
belonging, Moderation, Identity 

Moderation -> Shared emotional 
connection -> Time 
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6.5.4.2 Personalisation 
All indicators loaded well for the effectiveness construct Personalisation in the staff sample, 

Pers3 “I value the tone of the interaction between story writers and responders” was the most 

important indicator. The model explains 40% of the variance of Personalisation and it and 

performed only moderately well compared with other constructs with an IPMA score 

(21.665). 

In the story writers sample Pers1 did not load and Pers2 and 3 were almost equally 

important. Pers2 “I value the personal interaction between story writers and responders on 

Care Opinion” weight (0.545). The Personalisation construct performed reasonably well 

compared to other constructs and the model explained 43% of the variance in 

Personalisation. 

In the all users group Pers2 was marginally the most important indicator and Pers3 received 

the best performance score in this construct. 45% of the variance in the Personalisation 

construct was explained by the model and the construct received a reasonable performance 

score (21.092) see Table 6.38 below. 

Table 6.38 Statistical significance of Personalisation 

 
Personalisation 

 
MV Performance 

 
Weights 

LV 
Performance 

Staff Pers1 Pers2 Pers3 Pers1 Pers2 Pers3  
21.665 16.794 22.137 24.046 0.244 0.385 0.498 

Story writer N/A 23.113 25.236 N/A 0.545 0.528 24.159 
        
All users 16.101 22.418 

 
24.389 0.326 

 
0.418 
 

0.417 21.092 
 

 

In the staff sample, the IPMA found the SoC subconstruct Shared emotional connection 

(0.415) was the most important antecedent of Personalisation in the model followed by 

Identity (0.269). Sense of belonging and Influence, while not as important, both received 

slightly better performance scores than Shared emotional connection. A significant path 

from Identity, Sense of belonging to Personalisation was found. 

In the story writer sample, Shared emotional connection (0.415) was found to have a 

statistically significant direct effect on Personalisation. The model path from Moderation, 

Shared emotional connection to Personalisation was the only statistically significant specific 

indirect effect to Personalisation in the sample. 
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In the all users sample, Shared emotional connection was the most significant antecedent of 

Personalisation (0.400), followed by Moderation (0.209) and Identity (0.173). Path models 

from Moderation and Identity were found to contribute specific indirect effects to 

Personalisation; see Table 6.39 below. IPMA maps can be found in Appendix C 

Table 6.39 Antecedents of Personalisation  

 
Staff 

Original 
Sample 
(O) 

T 
Statistics  

R2 

Adjusted 
          
            CI 

Identity -> Personalisation 0.269** 7.268    

Influence -> Personalisation 0.232** 3.805    

Moderation -> Personalisation 0.157** 4.571 0.453   
Shared emotional connection -> 
personalisation 

0.415** 3.599  0.273 0.525 

Sense of belonging-> 
Personalisation 

0.154* 2.821  0.114 0.366 

Story writer      

Moderation -> Personalisation 0.274** 4.335 0.432   

Shared emotional connection -> 
Personalisation 

0.415** 3.533  0.309 0.619 

All users      

Identity -> Personalisation 0.173** 4.991 0.451   

Moderation -> Personalisation 0.209** 6.121    

Shared emotional connection -> 
Personalisation 

0.4** 5.99  0.273 0.525 

Sense of belonging -> 
Personalisation 

0.244** 3.526  

0.114 0.366 

Statistically significant at * 0.05 and ** 0.001 Power = 0.86 

 

The findings show that the SoC subconstruct Shared emotional connection was the most 

important antecedent of Personalisation for all user groups. It is interesting to note that the 

most significant path in the staff sample was Identity, Sense of belonging to Personalisation 

whereas in the story writer and all users groups Moderation, Shared emotional connection 

to Personalisation was most significant see Table 6.40 below. 

Table 6.40 Overview of the antecedents of Personalisation  

Type of user Antecedents of Personalisation Most significant paths 

Staff Shared emotional connection, Identity, 
Influence, Moderation, Sense of 
belonging  

Identity -> Sense of belonging -> 
Personalisation 

Story writers Shared emotional connection, 
Moderation   

Moderation -> Shared emotional 
connection -> Personalisation 

All users Shared emotional connection, Sense of 
belonging, Moderation, Identity 

Moderation -> Shared emotional 
connection -> Personalisation 
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The findings show that the public values of Time (efficiency) and Personalisation 

(effectiveness) have received performance scores that are noticeably less than the three 

social public values. The amount of variance of Time and Personalisation constructs 

explained by the model is noticeably less than the social public values in the model. Findings 

from analysis of the three social public values Trustworthiness, Well informedness and 

Efficacy are in the sections that follow. As SoC is a way of measuring the quality of social 

interaction, the findings relating to social public values inform the understanding of the social 

value of online public engagement the most. 

 

6.5.4.3 Trustworthiness 
For the staff sample all indicators loaded well for the Trustworthiness construct and Trust3 

“I always feel confident that Care Opinion will do its part when I interact with it” weight 

(0.468) was more significant that the other Trustworthiness indicators in the staff sample. 

Trustworthiness had a good LV performance score (25.716). 

In the story writer sample all three Trustworthiness indicators were importance. Trust2 was 

slightly more important “Care Opinion is a trustworthy place for feedback” weight (0.359). 

The LV performance of Trustworthiness (25.716) was good in comparison to other public 

value constructs. 

In the all users group, the performance score and the weights for all three Trustworthiness 

indicators were similar and the Trustworthiness performance score was good; see Table 6.41 

below. 

Table 6.41 Statistical significance of Trustworthiness 

Trustworthiness  
MV Performance 

 
Outer weights 

LV 
Performance 

Staff Trust1 Trust2 Trust3 Trust1 Trust2 Trust3  
25.716 24.332 20.229 20.611 0.316 0.349 0.468 

   
Story writer 25.708 21.462 25.943 0.323 0.359 0.318 24.259 
   
All users 24.728 

 
23.981 
 

26.834 0.366 
 

0.376 
 

0.38 25.172 
 

 

 

In the staff sample the complex nature of the Trustworthiness construct is highlighted, with 

Sense of belonging, Identity and Shared emotional connection clustered together as the most 

important antecedents of Trustworthiness. Sense of belonging (0.388) is marginally the most 
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important antecedent construct to Trustworthiness followed by Identity (0.329) and Shared 

emotional connection (0.312). 57% of the variance of the Trustworthiness construct was 

explained by the model The most significant specific indirect effect was Identity, Sense of 

belonging to Trustworthiness (0.172) see Figure 6.2 below. 

Six constructs from the model were found to contribute to feelings of Trustworthiness 

including Moderation (0.182) and Responsiveness (0.105) and all three SoC constructs 

including Influence (0.16) see Table 6.44 and Figure 6.2 below. 

 

Importance is on the x axis and Performance is on the Y axis 

Figure 6.2 Staff Trustworthiness Importance – performance map  

 

In the story writer sample of the analysis of Trustworthiness found that Shared emotional 

connection (0.665) was the most important antecedent of Trustworthiness, the only other 

statistically significant antecedent was Moderation (0.255). 54% of the variance of the 

Trustworthiness construct was explained by the model. One statistically significant model 

path from the Moderation, Shared emotional connection to Trustworthiness was found. 

In the all users group the most significant antecedents of Trustworthiness was Shared 

emotional connection (0.433), followed by Sense of belonging (0.295) and Moderation 

(0.228). 55% of the variance could be explained by the model and the most significant specific 

indirect effect was Moderation, Shared emotional connection to Trustworthiness, see Table 

6.42 below. 

 

Table 6.42 Antecedents of Trustworthiness  

Staff Original 
Sample 
(O) 

 
T 
Statistics  

 
R2 

adjusted 

             
 
             CI 
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Identity -> Trustworthiness 0.329** 8.316    

Influence -> Trustworthiness 0.16* 2.766    

Moderation -> Trustworthiness 0.182** 4.458 0.569   

Responsiveness -> Trustworthiness 0.105* 1.965    

Shared emotional connection -> 
Trustworthiness 

0.321** 3.877  0.146 0.477 

Sense of belonging -> 
Trustworthiness 

0.388** 5.478  0.213 0.526 

Story writer      

Moderation -> Trustworthiness 0.298** 4.831    

Shared emotional connection -> 
Trustworthiness 

0.665** 6.205 0.538 0.45 0.866 

All users      

Identity -> Trustworthiness 0.19* 4.93    

Moderation -> Trustworthiness 0.228** 6.362 0.547   

Shared emotional connection -> 
Trustworthiness 

0.433** 6.359  0.146 0.477 

Sense of belonging -> 
Trustworthiness 

0.295** 4.603  0.213 0.526 

Statistically significant at * 0.05 and ** 0.001 Power = 0.86 

The role of Moderation is highlighted especially in the story writer sample. In the all users 

group SoC subconstructs Shared emotional connection and Sense of belonging were the 

most important antecedents of Trustworthiness. Moderation underperforms in comparison 

to the other constructs in the all users group. The findings show that significant differences 

were found between Trustworthiness in the staff sample compared to the story writer 

sample. In the staff sample all antecedent constructs in the model contribute to 

Trustworthiness, in comparison only Moderation and Shared emotional connection 

contribute to Trustworthiness in the story writer sample for an over view of Trustworthiness; 

see Table 6.43 below. 

Table 6.43 Overview of the antecedents of Trustworthiness  

Type of user Antecedents of Trustworthiness Most significant paths 

Staff Sense of belonging, Identity, Shared 
emotional connection, Moderation, 
Influence, Responsiveness  

Identity -> Sense of belonging -> 
Trustworthiness 

Story writers Shared emotional connection, 
Moderation  

Moderation -> Shared emotional 
connection -> Trustworthiness 

All users Shared emotional connection, Sense of 
belonging, Moderation, Identity 

Moderation -> Shared emotional 
connection -> Trustworthiness 

 

 

6.5.4.4 Well informedness 
All indicators loaded well for the construct Well informedness in all samples. In the staff 

sample the most important indicator was Welli2 weight (0.662) “I feel better informed about 
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care because of Care Opinion”. 58% of the variance of the construct Well informedness was 

explained by the model. Well informedness performs better than any of the other public 

value constructs in the staff sample LV performance score (34.768). 

In the story writer sample Welli3 was the most important construct “Care Opinion increases 

my understanding of care.” weight (0.538). 48% of the variance of the construct Well 

informedness was explained by the model. The IPMA found that the construct Well 

informedness performed the best of the public value constructs in the story writers sample. 

In the all users group Welli2 is the most important indicator and Welli3 received the highest 

performance score. The model explained 55% of the variance of the Well informedness 

construct and it received the highest performance score in this group; see Table 6.44 below. 

Table 6.44 Statistical significance of Well informedness 

Well 
informedness 

 
MV Performance 

 
Indicator Weights 

LV 
Performance 

Staff Welli1 Welli2 Welli3 Welli1 Welli2 Welli3 34.768 
 33.397 34.447 37.977 0.272 0.662 0.182 

   
Story writer 40.802 37.736 37.736 0.284 0.358 0.538 38.605 
    
All users 35.53 

 
35.394 
 

37.908 0.344 
 

0.432 
 

0.381 36.274 

 

In the staff sample three statistically significant specific indirect effect paths were found. The 

most important was Identity, Shared emotional connection to Well informedness (0.216). 

The SoC subconstruct Shared emotional connection (0.551) was the most significant 

antecedent of Well informedness, followed by Identity (0.320) and Sense of belonging 

(0.186). 

In the story writer sample Shared emotional connection was the most significant antecedent 

of Well informedness (0.569). A statistically significant specific indirect effect was found from 

Moderation to Well informedness (0.218). 

In the all users group the most important antecedent of Well informedness was Shared 

emotional connection (0.561) followed by Moderation (0.229) and Identity (0.187); see Table 

6.45 below. IPMA maps can be found in Appendix C. 

Table 6.45 Antecedents of Well Informedness  

 
Staff  

Original 
Sample 

T 
Statistics  

R2 
Adjusted 

 
 

 
CI 
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Identity -> Well informedness 0.32** 7.88    

Moderation -> Well informedness 0.177** 4.122 0.581   

Shared emotional connection -> Well 
informedness 

0.551** 7.651  0.364 0.646 

Sense of belonging -> Well 
informedness 

0.186* 2.819  0.077 0.374 

Influence -> Well informedness 0.118*   0.007 0.228 

Story writer      

Moderation -> Well informedness 0.266** 3.915 0.483   

Shared emotional connection -> Well 
informedness 

0.569** 4.709  0.329 0.802 

Influence -> Well informedness 0.208*   0.004 0.405 

All users      

Identity -> Well informedness 0.187** 4.993    

Influence -> Well informedness 0.148* 2.83 0.55 0.052 0.247 
Moderation -> Well informedness 0.229** 6.136    

Shared emotional connection -> Well 
informedness 

0.561** 8.583  0.33 0.798 

Statistically significant at * 0.05 and ** 0.001 Power = 0.86  

The findings show that in all three groups Shared emotional connection was the most 

important antecedent of Well informedness. The model paths follow a similar pattern to 

earlier constructs, where Identity was most important in the staff sample and Moderation 

was more important to story writers and the all users group. Influence was also found to be 

an antecedent of Well informedness in both the story writer and all user groups; see 

overview of Well informedness in Table 6.46 below. 

 

Table 6.46 Overview of the antecedents of Well informedness  

Type of user Antecedents of Well informedness Most significant paths 

Staff Shared emotional connection, Identity, 

Sense of belonging, Moderation  

Identity -> Shared emotional 

connection -> Well informedness 

Story writers Shared emotional connection, 

Moderation, Influence  

Moderation -> Shared emotional 

connection -> Well informedness 

All users Shared emotional connection, 

Moderation, Identity, Influence 

Moderation -> Shared emotional 

connection -> Well informedness 

 

5.6.4.5 Efficacy 
In all groups, all Efficacy indicators loaded well, in the staff sample Effic2 “I feel the 

information on Care Opinion is being heard by decision makers” (0.446) was marginally the 

most important indicator. Efficacy received a strong LV performance score (31.672). 
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In the story writer sample all indicators were of equal importance and received similar 

performance scores from IMPA. The Efficacy construct LV performance score was the second 

highest of the public value constructs in the model. 

In the all users sample Effic3 “Care Opinion enhances my feeling that my participation can 

make a difference” was the most important indicator and all the Efficacy indicators 

performed similarly well. 51.5% of the variance in the construct Efficacy was explained by 

the model and it performed well (31.117); see Table 6.47 below. 

Table 6.47 Statistical significance of Efficacy 

Efficacy MV Performance Weights LV Performance 

Staff Effic1 Effic2 Effic3 Effic1 Effic2 Effic3 31.672 
 33.492 29.962 31.679 0.399 0.446 0.404 

    
Story 
writer 

26.651 32.075 30.189 0.342 0.321 0.337 29.583 

    
All users 31.522 

 
30.571 
 

31.25 0.393 
 

0.412 
 

0.432 31.117 

 

 

In the staff sample the most important antecedent of Efficacy was Shared emotional 

connection (0.459). All three Interaction governance constructs contributed to Efficacy, the 

largest was Identity (0.298) and the model explained 54% of the variance of the construct 

Efficacy. Each of the Interaction governance constructs also contributed to statistically 

significant specific indirect effects, the most significant path was Identity, Shared emotional 

connection to Efficacy (0.18) see Table 6.53 and Figure 6.30 below. 

In the story writers sample, Shared emotional connection was the most important 

antecedent of Efficacy (0.292). The model explained 47% of the variance of Efficacy and 

specific indirect effects were found between Moderation, Shared emotion connection and 

Efficacy (0.112).  A cluster of important antecedents of Efficacy was found, including Influence 

(0.276), Sense of belonging (0.236) and Moderation (0.112). Of these, Moderation produced 

a relatively poor performance score see Figure 6.3 and Table 6.48 below. 
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Importance is on the x axis and Performance is on the Y axis 

Figure 6.3 Story writer Efficacy Importance – performance 

 

In the all users sample Shared emotional connection (0.39) was the most important 

antecedent of Efficacy. Followed by a cluster of constructs, Influence (0.233) and Moderation 

(0.23), Sense of belonging (0.203), Identity and Responsiveness. Several model paths were 

identified as statistically significant, the most important was Moderation, Shared emotional 

connection to Efficacy (0.11) see Table 6.48 below, IPMA maps can be found in Appendix C. 

 

Table 6.48 Antecedents of Efficacy 

 
Staff 

Original 
Sample  

T Statistics    
R2                      CI 

Identity -> Efficacy 0.298** 7.027    

Moderation -> Efficacy 0.186** 4.47    

Responsiveness -> Efficacy 0.112* 2.177    

Shared emotional connection -> 
Efficacy 

0.459** 6.387  0.285 0.571 

Sense of belonging -> Efficacy 0.157* 2.126  0.02 0.326 

Influence -> Efficacy 0.223** 3.942 0.541 0.123 0.347 

Story writer      

Moderation -> Efficacy 0.28** 3.962 0.469   

Sense of belonging-> Efficacy 0.236* 2.256  0.034 0.443 

Shared emotional connection -> 
Efficacy 

0.292* 2.58   0.069 0.519 

Influence -> Efficacy 0.276* 2.516  0.058 0.499 

All users      

Identity -> Efficacy 0.182 4.973    

Moderation -> Efficacy 0.23 6.156 0.515   

Sense of belonging -> Efficacy 0.207 3.431  0.09 0.322 

Shared emotional connection -> 
Efficacy 

0.39 6.603  0.268 0.506 

Influence -> Efficacy 0.233 4.255  0.124 0.342 

Statistically significant at * 0.05 and ** 0.001 Power = 0.86 
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The findings show that Shared emotional connection was the most important antecedent of 

Efficacy in all three samples. The importance of Identity for the staff sample and Moderation 

for the story writer and all user samples is repeated here. In the story writer sample 

Moderation was one of the most important antecedents and yet it performed poorly 

compared to the other constructs see Figure 6.3 above. 

While Shared emotional connection was by far the most important antecedent of Efficacy in 

the staff sample, a different picture emerged in the story writer sample. Here the complexity 

of Efficacy for public users was highlighted as a cluster of important antecedents were found 

that included Shared emotional connection, Moderation, Influence and Sense of belonging; 

see an overview of Efficacy in Table 6.49 below. 

Table 6.49 Overview of the antecedents of Efficacy 

Type of user Antecedents of Efficacy Most significant paths 

Staff Shared emotional connection, Identity, 

Influence, Moderation, Responsiveness, 

Sense of belonging   

Identity -> Shared emotional 

connection -> Efficacy 

Story writers Shared emotional connection, 

Moderation, Influence, Sense of 

belonging  

Moderation -> Shared emotional 

connection -> Efficacy 

 

All users Shared emotional connection, 

Influence, Moderation, Sense of 

belonging,  

Moderation -> Shared emotional 

connection -> Efficacy 

 

 

6.5.4.6 Latent variable performance 
An important output from the IMPA was the latent variable performance scores, which 

should be examined with reference to the importance of each construct in the model.  Across 

the three samples Moderation performed the most poorly, yet it was an important 

antecedent of all public values.  Sense of belonging was the best performing construct in the 

staff sample, Influence was the best performing construct in the story writer sample. 

Responsiveness was rarely found to be an important antecedent construct in the analysis, 

yet it was one of the highest performing constructs. 

The construct Responsiveness had a high performance score from both types of users and 

Identity received a high performance score from story writers indicating satisfaction with the 

current norms of participation where story writers do not share their identity. The 

performance score for Influence in the story writers group was the highest in the model, 
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which may indicate that the norms of interaction whereby story writers set the agenda is 

appreciated.   

Shared emotional connection was a pivotal antecedent construct in all three samples and 

performed well in all three samples. Across all groups Well informedness received a high 

performance score and was the most importance public value construct in the staff sample. 

Sense of belonging was the highest performing construct in the staff sample. Moderation 

was identified as a key area for management to implement improvements as it received the 

lowest performance score by both staff and story writers; see Table 6.50 below. 

Table 6.50 Latent variable performance scores by user group 

 Staff Story writer All users 

Moderation 15.388 17.561 16.041 

Identity 20.158 37.5 22.103 

Responsiveness 34.533 31.733 33.459 
    

Sense of 
belonging 

36.078 29.614 34.163 

Shared 
emotional 
connection  

29.854 32.826 32.896 

Influence  29.854 40.401 36.179 
    

Time 21.575 19.66 21.092 

Personalisation 21.665 24.159 21.308 

Trustworthiness 25.716 24.259 25.172 

Well 
informedness 

34.768 38.605 36.274 

Efficacy 31.672 29.583 31.117 

 

Scores of SeC3 45.755 and SeC4 44.34 for MV for story writers and SeC3 45.038 SeC4 42.939 

were found for staff users, indicating that these two elements were the highest performing 

variables in the model. 

 

6.6.3 Use 
To address Objective 5 and discover to what extent are users perceptions of SoC were 

impacted by frequency and type of participation. Three questions regarding Use were asked 

in the surveys. They asked how often survey respondents had been readers or posters on 

Care Opinion, they were also asked how long participants had been using the platform. The 

distribution statistics for the three Use questions are outlined below for both story writer 
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and staff users, as there were significant differences in the patterns of use by these 

stakeholder groups the data was not merged into an all users group.  

In the staff sample Use1 (reading posts) in the staff sample was the only Use indicator that 

loaded sufficiently highly (0.934) to permit further analysis, Use2 (posting on the platform) 

and Use3 (length of time using platform) were removed. In the story writer sample, as Use1 

and Use2 did not load for story writers Use3 would not examine participation behaviour and 

so it was removed from analysis. In the all users group, Use2 did not load and was removed.  

6.6.3.1 Use frequency of reading on Care Opinion 
The distribution of staff readers by frequency Use1 is shown below in Table 6.51 and the 

histogram shows a normal distribution; see Appendix C.  

Table 6.51 Use frequency of reading Staff  
 

Frequency % of N 

Once 6 2.3 

Occasionally 67 25.6 

Monthly 63 24 

Weekly 56 21.4 

Several times per week 41 15.6 

Daily 29 11.1 

N = 262 100 

 

The distribution of frequency of Use1 (story writer sample as a post reader) shows a skewed 

distribution with the majority of users only reading on Care Opinion “once” or “occasionally” 

see Table 6.52 below and histogram in Appendix C.  

Table 6.52 User reader story writer  

Reader Frequency % o N 

Once 37 34.9 

Occasionally 50 46.2 

Monthly 12 11.3 

Weekly 3 2.8 

Several times per week 4 3.8 

Total 106 100 
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6.6.3.2 Use frequency of posting on Care Opinion 
Over a quarter of the staff who took part in the survey had never posted on Care Opinion 

and the bell curve of the histogram for Use (Staff poster) was not normal; see Table and 

histogram in Appendix C. In addition, Use2 did not load sufficiently well and was removed 

from the analysis. The qualitative comments from the survey explain why some staff do not 

post replies, see comments below. 

“I haven’t thought to post a reply - our local manager posts excellent replies” 

“I work at strategic level and support my teams to respond as I believe feedback is 

best from those delivering care. For some of my team this may mean I help/coach 

them to create a timely response if it's their first time responding”. 

I have never replied to a story - a manager has responded on our behalf. 

The majority of story writer users had exactly the same amount of posting experience 

(occasional or one off); see Table and histogram in Appendix C. Therefore, analysis of 

differences arising from frequency of posting was not useful, as any differences shown in the 

dependent variable (SoC) would be due to factors other than Use. This factor was removed 

from the analysis.  

 

6.6.3.3 Length of time using Care Opinion 
The frequency of distribution of length of time staff had used Care Opinion did not display a 

normal distribution; see histogram and Table in Appendix C. This indicator Use3 did not load 

sufficiently well during factor analysis and was dropped. While the frequency of distribution 

of Use3 for story writers was normal; see histogram in Appendix C and Table 6.53 below. As 

Use1 and Use2 did not load for story writers Use3 would not examine participation behaviour 

and so it was removed from analysis. 

Table 6.53 Length of time using Care Opinion Story writer 
 

Frequency % of N 

1 month or less 3 2.8 

3 months 27 25.5 

6 months 35 33 

9 months 3 2.8 

1 year 12 11.3 

2 years or more 26 24.5 

N =  106 100 
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Use1 for staff users asked how often they read posts on Care Opinion. Bootstrapping analysis 

found that Use (reading only) had a small negative effect on Sense of belonging (-0.234) and 

Shared emotional connection (-0.234); see Table 6.54 below. 

Table 6.54 Impact of Use on Sense of community 

 
Staff 

Original 
Sample  

 
T Statistics  

 
               CI 

Use1 -> Influence -0.128* 2.038 -0.269 -0.035 

Use1 -> Shared 
emotional 
connection 

-0.253** 4.317 -0.364 -0.144 

Use1 -> Sense of 
belonging 

-0.234** 4.584 -0.355 -0.161 

Use1 = post reader. 
Statistically significant at * 0.05 and ** 0.001 Power = 0.86 

 
 

6.6 Structural model analysis of nomological network 
In the section that follows the structural relationship between constructs in each sample is 

outlined using the path coefficient and P values determine the significance of each 

relationship. Models from each user group can be found below in 6.6.4. The findings from 

each user group for the hypotheses are outlined below. 

6.6.1 Hypotheses 1-3 Influence of Interaction Governance on perception of SoC 
 

H1 Moderation on the platform is positively associated with SoC. 

H2: Identity is positively associated users perception of SoC. 

H3: Responsiveness on the platform is positively associated with users perception of SoC. 

 

Moderation was found to be positively related to Sense of belonging in all three user groups. 

H1 = Staff: supported 0.163 (p = < 0.05) 

H1 = Story writer: supported 0.411 (p = < 0.001) 

H1 = All users: supported 0.263 (p = < 0.001) 

 

Moderation was found to be positively related to Shared emotional connection in all three 

users groups. 

H1 = Staff: supported 0.180 (p = < 0.05) 

H1 = Story writer: supported 0.384 (p = < 0.001) 

H1 = All users: supported 0.283 (p = < 0.001) 
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Moderation was found to be positively related to Influence in all three users groups. 

H1 = Staff: supported 0.272 (p = < 0.001) 

H1 = Story writer: supported 0.255 (p = < 0.05) 

H1 = All users: supported 0.278 (p = < 0.001) 

 

Identity was found to be positively related to Sense of belonging for the staff and all users 

group but was rejected by the story writer group. 

H2 = Staff: supported 0.464 (p = 0.001) 

H2 = Story writer: rejected -0.109 (p = > 0.05) 

H2 = All users: supported 0.232 (p = < 0.001) 

 

Identity was found to be positively related to Shared emotional connection for the staff and 

all users group but was rejected by the story writer group. 

H2 = Staff: supported 0.417 (p = 0.001) 

H2 = Story writer: rejected 0.001 (p = > 0.05) 

H2 = All users: supported 0.241 (p = < 0.001) 

 

Identity was found to be positively related to Influence for the staff and all users group but 

was rejected by the story writer group. 

H2 = Staff: supported 0.233 (p = < 0.001) 

H2 = Story writer: rejected -0.088 (p = > 0.05) 

H2 = All users: supported 0.173 (p = < 0.05) 

 

Relationships between Responsiveness and Sense of belonging were found to be insignificant 

for all groups. 

H3 = Staff: rejected 0. 123 (p = > 0.05) 

H3 = Story writer: rejected -0.025 (p = > 0.05) 

H3 = All users: rejected 0.085 (p = > 0.05) 

 

Relationships between Responsiveness and Shared emotional connection were found to be 

significant for the staff group, but insignificant for the story writer and all users groups. 

H3 = Staff: supported 0.182 (p = < 0.05) 
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H3 = Story writer: rejected 0.213 (p = > 0.05) 

H3 = All users: rejected 0.173 (p = > 0.05) 

 

Relationships between Responsiveness and Influence were found to be insignificant for all 

users groups. 

H3 = Staff: rejected 0.1 (p = > 0.05) 

H3 = Story writer: rejected -0.174 (p = > 0.05) 

H3 = All users: rejected 0. 114 (p = >0.05) 

 

6.6.2 Hypotheses 4 -7 Influence of SoC on perception of Public value 
 

H4: Users perception of Sense of belonging is positively associated with their perception of 

public value. 

H5: Users perception of Shared emotional connection is associated with their perception of 

Public value.  

H6: Users perception of Influence is positively related with their perception of Public value. 

 

Sense of belonging was found to be positively related to Time in all three users groups. 

H4 = Staff: supported 0.262 (p = 0.001) 

H4 = Story writer: supported 0.256 (p = > 0.05) 

H4 = All users: supported 0.266 (p = < 0.001) 

 

Relationships between Sense of belonging and Personalisation were found to be significant 

for the staff and all users group, but insignificant for the story writers group. 

H4 = Staff: supported 0. 24 (p = > 0.05) 

H4 = Story writer: rejected 0.184 (p = > 0.05) 

H4 = All users: supported 0.244 (p = > 0.001) 

 

Relationships between Sense of belonging and Trustworthiness were found to be significant 

for the staff and all users group, but insignificant for the story writers group. 

H4 = Staff: supported 0. 388 (p = < 0.001)  

H4 = Story writer: rejected 0.121 (p = > 0.05) 

H4 = All users: supported 0.295 (p = < 0.001) 
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Relationships between Sense of belonging and Well informedness were found to be 

significant for the staff group, but insignificant for the story writers and all users groups. 

H4 = Staff: supported 0. 186 (p = <0.05) 

H4 = Story writer: rejected -0.013 (p = > 0.05) 

H4 = All users: rejected 0.111 (p = > 0.05) 

 

Sense of belonging was found to be positively related to Efficacy in all three users groups. 

H4 = Staff: supported 0.156 (p = < 0.05) 

H4 = Story writer: supported 0.236 (p = < 0.05) 

H4 = All users: supported 0.207 (p = < 0.001) 

 

Shared emotional connection was found to be positively related to Time in all three users 

groups. 

H5 = Staff: supported 0.451 (p = < 0.001) 

H5 = Story writer: supported 0.476 (p = < 0.001) 

H5 = All users: supported 0.462 (p = < 0.001) 

 

Shared emotional connection was found to be positively related to Personalisation in all 

three users groups. 

H5 = Staff: supported 0.451 (p = < 0.001) 

H5 = Story writer: supported 0.415 (p = < 0.001) 

H5 = All users: supported 0.4 (p = < 0.001) 

 

Shared emotional connection was found to be positively related to Trustworthiness in all 

three users groups. 

H5 = Staff: supported 0.312 (p = < 0.001) 

H5 = Story writer: supported 0.665 (p = < 0.001) 

H5 = All users: supported 0.433 (p = < 0.001) 

 

Shared emotional connection was found to be positively related to Well informedness in all 

three users groups. 

H5 = Staff: supported 0.551 (p = < 0.001) 
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H5 = Story writer: supported 0.569 (p = < 0.001) 

H5 = All users: supported 0.561 (p = < 0.001) 

 

Shared emotional connection was found to be positively related to Efficacy in all three users 

groups. 

H5 = Staff: supported 0.459 (p = < 0.05) 

H5 = Story writer: supported 0.292 (p = < 0.05) 

H5 = All users: supported 0.39 (p = < 0.001) 

 

Relationships between Influence and Time were found to be insignificant all three user 

groups. 

H6 = Staff: rejected 0.029 (p = > 0.05) 

H6 = Story writer: rejected -0.097 (p = > 0.05) 

H6 = All users: rejected -0.021 (p = > 0.05) 

 

Relationships between Influence and Personalisation were found to be significant for the 

staff and all users group, but insignificant for the story writers group. 

H6 = Staff: supported 0.12 (p = < 0.05) 

H6 = Story writer: rejected 0.154 (p = > 0.05) 

H6 = All users: supported 0. 112(p = < 0.05) 

 

Relationships between Influence and Trustworthiness were found to be significant for the 

staff group, but insignificant for the story writers and all users groups. 

H6 = Staff: supported 0.182 (p = < 0.05) 

H6 = Story writer: rejected -0.025 (p = > 0.05) 

H6 = All users: rejected 0.099 (p = > 0.05) 

 

Influence was found to be positively related to Well informedness in all three users groups. 

H6 = Staff: supported 0.118 (p = < 0.05) 

H6 = Story writer: supported 0.208 (p = < 0.05) 

H6 = All users: supported 0.148 (p = < 0.05) 
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Influence was found to be positively related to Efficacy in all three users groups. 

H6 = Staff: supported 0.223 (p = 0.001) 

H6 = Story writer: supported 0.276 (p = < 0.05) 

H6 = All users: supported 0.233 (p = 0.001) 

 

H7: Users perception of SoC is positively associated with their perception of Public value 

 

H7 Time 

A positive relationship was found between Time and both Shared emotional 

connection and Sense of belonging in all groups. The relationship between Time and 

Influence was found to be insignificant in all groups. 

Shared emotional connection: supported all groups; (p = < 0.001) 

Sense of belonging: supported all groups; (p = < 0.05) 

Influence: rejected all groups (p = > 0.05) 

 

H7 Personalisation 

A positive relationship was found between Personalisation and both Shared 

emotional connection and Sense of belonging with the all user group and staff. The 

relationships between Personalisation and Sense of belonging and Influence was 

found to be insignificant for story writer. The relationship between Personalisation 

and Influence was found to be significant for staff and all users. 

Shared emotional connection: supported all groups (p = < 0.001) 

Sense of belonging: supported all users (p = < 0.001); staff (p = < 0.05); rejected story 

writers (p = > 0.05) 

Influence: rejected by story writer group (p = > 0.05); supported by staff and all users (p = < 

0.05) 

 

H7 Trustworthiness 

A positive relationship was found between Trustworthiness and Shared emotional 

connection in all groups. The relationship between Trustworthiness and Sense of 

belonging was significant for staff and insignificant for story writers and the all user 

group. The relationship between Trustworthiness and Influence and was found to be 

significant for staff and insignificant for story writers and all uses. 

Shared emotional connection: supported all groups (p = < 0.001) 

Sense of belonging: supported staff (p = < 0.001); rejected story writers and all users (p = > 

0.05) 
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Influence: supported staff (p = > 0.05)); rejected story writers and all users (p = > 0.05) 

 

H7 Well informedness 

The relationship between Well informedness and Shared emotional connection was 

significant for all groups. A positive relationship was found between Sense of 

belonging and staff and all users groups, the relationship was found to be 

insignificant for story writers. the relationship between Well informedness and 

Influence was found to be significant for all groups. 

Shared emotional connection: supported all groups (p = < 0.001) 

Sense of belonging: supported by staff (p = < 0.001); rejected story writers and all users (p = 

< 0.05) 

Influence: supported all groups (p = > 0.05) 

 

H7 Efficacy 

The relationships between Efficacy and Shared emotional connection, Sense of 

belonging and Influence was found to be significant for all user groups. 

Shared emotional connection: supported staff and all users (p = < 0.001); story writer (p = < 

0.05) 

Sense of belonging: supported story writers and staff (p = < 0.05); all users (p = < 0.001) 

Influence: supported staff (p = < 0.001) and story writers and all users (p = < 0.05) 

 

6.6.3 Hypothesis 8 Effect of use on perception of SoC 
 

H8: Different types of platform use has divergent effects on users perception of SoC on the 

platform. 

Reading posts on the platform 

A negative relationship was found between Use on the platform and Influence 

H8 = Staff: (reading) supported -0.128 (p = > 0.05) 

H8 = Story writer: N/A 

 

A negative relationship was found between Use on the platform and Shared emotional 

connection  

H8 = Staff: supported (reading) -0.253 (p = < 0.001) 

H8 = Story writer: N/A 



Chapter 6 

236 
 

 

A negative relationship was found between Use on the platform and Sense of belonging 

H8 = Staff: supported (reading) -0.234 (p=0.001) 

H8 = Story writer: N/A 

 

6.6.4 Summary of Hypotheses Testing 
 

Table 6.55 Summary of hypotheses testing 

Hypotheses Staff Story writers All users 

H1 Moderation on the platform is positively 
associated with SoC. 

   

Sense of belonging Accept Accept Accept 
Shared emotional connection Accept Accept Accept 

Influence Accept Accept Accept 

H2: Identity is positively associated users 
perception of SoC. 

   

Sense of belonging Accept Reject Accept 
Shared emotional connection Accept Reject Accept 

Influence Accept Reject Accept 

H3: Responsiveness on the platform is 
positively associated with users perception 
of SoC. 
 

   

Sense of belonging Reject Reject Reject 
Shared emotional connection Accept  Reject Reject 

Influence Reject Reject Reject 

H4: Users perception of Sense of belonging is 
positively associated with their perception of 
public value. 

   

Time  Accept  Accept Accept 
Personalisation Accept  Reject Accept 

Trustworthiness Accept Reject Accept 
Well informedness Accept Reject Accept 

Efficacy Accept Accept Accept 

H5: Users perception of Shared emotional 
connection is associated with their 
perception of Public value. 

   

Time  Accept Accept Accept 
Personalisation Accept Accept Accept 

Trustworthiness Accept Accept Accept 
Well informedness Accept Accept Accept 

Efficacy Accept Accept Accept 

H6: Users perception of Influence is 
positively related with their perception of 
Public value. 

   

Time  Reject Reject Reject 
Personalisation Accept Reject Accept 

Trustworthiness Accept Reject Reject 
Well informedness Accept Accept Accept 

Efficacy Accept Accept Accept 



      Chapter 6 

237 
 

H7: Users perception of SoC is positively 
associated with their perception of Public 
value 
 

   

Time     
Sense of belonging Accept Accept Accept 

Shared emotional connection Accept Accept Accept 
Influence Reject Reject Reject 

Personalisation    
Sense of belonging Accept Reject Accept 

Shared emotional connection Accept Accept Accept 
Influence Reject Reject Accept 

Trustworthiness    
Sense of belonging Accept  Reject  Accept 

Shared emotional connection Accept Accept Accept 
Influence Accept  Reject  Reject 

Well informedness    
Sense of belonging Accept Reject Reject 

Shared emotional connection Accept Accept Accept 
Influence Accept Reject Accept 

Efficacy    
Sense of belonging Accept Accept Accept 

Shared emotional connection Accept Accept Accept 
Influence Accept Accept Accept 

    

H8: Different types of platform use has 
divergent effects on users perception of 
SoC on the platform 

   

Use1 -> Influence Reject N/A N/A 
Use1-> Shared emotional connection Accept N/A N/A 
Use1 -> Sense of belonging Accept N/A N/A 

 

Public value creation 

The process of creating public value was very different for staff users compared to story 

writers. Sense of belonging (H4) was found to be an antecedent of all public values in the 

staff sample and in the story writers sample Sense of belonging was found to be an 

antecedent of Efficacy and Time only. In the all users together group Sense of belonging was 

found to be an antecedent of all public values except for Well informedness. 

Shared emotional connection (H5) was found to be an antecedent of all public values in all 

groups, making it the most important construct in the model. 

The statistical significance of the relationships between Influence and public values was less 

significant than the relationships between Sense of belonging and Shared emotional 

connection and public values in the model. Influence (H6) was found to be an antecedent of 

all public values except for Time in the staff model. Influence was found to be an antecedent 
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of Well informedness and Efficacy in the story writers model and in the all users group 

Influence was found to be an antecedent of Personalisation, Well informedness and Efficacy. 

Marked differences were found in the relationship between the perception of SoC and the 

perception of public values between the two user groups (H7). Analysis of the staff sample 

found that all SoC constructs were antecedents of the social public values Trustworthiness, 

Well informedness and Efficacy.  

While the most important public value for staff was Well informedness, analysis of the 

importance performance maps found that Trustworthiness was complex for staff users, with 

three equally important antecedents Identity, Sense of belonging and Shared emotional 

connection found.  

In the story writers sample all SoC constructs were antecedents of Efficacy only. Influence 

was found to be less important for story writers users. Influence was found not to be an 

antecedent of Time, Personalisation or Trustworthiness. The relationships between Sense of 

belonging and Personalisation, Trustworthiness and Well informedness were not significant 

Shared emotional connection was found to be the only SoC antecedent of Trustworthiness, 

Well informedness and Personalisation for story writers. 

In the all users group, all SoC constructs were antecedents of only one public value, Efficacy.  

Sense of belonging was found to be an antecedent of Time, Personalisation and Efficacy, and 

Influence was found to be an antecedent of Time, Personalisation or Trustworthiness 

Highlighting the complexity of Efficacy, all three SoC constructs were found to play an 

important role in the relationship between SoC and the social public value Efficacy for all 

groups. In particular the complexity of Efficacy was discovered in the story writers group 

where Shared emotional connection, Moderation, Influence and Sense of belonging were all 

found to be important antecedents.  

The most important paths in the model were Moderation, Shared emotional connection as 

antecedents of Trustworthiness and Well informedness in the story writer model.  In the staff 

model the most important paths were Identity, Sense of belonging and Shared emotional 

connection as antecedents of Time, Efficacy and Well informedness. Figures 6.4-6.6 for each 

users group below show the most statistically significant relationships in the models. 

Use 

The relationship between Use and SoC was found to be a complex one, no conclusions could 

be drawn from the data regarding the relationship between different types of Use and story 
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writer or all users groups. For staff, a negative effect was found in the relationships between 

reading posts on Care Opinion and Shared emotional connection (-0.253) and Sense of 

belonging (-0.234). 

 

 

Statistically significant at * 0.05 and ** 0.001 Power = 0.86. 

Figure 6.4 Staff users most important path coefficients in the model 

 

Statistically significant at * 0.05 and ** 0.001 Power = 0.86 
Figure 6.5 Story writer users most important path coefficients in the model 
. 



Chapter 6 

240 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Statistically significant at * 0.05 and ** 0.001 Power = 0.86 
Figure 6.6 All users most important path coefficients in the model 

 

6.7 Summary of the chapter 
This chapter presents the findings from the analysis of the staff and story writer quantitative 

surveys. An exploratory analysis was conducted on the new Interaction governance scale 

followed by an assessment of the quality and validity of the measurement model. An 

assessment of the structural model was carried out and the model was found to explain close 

to 50% of the variance of almost all endogenous public value variables and was found to be 

of medium predictive power for staff and public user groups. 

The hypotheses that were outlined in chapter 3 were tested and components of Interaction 

management and all dimensions of SoC and public values were empirically verified for both 

staff and story writer users. The process of public value creation was revealed through the 

measurement of users perceptions of Interaction governance and SoC as antecedents of 

online public values. The findings highlighted the important role played by the management 

of Web 2.0 for online interactivity measured by Interaction governance; the importance of 

social interactivity and the perception of influence through SoC.  Highlighting the very 

different participation paths taken by staff and story writers. The complexity of the public 

value creation process was highlighted using the importance performance map analysis, 

which uncovered the complexity of Trustworthiness for staff users and Efficacy for story 

writers.  

In the next chapter the findings from chapters 5 and 6 are discussed and details of how the 

research contributes to knowledge of online public engagement methodology, theory and 

practice are outlined.
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Chapter 7 Discussion and Conclusions 

7.0 Introduction 
This chapter brings together the findings from the earlier qualitative and quantitative 

chapters and discusses these findings. First, with a quick review of the rationale for the study 

and its objectives, each research question is discussed in turn, describing the findings in the 

context of prior research before outlining the theoretical, methodological and contributions 

to research and practice.  Throughout the discussion the focus remains on public and 

government staff users rather on the all users grouping described in the findings in chapter 

6. As this analysis is most informative and enables the comparison of the experiences of the 

two main stakeholders in online public engagement. The chapter also considers the 

limitations of the study and suggests some areas of further research, before drawing the 

conclusions for the study. 

7.1 Research rationale and Objectives 
Governments have identified the potential of Web 2.0 technology to engage with the public 

and hoped that it would encourage greater public trust and efficacy in government (Åström 

and Grönlund 2012). Web 2.0 technology was once hailed as having the potential to lead to 

revolutionary change (Gil de Zúñiga et al. 2010). Yet, initiatives to engage the public have 

largely not lived up to expectations (Le Blanc 2020) and the conditions of successful online 

public engagement have remained elusive.  

No prior method for examining the quality of online discussion had been established in online 

public engagement. The role of Web 2.0 enabled social interactivity has not been adequately 

explored (Naranjo-Zolotov et al. 2019). Nor was there any generally accepted way of 

measuring the effects of engaging with the public online; the processes of online public value 

creation had remained unrecognised (Bryson et al. 2016).  

In response, this study introduced all four sub dimensions of SoC theory (McMillan and 

Chavis 1986) to online public engagement to bring their explanatory power to help 

understand the social dimensions of online public engagement. The study used a 

conceptualisation of SoC as a process to examine participation and interaction norms and 

value by both public and government platform users in online public engagement.  

The research questions for this study were as follows: 

RQ 1: What are the components of successful online public engagement? 

RQ 2: What are the conditions for public value creation in online public engagement? 
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An exploratory qualitative approach was taken to identify components of successful online 

public engagement to address research question 1. First using pilot studies and then an in 

depth qualitative analysis of online interactions. The extended model of SoC incorporating 

the domain appropriate public value net benefits (Scott et al. 2016) was used to examine 

users’ perceptions of important social processes in online public engagement. To further the 

understanding of the role of technology management for interaction in online public 

engagement a new scale of domain appropriate antecedents of SoC called Interaction 

governance was created. Together SoC and Interaction governance constructs were used to 

create a quantitative survey to test hypotheses relating to research question 2 to discover 

the conditions for public value creation in online public engagement. 

 

7.2 Research Findings  
Data gathering began with an inductive approach to discover the components of successful 

online public engagement from the perspectives of the two main stakeholders, the public 

and government staff. Prior research has focused on examining the impacts of eParticipation 

from a management perspective (Tambouris et al. 2012), or public led perspective (Braccini 

et al. 2017) perspective. The challenges to the participation of government staff in online 

public engagement (Nabatchi and Amsler 2014) and the problems caused by the lack of 

government in online public engagement have been recognised (McNutt 2014). The area of 

public value creation has received least empirical attention (Panagiotopoulos et al. 2019).   

This is the first study to use SoC to examine the online conditions for public value creation 

from the perspective of both public and government staff users. 

 

7.3 Components of Successful Online Public Engagement: Research Question 

1 
To discover the components of successful online public engagement the study used two pilot 

studies to explore the requirements of online public engagement from the perspective of 

both government staff and public users. The initial phase of data gathering consisted of two 

pilot studies, the first examined online public engagement from the perspective of the public 

user. The second examined online public participation from the perspective of government 

staff. The findings from pilot one highlighted the importance of government responsiveness 

to public feedback. Public users found little value in the openness of the Irish OGP e-

consultation process as it did not overcome their feelings of disappointment in the lack of 
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responsiveness from government to public feedback. These findings support prior research 

that identified lack of government responsiveness as an important challenge to successful 

online public engagement, with an implied cost to democracy (Bryer 2011). 

In the absence of an agreed area of shared value, the expectations of public users was 

mismatched with the type of responsiveness that could be delivered by government at that 

time. Almost no evidence of SoC was found in pilot study 1.  

In the second pilot study government employees who were online community facilitators 

recognised the benefits of online participation on the Knowledge Hub platform; they valued 

their online experience in a type of community of practice (Wenger et al. 2002). Staff users 

identified benefits of participation that included socioemotional interactions and an 

associated Shared emotional connection as well as task-oriented interactions that fulfilled 

their needs. 

Some evidence was found in pilot 2 that users experienced a SoC and shared value. Notably, 

the platform was perceived to be a safe place to participate. This was highlighted by staff 

community facilitators as a significant factor influencing participation and their Sense of 

belonging on the platform.  

The findings from the pilot studies and SoC theory facilitated the creation of a checklist of 

SoC enabling factors for online public engagement. The particular requirement, a platform 

for data collection that openly displayed online interaction between government and the 

public proved to be very difficult to find. When a platform was finally found it fulfilled all the 

SoC enabling criteria from the checklist. 

 

7.3.1 Qualitative analysis of Care Opinion 
The platform that was chosen for data collection is an online patient feedback portal. Some 

of the most important factors that were found in the qualitative analysis relate to the 

openness surrounding the motivation for the platform, its maturity and independent status 

and the level or responsiveness on the platform. In Scotland where the data was sourced, 

government responsiveness to public feedback was 97%. An EU study identified Care Opinion 

as an exemplar of a new generation of eGovernment public service (Galasso et al., 2015). 

The researcher spent over ten months observing interactions, conducting informal 

interviews with platform management and staff users and completing the template analysis 
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of text replies from staff on the platform. The time spent helped to build a rich and detailed 

picture of processes on the platform. 

7.3.2 Observation of participation on the platform 
The time spent learning how processes on Care Opinion worked helped to highlight two 

important dimensions of the platform; the identity sharing norms and the role of moderation 

on the platform.  Completely different norms of participation (guided by the rules of the 

platform) were found for each of the two main stakeholder groups. Members of the public 

were guided to create their feedback through a process that included moderation of their 

feedback, to set the agenda for the online interaction. Staff participated by replying to public 

feedback.  Completely different identity sharing norms were also found for each of the two 

main stakeholder groups, staff shared their identity while public users remained anonymous 

online. 

Care Opinion is identified as an independent platform, it grew organically and was built with 

specialised domain knowledge by medical doctors and is independent from the NHS. The 

platform has a clear mission of learning and change (shared values) amid openness and 

transparency. It operates as a social enterprise using Freemium and subscription based 

business models and implementation of the platform in Trusts has been supported by the 

Scottish government.  

While independent platforms developed by civic developers are not unusual, their focus is 

usually citizen to citizen or business focused (Kassen 2020). Care Opinion is neither 

government led, or citizen led eParticipation (Macintosh et al. 2009; Porwol et al. 2013; Sæbø 

et al. 2009). Care Opinion is an example of a third type of platform that seeks to engage the 

public and government staff in a moderated environment to create public value.  

7.3.2.1 Identity sharing 
The norms of participation on Care Opinion included staff who shared their full names, job 

titles and usually their photo too. With regard to online participation, individuals decide 

between the costs and benefits of participation with other individuals and organisations 

(Gefen and Ridings 2002). They decide if participation is worth the cost/risk of sharing 

personal information (Crossler and Posey 2017; Smith et al. 2011a) before participating. The 

type of identity sharing used by staff is supported by the virtual community and SoC literature 

where the process of creating and making identity online is an important antecedent of SoC 

in online settings (Blanchard and Markus 2004).  
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 In contrast, on Care Opinion public users/story writers did not share their identity, although 

they often shared very personal details of their health conditions and their experiences of 

care. According to virtual community research, a privacy calculus considers a trade-off 

between information sharing and possible gains (Smith et al. 2011a).  

No examples of different identity sharing norms on the same platform for different 

stakeholders were found in the literature.  Within eParticipation there are divergent opinions 

on the role of identity sharing, for some the fewer barriers to participation the better, leading 

to quicker participation and more privacy for the contributors (Panopoulou et al. 2010; 

Peixoto 2009). Others have proposed multiple levels of identity verification as appropriate, 

ranging from social media identification to a state issued unique identification for co-decision 

making (Schossböck et al. 2016).   

7.3.2.2 The moderation process on Care Opinion 
An indication of the success of the platform moderation process is that no individualistic or 

disrespectful interactions were found throughout the analysis. Reflecting back to the finding 

of pilot 2, where government staff most valued a safe place to participate. The findings of 

this extended period of observation and template analysis outlined below, indicated that 

Care Opinion succeeded in creating a safe online space for participation. 

On first viewing the platform the transparency of online interactions by staff and the public 

can be observed, yet the type of openness found on Care Opinion could be described as a 

‘moderated’ openness. The public feedback moderation process gives the public user the 

opportunity to set the agenda of the online interaction and the platform moderation of 

public feedback sets the tone for the interaction. 

No measure of moderation was found in the eParticipation literature, although the processes 

observed on Care Opinion mirror platform governance that relates to the control of the 

platform (Klievink et al. 2016; Tiwana et al. 2010).  While the utility of moderation in online 

public interaction has been recognised (Strandberg et al. 2017), little is known about the 

elements of moderation and their effects. Control measures observed on the Care Opinion 

platform include the moderation of public feedback processes, and support by the platform 

to facilitate the creation of government staff replies that convey empathy, which contributes 

positively to the tone of the interaction. 

Extremely high levels of staff responsiveness were found to be a defining feature of the Care 

Opinion platform. In contrast to prior literature that has described the absence of 

responsiveness in online public engagement (Deschamps et al. 2012), despite the 
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importance of government responsiveness to citizen participation (Sjoberg et al. 2017). The 

utility of identity sharing norms of participation, the importance of the moderation process 

and the responsiveness of the platform were further explored in the quantitative analysis 

described below, in the new Interaction governance scale.  

7.3.3 Qualitative template analysis of staff responses 
This study describes the first time that SoC and IPA have been used together and the findings 

from the quantitative analysis supports the utility of the template analysis. The template 

analysis contributed to the identification and classification of online interactions and value. 

The approach taken by this study responded to research that sought to identify the processes 

of government responsiveness (Dekker and Bekkers 2015); beyond an outcome-based 

responsiveness (Binzer Hobolt and Klemmensen 2008) to include a broader process-oriented 

responsiveness. 

 

7.3.3.1 Sense of belonging 
Sense of belonging describes a feeling of belonging, membership, or identification (McMillan 

1996), it also refers to the feeling that members are integral parts of the virtual community 

(Lin 2008). This study conceptualised Sense of belonging as the extent to which individuals 

feel that the platform is a safe place to participate and share information. 

The observations of interactions on the platform and the template analysis found norms of 

participation for each user group indicating that users feel comfortable participating on the 

Care Opinion platform. These norms of participation were an indication of social trust as 

social trust has been found to have the strongest influence on a sense of belonging to a 

virtual community (Zhao et al. 2012). 

Norms of participation on the Care Opinion platform consisted of a constant pattern of staff 

sharing their full name, job title and often picture. This is supported by research on virtual 

communities where identity creation and making has been described as an integral first step 

in creating SoC (Blanchard et al. 2011). For public users they frequently shared personal 

details relating to their health and care again an indication that they felt comfortable 

participating on the platform. 

After the qualitative analysis, gaps remained in the understanding of the extent that users 

experienced a Sense of belonging. The quantitative survey in phase 3 addressed Objective 2 

of the study and verified Sense of belonging for both staff and public users on Care Opinion. 
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7.3.3.2 Shared emotional connection 
Shared emotional connection has been described as the definitive element of SoC (McMillan 

and Chavis 1986). In this study, Shared emotional connection is concerned with a relational 

or narrative style of interaction (use of socioemotional language). It underpins the 

commitment and belief that platform users have some shared history, will spend time 

together (online), and have some shared experience (s). 

The value of Web 2.0 technology as an enabler of social interaction is highly relevant to 

successful online public engagement. Interaction using emotional language described as 

relational participation in traditional settings has been linked to the Shared emotional 

connection (Mannarini and Fedi 2009).  The use of relational language in an online setting 

for socioemotional interaction from Interaction Process Analysis (Bales, 1951) is 

conceptualised by this study to signal feelings of Shared emotional connection (McMillan and 

Chavis 1986).  

The template analysis of staff replies found clear and repeated patterns of interactions on 

the platform, consisting of both task-oriented and socioemotional interaction. The findings 

highlight the utility of socioemotional interaction in successful online public engagement.  

Research in traditional settings found that patterns of successful group interactions (Bales, 

1951) consisted of two thirds of task-oriented acts, one quarter socio-emotional acts and the 

remaining, a small minority of individualistic acts. A similar pattern was found on an online 

citizen to citizen health community (Maloney-Krichmar and Preece 2005). This analysis found 

that almost two thirds of interactions on Care Opinion used socioemotional language and 

just over third were task-oriented and no individualistic interactions were found. The amount 

of socioemotional language used on Care Opinion exceeds even that of successful traditional 

group interaction patterns. 

From the SoC literature, it was proposed that the use of socioemotional language related to 

an experienced Shared emotional connection in a traditional offline setting (Mannarini and 

Fedi 2009). The survey described below addressed Objective 2 of the study and supported 

the findings of the qualitative analysis verifying Shared emotional connection for both staff 

and public users on Care Opinion. 
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7.3.3.3 Influence  
To experience a feeling of Influence a person needs to feel they have some control and 

influence over the community. For a group to be cohesive, the community must also 

influence its individual members (Burroughs and Eby 1998; McMillan 1996; Obst et al. 2002). 

Influence is defined by this study as a bidirectional concept. Cohesiveness requires that 

stakeholders share some values and be influenced by the interaction; yet individuals need to 

feel they also have some influence over the interactions. 

The template analysis of interactions found that feelings of Influence went further than one 

dimensional Influence where people influence other members of their virtual community 

(Koh and Kim 2003). As the analysis examined the interactions it was possible to discover 

bidirectional influence. Public users (influenced the process from the start), they received a 

timely reply to feedback (felt listened to). The platform also gave staff the opportunity to 

reply to inform story writers of the context. These interactions, described as goal oriented, 

were similar to that found in traditional settings (Mannarini and Fedi 2009). 

Care Opinion was set up to highly value outcome responsiveness in the form of a change 

planned or made, but it was found that few stories lead to change on the platform.  More 

often indications of Influence came from timely government staff responsiveness that 

showed empathy with the people who submitted feedback. The quantitative survey 

described below, addressed Objective 2 of the study and supported the findings of the 

qualitative analysis verifying Influence for both staff and public users on Care Opinion. 

The findings indicated that government responsiveness on the platform consisted of a 

unique process that included the guided participation of public users, the creation of a safe 

space for staff users and the use of socioemotional language along with bidirectional 

influence that fulfilled the needs of users. 

7.3.3.4 Levels of responsiveness 
The template analysis also found patterns of responsiveness of staff replies on the platform 

using socioemotional and task oriented interactions that corresponded to the sentiment of 

the public feedback. While public stories that consisted of mostly positive feedback were 

most numerous, described as 66% of stories by Care Opinion management, some stories 

were of a more critical nature and required the attention of more than one staff responder. 

For mostly positive stories, a response of Equitable Interaction was appropriate. Describing 

a light level of engagement (generally used for stories of no criticality or low criticality). This 

light level of responsiveness consisted of a respectful personalised reply somewhat 
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comparable to those found in eService quality literature, where an efficient response was 

appropriate (Jung 2008; Pitt et al. 1995; Sigala 2009). 

Sometimes a more relational approach was necessary and this was comparable to eService 

responsiveness (Parasuraman et al. 2005) described as Identified participation in this study, 

it often involved two responders replying to a mostly negative story. The response often 

included a call for the story writer to please get in touch, an apology and sometimes the use 

of extended socioemotional interaction and support for the story writer’s opinion. Due to 

the inherent power imbalance between the public and government and the nature of health 

care provision the highly relational approach taken by Care Opinion was most appropriate.   

While this study found two levels of responsiveness, the context in which the interactions 

took place was very different to eCommerce. This study is the first to examine government 

responsiveness and describe elements of successful government process responsiveness. 

 

7.3.3.5 Needs fulfilment 
SoC is associated with group success, people are attracted to groups that offer the most 

rewards and SoC links needs fulfilment with the concept of shared value (McMillan and 

Chavis 1986). This study defines Needs fulfilment as based on interactions where shared 

values are identified by both public and government stakeholders and the individual-group 

association is rewarding for users.  

Throughout the template analysis, it was found that the sentiment of the story did not affect 

the quality of the response, stories of mostly negative sentiment also received a personalised 

response in a comparable tone to stories of mostly positive sentiment. The template analysis 

identified two types of responsiveness on the platform, outcome based responsiveness, 

similar to a policy change (Binzer Hobolt and Klemmensen 2008) where public feedback 

resulted in a service change. Most interesting was the success of government process 

responsiveness on the platform consisting of both socioemotional and task-oriented 

interactions. Evidence was found that both types of responsiveness worked well together, 

where the needs of both public and staff users were fulfilled. For example, when story writers 

received a personalised reply and staff were better informed about a patient centric 

perspective of care.  

Until now, uncertainty remained regarding the type of value created by each digital initiative 

(Panagiotopoulos et al. 2019). In response, the quantitative analysis describes the extension 
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of SoC with public values, which brings a comprehensive measure of needs fulfilment to 

online public engagement. 

 

7.3.3.5.1 New information 
Another component of successful online public engagement was an additional benefit of 

successful online public engagement, the identification of the new information that was 

created as a ‘by product’ of the online interaction. Findings from the template analysis 

demonstrate that individual stories consisting of tacit knowledge from public story writers 

were often used to boost staff morale or as a trigger for discussions that could lead to 

learning. The extensive bank of stories on the platform were also found to support the 

training of health professionals and health care students could have a listening role on the 

platform. 

The utility of tacit knowledge sharing online by public sector professionals has been 

recognised (Buunk et al. 2019), although in the eParticipation literature there has been little 

recognition of the extended value of public feedback in successful online public engagement. 

An exception is the potential for governmental double loop learning from the public on social 

media (Reddick et al. 2017). 

The value of aggregating online patient feedback (Griffiths and Leaver 2018) has been 

recognised in health care research. Observation of the platform found supporting evidence 

of the aggregation of public stories; used with other information as customer satisfaction 

metrics to assess important quality criteria. No empirical example demonstrating the utility 

of the value of the aggregation of online public feedback was found in the eParticipation 

literature. The new information created from successful online public engagement is 

identified as a valuable output of the interaction process on the platform. As well as being 

openly available on the platform for all to read, the new information was valued as a unique 

insight into the patient perspective of care.  

Prior measures of needs fulfilment from other domains tended to ask generic question about 

the extent that the community fulfilled their needs (Peterson et al. 2008) or aspects of 

community (Long 2003). Perceived benefits of online participation as antecedents of SoVC 

(Tonteri et al. 2011) have been identified, but none of the measures were appropriate for 

online public engagement. The concept of shared values became a valuable intersection 

point between the theories of SoC and public value in the domain of online public 

engagement. The quantitative survey described below, addressed Objective 2 of the study, 



      Chapter 7 

251 
 

supported the findings of the qualitative analysis and verifies public values as needs 

fulfilment for both staff and public users on Care Opinion. 

 

7.4 Conditions for public value creation in online public engagement 

Research question 2 
 The conditions for public value creation in online public engagement were examined using 

online surveys that reflected the findings of the qualitative analysis outlined above and SoC 

theory for online public engagement as conceptualised in chapter 2.4.5. The relationships 

between the variables in the extended SoC model were analysed to address the research 

objectives and answer research question 2, the main findings are discussed below. The study 

analysed survey data drawing on the perspective of both public story writers and 

government staff users of the Care Opinion platform. This enabled the analysis of both 

stakeholders perception of the quality of the online interaction.  

All constructs in the model loaded successfully, factor analysis and convergent and 

discriminate validity tests were conducted along with SEM analysis. The new Interaction 

governance scale, SoC constructs and public value constructs were verified in online public 

engagement see Table 7.1 below. 

Table 7.1 Internal consistency for all the variables in the SoC model 

α Moderation Identity Responsiveness 
 

Staff 0.866 0.816 0.894 
  

Story writer 0.864 1* 0.75 
  

All users 0.844 0.799 0.821  
  

 
  

Sense of 
belonging  

Shared 
emotional 
connection 

Influence 
  

Staff 0.786 0.85 0.728 
  

Story writer 0.775 0.806 0.784 
  

All users 0.781 0.837 0.743 
  

  Time Personalisation Trustworthiness Well 
informedness 

Efficacy 

Staff 0.79 0.847 0.858 0.83 0.719 

Story writer 0.802 0.849 0.898 0.81 0.77 

All users 0.794 0.816 0.87 0.824 0.731 

*only one question loaded successfully for story writers and it was not significant in the model 
 

 

The unique value of this study comes from the analysis of each of the subconstructs of SoC 

to discover their contribution to the creation of public value in online public engagement. 
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Many of the more recent studies of SoC in online settings have chosen one dimensional 

scales (Gebauer et al. 2013; Hutter et al. 2017); users of the BSCI (Peterson et al. 2008) have 

analysed SoC as one variable, often without analysing the impact of the individual 

subconstructs (Mamonov al. 2016). Despite the popularity of SoC in online research in 

diverse research domains, the implications of individual subconstructs of SoC in online 

settings have not been explored since the early examination of SoC in virtual communities 

(Blanchard and Markus, 2004).  

The findings of this study supported the new conceptualisation of SoC for public value 

creation in online public engagement. Together the Interaction governance and SoC scales 

provided a new understanding of the conditions for public value creation in online public 

engagement, these are discussed below. 

 

7.4.1 The essential role of Shared emotional connection 
One of the most important findings from the study was the empirical validation of the SoC 

subconstruct Shared emotional connection in online public engagement for both staff and 

patient/public users. Shared emotional connection has been described in traditional settings 

as the definitive element of community, it refers to a feeling that is experienced arising from 

positive interaction between community members (McMillan and Chavis 1986).  

 

The variable Shared emotional connection enables the measurement of the quality of the 

interaction enabled by Web 2.0 social tools facilitating the measurement of an individual’s 

perception of the social value of online interaction. 

 

Analysis of the findings demonstrate that the use of socioemotional language is valued by 

both staff and public users of the successful Care Opinion platform. This is realised in the 

identification of Shared emotional connection as the most important variable in the SoC 

model of public value creation in online public engagement. Strong and positive relationships 

were found between Shared emotional connection and all public values, especially the social 

public values of Trustworthiness, Well informedness and Efficacy for both stakeholder 

groups. 



      Chapter 7 

253 
 

The qualitative and quantitative findings of this study support the relationship found 

between relational (socioemotional) language and Shared emotional connection proposed 

in a traditional community setting (Mannarini and Fedi 2009). 

With significant implications for the practice of online public engagement, the verification of 

Shared emotional connection by public users indicates that even a small amount of 

personalised interaction can resonate with public users and lead to the creation of feelings 

of SoC. These findings support prior research that recognised Web 2.0 social tools as an 

enabler of sociability (Hajiheydari et al. 2017; De Souza and Preece 2004),  and online 

sociability as key feature of successful online interactivity (Preece 2000). 

 

7.4.2 Interaction governance in online public engagement 
The new Interaction governance scale sought to measure government staff and public users 

experience of the management of Web 2.0 technology for interaction in online public 

engagement. As no prior measure existed, the study identified important success factors on 

the Care Opinion platform and consulted SoC literature from other domains to discover 

appropriate antecedents of SoC.  

H1 and H2 need to be discussed together, as the norms of participation identified in the 

analysis highlight the very different processes of participation on the platform for the two 

main stakeholder groups. H1 Moderation on the platform is positively associated with user’s 

perception SoC and H2 Identity is positively associated with user’s perception of SoC.  While 

H1 was supported for all user groups H2 was not supported by public users.  

Analysis found that public and staff users strongly supported their own identity sharing 

practices on the platform but did not support the identity sharing practices of the other 

group. This reflects the findings of PPI health services research that staff who respond to 

public feedback find the anonymity of public users challenging (Locock et al. 2020). While 

the public did not recognise the value of staff sharing their identity, Identity was a very 

important antecedent construct in the model for staff users. 

Some debate has occurred in eParticipation regarding the role of identity sharing, although 

little empirical evidence is available. Factor analysis showed that public users strongly 

supported their anonymity on Care Opinion and the success of the platform supports earlier 

research that proposed that public anonymous participation would lead to quicker 

participation and more privacy for the contributors (Panopoulou et al. 2010; Peixoto 2009).  
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Identity was found to be strongly and positively related to Sense of belonging 0.464 (p = 

<0.001) CI 0.317 0.512 and Shared emotional connection 0.417 (p = <0.001) CI 0.373 0.548 

for staff users only. Further supporting the importance of identity sharing in prior SoC online 

literature, where identity is recognised as an important antecedent of SoC (Blanchard 2007).  

Until now no empirical evidence existed regarding the benefit of different identity sharing 

norms for different stakeholders in eParticipation or SoC literature. Although In 

eParticipation appropriate levels of identity verification had been proposed for public 

participants (Schossböck et al. 2016).   

 

7.4.2.1 Moderation for public identity verification  
Perceived identity verification has been proposed as an important aspect of user satisfaction 

and knowledge contribution in online communities (Ma and Agarwal 2007). The findings 

show that Care Opinion has created a successful domain appropriate identity verification 

process using moderation to replace identity sharing for the public. This extends the findings 

from networked communities that found that when people can identify each other, there 

are often less problems associated with social presence online (Kavanaugh et al. 2005).  

For story writers the variable Identity was not significant, it represented the absence of 

identity sharing for this group. Instead a mixture of formal rules and norms of participation 

and interaction created a safe online space for both public and staff users as demonstrated 

by the strong and positive relationship found between Moderation and Sense of belonging 

experienced by public users 0.411 (p = <0.001) CI 0.062 0.264. 

Moderation has not been an important research area in eParticipation, although moderation 

was found to mediate polarisation in an experiment on public online group discussions  

(Strandberg et al. 2017).  The independent Care Opinion platform manages Web 2.0 

technology to enable sociability using Moderation to create a safe participatory environment 

for all users, similar to platform governance (Tiwana et al. 2010). The strong and positive 

relationship found between Moderation and Shared emotional connection for public users 

0.384 (p = <0.001) CI 0.05 0.298; highlights the pivotal role of Moderation in the creation of 

Shared emotional connection for public users on Care Opinion. 

The findings point to the management of social interaction as the most significant role played 

by Interaction governance as an antecedent of SoC in online public engagement. The finding 

is supported by prior SoC literature that recognises the value of social Interaction (Mamonov 
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et al. 2016), familiarity (Zhao, et al, 2012) and social information exchange (Chen and Lin, 

2014) as important antecedents of SoC.  

Moderation had a positive impact on perceptions of Influence and small positive 

relationships were found for both public users and staff. For staff, the relationship between 

Moderation and Influence 0.272 (p = < 0.001) CI 0.163 0.378; was somewhat similar to the 

experience of public users of the relationship between Moderation and Influence 0.255 (p = 

< 0.05) CI 0.163 0.378. No literature exists regarding the relationship between Moderation 

and Influence, but the findings support the goal oriented interaction relationship with 

Influence proposed in traditional communities (Mannarini and Fedi 2009).  As moderation 

was also instrumental in the creation of a safe space for participation. 

 

7.4.2.2 Platform responsiveness and different perspectives of technology 
H3 sought to discover the extent that responsiveness on the platform was positively 

associated with users perception of SoC. The findings that divergent views were held by 

stakeholders regarding the perceived utility of platform responsiveness indicates that 

different perspectives of online public engagement was experienced by staff and public 

users. 

For staff users who were supported over time in their use of the platform, responsiveness of 

the platform was part of an ongoing relationship with Care Opinion management. The staff 

perspective viewed responsiveness of the platform as a system characteristic (DeLone and 

McLean, 2003), as they regularly received updates from the platform.   Quantitative analysis 

found a small significant relationship between Responsiveness and Shared emotional 

connection for staff users only 0.182 (p = < 0.05) CI 0.043 0.293, indicating that they 

experienced responsiveness as a service quality, closer to that described in social media 

research (Connolly et al. 2016). 

The utility of the responsiveness of the platform was recognised by public users, but it was 

not significant in the model. Reflecting the different types of usage by each stakeholder 

group (public users often only submitted one story compared with ongoing interaction with 

the Care Opinion by staff users). These findings support social media research that found 

that system quality did not affect an experience of SoC (Zhang 2010).  
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The findings uncovered the social processes describe above in online public engagement, 

helping to bring a greater understanding of the role of the management of Web 2.0 

technology for interaction in online public engagement.  While the role of identity sharing 

for public users of online public engagement platforms has been proposed (Schossböck et al. 

2016), there is little empirical evidence. This study is the first time identity sharing norms by 

staff and the public has been examined empirically; and until now there has been little 

empirical evidence of the user’s perspectives of moderation in online public engagement.  

 

In comparison to prior research where platform governance was examined from a platform 

design and evolution perspective (Tiwana et al. 2010) and from a government to business 

perspective (Klievink et al. 2016). Compared to other domains, the requirements of online 

public engagement has a different range of considerations that relates to the relationship 

between government and the public. These include the challenge of engaging diverse 

stakeholder both the public and government staff online.  Within this context of government 

responsiveness and the pre-requisite of a safe online space, the dimensions of effective 

moderation was examined and the role of identity verification for public uses using 

moderation was discovered. 

 

All three Interaction governance variables were found to be important antecedents of SoC 

for staff users. For public users, Moderation replaced identity sharing as an antecedent of all 

SoC variables in the model. Moderation was empirically verified as a new domain appropriate 

antecedent of SoC, also extending the understanding of SoC in online environments in other 

domains (Blanchard and Markus 2002). 

 

The study brought new insight into the very different requirements for public and staff 

stakeholder groups in online public engagement. It highlighted the role of the management 

of Web 2.0 technology for interactivity, identifying the importance of the creation of a safe 

place to participate and the different public and staff roles of identity sharing supported by 

moderation.  Platform responsiveness in relation to service quality was found to support 

Shared emotional connection for staff users only, reflecting the different participation 

patterns and expectations of public users; see antecedents of SoC in order of importance in 

Table 7.2 below. 
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Table 7.2 Participation, antecedents of SoC 

 
So

C
 

 
Sense of 
belonging 

Shared 
emotional 
connection 

Influence 

 Staff Identity  Identity  Moderation 

A
n

te
ce

d
en

ts
 

 
Moderation Moderation Identity 

  
Responsiveness     

Story writer  Moderation Moderation Moderation 

 

7.4.3 SoC as an antecedent of public values 
In a traditional community setting SoC has been found to strongly and positively correlate 

with important public values of trust and efficacy (Anderson 2010) and public value research 

has conceptualised that people at least implicitly value when fulfilling their needs 

(Meynhardt 2009) 202). This inspired the conceptualisation of SoC used in this research 

model. The creation of public value is based on a conceptualisation of co-creation of value 

arising from dialogue between stakeholders (Bryson et al. 2016).  This study measured the 

individual’s perspective of shared value, as online public engagement projects can create 

both private and public value (Alford 2002; Ju et al. 2019).  Public value creation in online 

public engagement was viewed as a process that has government responsiveness and the 

use of socioemotional language as central components. This is the first time that the theory 

of SoC has been extended using public values, this conceptualisation mirrors prior research 

that contends that public values are considered not just an output, but they are often ends 

in and of themselves (Bryson et al. 2016; Dahl and Soss 2014; Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007). 

This is the first study to examine the individual elements of SoC and their relationship with 

public values in online public engagement to discover the conditions for public value 

creation. 

 

The analysis found that the shape of online public participation was very different for each 

of the main stakeholders with regard to the role of Interaction governance as outlined in the 

section above. Although many similarities were found in the interaction relationships 

between SoC and public values for both public and staff users.  It has been proposed that 

social capital is a facilitator of intensive eParticipation (Lee and Kim 2018). SoC is known as 

the cognitive component of social capital (Long 2003) and the findings from the analysis show 
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that all SoC constructs were empirically confirmed for both stakeholder groups, empirically 

supporting the value of social capital in successful online public engagement. 

 

The findings bring an additional level of insight into the different social processes involved in 

online public value creation. The constructs Sense of belonging and Shared emotional 

connection were found to be more important than Influence for both groups in the study, 

supporting the findings of the qualitative analysis in the earlier part of the study, where 

relational interaction was predominant. 

 

7.4.3.1 Sense of belonging 
 H4 proposed that users perception of Sense of belonging was positively associated with their 

perception of public value. For staff users, H4 was supported for all five public values, 

indicating that staff experienced a strong Sense of belonging on the platform. 

The importance of Sense of belonging has been highlighted by virtual community success 

research. They found that Sense of belonging was the most important element of SoC, as it 

was the key to participation and an antecedent of member loyalty (Lin 2008).  While Sense 

of belonging has not been examined in online pubic engagement before, the importance of 

government responsiveness was recognised (Kim and Lee 2012). 

As staff participation is the prerequisite to government responsiveness in online interaction, 

this study highlights the online conditions for safe staff participation as an important element 

missing in SocioCitizenry theory of government–citizen interaction through social media 

(Aladwani and Dwivedi 2018).  

The important relationship between Sense of belonging and Efficacy was identified, 

indicating that for public users to feel comfortable participating they need to receive a timely 

response along with the feeling that their participation will be listened to and/or can make a 

difference.  

Through their relationship with Sense of belonging the public values Time and 

Efficacy were most associated with participation for public users. 

The findings of this study bring empirical validity supported by strong theory of the 

prerequisites for staff online public participation, consisting of a safe online space to 
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participate to facilitate their identity sharing along with appropriate moderation practices to 

enable the creation of public value.  

Public participation for public users consisted of a safe online space that enabled anonymous 

participation and included moderation to enable identity verification. Importantly public 

users also needed a timely response where they felt listened to and could make a difference. 

 

7.4.3.2 Shared emotional connection 
The construct Shared emotional connection was found to have a significant and positive 

effect on all public values. H5 proposed that users’ perception of Shared emotional 

connection was associated with their perception of public value, this was supported for both 

staff and public users. Shared emotional connection was found to have a strong and positive 

relationship with all public values in the model for both staff and public users. 

Shared emotional connection was empirically confirmed as an important new 

antecedent of all public values in the model for both staff and public users.  

The findings support earlier research that has identified the value of a relational reply in 

eService literature (Parasuraman et al. 2005); and extends the understanding of the value of 

socioemotional interaction in public services support communities (Meijer et al. 2012).  

 

7.4.3.2 Influence 
H6 proposed that users’ perception of Influence was positively related with their perception 

of public value. This was partially confirmed with the consistent finding that Influence was 

positively related to Efficacy for both public and staff users. This supports public 

administration literature that recognised the importance of the public’s perception of the 

equity of the interaction process and the outcome (Wu et al. 2017).  

The relationship between Influence and Efficacy for both staff and public users was 

identified as a measure of the extent that a platform user believes in the fairness of 

the platform that they feel they are being listened to and can make a difference. 

In this study, Influence was positively related to Personalisation for staff users, highlighting 

the goal oriented nature of Personalisation for this group, public value net benefits found 

Personalisation was associated with active use (Scott et al. 2016). The recognition of a slightly 

more goal oriented focus of staff users and the mostly socioemotional focus of public users 
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helps to bring a greater understanding to the processes of staff and public users in online 

public engagement. 

A positive relationship was found between Influence and Well informedness for public users, 

this supports the finding of public participatory use of government websites (Scott et al. 

2016).  As outlined below, online public engagement holds different meaning for public and 

staff participants, see Table 7.3 below for the most important paths in the model. 

Table 7.3 Most significant model paths 

  

Staff Identity -> Sense of belonging -> Trustworthiness 
 Identity -> Shared emotional connection -> Well informedness 
 Identity -> Influence -> Efficacy 

  
Story 
writer 

Moderation -> Sense of belonging 
Moderation -> Shared emotional connection -> Trustworthiness 
Moderation -> Influence -> Efficacy 

 

In answer to H7 that users’ perception of SoC was positively associated with their perception 

of Public value. the analysis made use of the Total effects analysis in SmartPLS to discover 

the relationship between public values and the other constructs in the model, these are 

described below. 

 

7.4.3.4 Trustworthiness   
The analysis confirmed the utility of Identity and Sense of belonging to staff users and found 

that Trustworthiness was the second most important and the most complex public value for 

staff with a cluster of public values found in the IPMA analysis, see Table 7.4 below. 

Trustworthiness was the most important public value for public users. The relationship 

between Shared emotional connection and Trustworthiness 0.665 (p = <0.001) CI 0.203 

0.717 was the most significant in the model for public users see Table 7.4 below.  

The findings from this study support prior research that highlighted the fundamental value 

of trustworthiness in any collaborative enterprise (Ostrom 1998). Trust has been described 

as a component vital to the creation of public value (Kelly et al. 2002; Stoker 2006) and was 

found to be important to passive, active and participatory users of eGovernment websites 

(Scott et al. 2016). 

Trustworthiness was the most important public value for public users and the second 

most important for staff users. Sense of belonging was the most valuable antecedent 
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of Trustworthiness for staff and Shared emotional connection was the most 

important antecedent of Trustworthiness for public users. 

Although, the importance of a trusted environment to facilitate the online participation of 

members of the public (Santamaría-Philco and Wimmer 2018) has been identified. This is the 

first study to identify the complexity and importance of Trustworthiness for staff users of 

online public engagement platforms. The role of Identity from the Interaction Governance 

scale and SoC subconstructs Sense of belonging and Shared emotional connection were 

equally important antecedents in the creation of Trustworthiness for staff users.  In 

comparison, there were only two antecedents of Trustworthiness for public users, Shared 

emotional connection and Moderation, see Table 7.4 below. 

Table 7.4 Antecedents of Trustworthiness  

Staff users antecedent of Trustworthiness Coefficient T value 

Identity -> Trustworthiness 0.329 8.316 

Influence -> Trustworthiness 0.16 2.766 

Moderation -> Trustworthiness 0.182 4.458 

Responsiveness -> Trustworthiness 0.105 1.965 

Shared emotional connection -> Trustworthiness 0.321 3.877 

Sense of belonging -> Trustworthiness 0.388 5.478 

Story writer   

Moderation -> Trustworthiness 0.298 4.831 

Shared emotional connection -> Trustworthiness 0.665 6.205 

 

7.4.3.5 Well informedness 
For staff users, the most important public value was Well informedness, and it was the 

second most important public value for public users; see Table 7.5 below. The most 

important antecedent of Well informedness was Shared emotional connection for both 

public and staff users. The relationship between Shared emotional connection and Well 

informedness 0.551 (p = <0.001) CI 0.364 0.646 was the most significant in the model for 

staff users. 

This is the first time that the utility of Well informedness in online public engagement 

for staff users has been identified. 

Well informedness was found to be an important public value for members of the public in 

public value net benefits (Scott et al. 2016; Grimsley and Meehan 2007). Well informedness 

was the most important benefit for public passive users of eGovernment websites (Scott et 
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al. 2016), this is supported by these findings as many staff users were readers and not posters 

on the platform. 

Table 7.5 Public values for staff and public users in the model 

Staff public values R2  Public user public values R2 

Well informedness 0.581 
 

Trustworthiness 0.538 

Trustworthiness 0.569 
 

Well informedness 0.483 

Efficacy 0.541 
 

Efficacy 0.469 

Time 0.466 
 

Time 0.431 

Personalisation 0.398 
 

Personalisation 0.38 

 

7.4.3.6 Efficacy 
The findings suggest that the importance of public values Efficacy, Time and Personalisation 

are ordered in a similar pattern for both public and staff users.  The equivalent public value 

to Efficacy in public value net benefits was associated with participatory use of government 

websites (Scott et al. 2016).   Political studies research in a traditional setting has found that 

there was a strong and positive relationship between SoC and trust and efficacy (Anderson 

2010).   For staff users all constructs in the model were antecedents of Efficacy and the IPMA 

analysis found a cluster of four important antecedents of Efficacy for public users, see Table 

7.6 below. 

Efficacy was found to be the most complex public value for public users. 

This study helps to extend the understanding of the complex Efficacy construct in online 

public engagement. As research in traditional settings on political participation has used 

efficacy widely to explain civic participation activities such as signing petitions and voting 

(Anderson 2010).  Although when used as a control variable political efficacy was not found 

to be significant in eParticipation (Kim et al. 2007). 

The findings from this study highlights the complexity of the Efficacy construct and confirms 

the importance of social processes to the experience of efficacy, supporting the findings in 

traditional settings that efficacy has also been closely linked to prior experiences of 

interaction and responsiveness (Niemi et al. 1991).  This study also empirically supports the 

addition of the cognitive aspects of social capital, through SoC to earlier understandings of 

efficacy in social media use (Halpern et al. 2017).  
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Table 7.6 Antecedents of Efficacy 

 
Staff 

Coefficient  T Statistics  

Shared emotional connection -> Efficacy 0.459 6.387 

Identity -> Efficacy 0.298 7.027 

Moderation -> Efficacy 0.186 4.47 

Influence -> Efficacy 0.223 3.942 

Responsiveness -> Efficacy 0.112 2.177 

Sense of belonging -> Efficacy 0.157 2.126 

Story writer   

Moderation -> Efficacy 0.28 3.962 

Shared emotional connection -> Efficacy 0.292 2.58 

Influence -> Efficacy 0.276 2.516 

Sense of belonging-> Efficacy 0.236 2.256 

 

7.4.3.7 Time 
The importance placed on a timely response by the platform was supported by the analysis, 

but Shared emotional connection was the most significant antecedent of Time for both staff 

and public users. Both staff and public users recognised that that Care Opinion was a quick 

and convenient way for people to share their opinions about care. The findings also support 

the value of timely responsiveness (Parasuraman et al. 2005) from eService quality, 

highlighting a different emphasis on time, compared to time saved by using the site (Scott et 

al. 2016). 

 

7.4.3.8 Personalisation 
Personalisation in the study had both task-oriented elements, referring to the ability to send 

or receive a reply to feedback and relational elements when socioemotional language was 

used. The former is somewhat similar to Personalisation described as the ability to tailor the 

service to the individual public user (Scott et al. 2016), but with more emphasis on relational 

interaction. Influence was found to be positively related to Personalisation (an effectiveness 

category public value) for staff users.  

The relationship between Influence and Personalisation for staff users indicates a largely goal 

oriented focus of staff users and the mostly socioemotional focus of public users helps to 
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bring a greater understanding to the processes of staff and public users in online public 

engagement.   

Personalisation for staff users had both socioemotional and task oriented elements, 

whereas for story writers Personalisation was entirely socioemotional. 

 

Personalisation highlights another difference between the groups. For staff tone of the 

interaction between story writers and responders was highly valued, highlighting the value 

placed on a safe place to participate for staff users. This type of interaction supports the 

approach of eService quality that values empathy (Jiang et al. 2002; Parasuraman et al. 2005; 

Purwanto et al. 2020).  

For public users too, the personal interaction and the tone was valued, but the relevance of 

the important of delivering stories directly to the relevant people was not realised. As health 

system insiders, staff users of Care Opinion recognised the importance of feedback being 

delivered to the relevant people, story writers in this study did not.  

 

7.4.3.9 Summary of SoC as antecedents of public value 
An overview of SoC subconstructs are described below in Table 7.7.   Public values are shown 

in order of importance describing their relationship with Sense of belonging, Shared 

emotional connection and Influence. Highlighting the very different social processes 

experienced by staff and public users in online public engagement. 

Table 7.7 SoC antecedents of public values  

 
Sense of belonging 

Shared emotional 
connection Influence  

 Trustworthiness  Well informedness Personalisation 
Staff Time Efficacy Efficacy  
 Personalisation Time   
 Well informedness Personalisation   
 Efficacy Trustworthiness   
     
 Time Trustworthiness Efficacy   
Story  Efficacy Well informedness Well informedness 
writer  Time   
  Personalisation   
  Efficacy   
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7.4.4 Use 
H8 sought to discover the extent that different types of platform use has divergent effects on 

users perception of SoC on the platform. Research has associated SoC with different types of 

participation and with a variety of approaches, often a circular relationship between 

participation and SoC is presumed. SoC has been found to enhance active citizen 

participation in offline settings which reinforces the feeling of SoC (Talò et al. 2014).   

 

Use as a variable did not load successfully for public users, participation patterns for this 

group indicated that most only submitted one story and often they just read posts on the 

platform once or occasionally. Use for staff (posting) was not carried forward to analysis due 

to the distorted bell curve of responses, many staff survey respondents did not post. The 

qualitative comments in the survey highlighted a reticence in staff participation behaviour 

(posting responses), supporting the findings from earlier health service research (Locock et 

al. 2020). Management of the platform promote participation in line with the approach 

described in a comment by a staff participant below. 

“I believe feedback is best from those delivering care. For some of my team this may 

mean I help/coach them to create a timely response if it's their first time 

responding”. 

Some online research has found that both forms of participation reading and posting had a 

positive impact on SoC (on a newspaper site) (Tonteri et al. 2011). Others found that while 

deeper engagement commenting and evaluating had a positive effect, submitting a post only 

had a negative effect on SoC (internal company crowdsourcing) (Hutter et al. 2017).  This 

study found that staff participation (reading) in this study showed a small negative 

relationship with SoC. While there is practical merit in encouraging staff to become readers 

(in the expectation that they will become responders), the value of remaining readers and 

not posting responses may have negative implications for staff users experience of value on 

the platform in the long term.  

As members of the public used Care Opinion infrequently, it is telling that the overall findings 

indicate that they also experienced a SoC on the platform. Many of the staff responders in 

the surveys were also light users of the platform and they also did experience a SoC on the 

platform. The findings identify a new type of online interaction in successful online public 
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engagement; a type of interaction that does not depend on repeated online interactions to 

produce a feeling of SoC. 

 

7.5 Contributions of this research  
In the section that follows, first the higher level contributions from the study are described, 

followed by a brief outline of contributions that relate to Interaction governance, SoC and 

public values. Each of these areas are described in detail in the sections that follow. The 

findings contribute to the literature on SoC and public value creation, but the central focus 

is on contributing to the understanding of online public engagement and the role of online 

interaction enabled by Web 2.0 technology. The new Interaction governance scale, all SoC 

subconstructs and all five public values were empirically verified in online public 

engagement.  

This new conceptualisation of SoC as a process of public value creation, identified 

the participation preconditions for online public engagement with the new 

Interaction governance scale.  

As the conditions that call a public into existence is thought to reflect the quality of the public 

value created (Moore and Bennington 2011). The quality of the interaction is one measure 

of these conditions, along with the importance of shared values as a foundation of both 

public value (Alford 2002; Ju et al. 2019) and SoC (McMillan 1996).  

The findings indicate that a small number of online interactions or single online interaction 

of high quality (consisting of both task-oriented interaction and socioemotional interaction) 

along with the observation of online interaction of other users can facilitate the feeling of 

SoC. 

• Shared emotional connection was identified as the most important construct in 
successful online public engagement for both staff and public users. 

• Sense of belonging Shared emotional connection and Influence were verified as new 
antecedents of public values in online public engagement. 

• Different participation patterns for staff and public users were identified with the 
Interaction governance scale, chiefly the role of Moderation as identity verification 
for public users and the importance of Identity sharing for staff users. 

• By examining the relationship between SoC and public values, the analysis indicated 
that the focus of staff users was partially goal oriented, compared with the largely 
socioemotional focus of public users. 
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7.5.1 Theoretical contributions  
The research model was built on a conceptualisation of shared values, identifying the utility 

of high quality online interaction as important to both SoC and public value creation.  The 

research focused on interaction analysis, as it was important to discover the perspectives of 

both government staff and public users of online public engagement. While the role of the 

public in public value creation has been highlighted (Bryson et al. 2014; Nabatchi et al. 2012; 

Scott et al. 2016) and public value creation in the past focused on the public manager 

perspective (Moore 1995). The focus in this study was on the utility of the online interaction 

and the extent that public value can be created for both public and government stakeholders, 

using a conceptualisation of shared value. 

The re-conceptualisation of SoC for online public engagement was introduced as a domain 

appropriate theory to underpin this analysis. In this study SoC theory enables the 

measurement of an individual user’s perception of participation, their perception of the 

quality of interaction and the value (public) they experience as an outcome of participating.  

The utility of using a psychological approach to online public engagement has been proposed 

(De Cindio 2012; Edelmann and Cruickshank 2011), in the past few empirical studies in this 

domain have engaged with psychological theories.   

The theoretical contributions of this research are presented in two sections below. The first 

section outlines the contributions from the qualitative analysis and describes components of 

successful online public engagement and the second describes the theoretical contribution 

from the quantitative analysis of the conditions for public value creation. 

7.5.1.1 Components of successful online public engagement 
The full theory of SoC (McMillan and Chavis 1986) was defined for online public engagement 

for the first time and was conceptualised to consist of three main areas that corresponded 

to SoC subconstructs. These are described in the following sections: Sense of belonging 

concerned with participation, Shared emotional connection and Influence as elements of 

interaction and Needs fulfilment that is concerned with the extent that online public 

engagement is valued by users. 

7.5.1.1.1 Sense of belonging in online public engagement  
This is the first time that Sense of belonging has been examined in online public engagement. 

Although in other online settings Sense of belonging has received more attention than any 

other SoC subconstruct. As well as highlighting the importance of inclusivity (McMillan 1996); 

the understanding of Sense of belonging is extending to emphasise the importance of a safe 

place to participate online for diverse stakeholders. 
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Participation is an essential preliminary to online interaction leading to public engagement. 

The study extends the understanding of Sense of belonging from virtual communities as a 

measure of virtual community success (Lin 2008), by identifying Sense of belonging as an 

important success factor to successful online public engagement. 

In the quantitative analysis, Sense of belonging was found to be an important new 

antecedent of all public values for staff in the model and Sense of belonging was verified as 

the cognitive participation element of SoC in successful online public engagement. 

The finding that Sense of belonging is important to staff users contributes a new 

element to the understanding of government responsiveness (McNutt 2014). 

Highlighting the importance of creating the perception of a safe place to participate 

for public and staff users.  

 

7.5.1.1.2 Interaction quality  
The challenge of how to measure the quality of online discussion (Macintosh et al. 2009) was 

an early consideration of the domain of eParticipation. Since then the importance of social 

interaction in public service communities has been recognised (Meijer et al 2012); yet a 

strong theory to explain social processes in online public engagement has been absent. This 

study is the first to identify the type of interactions between government staff and public 

users associated with Shared emotional connection and Influence in online public 

engagement interaction. 

The quality of the interactions between government and the public is thought to reflect the 

quality of the public value created (Moore and Bennington 2011). Governments, although 

subscribed to the efficiency gains of social technologies, have failed to understand the social 

value of Web 2.0 (Bryer 2011).  In response the findings of this study demonstrate the very 

significant contribution of socioemotional interaction.   

Shared emotional connection was identified through the prevalence of positive 

socioemotional language in successful online public engagement. In the quantitative 

analysis it was the most important construct for both staff and public users. It is 

concerned with users cognitive perception of the quality of social interaction in 

online public engagement.  

Influence was found to play an important role supplementing Shared emotional connection, 

as elements of high quality online interaction in successful online public engagement. Task-
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oriented interaction refers to the exchange of information, often considered to be goal 

oriented it is also concerned with fairness. Research in traditional communities proposed 

that different types of participation (task-oriented and socioemotional) had different effects 

on SoC (Mannarini and Fedi 2009). Supporting and extending this proposal, the qualitative 

interaction analysis findings regarding socioemotional interaction and task-oriented 

interaction were confirmed by findings from the quantitative analysis. 

The importance of task oriented interaction (equity) in online public engagement 

was measured in the quantitative analysis through users perception of Influence or 

the quality of the fairness of the interaction in online public engagement.  

The findings from this study identifies the dimensions of high-quality online interactions and 

contributes to a better understanding of role of the social processes enabled by Web 2.0 

technology in public and government staff online interaction. 

 

7.5.1.1.3 Value of government process responsiveness 
 The understanding of the SoC subconstruct needs fulfilment (McMillan and Chavis 1986) is 

extending by identifying the ways in which platform users’ needs were fulfilled. Government 

responsiveness to the needs of public users has been described as an element of social equity 

(Frederickson 1990; Gooden 2015). The study is the first to use SoC to identify elements of 

successful government process responsiveness, consisting of both socioemotional language 

and task-oriented interaction. In answer to the call for a broader conceptualisation of 

government responsiveness in the virtual sphere (Dekker and Bekkers 2015). This process 

oriented government responsiveness reflects an e-service quality 2.0 model that recognised 

the importance of both process oriented service quality as well as outcome oriented service 

quality in eCommerce  (Sigala 2009).  

Based on a conceptualisation of shared values. Government process responsiveness 

in online public engagement was found to consist of two main elements: the use of 

socioemotional interaction measured by the perception of Shared emotional 

connection and the fairness of the interaction process measured by the perception 

of Influence.  

Importantly, the findings from the study indicate that government process responsiveness 

needs to be supported by outcome based responsiveness due to the importance of shared 

value and the belief that participation can make a difference (efficacy). The concept of 
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governmental double loop learning (Reddick et al. 2017) is extended to include the 

identification of the value of the aggregation of new information arising from successful 

online public engagement.  

7.5.1.2 Conditions for public value creation 
This study extends the understanding of online public engagement for public value creation; 

as prior research had arrived at no definitive conclusions regarding the conditions for online 

public value creation (Panagiotopoulos et al. 2019). While public values are often ends in and 

of themselves (Bryson et al. 2016; Dahl and Soss 2014; Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007).  It is 

also important to discover the conditions for public value creation (Bryson et al. 2016) 

especially accommodating the online engagement of diverse stakeholders.  

 

The findings from the qualitative analysis indicate that SoC can be experienced in online 

public engagement amid low levels of participation, this is a different type of SoC in 

comparison to SoC arising from multiple interactions in online communities, such as: virtual 

learning environments (Palloff and Pratt 1999; Teo et al. 2003a) e-commerce (Tonteri et al. 

2011; Tsai et al. 2011) and social media communities (Scheepers et al. 2014; Zhang 2010). It 

is different still from SoC in traditional communities (McMillan and Chavis 1986; Long 2003; 

Perkins et al. 1990), or the SoC used to evaluate the success of an early childhood 

development program (Hasford et al. 2016). 

The new conceptualisation of SoC in this study describes the process of public value creation 

and consists of two main parts. The first examines the conditions for the management of 

online interactivity using Web 2.0 technology in Interaction governance as domain 

appropriate antecedents of SoC.  

The second is concerned with participation and interaction norms and users cognitive 

perception of online participation and interaction. The research model quantitatively 

explores the relationships between Interaction governance, SoC and public values bringing a 

previously unseen understanding of social processes in online public engagement.  

 

7.5.1.2.1 Interaction governance antecedents of SoC  
As no prior suitable measurement existed and antecedents of SoC from studies in other 

domains did not meet the requirements for online public engagement. The Interaction 

governance scale was created to examine the management of Web 2.0 technology for 
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interaction in online public engagement. The identification of three Interaction governance 

constructs Moderation, Identity and Responsiveness helped to uncover the different 

participation requirements of staff and public users of online public engagement. The new 

scale of Interaction governance accommodated the divergence of participation norms for 

staff and public users and they were empirically verified as antecedents of SoC in online 

public engagement. 

Interaction governance consists of antecedents of SoC in online public engagement, 

it focuses on the management of Web 2.0 technology for interaction leading to 

online public value creation. 

The importance of moderation has been recognised (Panopoulou et al. 2014) and was 

proposed as a success factor for eParticipation platforms (Zimmermann 2018) although little 

empirical evidence of the role of moderation existed (Santamaría-Philco and Wimmer 2018). 

Extending the understanding of the management of online interaction (Tiwana et al. 2010).  

Moderation was empirically verified here as a new domain appropriate antecedent 

of SoC for both public and staff users. Moderation was especially important for public 

users where it was found to replace the role of identity sharing for public users.  

Antecedent of SoC from other domains included: user perceptions (Koh and Kim 2003), types 

of behaviours (Hutter et al. 2017), system characteristics (Zhang, 2010) and social factors, 

social interaction (Mamonov et al. 2016) and familiarity (Zhao et al. 2012). Moderation was 

found to play a unique role as it supported and guided norms of participation, interaction 

and identity sharing in online public engagement. 

For eParticipation, the findings contribute empirical evidence of the utility of staff identity 

sharing as no prior evidence exists.  The study brings a theoretical understanding to the 

question of identity sharing for participants of online public engagement. The findings extend 

the proposal of an appropriate level of identity sharing for public users (Schossböck et al. 

2016) to include the conditions for anonymous use of online public engagement using 

Moderation and the utility of staff identity sharing. 

In reply to the challenges identified by uncivil online interaction (Nabatchi and Farrar 2011); 

the relationship between Moderation and Sense of belonging, contributes evidence of the 

importance of Moderation for the creation of a safe place for both staff and public 

stakeholders to participate.  The creation and making of identity was found to be a most 

important antecedent of SoC in virtual community research (Blanchard and Markus 2004).   
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The findings of this research supported the importance of Identity sharing for staff users only.  

Extending the understanding of Perceived identity verification (Ma and Agarwal 

2007), Moderation was found to fulfil this role for public users as Moderation was 

confirmed as an antecedent of Sense of belonging for this group. 

 

Supporting to the proposal that public and staff users experience their own (different) 

perception of the value of technology in online public engagement (Rose et al. 2015b). 

Responsiveness of the platform was seen as an element of ubiquitous computing for public 

users, lending support to the proposal that factors other than technology are most impactful 

in public engagement (Falco and Kleinhans 2018).  

For staff users’, Responsiveness of the platform had a small positive relationship with Shared 

emotional connection, indicating that platform Responsiveness was an element of service 

quality associated with the support given to staff using the platform. This finding supports 

the view that eService quality is an important aspect of eGovernment websites 

(Papadomichelaki and Mentzas 2012).   

 

7.5.1.2.2 Relationship between SoC and public values 
The findings extend the understanding of public value by identifying the conditions for online 

public value creation through dialogue that includes input from many stakeholders (Bryson 

et al. 2016).  

A main contribution of the study is the strong and positive relationships that were 

found between Shared emotional connection and all public values in the model for 

both staff and public users.  

Brining a new understanding to the role of Well informedness (Grimsley and Meehan 2007; 

Scott et al 2016) was the discovery that Well informedness was the most important public 

value for staff users. Indicating that Well informedness was an important motivating factor 

for staff participation.  

Well informedness was identified as the most important public value for staff users 

of online public engagement and was influenced most by Shared emotional 

connection. 
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Differences were found between staff and public users experience of Well informedness. For 

public users information exchange was important and Well informedness could be classified 

as both a social value and an effectiveness value unlike (Scott et al. 2016) where it was 

classified as a social value. 

The importance of trustworthiness in eGovernment (Bélanger and Carter 2008) and in 

eParticipation in relation to the creation of an environment for public participation 

(Santamaría-Philco and Wimmer 2018) is well acknowledged. The study extends the 

understanding of the role of Trustworthiness in online public engagement with the 

identification of the importance of a trustworthy online space for government staff to 

participate.  

The complex nature of Trustworthiness for staff users was identified, a cluster of 

important antecedents were found: Identity, Sense of belonging and Shared 

emotional connection. Trustworthiness as the most important public value for public 

users was confirmed.   

Shared emotional connection was found to have a vital role for both staff and public 

users as an antecedent of Trustworthiness in online public engagement. 

Shared emotional connection is empirically identified as a new antecedent of 

trustworthiness in online interaction, in place of ‘Interaction engagingness’ (Aladwani and 

Dwivedi 2018), as Shared emotional connection has a strong theoretical background and is 

well empirically validated. 

 

Efficacy was found to be the most complex public value for public users as a cluster 

of important antecedents were found. Apart from the stand out importance of 

Shared emotional connection, a consistent relationship between Influence and 

Efficacy for both staff and public users was identified for the first time by this study.   

It was important to further refine the understanding of efficacy in this domain as it has long 

been recognised as important to political participation in traditional settings (Anderson 

2010; Esaiasson et al. 2015). The study brings empirical evidence of the role of fairness in the 

public engagement process (Christensen et al. 2015).  
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Contributing to the understanding of public value creation in online public engagement, the 

study identified complex nuances of the impact of different types of interaction 

(socioemotional and task-oriented) in online public engagement. 

Personalisation for public users was closer to the provision of a personal service that 

includes empathy (Zeithaml et al. 2002). Whereas, Personalisation for staff users was 

influenced by both socioemotional and task oriented interactions and had more in 

common with personalisation for website users (Scott et al. 2016). 

Extending the understanding of Time for both staff and public users Shared emotional 

connection was identified as the most important antecedent of Time in online public 

engagement. The understanding of time as a timely response (Andersen et al. 2011); or time 

saved (Scott et al. 2016) is extended as Time could be categorised as a social value in online 

public engagement. 

Shared emotional connection was the most significant antecedent of Time for both 

staff and public users. 

The study identifies the differences between staff and public user’s perception of public 

value creation in online public engagement and refines a prior classification of public values 

(Scott et al. 2016).  Overall, the study contributes to the understanding of social processes in 

online public value creation.  Extends the understanding of SoC in online settings by 

identifying the type of interactions associated with the subconstructs of SoC and identifies 

new antecedents of SoC in online public engagement. Finding that interaction analysis is a 

new and exciting area for research in online public engagement. 

 

7.5.2 Methodological contributions 
In the past, most empirical analysis of SoC has been by quantitative survey (Talò et al. 2014), 

in contrast this study first made use of the openly available text of staff replies to public 

feedback. Constructing a new Interaction Process Analysis and SoC matrix to examine online 

interactions at the level of the text of the individual interaction in a thematic analysis and 

demonstrated a new method to analyse interactions in online public engagement. 

This study demonstrated the utility of the Interaction Process Analysis and SoC 

matrix in the qualitative analysis of online interactions between staff and public 

users of online public engagement. 
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To date quantitative text analysis of online interactions have had mixed success, largely due 

to challenges understanding the context in which conversations takes place (Zhang et al. 

2015).  While a complex language action processing approach aims to overcome these 

challenges  (Abbasi et al. 2018). Instead this study took a simple qualitative template analysis 

approach and confirmed the findings with a quantitative analysis of users perceptions. 

The SoC/IPA matrix facilitated the analysis of online interactions, which was particularly 

useful in the online public engagement setting. It enabled the analysis of open data 

interactions already available on the Web. Qualitative analysis with the matrix enabled the 

discovery of examples of each type of interaction and helped to measure the prevalence of 

each type. 

The use of NVivo software enabled the ordering of two types of interaction (socioemotional 

and task- oriented). The ordering and reordered in the template analysis helped to discover 

patterns of interaction leading to the discovery of levels of interaction. These included a light 

level of engagement where the interaction was equitable in response to mostly positive 

sentiment feedback. A deeper level of engagement in reply to mostly negative feedback, 

required more staff time. In the second type of engagement, the staff reply identified with 

the participation of the public user using an appropriate approach that demonstrated 

empathy with the opinion of the person who submitted the public feedback. 

A new scale to examine the management of Web 2.0 technology for interaction in 

online public engagement called Interaction governance was created and empirically 

verified.  

Following the structured instrument development process (Moore and Benbasat, 1991, Kim 

et al., 2007) the three scales used in the quantitative surveys were assembled and refined as 

described in chapter 4.7.1. As no prior suitable scale of antecedents of SoC in online public 

engagement existed a new and domain appropriate scale was created. Item creation and 

development for the new scale was influenced by existing categories of measures from other 

online domains, described in chapter 2.6 along with findings from the qualitative phase, see 

chapter 5.  

 The domain specific considerations of online public engagement meant that a platform 

needed to create online conditions for the participation of two very different types of 

stakeholders, the public and government staff. Two very different routes to participation 

were identified for each stakeholder group and appropriate items for the constructs of 

Moderation and Identity were assembled. The creation of these constructs reflected the 
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guided participation of public users and the supported participation of staff users, see 

chapter 5.2.2. Recognising the importance of platform rules and structure as well as the 

implied rules and norms of participation and interaction (Tiwana et al. 2010). The third 

construct of Interaction governance examined the role of platform responsiveness. The 

findings contributed to the identification of the perceptions of technology for each user 

group. 

Together Interaction governance enabled the measurement of platform users perception of 

the antecedents of SoC in online public engagement, bringing empirical verification of the 

role of Moderation, Identity sharing and platform Responsiveness in this domain. In the past 

there has been uncertainty over the role of Web 2.0 in this sphere (Parycek et al. 2014; 

Tambouris et al. 2012). The empirical verification of Interaction governance demonstrates a 

method for the measurement of users perceptions of the utility of three important aspects 

of the management of Web 2.0 for online interaction. 

 

7.5.3 Contributions for practice 
A very important part of IS research is the contribution to practice and the findings from this 

study from an exemplar online public engagement platform; provides some important 

recommendations for online public engagement practitioners.  

The use of positive social language by government staff to public feedback in a timely 

response within a safe online environment was identified as vital elements of government 

process responsiveness. Despite staff users having a slightly goal-oriented focus and public 

users a mostly socioemotional focus, it is important to identify an area of shared value, where 

the needs of staff and public users can complement each other. 

 

Interaction governance 

The creation of a safe online space is achieved through the management of technology to 

facilitate the participation of staff and public users in online public engagement. It consists 

of three main elements: Moderation, Identity sharing and platform Responsiveness.  

 

Moderation 

The management of online public engagement can be achieved through high quality, fair 

moderation. Moderation consisting of a guided participation process and (minimally) 
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moderated content is an important way of supporting the creation of a feeling of Sense of 

belonging.  Moderation can facilitate the creation of a safe online space for participation, 

enabling staff to share their identity safely. 

 

Identity sharing 

Staff identity sharing was an important element contributing to their experience of SoC and 

their experience of public value from online public engagement. Moderation supports 

identity sharing for staff by ensuring that online interactions are conducted in a civilised tone 

and helps to create a safe space for the online participation of staff users. Moderation also 

supports the safe anonymous participation of public users by verifying the identity of public 

users. 

 

Platform responsiveness 

Platform responsiveness is expected by both staff and public users. In addition, staff require 

high quality support systems. These should consist of both technical support and advice and 

training on key elements of responsiveness to public feedback to enable the participation of 

government staff. 

 

An Independent platform 

An independent type of platform is identified as a third type of online public engagement, a 

notable benefit of the independent platform is their provision of independent and fair 

moderation. It overcomes many of the challenges of the duality of citizen-led versus 

government-led electronic participation Although it is important that the platform is 

designed, built and run by people with expert domain knowledge, respecting the 

contributions of public users with clear and open aims based on shared value.  

 

Openly identified shared value 

It is important to manage expectations in relation to responsiveness and openly share 

knowledge with public users regarding the possible outcomes of their participation. The 

identification of an area of shared value is of paramount importance.  

For example, leading to improved healthcare: public users participate because they want to 

contribute to learning and change and staff participate to become better informed about 

patient’s experience of care in the shared expectation that the feedback will lead to learning 

and change. 
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Trustworthiness  

Trustworthiness is a core requirement of online public engagement; this has practical 

implications for the requirement of a safe place to participate and also for government 

process responsiveness. For government process responsiveness to be successful users must 

feel that the platform is trustworthy and operates in its’ users best interests. 

• Public need to set the agenda for the online interaction. 

• A timely genuine well-crafted reply to public feedback is essential. 

• Responsiveness as a process consists of an appropriate mixture of social interaction 
and information sharing.  

• Appropriate positive social interaction is the most important element in online public 
engagement for both staff and public users, it is a strong and consistent antecedent 
of public values. 

• The level of information sharing affects users perception of the fairness of the online 
public engagement process. 

• Users can experience a SoC even if a very limited number of interactions. 

• Supports to staff including examples of good quality responses are important, but 
responsiveness must be genuine and show respect and empathy as appropriate. 

 

Government process responsiveness  

Both outcome and process government responsiveness need to work well together. Public 

users need to feel their participation is being listened to.  A government response should be 

timely and use positive social language as appropriate and appropriate information sharing 

to convey the feeling of equity and fairness in the online public engagement process. 

  

Efficacy was found to be the most complex public value for public users. Process 

responsiveness is unlikely to be successful without some form of outcome responsiveness 

working alongside.  

 

Well informedness  

Well informedness is the most important public value for staff users and is identified as an 

important motivation for staff participation, within a safe online environment. Processes also 

need to be put in place for public and staff users to feel well informed and listened to. 
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A secondary benefit of successful online public engagement is the creation of new previously 

hidden information regarding public perception of services. This information contributes to 

staff experience of well informedness and can create value far beyond the public and staff 

interaction. It can contribute to knowledge about service quality and satisfaction, identifying 

areas for improvement; and areas of service excellence leading to improved staff morale. 

 

SoC enabling checklist 

An output of phase 1, the SoC enabling factors checklist is a useful contribution to practice. 

The empirical validation of the underlying concepts in subsequent phases makes the 

checklist a useful guide to platform design when used in conjunction with the above 

information.  

 

Table 7.8 Checklist of SoC enabling factors in online public engagement 

Norms of 
participation 

Do the norms of participation on the platform include an identity that other 
participants can recognise? (Identified by: the sharing of names, pictures, job 
titles) 

Is the platform moderated? (Identified by: the presence of moderation and 
identity sharing/validation). 

 

Norms of 
Interaction Do the norms of reply on the platform, including language promote values of 

positive engagement practices?  

(Identified by: people sharing meaningful information and a respectful 
interaction tone on the platform). 

What is the role of influence on the platform?  

(Identified by: evidence that users can contribute to change on the platform as 
a response or change and can show they have been influenced by the platform 
e.g. likes). 

Value Is there evidence of satisfaction of needs fulfilment activities on the platform? 
(Identified by: questions answered, information sharing, including praise and 
affirmation for the quality of some aspect of service provided). 

 Can users of the platform search to find relevant open information?  

(Identified by: openly accessible high quality information that is easily 
searchable). 
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7.6 Limitations of the study 
The research used a range of different data gathering and analysis techniques to gain a 

deeper understanding of the components of successful online public engagement and inform 

the conditions for public value creation.  Qualitative and quantitative techniques were used 

to validate the results through triangulation (Venkatesh et al. 2016) and the quantitative 

study sought to fill the gaps in understanding identified by the qualitative analysis. 

A limitation of the study is that the platform operates within the health domain where the 

practice of public and patient engagement is more mature than that generally experienced 

in other areas of online public engagement. The norms of interaction found in the analysis 

included 67% of socioemotional type interactions, 33% of task-oriented interactions and no 

individualistic interactions. This distribution of socioemotional type interactions even 

exceeds successful interaction patterns of groups found in traditional settings (Bales, 1951) 

consisting of two thirds of task-oriented acts, one quarter socio-emotional acts and the 

remaining, a small minority of individualistic acts).  

The extent of the socioemotional interaction found in this analysis was perhaps specific to 

the domain of patient feedback and reflects the amount of negative feedback (sought) in the 

samples used for analysis. 

The fact that all public users had already experienced a traditional interaction with staff as 

well as the online interaction could have had an impact on the findings. The finding are 

limited to one platform although many different healthcare trusts, in one specific sector 

eHealth. 

Another limitation of this study is that an analysis of the organisational structures, 

information technology policies, and managerial practices for responding to patient 

feedback was not taken with regard to the importance of government support in Scotland. 

It has been argued that organisational change plays a central role in virtual government 

(Fountain 2004), therefore, for Care Opinion official government support may have had an 

impact on organisational structures regarding the role of responsiveness to public feedback. 

The opportunity to interview users on their use of Care Opinion was limited, as ethical 

approval from the universities ethics committee and hospital Trusts would have been 

necessary, placing a considerable time and domain knowledge burden on the research. The 

support of the CEO of Care Opinion was crucial to the circulation of the surveys, it facilitated 

anonymous participation of staff and public uses without direct contact with the researcher. 



      Chapter 7 

281 
 

As actual behaviour has been found to differ from self-reported perceptual usage 

(Wasserman and Faust 1994), another limitation of the study is that the actual usage of the 

Care Opinion platform was not measured using platform participation logs. While use was 

not a core construct in the model for analysis, including use questions made it possible to 

check the extent that survey participants used the platform. Qualitative analysis of the 

platform found similar levels of frequency and type of use described in the surveys.  

 

7.7 Further research 
The related area of citizen science has been described as an information quality research 

frontier (Lukyanenko et al. 2019) and online public interaction can be described as an 

interaction quality research frontier. Interaction governance is a new scale, and it would 

benefit from use in different settings to further explore and test the scale.  The entire area 

of Identity (sharing) is at present only lightly explored in online public engagement. In this 

study each user group was very happy with their own identity sharing or absence of identity 

sharing on the Care Opinion platform. Yet, little agreement was shown between user 

groupings. Public anonymity did not load for staff and staff identity sharing did not load for 

the public users.  Prior research had not discovered the corresponding roles of identity 

sharing and moderation as antecedents of SoC, further exploration of the boundaries of each 

of these would be of benefit to the design of online public engagement platforms in the 

future. 

The research produced findings that indicate that when supported by appropriate 

conditions, even small amounts of participation can result in feelings of SoC leading to public 

value creation. These findings could most usefully be tested with other platforms and in a 

multitude of different areas where the engagement of public users is sought. 

The findings relating to the type and level of online interaction that is valued by public and 

staff users could contribute to resource planning for managing government responsiveness 

to public feedback. Although more research is needed to determine the extent that these 

levels are applicable in other areas and with different platforms.  

Both the public and staff users of the platform valued the tone and style of interactions on 

Care Opinion and staff participants found their identity sharing valuable, but public users 

failed to appreciate the value of staff sharing their identity. Public users also failed to 

recognise the importance of public feedback being directed by Care Opinion to the 

appropriate staff at the service mentioned in the public feedback.  
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Therefore, important questions remain regarding public expectations arising from their 

feedback and public participants understanding of change processes within the government, 

bureaucratic environment. 

Although meaningful conclusions could not be drawn from the current analysis of use and 

SoC. Future research on use in online public engagement should be more cognisant of 

patterns of use, many users were readers and not posters. The relationship between types 

of use, frequency of use and length of time using the platform (using simpler use categories) 

with SoC and public values may prove to be more informative and could be a fruitful area of 

future research. 

 

7.8 Conclusions 
The potential of engaging with the public is well documented and the application of 

successful online public engagement is known to be complex and often associated with few 

successes (Le Blanc 2020). The value of Web 2.0 to online public engagement was recognised 

and promoted by intra country organisations (OECD 2003), yet the challenge of the absence 

of government responsiveness has been one of the main stumbling blocks of successful 

online public engagement (Deschamps et al. 2012). In response, this study set out to identity 

the components of successful online public engagement. 

Early exploratory qualitative analysis in this study of public user’s perception of the public 

value of online public engagement; in the OGP development plan portal in Ireland also 

identified the problem of government responsiveness to public feedback. These findings 

reflected a narrow outcome-oriented perception of government responsiveness (Dekker and 

Bekkers 2015); in comparison to the successful process-oriented responsiveness later found 

on Care Opinion. 

As the role of responsiveness by government staff was found to be crucial to public users 

perception of successful online public engagement. The study explored government staff 

users perception online participation on the Knowledge Hub public service network in the 

UK. A safe online space for participation by government staff users was identified as one of 

the most important elements supporting staff participation. 

For the first time in online public engagement, the full SoC theory was used with the findings 

from the exploratory analysis to propose a checklist of SoC enabling factors for online public 

engagement. These factors guided the choice of a platform for the qualitative and 
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quantitative phases of data collection. The study found support for the conceptualisation of 

SoC as a process consisting of participation, interaction and value.  

Elements of participation that indicated a Sense of belonging were found for both staff 

(identity sharing) and public users (personal information sharing).  Components of successful 

online interaction between the public and government staff was discovered linking the 

frequent and appropriate use of socioemotional language with Shared emotional connection 

and task-oriented information sharing with Influence in successful online public engagement.  

Value was created on the Care Opinion platform through the fulfilment of user’s needs, 

consisting of the complementary needs of staff who wished to discover public user 

perspective of care and public users who wished to feel listened to. Reflecting the 

importance of shared value to the concept of SoC theory (McMillan and Chavis 1986).  

The predominant type of staff responsiveness to public feedback on Care Opinion was a 

process oriented type of responsiveness using both socioemotional language and task-

oriented interaction. Staff responsiveness was valued not just as an outcome, but as a 

personalised response to public feedback, supporting and explaining aspects of service 

delivery in response to public feedback.  

An additional ‘bi-product’ of online public feedback was new information about the patient 

centric view of care.  In the qualitative analysis the four subconstructs of SoC: Sense of 

belonging, Shared emotional connection, Influence and Needs fulfilment were identified as 

the components of successful online public engagement. 

The Care Opinion platform carefully balanced the communication of shared values, on the 

independent platform. Important factors included: the value placed by the platform 

management on supporting the participation of government staff, the agenda setting power 

conferred on the public submitting feedback and the emphasis on timely personalised 

responses using socioemotional language from staff to public feedback. 

 

To identify the conditions for public value creation, public value net benefits (Scott et al. 

2016) was used as a more domain appropriate way to examine the extent that users of online 

public engagement fulfilled their needs in online public engagement. 

The antecedents of public values was measured using two scales, the new Interaction 

governance scale and SoC for online public engagement. The relationships between these 
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scales and public values were analysed using SEM to identify the conditions for public value 

creation. 

In the past SoC was associated with ongoing interaction over time, a unique finding of this 

study was that even a minimal amount of high quality online interaction and the observation 

of others interacting was found to lead to an experience of SoC for both staff and public 

users. Although more research is required to discover the wider applicability of this finding 

on other platforms.  

The new Interaction governance scale examined users experience of the management of 

Web 2.0 technology for interaction in online public engagement, to discover the utility of 

interaction governance practices relating to Moderation, Identity sharing and platform 

Responsiveness. SoC measured an individual’s perception of being in a safe participative 

environment using Sense of belonging. Users perception of the quality of the online 

interaction was measured through Shared emotional connection (social element) and 

Influence (fairness element). The relationship between these scales and public values in the 

model identified the extent that public value was created.  

The stand out finding was the importance of Shared emotional connection as the most 

important construct in the model as an antecedent for all public values for both staff and 

public users.  Shared emotional connection was used for the first time in this study in online 

public engagement to measure an individual’s perception of the social element of online 

public interaction.  

The findings uncovered very different user journeys for each stakeholder group.  Although 

the platform fulfilled the needs of both stakeholder groups by creating an online space where 

both staff and the public felt safe participating, as indicated by the validation of Sense of 

belonging for both groups in the study. Distinct elements of the Interaction governance scale 

were found to be antecedents of Sense of belonging, for staff it was Identity sharing and for 

public users it was Moderation. 

 

The study uncovered the largely goal oriented focus of staff users, Identity sharing, and the 

use of socioemotional interaction had pivotal roles in the creation of public value for these 

users.  New motivating factors for staff use of online public engagement including social 

interactivity and well informedness with a focus on empathy were found. A trustworthy, 
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moderated and supported online environment that enabled identity sharing, and a Sense of 

belonging was very important for staff users. 

In contrast, the conditions for public value creation for public users had a mainly 

socioemotional focus. Moderation was identified as an important domain appropriate 

antecedent of SoC, it was particularly important for public users as it replaced the role of 

identity sharing in the creation of a feeling of Sense of belonging. Socioemotional interaction 

was the most important element of interaction for public users and Time and Efficacy were 

the public values that were most associated with the online participation of public users. The 

experience of efficacy for public users was particularly complex and consisted of social 

interaction and the perception of the fairness of the online public engagement process. 

Highlighting the importance of the feeling of Influence as well as relational interaction for 

public users. 

For public users, the most important elements of online public engagement was 

Trustworthiness and anonymous participation supported by Moderation.  Their Sense of 

belonging was created through Moderation and personalised social interaction was highly 

valued. There is still much more to learn about the conditions for public value creation in 

online public engagement, although some of the foundations have been discovered.
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Appendix A Phase 1 Pilot studies 

 A1 Pilot 1 Irish OGP development plan portal online focus group for the 

public 

In Phase 1, Pilot 1 the study asked 

public users about their experience 

of participation on a commercial 

platform used by the Irish national 

government to engage with the 

public.  See Screenshot on the left.  

Invitation to participate in focus group 

Hi, 

My name is Ann O’Brien I am a PhD student at National University of Ireland Galway. My 

research examines the Public Value of eParticipation.   

I would very much appreciate it if you could find the time to participate in a focus group or 

take part in a phone survey to discuss your experience of taking part in the co-creation of 

the OGP National Development plan and the use of the eConsultation portal. 

As part of the research we are holding a focus group to give you the participants in the co-

creation of the OPG National Development Plan an opportunity to  

• collaboratively discuss and explore your experiences of using the OGP e-

Consultation portal. 

• and to enable you to participate in the future development of the portal and 

process 

To measure the value of contributing to the eConsultation, we will discuss how public 

values of trust and belonging are important when you participate on the portal.  We 

would like to know, what parts of the portal and the eConsultation process you found 

useful and what you would like to change. 

The information that we gather in the focus group will become part of my PhD, your 

experience of using the portal will help to shape portals and eParticipation processes in 

the future. The research findings will be published internationally and will shape 

government policy in the area. 

 

Join the Conversation OGP Consultation Portal TEXT Focus Group 

Dear  

Enc a link to join the OGP Consultation Portal TEXT (just type your thoughts) 

Focus Group  https://focusgroupit.com/groups/86161b7e 

https://focusgroupit.com/groups/86161b7e
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Join the conversation with other users about what you valued about participating on 

the portal and give a voice to the CHANGES that you feel need to be made to both 

the portal and the process. 

Each participant on the OGP portal spent their time and a lot of effort to contribute, 

lets make the most of that contribution. 

Please contact me if you have any questions. 

Kind regards, 

Ann 

 

Participant Information 

CiviQ (the company who built the OGP portal) have asked our team (Dr. Murray Scott and 

Ann O'Brien) to independently examine whether the consultation portal used during the 

Open Government Partnership consultation was of value to participants 

(consult.ogpireland.ie). 

Only people who participated on the OGP portal have been invited to participate in this 

focus group. It is hoped that participants feel free to speak their mind on this focus group 

while also respecting the views of others.  

The outcome of this research will be presented to both CiviQ and DPER, shared with all 

participants and published internationally. Our aim is to collate a clear message from you 

the users about what you value about participation on this kind of portal.   

Importantly we want to give a voice to the changes that you feel need to be made. 

 

A2 OGP Focus group discussion guide 

Finding the platform and the information on the platform - Openness – Trustworthiness? 
 
How did you hear about the OGP Consultation Portal? 
Were the instructions provided for making a submission useful? 
When you started using the platform did it feel competent and trustworthy? 
 
Making a submission -Equity (was the platform accessible to all?) 
Please tell us about your experience of using the platform. 
Creating a submission on the platform was 
 
Feedback after making a submission – Process Fairness – Openness- Empathy 
 
What was useful about seeing other people's submissions on the platform? 
What was the role of interaction/feedback on the platform? 
Do you feel that the platform was responsive, did messages from the platform keep you 
updated? 
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The benefit of the Portal -Trustworthiness - Effectiveness – Process Fairness 
What were the benefits of using the OGP Consultation Portal? 
What should be done make the platform more effective? 
What could be done to make the Irish OGP process more effective for civic society? 
In what way did you feel that your opinions were reflected in the development plan? 
 

Your topic 
What other questions would you like to see discussed about the use of the OGP 
development plan portal? 
 

Screenshots from the online focus group 

Members of the public who participated on the OGP portal in Pilot 1 were asked to take 

part in a focus group using the platform Focus Group It. This was the preferred method of 

the participants, enabling asynchronous interaction between the researcher and 

participants. A trial of the focus group was conducted to practice the using the Focus group 

it software See Screenshots below.  

 

Screenshots of focus group including questions 
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A2 Pilot 2 Knowledge hub UK for staff users 
In Pilot 2 public sector government 

employees in the online facilitators 

community of the established 

network platform were asked about 

their experience of using the platform 

see Screenshot on the left. The video 

focus group/webinar used to discuss 

participation and SoC with 

government employees was hosted by 

the platform being analysed, 

researcher was a guest speaker on 

Khub.net see screenshot below. Slides 

from the webinar in screenshots below. 
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A3 Experts who were consulted during the study 
Contact Organisation Consulted using 

Prof Beth Noveck Former United States deputy chief 
technology officer for open government 

Interview and 
correspondence 

Michael Norton Digital and community knowledge 
manager Knowledge Hub UK 

Interview, webinar and 
support pilot 2  

Dr. Seán O’Riordáin Director 
Public Policy Advisors Network 

Interview and invited 
session at ICE GOV 

Dr. Vanessa Liston CEO CiviQ online deliberation platform Interview and support for 
pilot 1 and invited session 
at ICE GOV conference 

Dr. Mihai Bilauca  Head of Digital strategy Limerick Co and 
City council 

Invited session at ICE GOV 

Ivan Cooper  Director of Public policy – The Wheel Invited session at ICE GOV 

Tim Hughes Director of Involve Interview 

Ingrid Koehler Service Innovation lead – Local 
Government Information Unit 

Interview 

Anthony 
Zacharzewski 

Governor and Managing Partner of the 
Democratic Society  

Interview 

Leah Lockhart  Citizen engagement consultant 
Democratic Society Scotland 

Interview 

Megan Tonner Consultant @ Delib  Correspondence 

Emer Coleman  ex Government Digital Service and 
former Digital Projects Director with City 
Hall London chairs Open Data 
governance board Ireland  

Correspondence 

Holly Richards Public Affairs Manager OECD Group Skype with OECD 
community managers 

David Sasaki Program Officer in Global Development 
and Population Hewlett Foundation 

Correspondence 

Dr. Saugato Datta  MD Ideas42 Meeting/presentation 

Dr James Munro CEO Care Opinion Interview, survey 
reviewer 
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Appendix B Phase 2 Qualitative analysis of Care Opinion 
On the Care Opinion platform, the participation of the public is guided by the submission 

process, see screenshots below. 

B1 Guided story submission process for the public 
 

 

 

Transparency on the platform about Care Opinion 

Care was taken by platform management to be very open and transparent about the 

motivation for the platform and the moderation process see screenshots below. 
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B2 Supports for staff from the website 
From https://www.careopinion.org.uk/info/support  

 

https://www.careopinion.org.uk/info/how-to-sessions  

 

 

How to respond well to stories  

https://www.careopinion.org.uk/info/subscriber-help-responding  

B3 List of Care Opinion interviewees 
 

Staff responder: Joanne O'Halloran Clinical Psychologist 
 
Patient engagements specialist Patrick Nwaokorie  Area Lead for Mental Health 
Engagement 
  
Care Opinion management: James Munro   CEO Care Opinion 
 
Gina Alexander      Director, Care Opinion Scotland 
 

https://www.careopinion.org.uk/info/support
https://www.careopinion.org.uk/info/how-to-sessions
https://www.careopinion.org.uk/info/subscriber-help-responding
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B4 Details of story samples used in the qualitative analysis 
Care was taken to use a reliable sample of stories for qualitative analysis, the figure below 

shows from which NHS areas the sample was assembled. The tags used to refine the ‘no 

change’ samples into manageable volumes for analysis are also described below. 

 

 

Checking for bias 

It was also important to check to see if there was any bias in the samples created. Story 

swarm analysis, example below was used to check if stories of a variety of different 

criticalities were used. It was also important to check to see if the sentiment of the story 

affected the staff reply.  As it was possible for staff to submit on behalf of patients, it was 

important to check to see the stories in the samples had an unexpected amount of these 

stories.  Very few or no staff stories were submitted in all 6 samples see below.

All Scotland stories 

2017

3,076

Lanarkshire

724

Change

17

No change

89

Tag  April, May, 
communication

Borders

89

Change

3

No change

13
Tag communication

Rest of Scotland

2,263

Change

47

No change

47

Tag April, 
communication, 

A&E
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B5 Flowchart of processes on Care Opinion platform perspective 
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B6 Examples of stories from the samples 
Example Influence  

Cramped Eye Clinic Dance the patient 16/05/2017  

We were at Hairmyers because we were told wishaw can't do injections no sterile rooms lol 

we were moved down stairs in a cramped eye clinic with two boot rooms with dental chairs 

for injections have to line up to check in then still 2 hour wait till seen and line up to get 

repeat appointment you can be seated with 50 people sweating coughing talk about 

infection risk its like a zoo. 

 

Attention of Ambulance Service and Casualty Staff. Hughie the patient 10/04/2017  

My wife and I recently had to call the Ambulance Service on 999 system as I thought I had 

the symptoms of a second stroke. After my wife and I gave precise description of what was 

occurring I was taken aback at the call handler wanting to continue with questions. I can state 

this because I am a former employee of one of the emergency services. I appreciate 

Management are trying to stop waisted use of 999 system, ambulances and Casualty Depts, 

but when a caller gives precise details I do not feel it is necessary to prolong the discussion 

on the phone and think the Ambulance under these circumstances should be sent as quickly 

as is possible. I obviously appreciate Call Handlers work under pressure and many, many 

times help save lifes, but if they are tied to set procedure by Management I think it is totally 

unfair on them and the person calling for assistance giving precise details. ( An opinion I will 

stand by because of previous employment). The ambulance did attend and I would like to 

thank the two Ambulancemen for their first class attention whilst dealing with my wife and 

I, and getting me to the hospital. I saw immediately how busy the Casualty Dept was. 

Throughout my time in the Dept. I would like to thank all the Nurses who attended to me in 

a friendly and totally thorough professional manner. I would also like to thank the Doctor 

who attended to me in similar manner, which I gratefully appreciated as I have long term 

problems which could complicate matters. I appreciated her advice and investigations will 

continue. I would like to say that the amount of work done in the Casualty Dept by 

Management is first class improvements and facilities for patients and staff from years ago. 

Security for staff and patients appears to be vastly improved also. Again I would like to thank 

the Doctor and nurses who attended to me. 

 

Problem with booking appointments zuzacek a relative 20/04/2017  

My husband had tonsillitis had antibiotics and finished the treatment yet he still had 

problems and fever and been in lots of pain.  

Tried couple times to call Dr Maule and partners for appointment. Called few times at 8 am 

to be told to call after 10am as they don't do appointments before 10am. Don't try to call on 

Wednesday as they don't do any appointments, you are just shut down.  

He eventually got an appointment that was for a week later. He took it. He was in severe 

pain and couldn't swallow a thing. Ended up taking him to A&E in Wishaw where he was 

amazingly fast treated and I'm glad I did as he had tonsil abcesss that obstructed his airway 

and he stopped breathing and he was rushed with blue light to monklands for proper 

treatment.  

I feel all this stress and hassle could have been avoided if he wouldn't be turned down on so 

many occasions by the go receptionists. Who put phone down on someone who says he is in 

severe pain and tell them call after 10am, who puts phone down on someone who is in severe 
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pain and tell them it's Wednesday we don't make appointments phone calls on 

Wednesday..?  

Waiting Times MSW01 the patient 19/05/2017  

I have been attending Hairmyers Hospital, within the last year and a half I have had 3 

consultant urologist and I am awaiting seeing number 4 as the previous ones have left. I 

waited over 6 months for a urodynamics date, I could not attend due to the short notice 

given ( I can't just take time off without notice ). I therefore waited a further 6 months to 

have this done. I have not seen my consultant urologist in over a year and have been told it 

will be June/July before this happens. I received a letter telling me my urodynamics came 

back clear and as I was getting bladder instillations that my condition should be under 

control. The reason urodynamics was requested was as my condition is not under control. I 

am generally very I satisfied with the NHS 

 

Left to get on with it in an alien environment Firecracker a carer 04/05/2017  

My mother was referred for admission to the medical receiving unit at Monklands from 

Lanarkshire Beatson  

There were no beds in the unit so she had ecg, bloods done and was sat on a wheelchair at 

the doorway of what appeared to be a staff station in accident and emergency.  

She was on her own. My father had received a call to say she had taken unwell and we were 

very anxious en route. I'm trying to care for them both at the moment. It is a very stressful 

time as one might appreciate.  

When my father and I arrived there was no acknowledgement from any of the staff that we 

were there. The nurses were quite adept at avoiding eye contact. My father is 86. After about 

30 minutes of us both standing I decided to seize the opportunity when one nurse stopped 

looking otherwise engaged to ascertain what the plan for my mother was. I said she was 

tired, my dad was frail. She said there were no beds in the medical ward. My mum had to 

wait in A/E but she "wasn't their patient and the medical doctors were very busy. " I said 

again I felt she was very tired and if her results were available she would probably be better 

at home than sitting where she was. The nurse proceeded to ask " does she want to sign 

herself out then against medical advice? " She seemed rather ambivalent about the whole 

situation. I said we would of course like a review of the tests that had been done hours 

previously so that an informed decision could be made by my mother. She hadn't eaten or 

been offered a drink. Should I leave her confidently in a corridor doorway to fetch 

refreshments from the canteen? She was desperate for the toilet but didn't feel confident to 

get to one. I am annoyed to think of her sitting in discomfort had we not arrived.  

I suggested we go to the waiting area. Somewhere my dad could at least get a seat.  

At around 16: 15 another nurse came through to the waiting room and spoke to me in a small 

assessment room. She reiterated that my mother was a medical referral and not an A/E 

patient. She said her bloods were normal as was her ecg. Having discussed the situation with 

my mother earlier I said she would discharge AMA. The nurse was happy for me to sign my 

mother's form. She had no dialogue with my mother. On our way out I heard another nurse 

saying "Is that her away? "( My mother had no cognitive impairment but is no point in having 

'John's Campaign ' posters up if patients and relatives are going to be left to get on with it in 

an alien environment and staff are going to avoid responsibility at all cost. )  
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My mother had complained of chest pain which had resolved. She is halfway through 

radiotherapy and is as a result exhausted. She has lung cancer in both lungs.  

Yesterday she experienced polar extremes in staff attitudes and approach. From the Beatson 

where people are made so very welcome and reassured by all the staff to the A/E department 

where she seemed no more than an unwelcome obstacle, sitting in the main thoroughfare. 

She was flustered and exhausted. Police going back and forth with their charges. Paramedics 

giving handovers. Talk of a phone call about an outbreak of infection somewhere and "had 

Infectious diseases been informed? Public Health had been advised....." ( This could have 

been something or nothing but that is the danger of sitting people in earshot of staff).  

We appreciate the hospital is undergoing much needed building work and that the static 

environments of the Beatson and the main hospital are so different. We also appreciate that 

the A/E is a busy place. However I was quite dismayed at the attitudes of some of the staff I 

encountered on Thursday. 

 

Ley92 the patient 28/09/2017  

My husband got a phone call to say his blood tests were off and may have a clot or 

pneumonia. He was told to attend AAU at BGH promptly the following day. 

We came along and he was sent for a chest X-ray and ct scan pretty quickly. We came back 

to the unit at 1. 30 and we're told a doctor was checking his results and would be up to chat 

to us regarding results. At 4. 45 we were still sitting waiting. 3 hours 15mins to sit about for 

results is ridiculous. 

A practitioner then came in gave us a letter and told us we could go home. No chat with a 

doctor nothing. We asked them what was wrong and we were told 'there was something on 

your lung, it may always have been there or it may be a clot'. We asked about treatment 

follow up etc. And were told it wasn't their job to arrange and that they were only asked to 

do the scans. 

We waited to be seen and never even seen a doctor in the end and the results that were 

given were shocking. I would never send a patient away like they did. The attitude and rush 

to get us out the door in the end was worrying. We came away with no questions answered 

and very concerned about his health. I hope something can be done about this. It needs to 

be addressed.  

We came away with no questions answered.  

Example Shared emotional connection 

The paperwork I received prior to Colonoscopy Sima4 the patient 13/01/2017  

“Colonoscopy – The Procedure Explained (Moviprep)” is the document I received to tell me 

what to do and how to take Moviprep.  

1) On the front of this document it says “As you will be having sedation ……”. I knew I did not 

want sedation. I have had the procedure before and knew I didn’t require sedation. In South 

Yorkshire I was told beforehand that I could have sedation, gas & air or nothing. In South 

Lanarkshire I was not told I had any choice. When I got to the Day Surgery at Hairmyres I was 

told other people had also not had sedation and it wasn’t a problem. So I got to the hospital 

feeling unnecessarily concerned in case there was a problem about not having sedation.  
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2) On page 8 there is a list of foods approved on the low fibre diet. Eggs are not mentioned. 

While I appreciate they can’t list everything, eggs are a very basic foodstuff and I would have 

expected them to be listed.  

3) On page 8 there is no mention of milk, except it says “tea and coffee without milk”. It says 

it’s OK to eat cornflakes, which I would have thought people would eat with milk, so I still 

don’t know if milk is “to be avoided” or not. I would have expected that, as another staple 

food, it would be specifically listed.  

I actually use soya milk. I assumed it isn’t OK but, as more and more people are using that, it 

would be helpful for the document to state which types of milk, if any, are “Allowed”.  

4) On page 9 I followed the instructions for preparing for a morning appointment, ie both 

doses of Moviprep. It says in bold “It is important to drink an additional 500ml of water or 

clear fluids during the evening”. However, on page 10 it says “you should also drink 500ml of 

water ….. with each litre of Moviprep taken. ” This is contradictory. Nb The instructions for 

someone taking the doses at different times look to be correct.  

5) The only phone number on the paperwork I received was for Patient Focussed Booking in 

Wishaw. There was no number for Hairmyres. This became a concern when I realised that 

due to the snow I might be late for my appointment. It might be useful to add a number for 

the Day Surgery for use on the day.  

As so much effort has gone in to preparing this document, it seems a pity that there are some 

errors and omissions. I hope my comments are useful.  

I had my procedure today and found the staff very helpful and friendly. The procedure went 

very easily and everyone made sure I was comfortable and knew what was happening at all 

times. 

 

Family benefit from your amazing treatment too Heart Health a service user 29/05/2017  

My husband had a heart attack at the wheel of our car. I was in the front passenger seat I 

had to crash the car into a lamp post to stop. I then had to get him out the car and start CPR.  

The ambulance arrived and took him to our local hospital Hairmyres, where he spent 3 

weeks. They decided he was a good candidate for CRTD treatment and he was transferred 

to the Jubilee and within 4 hours of his CRTD procedure what a difference in him. His colour 

changed, he pinked up, I got him home on the 23rd of January.  

Unfortunately the top wire dislodged requiring another visit for a repair. He was home the 

same day. I am so grateful to The Jubilee not only for helping him but for giving us both a 

quality of life.  

As a wife of a patient with a heart issue it's not just the patients who benefit from the 

amazing treatment you give but the whole family Thank you all from the bottom of my heart 

 

 

The tips they gave us made such a difference Calamy a relative 24/04/2017  

My mum was in Wishaw General for 15 weeks and was discharged in March 2017. After a 

few days at home, she had a visit from an OT and a physio. They spoke to my mum and I, as 
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I had 4 weeks off my work to assist my mum and asked her many questions including what 

her goals were.  

All throughout my mums treatment, the CARS team, Emma and Val treated my mum with 

the upmost respect, patience, and understanding whilst still maintaining a professional 

service. The "tips" they gave me also were wonderful and made such a difference to my 

mums recovery. 

 

So uplifting but also disappointing! SSGR the patient 03/05/2017  

Once again I write to express my disappontment with Hairmyres although it has to be said 

your nurses and CSW's from outpatients. - in particular the taller nurse-also works in ENT 

(sorry the name we escapes me) are excellent and I wish to thank them for their continual 

kindness each time I am in.  

I attended a scheduled appointment with the doctor and I'm really disappointed in the 

treatment once again. I was running a temperature and my heart rate was high suggesting 

an infection from a potential abscess yet this did not seem to worry the Dr and they gave me 

a choice to be admitted or not! My partner asked the nurse who was taking bloods to check 

my obs and as previously stated I was running a temp/raised heart rate. Herself and my fiance 

suggested it may be best to stay as I was also in agony and struggling to walk/sit.  

I was admitted to ward 4, overnight my pain became worse but the nurses took excellent 

care of me! My bloods came back the next day and I was started on several antibiotics. I was 

put on theatre lists for that day and got told to be ready as they were just coming to get 

you... 3 hours later nothing had happened. Why is this communication so bad? I understand 

there are emergencies but this needs to be communicated to the patients that are waiting 

for the slot. A doctor came to see me and explained this and gave me the option to wait or 

cancel, he has always been very pleasant and his communication skills are great. Whilst in 

ward 4 there was a staff member who could have treated my belongings with more respect 

I do not appreciate them been moved by their feet or appreciate the noise and movement 

in my cubicle whilst I'm in agony and trying my best to sleep. I realise they have a job to do 

but being pleasant goes along way.  

I was moved to ward 6 my pain continually worsening and was told I was first on theatre list. 

Once again this was postponed with no communication causing further anxiety and upset 

thankfully a later slot became available and I had surgery.  

My partner asked upon my return if the one of the surgical team would be round to explain 

what they had done and was assured this would happen. 9pm came and nobody had seen 

me, my partner asked the nurses who tried to get the surgeon but they had gone home and 

nobody was able to tell me what had been done during surgery as the notes were very 

sketchy. This caused further upset not knowing what had happened again all down to very 

poor communication.  

I was seen the next day and told what had been done- was told they had popped in but I was 

asleep so they didn't disturb which isn't true as my partner didn't leave my side and said 

nobody had made an appearance.  

I want to give ward 6 all my thanks as they were superb with me. Ensuring I was as pain free 

as possible always friendly and polite.  
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Particular thanks goes to ENT/outpatient tall nurse(sorry name escapes me). Karen(wd6) 

Fiona(wd4) Benaz (wd6) Emma(wd6) there are others which I don't recall the names and the 

CSW's were all great! Phlebotomy team were also great.  

There was a middle aged chap CSW in theatres who I would also like to thank for going to 

get the doctor to introduce themselves to me. This made me feel much more at ease and I 

appreciated the CSW's kindness and understanding.  

I hope that by making my comment that the areas highlighted could be improved but most 

of all a big THANK YOU to all of you who looked after me! 

 

Still waiting to see specialist Mr G. the patient 30/05/2017  

My accident happened in May 2016. That day on attending A&E I was treated by a nurse that 

I found rude and abrupt. I was discharged non-weight bearing with no crutches. I then had 

to buy a set of crutches to be able to move. I returned to A&E a few weeks later to be given 

an appropriate set of crutches and a moon boot.  

It is now a year later and I am still in a moon boot and on crutches! ! !  

I have lost my company car, my job due to my inability to walk without crutches, I cant go 

out on my own because I am scared of falling due to the instability in my ankle and I am being 

treated for depression.  

The worst thing is that I have missed valuable time with baby who was only weeks old at the 

time of my accident.  

I was told that I would see a specialist in April. Since keeping in contact with their secretary 

this has changed to June and today I was told I now would not see her to August. I find it 

appalling that there only seems to be one specialist who can see me. My Gp has written a 

letter to explain the pain that I am in and I myself have written a letter of complaint with no 

success except a letter detailing the waiting times. I wonder what I will lose next while 

waiting patiently to be seen. 

 

She restored my faith and my fight for my health edszebrawarior the patient 05/04/2017  

I went for a tilit table test and various other tests and the staff were wonderful! One 

nurse/practitioner in particular who did my tilt table test was wonderful and kind and did 

not make me feel that I had wasted her time when I had to stop the test after 12minutes. I 

had had a bad experience the day before and ended up crying on this wonderful lady's 

shoulder during my appointment. She restored my faith and my fight for my health. 

 

Story example Needs fulfilment  

staff were all lovely and friendly Bunni the patient 26/06/2017 

I attended outpatients at hairmyres for an appointment the staff were all lovely and freindly. 
All of them do a great job and are not recognised how wonderful they are Iv been atending 
for some time and everytime the staff treat you as an individual I hadnt heard about this site 
until recently or I would have said something on here earlier. 
On a sour note the waiting area is too over crowded to many seats not enough room to move 

and the reception is in a bad place whe u que to book in or make an appointment you are 

stainging in line waiting outside drs rooms with patients and staff having to get past people 
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in the que staff are running clinics right on waiting area making things more crowded it is 

always an issue everytime I am at an appointment 

 

Shared value 

Sent home without being checked Male A&E a service user 05/06/2017 

I attend A and E with my support staff recently suffering from abdominal pain. I had 

previously that morning attended my GP where they said I had gastroenteritis, however the 

pain got worse. I was diagnosed with pancreatitis in December 2016. The pain felt the same 

as it did then. The pain became worse and was advised to get checked over further if pain 

became worse. I was seen by triage nurse at Crosshouse Hospital where they asked if I had 

been referred. I informed them no but was at my GP in the morning, they went to check if a 

referral had been made, came back and said no and checked my baseline observations, and 

then informed me that I was going through to see a dr. While I was waiting to be shown 

through to the main area of A and E the triage nurse shouted me back in and told me to go 

home as they had phoned my GP and My own GP said there was nothing wrong with me and 

I shouldn't be there. Standing in pain they continued to tell me to go home. At this stage I 

was really anxious due to my mental health, I was in pain and felt upset that no one would 

see me, all I wanted was to be looked at as I did not feel myself at all. My support staff asked 

for the complaints procedure and they couldn't believe they were sending me home when 

no one had checked me over. My support staff contacted complaints team who were very 

unhelpful and advised I speak to my own GP again. I was supported home where support 

staff monitored me and the pain worsened and my support staff contacted NHS 24 for 

further advice. I had an appointment with the on call doctor for around 2 hours later that 

evening. I attended appointment with support staff still in pain, they checked me over and 

informed me my heart rate was fast, my oxygen levels were low and there was a sound in 

my lung and I needed to go to the hospital. I was then that night admitted to crosshouse 

hospital ward 4a. I have inflammation of the stomach which was causing the discomfort. I 

feel that I could of been seen at the time I was there instead of being in pain all that time. I 

am horrified that this was the way I was treated and hope no one else would be treated this 

way. These people are there to help and care for the community however I don't think there 

was a care in the world shown when I was there. 

 

Service provision following heart attack WSH a relative 11/12/2017 

My husband had sudden onset chest pain on Wednesday 6th December. He called 999. The 

response from SAS paramedics was quick & efficient. They communicated with colleagues in 

Hairmyers and his heart attack was confirmed. They then transported him to Hairmyers. He 

was reassured throughout that journey by paramedic who sat with him fully explaining the 

procedure he was about to undergo. At Hairmyers he was immediately transferred to the 

cath lab where he had 3 stents inserted into his coronary arteries. The cardiologist, Dr R 

McGeoch explained the intervention fully to my husband and then to me. Following this he 

was taken to Hairmyers CCU where all care was explained fully and my daughter who arrived 

late that evening was welcomed. My husband was transferred to Ayr CCU the following day 

and once again his care has been exemplary. Dr Gemmill, SCN McRobbie, cardiac rehab 

nurses and in fact all members of the team provided excellent information and advice. I 

cannot rate this service provision highly enough - first class - and all staff involved are a credit 

to the NHS. Thank you seems inadequate! Grateful patient & wife! 



      Appendix B 

 
 

Desperately seeking help and seem to be getting nowhere! Crc a parent/guardian 

20/10/2017  

We have tried with little avail to seek help from our GP and Camhs service for my nephew. 

His behaviour has escalated to beyond normal childhood behaviour to the point where we 

have been physically assaulted and have shown evidence of this to our GP and advised 

Cahms. . . We understand that there are waiting lists etc, but we have been let down by a GP 

who we think has not put referrals through in a timely manner and we feel fobbed off by 

Camhs who keep telling us to wait for word. . . which there has been no letter and no callback 

when I have been advised I would get a call. I understand how stretched the NHS is, but we 

are desperately seeking help and seem to be getting nowhere! 
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Appendix C Phase 3 Quantitative analysis of Care Opinion 

C1 Sense of community scales used in prior research 
Name of 
measure 

Author 
(year) 

Item 
developme
nt 

Item 
wording 

Factor 
scale 

Factor 
analysis 

Scale 
structure 

 
Sense of 
virtual 
communi
ty 
SOVC 

 
 
(Blanchar
d, 2008) 
 

 
18 items 
Literature 
review 
Surveys 
18 Items 

 
 
Measureme
nt of SoC 

from 1, 
strongly 
disagree, 
4 strongly 
disagree 
 
 
1 = never 
to 6 = all 
the time 

Sample 1 
Online 
listserv and 
newsgroup 
Exploratory 
factor 
analysis, SEM 
path analysis 
Sample 2 
online 
bulletin 
boards 
2 factor 
analysis, SEM 
path analysis  
 

1 SOVC (18 
items) 

 
Sense of 
communi
ty Index  
SCI (2) 

 
 
(Chavis et 
al., 2008) 
 

SCI theory 
and recent 
findings 
24 Items 
representin
g 4 SoC 
constructs 
pilot tested 
and  
Survey 
(1,800) 

 
Measureme
nt of SoC 

 
0=not at 
all to 3= 
Complete
ly 

Sample 1 
Offline 
communities 
USA 
Reliability 
tested 
 
Sample 2 
Reliability 
and validity 
tested 
 

1 
Reinforceme
nt of needs 
(6 items) 
2 
Membership 
(6 items) 
3 Influence 
(6 items) 
4 Shared 
emotional 
connection 
(6 items) 

 
 
Brief 
sense of 
communi
ty scale 
BSCS 
 
 
 

 
 
(Peterson 
et al., 
2008) 

 
Literature 
review 
8 items 
Face to face 
survey 

 
 
 
Measureme
nt of SoC 

 
 
4-point 
scale, not 
at all to  
five times 
or more 

Community 
residents 
USA offline 
CFA and 
partial 
correlation 
analysis 
 
Model 1, the 
1-factor 
BSCS, and (b) 
Model 2, the 
4-factor 
BSCS. 
second-order 
structure of 
the BSCS 
(Model 3) 

 
1 Needs 
fulfilment (2 
items) 
2Group 
membership 
(2 items) 
3 Influence 
(2 items) 
4 Shared 
emotional 
connection 
(2 items) 

 
 
System 
usage and 

 
(Zhang, 
2010) 

 
Literature 
review 

 
Sense of 
community 
framework 

 
1 
(strongly 

Student 
social media 
users 

1Membershi
p (3 items) 
2 Influence 
(4 items) 
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success 
framewor
k 
 

15 Items 
representin
g 4 SoC 
constructs 
Pilot survey 
Survey  

disagree) 
to 7 
(strongly 
agree) 

partial least 
squares 
(PLS), 
Bootstrap 
resampling re 
significance 
of the path 
coefficients, 
indicator 
loadings, and 
indicator 
weights of 
the structural 
model. 
Reliability 
was assessed 
using 
composite 
reliability. 
Loadings and 
cross 
loadings of 
discriminant 
and 
convergent 
validities. 
Harman’s 
single factor 
test to assess 
the extent of 
common 
method bias. 
principal 
component 
factor 
analysis 
without 
factor 
rotation. 

3 Fulfilment 
of needs (4 
items) 
4 Shared 
emotional 
connection 
(4 items) 

 
Sense of 
communi
ty 

 
(Hsu and 
Liao, 
2014) 

Literature 
review 
8 items and 
2 
constructs 
representin
g SoC 
Online 
survey 

 
Moderating 
effect of 
sense of 
community 

‘‘7 = 
strongly 
agree’’ 
and ‘‘1 = 
strongly 
disagree 

Microblog 
social media 
users Taiwan  
confirmatory 
factor 
analysis 
(CFA) used to 
assess the 
dimensionalit
y, reliability 
and validity 
of the scales 
Composite 
reliability 
(CR) was 
calculated 
analysed all 
pairs of 

1 
Membership 
(3 items) 
2 Shared 
emotional 
connection 
(5 items) 
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constructs in 
two-factor 
CFA models 
hierarchical 
regression 
analysis  
regression 
analysis. 

 
Sense of 
virtual 
communi
ty 

(Tonteri 
et al., 
2011) 

Literature 
review 
17 items 5 
constructs 
4 stages of 
pre-tests 
Online 
survey 

Measureme
nt of SOVC 

1 = 
strongly 
disagree, 
7 = 
strongly 
agree 
 

Finnish 
business 
newspaper 
community 
reliability 
scales 
Cronbach’s 
alpha, and 
the 
reliability of 
individual 
measuremen
t items  
item-to-total 
correlations 

1 Social 
identity (2 
items) 
2 
Membership 
(3 items) 
3 Emotional 
feelings (3 
items) 
4 Identity (2 
items) 
5 Influence 
(3 items) 

Sense of 
virtual 
communi
ty 

(Abfalter 
et al., 
2012) 

Literature 
review 
Trial survey 
translated 
into 
German 24 
items 4 
constructs 
SCI 2 

Validation 
of SCI 2 in 
an online 
setting 

0=not at 
all to 3= 
completel
y 
 

Popular 
German 
virtual 
community 
confirmatory 
factor 
analysis 
(CFA) 
using 
structural 
equation 
modelling 
with 
AMOS17.0 
and a 
reliability 
analysis were 
employed 

1 
Membership 
(3) 
2 Influence 
(2) 
3 Needs 
fulfilment (5) 
4 Shared 
emotional 
connection 
(5) 
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C2 Care Opinion surveys 
Initial Care Opinion survey 

 

This survey explores your perceptions of using the Care Opinion (formerly known as Patient Opinion) 
platform as part of research being carried out by National University of Ireland Galway in association 
with Care Opinion. 
Participation is voluntary. You are not required to reveal your identity. All data provided will be kept 

confidential. 
 
Introductory questions please complete your details in the space provided: 
Age    < 18 □    18-24 □  25-34 □          35-44 □             45-54 □  55-64 □ 
 ≥65 □ 
Gender        
Female □ Male □      Prefer to self-describe ____________   Prefer not to say □ 
 
How long have you been using Care Opinion? 
3 months □ 6 months □ 9 months □ 1year □  2 years □ 5 years and 
more □ 
Do you use Care Opinion in    England □           Scotland □                Ireland □ 
 
How often have you used Care Opinion? 
Once □ 
Occasionally □ 
Several times per month □ 
Several times per week □   
Weekly □  
Daily □ 
 
In what capacity are you a user of Care Opinion? (categories from Care Opinion) 
Patient □ 
Service user □ 
Patient’s family/friend □ 
Carer □ 
Staff member (front line) □ 
Staff member (management) □ 
Staff member on behalf of a patient/service user □ 
Government official □ 
Politician □ 
 
 
I have posted on the Care Opinion platform yes □   no □ 
My interaction on Care Opinion has led to a change yes □   no □ 
 
Using the Likert scale below please choose the number the most closely aligns with your opinion for 
the following statements         
Strongly Disagree  Disagree  Undecided   Agree   Strongly Agree 
 
Use  
1.I have often posted information on the Care Opinion platform 
2.I have often liked a story or response or clicked ‘I’ve experienced that’ button on Care Opinion 
3.I have often read stories and responses on Care Opinion 
4.I have often analysed information from Care Opinion 
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5.I have felt uncomfortable about posting information on Care Opinion and then did not post the 
information 
 
6.I have not posted on Care Opinion because I am not interested 
7.I have not posted on Care Opinion because I can see no benefit to posting 
8.I have not posted on Care Opinion because I not confident with technology 
9.I have not posted on Care Opinion because I have problems accessing the internet 
10. I have not posted on Care Opinion because of other barriers 
Please state…………. 
 
Moderation 
1. It is important that stories are moderated on Care Opinion. 
2.It is important that Care Opinion has specific rules that guide user behaviour. 
3. The moderation of stories contributes to the safety of the platform 
 
4. The moderation process contributes to the reliability of the stories on Care Opinion 
5. When staff responders share their identity it contributes to the reliability of replies on Care 
Opinion. 
 
 
Identity sharing/self-presentation. 
1. I think the rules around identity sharing work well on Care Opinion 
2. I think it is important that staff responding to stories do share their identity on Care Opinion 
3. I think it is important that story writers do not share their identity on Care Opinion 
 
Perceived responsiveness 
1.I am pleased with the responsiveness of the Care Opinion platform 
2.I have found Care Opinion to be very responsive to my needs 
3.I have found responses on Care Opinion to be sincere 
4.Replies on Care Opinion are responsive to input from story writers. 
 
 
Sense of belonging 
1.I feel welcome on Care Opinion 
2. Care Opinion is a safe place for me to share health/care information 
3.People on Care Opinion have similar priorities, and goals. 
4.I feel at home on Care Opinion 
5. I feel a sense of belonging on Care Opinion 
 
Shared emotional connection 
1.I like Care Opinion 
2.I feel hopeful about the future of Care Opinion 
3.I feel connected to other users on Care Opinion 
4.Care Opinion users care about each other 
 
Influence 
1.Care Opinion users can influence each other 
2. I care about what other users think of my actions on Care Opinion 
3.I can influence the matters dealt with on Care Opinion if I want to 
4.My opinions matter to other users on Care Opinion 
 
Needs fulfilment/Public value 
Efficiency 
Cost 
1.I value the cost saving from using Care Opinion. 
2.Care Opinion is a cost-effective way of hearing the opinions of story writers. 
3.The services provided on Care Opinion is good value for money. 
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Time 
1.I value how quickly I can contribute on Care Opinion. 
2.I value the speed of the responsiveness of Care Opinion. 
3.Using Care Opinion is the quickest way to give feedback 
 
Convenience 
1. It is important that I can use Care Opinion whenever I want. 
2. It is important that I can access Care Opinion on different types of devices. 
3. Care Opinion is a convenient way for people to share opinions about care and health 
 
 
Effectiveness 
Communication 
2.Care Opinion is an efficient method of communication between staff and story writers. 
1.Care Opinion provides a valuable place to communicate. 
3.Care Opinion is an effective method of communicating between staff and story writers. 
 
Personalisation 
1. It is important that Care Opinion deliver stories directly to the relevant people. 
2.I value the direct interaction between patients, service users their families, carers and care 
professionals on Care Opinion. 
3.I value the personal interaction between story writers and responders on Care Opinion. 
 
 
Ease of information retrieval 
1.It is easy to find the information I want on the Care Opinion site. 
2. Care Opinion helps me to understand more about care from different perspectives. 
3.I can find information on Care Opinion that I cannot find anywhere else. 
 
Social Value 
Trustworthiness 
1.I feel that Care Opinion acts in its users’ best interests. 
2. Care Opinion is a trustworthy place for feedback 
3. I always feel confident that Care Opinion will do its part when I interact with it. 
4. I feel comfortable relying on Care Opinion to meet its obligations 
 
Well informedness 
1.Care Opinion keeps me updated on issues that interest me. 
2.I feel better informed about care because of Care Opinion 
3.Care Opinion increases my understanding of care. 
4. I make better informed decisions because of the information I receive on Care Opinion 
 
Efficacy 
1.Care Opinion allows me to have my say about aspects of care that matter to me. 
2.I feel that the information I share on Care Opinion is being heard by decision makers. 
3.Care Opinion enhances my feelings that my participation can make a difference. 
 

 

Email requests to participate in Care Opinion surveys 

Could you help Care Opinion by completing a short online survey? 

Dear (personalised greeting) 
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I am emailing from the feedback website Care Opinion. You were good enough to post a 
story on Care Opinion some months ago. 
I am emailing to ask whether you could help us with a short online survey. I hope you won’t 
mind. 
The survey has been designed by Ann O’Brien, a PhD researcher at the National University 
of Ireland, Galway. We are supporting Ann on a research project that investigates how you 
feel about Care Opinion. 
 
If you are willing to help, please follow the link below to complete the survey. The survey 
should only take you less than 10 minutes in all. 
 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/StoryWriter_CareOpinionSurvey 
 
Your response will be anonymous, and you won’t be identified in the research. If you want 
to hear about the results of the research, you can enter your email address at the end of 
the survey. We will also share the results on the Care Opinion blog. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns about this, please feel free to contact me directly. 
I do hope you will feel able to complete the survey. The more people who respond, the 
more valid the results will be. 
 
Thank you for your help! 
With best wishes 
James 
---------------------------- 
Dr James Munro 
Chief Executive 
Care Opinion 
james.munro@careopinion.org.uk 
www.careopinion.org.uk 
  
Staff invite 

Could you help Care Opinion by completing a short online survey? 

Dear (personalised greeting) 

I am emailing from Care Opinion to ask whether you would help us with a short online 

survey. I hope you won’t mind. 

The survey has been designed by Ann O’Brien, a PhD researcher at the National University 

of Ireland, Galway. We are supporting Ann on a research project that investigates the value 

of Care Opinion. 

Your experience of Care Opinion is at the heart of this research. The purpose of the project 

is to identify whether the Care Opinion platform creates a “sense of community”.  

We hope the research will help our understanding of online patient engagement. The 

research will also form part of Ann’s PhD dissertation. 

If you are willing to help, please follow the link below to complete the survey. The survey 

should only take you around 6 to 8 minutes in all. 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/careopinion_staff 

mailto:james.munro@careopinion.org.uk
http://www.careopinion.org.uk/
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Your response will be anonymous, and you won’t be identified in the research. If you want 

to hear about the results of the research, you can enter your email address at the end of 

the survey. We will also share the results on the Care Opinion blog. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me directly. 

I do hope you will feel able to complete the survey. The more people who respond, the 

more valid the results will be. 

Thank you for your help! 

With best wishes 

James 

---------------------------- 

Dr James Munro 
Chief Executive 
Care Opinion 
t: 0114 281 6256 
m: 07500 938 680 
james.munro@careopinion.org.uk 

www.careopinion.org.uk 

 

Care Opinion online staff survey 

 

mailto:james.munro@careopinion.org.uk
http://www.careopinion.org.uk/
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Care Opinion Staff survey Final  

This survey explores your perceptions of using the Care Opinion (formerly known as Patient 
Opinion) platform as part of research being carried out by National University of Ireland 
Galway in association with Care Opinion. 

Participation is voluntary. You are not required to reveal your identity. All data provided 
will be kept confidential. 
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Use 
Use 1 How often have you used Care Opinion to read stories and replies? 
Use 2 How often have you used Care Opinion to post a reply to a story? 
Use 3 How long have you been using Care Opinion? 
 
Platform Management 
Moderation 
Moderation 1 It is important that stories are reviewed by Care Opinion before they are 
published. 
Moderation 2 It is important that Care Opinion have specific rules that guide user 
behaviour. 
Moderation 3 When Care Opinion reviews stories it makes the platform safer. 
Moderation 4 When Care Opinion reviews stories it makes the stories more reliable. 
 
Identity 
Identity 1 I think it is important that Staff responding to stories do share their identity on 
Care Opinion. 
Identity 2 I think it is important that story writers do not share their identity on Care 
Opinion. 
Identity 3 When staff responders share their identity it contributes to the reliability of the 
replies on Care Opinion. 
 
Responsiveness 
Responsiveness 1 Replies on Care Opinion are responsive to input from story writers. 
Responsiveness 2 I am pleased with the responsiveness of the Care Opinion platform. 
Responsiveness 3 I have found Care Opinion to be very responsive to my needs. 
 
Sense of Community Interaction 
Sense of belonging 
SoB 1 Care Opinion is a safe place for me to share care information. 
SoB 2 People on Care Opinion have similar priorities and goals.  
SoB 3 I feel at home on Care Opinion.  
 
Shared Emotional Connection 
SEC 1 I like Care Opinion. 
SEC 2 I feel hopeful about the future of Care Opinion. 
SEC 3 I feel connected to other users on Care Opinion. (BSCS 
SEC 4 Care Opinion users care about each other.  
 
Influence 
Influence 1 I care about what other users think of my actions on Care Opinion. 
Influence 2 I can influence how matters are dealt with on Care Opinion if I want to. 
Influence 3 My opinions matter to other users on Care Opinion. 
 
Public value/needs fulfilment 
Time 
Time 1 I value how quickly I can reply to stories on Care Opinion. 
Time 2 Care Opinion is a quick and convenient way for people to share opinions about care. 
Time 3 Care Opinion is a fast and cost-effective way of hearing the opinion of story writers. 
Personalisation 
Personalisation 1 It is important that Care Opinion deliver stories directly to the relevant 
people. 
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Personalisation 2 I value the personal interaction between story writers and responders on 
Care Opinion. 
Personalisation 3 I value the tone of the interaction between story writers and responders. 
 
Trustworthiness 
Trust 1 I feel that Care Opinion acts in its users best interests. 
Trust 2 Care Opinion is a trustworthy place for feedback. 
Trust 3 I always feel confident that Care Opinion will do its part when I interact with it. 
 
Well informedness  
Well Info 1 Care Opinion keeps me updated on issues that interest me. 
Well Info 2 I feel better informed about care because of Care Opinion. 
Well Info 3 Care Opinion increases my understanding of care. 
Efficacy 
Efficacy 1 Care Opinion allows me to have my say about aspects of care that matter to me. 
Efficacy 2 I feel the information shared on Care Opinion is being heard by decision makers. 
Efficacy 3 Care Opinion enhances my feelings that my participation can make a difference. 
 
Age 
Age    < 18 □    18-24 □  25-34 □          35-44 □             45-54 □  55-64 □ 
 ≥65 □ 
Gender 
Gender        
Female □ Male □      Prefer to self-describe ____________   Prefer not to say □ 
 

 

 

Final Care Opinion Story Writer survey 

This survey explores your perceptions of using the Care Opinion (formerly known as Patient 
Opinion) platform as part of research being carried out by National University of Ireland 
Galway in association with Care Opinion. 

Participation is voluntary. You are not required to reveal your identity. All data provided 
will be kept confidential. 

 
Use 
Use 1 How often have you used Care Opinion to read stories and replies? 
Use 2 How often have you used Care Opinion to post a story? 
Use 3 How long have you been using Care Opinion? 
 
Platform Management 
Moderation 
Moderation 1 It is important that stories are reviewed by Care Opinion before they are 
published. 
Moderation 2 It is important that Care Opinion have specific rules that guide user 
behaviour. 
Moderation 3 When Care Opinion reviews stories it makes the platform safer. 
Moderation 4 When Care Opinion reviews stories it makes the stories more reliable. 
 
Identity 
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Identity 1 I think it is important that Staff responding to stories do share their identity on 
Care Opinion. 
Identity 2 I think it is important that story writers do not share their identity on Care 
Opinion. 
Identity 3 When staff responders share their identity it contributes to the reliability of the 
replies on Care Opinion. 
 
Responsiveness 
Responsiveness 1 Replies on Care Opinion are responsive to input from story writers. 
Responsiveness 2 I am pleased with the responsiveness of the Care Opinion platform. 
Responsiveness 3 I have found Care Opinion to be very responsive to my needs. 
 
Sense of Community Interaction 
Sense of belonging 
SoB 1 Care Opinion is a safe place for me to share care information. 
SoB 2 People on Care Opinion have similar priorities and goals. 
SoB 3 I feel at home on Care Opinion. 
 
Shared Emotional Connection 
SEC 1 I like Care Opinion. 
SEC 2 I feel hopeful about the future of Care Opinion. 
SEC 3 I feel connected to other users on Care Opinion.  
SEC 4 Care Opinion users care about each other. 
 
Influence 
Influence 1 I care about what other users think of my actions on Care Opinion. 
Influence 2 I can influence how matters are dealt with on Care Opinion if I want to. 
Influence 3 My opinions matter to other users on Care Opinion. 
 
Public value/needs fulfilment 
Time 
Time 1 I value how quickly stories are responded to on Care Opinion. 
Time 2 Care Opinion is a quick and convenient way for people to share opinions about care. 
Time 3 Care Opinion is a fast and cost-effective way of hearing the opinion of story writers. 
Personalisation 
Personalisation 1 It is important that Care Opinion deliver stories directly to the relevant 
people. 
Personalisation 2 I value the personal interaction between story writers and responders on 
Care Opinion. 
Personalisation 3 I value the tone of the interaction between story writers and responders. 
 
Trustworthiness 
Trust 1 I feel that Care Opinion acts in its users best interests. 
Trust 2 Care Opinion is a trustworthy place for feedback. 
Trust 3 I always feel confident that Care Opinion will do its part when I interact with it. 
 
Well informedness  
Well Info 1 Care Opinion keeps me updated on issues that interest me. 
Well Info 2 I feel better informed about care because of Care Opinion. 
Well Info 3 Care Opinion increases my understanding of care. 
Efficacy 
Efficacy 1 Care Opinion allows me to have my say about aspects of care that matter to me. 
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Efficacy 2 I feel the information shared on Care Opinion is being heard by decision makers. 
Efficacy 3 Care Opinion enhances my feelings that my participation can make a difference. 
 
Age 
Age    < 18 □    18-24 □  25-34 □          35-44 □             45-54 □  55-64 □ 
 ≥65 □ 
Gender 
Gender        
Female □ Male □      Prefer to self-describe ____________   Prefer not to say □ 
 

C3 Initial factor analysis and internal consistency 
Platform governance correlation matrix staff 

 Mod1 Mod2 Mod3 Mod4 Identity1 Identity2 Identity3 Respons1 Respon2 Respon3 

Mod1 1 0.7 0.631 0.414 0.17 0.107 0.151 -0.024 -0.014 -0.041 

Mod2 0.7 1 0.664 0.426 0.127 0.055 0.144 0.024 0.002 -0.01 

Mod3 0.631 0.664 1 0.541 0.143 0.176 0.228 -0.001 0.048 0.024 

Mod4 0.414 0.426 0.541 1 0.166 0.144 0.289 -0.085 -0.03 -0.032 

Iden1 0.17 0.127 0.143 0.166 1 0.202 0.662 -0.022 -0.033 -0.013 

Iden2 0.107 0.055 0.176 0.144 0.202 1 0.25 -0.083 0.023 0.103 

Iden3 0.151 0.144 0.228 0.289 0.662 0.25 1 0.003 0.059 0.109 

Resp1 0.024 0.024 0.001 0.085 -0.022 -0.083 0.003 1 0.682 0.536 

Resp2 0.014 0.002 0.048 -0.03 -0.033 0.023 0.059 0.682 1 0.728 

Resp3 0.041 -0.01 0.024 0.032 -0.013 0.103 0.109 0.536 0.728 1 

 

Platform governance correlation matrix public 

 Mod1 Mod2 Mod3 Mod4 Ide1 Ide2 Ide3 Respons1 Respon2 Respon3 

Mod1 1 0.665 0.658 0.606 -0.005 -0.091 -0.014 0.032 0.105 0.187 

Mod2 0.665 1 0.674 0.5 0.04 -0.028 0.148 0.106 -0.069 0.084 

Mod3 0.658 0.674 1 0.583 0.071 -0.063 0.067 0.123 0.029 0.115 

Mod4 0.606 0.5 0.583 1 0.039 0.102 0.073 0.15 0.143 0.135 

Identity1 -0.005 0.04 0.071 0.039 1 0.209 0.669 0.011 -0.028 -0.047 

Identity2 -0.091 0.028 0.063 0.102 0.209 1 0.125 -0.035 -0.178 -0.155 

Identity3 -0.014 0.148 0.067 0.073 0.669 0.125 1 -0.108 -0.103 -0.012 

Resp1 0.032 0.106 0.123 0.15 0.011 -0.035 -0.108 1 0.557 0.361 

Resp2 0.105 0.069 0.029 0.143 -0.028 -0.178 -0.103 0.557 1 0.582 

Resp3 0.187 0.084 0.115 0.135 -0.047 -0.155 -0.012 0.361 0.582 1 

 

Platform governance correlation matrix all users 

 Mod1 Mod2 Mod3 Mod4 Ide1 Id32 Ide3 Respons1 Respon2 Respon3 

Mod1 1 0.689 0.637 0.471 0.116 0.041 0.102 -0.005 0.017 0.022 

Mod2 0.689 1 0.66 0.444 0.119 0.015 0.157 0.053 -0.032 0.006 

Mod3 0.637 0.66 1 0.552 0.118 0.11 0.18 0.033 0.039 0.045 

Mod4 0.471 0.444 0.552 1 0.114 0.132 0.218 -0.019 0.02 0.017 

Ide1 0.116 0.119 0.118 0.114 1 0.175 0.662 -0.011 -0.05 -0.054 

Ide2 0.041 0.015 0.11 0.132 0.175 1 0.2 -0.072 -0.022 0.044 

Ide3 0.102 0.157 0.18 0.218 0.662 0.2 1 -0.029 -0.001 0.057 

Resp1 0.005 0.053 0.033 0.019 -0.011 -0.072 -0.029 1 0.643 0.481 

Resp2 0.017 0.032 0.039 0.02 -0.05 -0.022 -0.001 0.643 1 0.688 

Resp3 0.022 0.006 0.045 0.017 -0.054 0.044 0.057 0.481 0.688 1 
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First factor analysis story writer 1 

 
 

Second factor analysis story writer  

 

Identity1 Identity3 and Personalisation1 removed  

First factor analysis staff 1 

Story writers locading all constructs 

Efficacy Identity Influence ModerationPersonaliationResponsivenessShared emotional connectionSense of belonging Time Trust Well informedness

Effic1 0.774

Effic2 0.848

Effic3 0.861

Identity1 0.367

Identity2 0.985

Identity3 0.194

Influen1 0.778

Influen2 0.865

Influen3 0.857

Mod1 0.858

Mod2 0.837

Mod3 0.86

Mod4 0.815

Persl1 0.635

Persl2 0.9

Persl3 0.899

Respon1 0.793

Respon2 0.839

Respon3 0.812

SeC1 0.838

SeC2 0.812

SeC3 0.735

SeC4 0.788

SoB1 0.822

SoB2 0.801

SoB3 0.864

Time1 0.789

Time2 0.889

Time3 0.861

Trust1 0.895

Trust2 0.906

Trust3 0.933

WelIn1 0.751

Welln2 0.931

Welln3 0.868

Story writer loading 2

Efficacy Identity Influence ModerationPersonaliationResponsivenessShared emotional connectionSense of belonging Time Trust Well informedness

Effic1 0.774

Effic2 0.848

Effic3 0.861

Identity2 1

Influen1 0.781

Influen2 0.865

Influen3 0.855

Mod1 0.858

Mod3 0.86

Mod4 0.815

Persl2 0.934

Persl3 0.93

Respon1 0.793

Respon2 0.839

Respon3 0.812

SeC1 0.836

SeC2 0.809

SeC3 0.737

SeC4 0.791

SoB1 0.82

SoB2 0.802

SoB3 0.865

Time1 0.789

Time2 0.889

Time3 0.861

Trust1 0.895

Trust2 0.906

Trust3 0.933

WelIn1 0.751

Welln2 0.931

Welln3 0.868
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Second staff factor analysis  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Identity2 and Responsiveness1 removed 

 

 

 

 

Efficacy Identity Influence ModerationPersonalisationResponsivenessShared emotional connection Sense of belongingTime Trust Well informedness

Effic1 0.73

Effic2 0.806

Effic3 0.863

Identity1 0.821

Identity2 0.593

Identity3 0.868

Influen1 0.747

Influen2 0.839

Influen3 0.823

Mod1 0.786

Mod3 0.879

Mod4 0.784

Persl1 0.816

Persl2 0.917

Persl3 0.89

Respon1 0.669

Respon2 0.911

Respon3 0.945

SeC1 0.879

SeC2 0.876

SeC3 0.775

SeC4 0.781

SoB1 0.814

SoB2 0.835

SoB3 0.857

Time1 0.726

Time2 0.914

Time3 0.873

Trust1 0.889

Trust2 0.891

Trust3 0.867

WelIn1 0.8

Welln2 0.931

Welln3 0.86
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First factor analysis all users  

 

Second factor analysis all users 2 

 

Identity 2 removed 

 

 

Internal consistency 

Interaction governance KMO and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity for all users 

Efficacy Identity Influence ModerationPersonalisationResponsivenessShared emotional connectionSense of belongingTime Trust Well informedness

Effic1 0.741

Effic2 0.815

Effic3 0.863

Identity1 0.797

Identity2 0.583

Identity3 0.866

Influen1 0.754

Influen2 0.854

Influen3 0.825

Mod1 0.813

Mod2 0.816

Mod3 0.871

Mod4 0.791

Persl1 0.763

Persl2 0.909

Persl3 0.89

Respon1 0.724

Respon2 0.9

Respon3 0.913

SeC1 0.868

SeC2 0.857

SeC3 0.764

SeC4 0.781

SoB1 0.81

SoB2 0.829

SoB3 0.86

Time1 0.741

Time2 0.908

Time3 0.872

Trust1 0.89

Trust2 0.893

Trust3 0.889

WelIn1 0.785

Welln2 0.931

Welln3 0.861

Efficacy Identity Influence ModerationPersonalisationResponsivenessShared emotional connectionSense of belongingTime Trust Well informedness

Effic1 0.741

Effic2 0.815

Effic3 0.863

Identity1 0.875

Identity3 0.943

Influen1 0.755

Influen2 0.853

Influen3 0.825

Mod1 0.813

Mod2 0.816

Mod3 0.871

Mod4 0.791

Persl1 0.763

Persl2 0.909

Persl3 0.89

Respon1 0.724

Respon2 0.9

Respon3 0.913

SeC1 0.868

SeC2 0.857

SeC3 0.764

SeC4 0.781

SoB1 0.809

SoB2 0.828

SoB3 0.86

Time1 0.741

Time2 0.908

Time3 0.872

Trust1 0.89

Trust2 0.893

Trust3 0.889

WelIn1 0.785

Welln2 0.931

Welln3 0.861
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 Staff Story 
writer 

All 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .703 .651 0.692 

Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 1004.381 1346.168 
1346.168 

 Df 45 45 45 

 Sig 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 

Sense of community KMO and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity for all users 

 Staff  Story 
writers 

All  

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy. 

.868 .872 0.879 
 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-

Square 

1382.244 530.075 1860.074 
 

 Df 45 45 45 

 Sig 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 

All Public values KMO and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity for all users 

 Staff Story 
writer 

All  

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .930 .885 .903 

Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 2469.472 961.857 3301.870 

 Df 105 105 105 

 Sig 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 

 

Initial reliability analysis Interaction Governance 

 

Cronbach's 
Alpha rho_A 

Composite 
Reliability 

Average Variance 
Extracted (AVE) 

Staff     

Moderation 0.837 0.866 0.888 0.665 

Identity 0.639 0.666 0.81 0.593 

Responsiveness 0.847 0.954 0.885 0.724 

Story writers     

Moderation 0.864 0.867 0.907 0.71 

Identity 0.601 0.481 0.562 0.381 

Responsiveness 0.75 0.755 0.856 0.664 

All users     

Moderation 0.844 0.861 0.894 0.678 

Identity 0.613 0.644 0.798 0.575 

Responsiveness 0.821 0.947 0.885 0.722 
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Final factor reliability analysis Interaction Governance 

 

Cronbach's 
Alpha rho_A 

Composite 
Reliability 

Average Variance 
Extracted (AVE) 

Staff     
Moderation 0.837 0.866 0.888 0.665 

Identity 0.797 0.816 0.907 0.83 

Responsiveness 0.847 0.953 0.885 0.724 

Story writers     

Moderation 0.864 0.867 0.907 0.71 

Identity 1 1 1 1 

Responsiveness 0.75 0.755 0.856 0.664 

All users     

Moderation 0.844 0.861 0.894 0.678 

Identity 0.799 0.879 0.906 0.828 

Responsiveness 0.821 0.947 0.885 0.722 

 

C4 Discriminate validity 
Story writer Fornell and Larcker result 

 
Effica Identit Influ Mod Personal Respo SoB  SeC Time Trust Well 

inf 

Efficacy 0.828 
          

Identity 0.016 1 
         

Influen 0.575 -0.117 0.835 
        

Mode 0.364 -0.016 0.282 0.843 
       

Perso 0.616 -0.05 0.5 0.451 0.932 
      

Respon 0.202 -0.145 0.224 0.148 0.336 0.815 
     

SoB  0.593 -0.112 0.518 0.409 0.567 0.052 0.83 
    

SeC 0.633 -0.038 0.606 0.415 0.643 0.27 0.733 0.794 
   

Time 0.624 0.067 0.323 0.376 0.609 0.275 0.554 0.604 0.847 
  

Trustwo 0.657 -0.053 0.44 0.431 0.592 0.349 0.595 0.738 0.598 0.912 
 

Well 
info 

0.596 -0.139 0.546 0.237 0.468 0.163 0.512 0.686 0.456 0.601 0.85 

 

Staff sample Fornell and Larcker results 

 

Efficacy Identity Influe Moder Person Respo SoB SeC  Time Trust 

Well 

inf 

Efficacy 0.802           
Identity 0.349 0.911          
Influen 0.565 0.291 0.804         
Mode 0.239 0.251 0.326 0.815        
Perso 0.584 0.475 0.462 0.352 0.875       
Respon 0.178 0.043 0.106 -0.009 0.125 0.851      
SoB  0.611 0.495 0.467 0.301 0.601 0.112 0.836     
SeC 0.709 0.452 0.586 0.305 0.653 0.174 0.763 0.829    
Time 0.536 0.451 0.413 0.362 0.713 0.186 0.619 0.666 0.841   
Trustwo 0.676 0.399 0.524 0.347 0.764 0.157 0.701 0.702 0.697 0.882  
Well 
info 0.685 0.424 0.509 0.231 0.611 0.215 0.653 0.751 0.625 0.698 0.865 
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 All users Fornell and Larcker results 

 Efficacy Identity Influence Moderat Pers Respon SoB SoC Time Trust Well in 

Efficacy 0.808           
Identity 0.245 0.91          
Influen 0.552 0.227 0.812         
Mode 0.276 0.198 0.315 0.823        
Perso 0.594 0.376 0.453 0.382 0.856       
Respon 0.177 -0.005 0.12 0.025 0.173 0.85      
SoB  0.603 0.284 0.444 0.311 0.594 0.09 0.833     
SeC 0.68 0.297 0.58 0.335 0.648 0.179 0.75 0.819    
Time 0.565 0.319 0.365 0.357 0.694 0.201 0.603 0.649 0.843   
Trustwo 0.669 0.258 0.481 0.371 0.714 0.207 0.663 0.711 0.666 0.891  
Well info 0.646 0.296 0.522 0.233 0.564 0.184 0.597 0.73 0.57 0.66 0.861 

 
 
Outer VIF all samples 

 All Staff  Story Writer 

Effic1 1.287 Effic1 1.283 Effic1 1.344 

Effic2 1.598 Effic2 1.53 Effic2 1.873 

Effic3 1.768 Effic3 1.732 Effic3 1.88 

Identity1 1.792 Identity1 1.782 Identity2 1 

Identity3 1.792 Identity3 1.782 Influen1 1.567 

Influen1 1.4 Influen1 1.344 Influen2 1.762 

Influen2 1.56 Influen2 1.466 Influen3 1.621 

Influen3 1.512 Influen3 1.562 Mod1 2.341 

Mod1 2.19 Mod1 2.178 Mod3 2.307 

Mod2 2.261 Mod3 2.253 Mod4 1.748 

Mod3 2.24 Mod4 1.437 Persl2 2.192 

Mod4 1.494 Persl1 1.727 Persl3 2.192 

Persl1 1.469 Persl2 2.731 Respon1 1.455 

Persl2 2.502 Persl3 2.341 Respon2 1.913 

Persl3 2.307 Respon1 1.88 Respon3 1.516 

Respon1 1.715 Respon2 2.847 SeC1 2.139 

Respon2 2.501 Respon3 2.14 SeC2 2.003 

Respon3 1.907 SeC1 3.173 SeC3 1.97 

SeC1 2.757 SeC2 3.155 SeC4 2.134 

SeC2 2.683 SeC3 2.154 SoB1 1.512 

SeC3 2.092 SeC4 2.198 SoB2 1.615 

SeC4 2.168 SoB1 1.606 SoB3 1.69 

SoB1 1.56 SoB2 1.755 Time1 1.448 

SoB2 1.713 SoB3 1.601 Time2 2.178 

SoB3 1.615 Time1 1.346 Time3 2.052 

Time1 1.368 Time2 2.443 Trust1 2.495 

Time2 2.358 Time3 2.244 Trust2 2.782 

Time3 2.191 Trust1 2.331 Trust3 3.448 

Trust1 2.317 Trust2 2.294 WelIn1 1.545 

Trust2 2.319 Trust3 1.945 Welln2 3.035 

Trust3 2.239 WelIn1 1.662 Welln3 2.373 
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WelIn1 1.632 Welln2 2.931   
Welln2 2.966 Welln3 2.288   
Welln3 2.291     

 

C5 Power analysis tables 
t tests - Means: Difference between two independent means (two groups) 

Analysis: A priori: Compute required sample size  

Input: Tail(s) = Two 

 Effect size d = 0.3 

 α err prob = 0.05 

 Power (1-β err prob) = 0.80 

 Allocation ratio N2/N1 = 1 

Output: Noncentrality parameter δ = 2.8142495 

 Critical t = 1.9667650 

 Df = 350 

 Sample size group 1 = 176 

 Sample size group 2 = 176 

 Total sample size = 352 

 Actual power = 0.8013794 

 

 

t tests - Means: Difference between two independent means (two groups) 

Analysis: Post hoc: Compute achieved power  

Input: Tail(s) = Two 

 Effect size d = 0.35 

 α err prob = 0.05 

 Sample size group 1 = 106 

 Sample size group 2 = 262 

Output: Noncentrality parameter δ = 3.0405189 

 Critical t = 1.9664667 

 Df = 366 

 Power (1-β err prob) = 0.8582676 

 
 

C6 Interaction governance total effects public values 
Story writers  

Total effects  Original 
sample 

Staff  

Moderation -> Personalisation 0.157** 

Moderation -> Trust 0.182** 

Moderation -> Well informedness 0.177** 

Moderation -> Efficacy 0.186**   

Identity -> Time 0.298** 

Identity -> Personalisation 0.269** 

Identity -> Trustworthiness 0.329** 

Identity -> Well informedness 0.32** 

  

Responsiveness -> Time 0.102* 

Responsiveness -> Well informedness 0.118* 
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Moderation -> Time 0.263** 

Moderation -> Personalisation 0.274** 

Moderation -> Trustworthiness 0.298** 

Moderation -> Well informedness 0.266** 

Moderation -> Efficacy 0.28** 

  

All users 
 

Identity -> Time 0.17** 

Identity -> Personalisation 0.173** 

Identity -> Trust 0.19** 

Identity -> Well informedness 0.187** 

Identity -> Efficacy 0.182** 
  

Moderation -> Time 0.195** 

Moderation -> Personalisation 0.209** 

Moderation -> Trustworthiness 0.228** 

Moderation -> Well informedness 0.229** 

Moderation -> Efficacy 0.23** 
  

Responsiveness -> Personalisation 0.103* 

Responsiveness -> Well informedness 0.123* 

Responsiveness -> Trust 0.111* 

Responsiveness -> Efficacy 0.112* 

Statistically significant at * 0.05 and ** 0.001 Power = 0.86. 

 
 

C7 Importance Performance Map Analysis maps 
Participation IPMA 

Sense of belonging 

Importance is on the x axis and Performance is on the Y axis 

Staff Sense of belonging Importance – performance map  
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Story writer Sense of belonging Importance – performance map  

 

 

 All users Sense of belonging Importance – performance map  

 Interaction IPMA 

Shared emotional connection 

Importance is on the x axis and Performance is on the Y axis 

Staff Shared emotional connection Importance – performance map  
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Story writer Shared emotional connection Importance – performance map  

 

 

All users Shared emotional connection Importance – performance 

 

Influence 

 

Importance is on the x axis and Performance is on the Y axis 

Staff Influence Importance – performance map  
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Importance is on the x axis and Performance is on the Y axis 

Story writer Influence Importance – performance map  

 

All users Influence Importance – performance map  

 

Public values IPMA 

Time 

 

Importance is on the x axis and Performance is on the Y axis 

Staff Time Importance – performance map 
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Importance is on the x axis and Performance is on the Y axis 

Story writer Time Importance – performance map 

 

 

All users Time Importance – performance map 

 

Personalisation 

 

Importance is on the x axis and Performance is on the Y axis 

Staff Personalisation Importance – performance map  

 



      Appendix C 

 
 

 

Importance is on the x axis and Performance is on the Y axis 

Story writer Personalisation Importance – performance map 

 

 

All users Personalisation Importance – performance map 

 

Trustworthiness 

Importance is on the x axis and Performance is on the Y axis 

Staff Trustworthiness Importance – performance map  
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Importance is on the x axis and Performance is on the Y axis 

Story writer Trustworthiness Importance – performance map  

 

 

All users Trustworthiness Importance – performance map  

 

Well informedness 

Importance is on the x axis and Performance is on the Y axis 

Staff Well informedness Importance – performance map  
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Importance is on the x axis and Performance is on the Y axis 

Story writer Well informedness Importance – performance map  

 

 

All users Well informedness Importance – performance map  

 

Efficacy 

Importance is on the x axis and Performance is on the Y axis 

Staff Efficacy Importance – performance map  
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Importance is on the x axis and Performance is on the Y axis 

Story writer Efficacy Importance – performance 

 

 

All users Efficacy Importance – performance 

C8 Histograms of Use 

 

Histogram staff Use1 (reading posts) 
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Histogram story writer Use 1 (reading posts) 

Use Staff poster 
 

Frequency Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Never 78 29.8 29.8 

Once 23 8.8 38.5 

Occasionally 91 34.7 73.3 

Couple of times per 
month 

44 16.8 90.1 

Several times per week 23 8.8 98.9 

Daily 3 1.1 100 

Total 262 100 
 

 

 
 

 
Histogram Staff Use2 (posting) 

 

Use Story writer poster 



Appendices 

358 
 

Poster Frequency Percent Cumulative 
Percent 

Never 4 3.8 3.8 

Once 73 67.9 72.4 

More than once 29 27.4 100 

Total 106 100 
 

 

 

 

Histogram Story writer Use2 (posting) 

 

Length of time using Care Opinion Staff 
 

Frequency Percent 

1 month or less 13 5 

3 months 14 5.3 

6 months 23 8.8 

9 months 26 9.9 

1 year 76 29 

2 years or more 110 42 

Total 262 100 
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Histogram staff Use3 Length of time using Care Opinion 

 

 

Histogram story writer Use3 Length of time using Care Opinion 

 


