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Re i nv e nt i ng  G o v e r nm e nt  f o r  t h e  2 1 st C e nt u r y  
Introduction 

With all the excitement about Web 2.0, it w as inev itable that people should  start talk ing  
about “ G ov ernment 2.0” , but d o Web 2.0 tools and  approaches really hav e anything  to 
of f er the public sector?  A nd  if  they d o, how  much chang e w ill they bring ?  In this 
w hitepaper w e point to plenty of  ev id ence that the public sector is successf ully using  
social med ia. We also arg ue that g ov ernment should  seek  to embrace the v alues that 
und erlie these tools. We believ e that Web 2.0 approaches of f er exciting  opportunities 
f or raising  the perf ormance of  the public sector and  f or enhancing  relationships betw een 
citiz ens and  the state. A s ev er chang e w ill be a d if f icult process, but w e believ e that the 
risk s of  not mov ing  to G ov ernment 2.0 outw eig h the risk s of  d oing  so. 
O ne of  the d if f iculties people f ace w hen consid ering  G ov ernment 2.0 is that the concept 
“ Web 2.0”  is itself  hard  to d ef ine. What this concept encapsulates, how ev er, is 
recog nition that the Internet ( and  our relation to it) has entered  a new  phase. The v alue 
of  connectiv ity is not j ust improv ing  access to inf ormation, but mak ing  it v astly easier f or 
people to f ind  each other and  share and  d o thing s tog ether. A t the heart of  Web 2.0 is 
participation. Whether it’s F acebook  or Wik iped ia, F lick r or Y ouTube – this is a w orld  
w here users are creators j ust as much as they are consumers. 

 
Web 2.0 Tag Cloud by Luca Cremonini see http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Image:Web_2.0_Map.svg 
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So w hat d oes Web 2.0 of f er the public sector?  The most obv ious applications relate to 
eng ag ing  citiz ens. Social med ia such as blog s, w ik is and  f orums can help brid g e the 
g ulf  betw een citiz ens and  public institutions. U sing  them d emonstrates that the public 
sector is committed  to eng ag ing  w ith citiz ens in more ef f ectiv e w ays. These tools can 
also help prod uce more positiv e relationships by supplementing  one-w ay 
communication w ith d ialog ue, and  impersonal pronouncements w ith more personal 
interaction. Social med ia also hav e internal applications. B y mak ing  it easier f or w ork ers 
to f ind  inf ormation and  to f ind  each other, they can improv e collaboration and  allow  the 
public sector to tap more ef f ectiv ely into the k now led g e and  sk ills of  its staf f . E mbracing  
such tools can help g ov ernment org anisations attract, retain and  motiv ate the w ork ers, 
manag ers and  lead ers they w ill req uire in the f uture. M any of  these people w ill hav e 
g row n up in a Web 2.0 w orld  and  w ill be uncomf ortable, unw illing  or ev en incapable of  
w ork ing  ef f ectiv ely in the pre-Web 2.0 w ork ing  env ironments that prev ail in many public 
sector org anisations. 
S ocia l  M e dia  a nd th e  P ub l ic S e ctor 

There is plenty of  ev id ence of  innov ativ e public sector org anisations g rasping  the 
opportunities of f ered  by Web 2.0 collaborativ e tools. A round  the w orld  politicians hav e 
used  blog s to build  a more personal relationship w ith citiz ens, f or example, the U K  
F oreig n Secretary D av id  M iliband 1, the H ung arian P rime M inister F erenc G yurcsany2 
and  the A ustralian L ead er of  the O pposition M alcolm Turnbull3. B log s hav e also been 
used  in other w ays. The U K ’s D epartment f or International D ev elopment hav e set up a 
g roup blog 4, w ritten by relativ ely low -lev el, f rontline staf f  as a w ay of  g iv ing  citiz ens a 
real insig ht into the w ork  of  the d epartment and  the problems it is trying  to tack le. The 
U S county of  O ak land  C ounty in M ichig an has set up a w ebsite5 that combines f orums 
and  blog s as a w ay of  encourag ing  d ialog ue w ith and  betw een its citiz ens. O ther social 
med ia tools are also being  ad opted  q uite w id ely. M any public sector org anisations are 
using  Y ouTube to tak e their messag e to the aud ience in the d irect and  personal w ay 
that v id eo of f ers. F or example, the C alif ornia F ranchise B oard ' s has used  a Y ouTube 
v id eo to explain tax reg ulations6, w hile the U K  local authority Sw ansea currently has 4 6  
v id eos on the site, most of  them show ing  ev ents in the area, but some promoting  the 
w ork  of  the council, e.g . a series on social serv ices7. O thers are exploiting  the creativ e 
potential of  this tool; f or example, N ew  Z ealand ’s M inistry f or the E nv ironment ran a 
v id eo competition f or young  people to promote the messag e of  sustainability to young  
people8. 
Web 2.0 tools such as Tw itter, the micro-blog g ing  platf orm w here users post v ia SM S 
text messag e w ith entries limited  to 14 0 characters, mig ht seem to hav e less to of f er the 
public sector, but there are still interesting  examples of  the public sector using  this new  
channel. Y ou can, f or example, f ollow  the d aily activ ities of  the U K  P rime M inister9 as 
ov er f iv e thousand  people are currently d oing . In the U nited  States, ov er 6 0 politicians 
and  ag encies are using  Tw itter, includ ing  the D ept of  D ef ence and  N A SA 10. Social 
netw ork ing  sites such as F acebook  that hav e hund red s of  millions of  activ e users of f er 
public sector institutions a new  w ay of  eng ag ing  w ith citiz ens. F or example, the C IA  has 
used  a F acebook  pag e to help recruit people f or its N ational C land estine Serv ice11. 
M any univ ersities and  schools use F acebook  as a channel f or communicating  w ith 
stud ents, w hile C anad ian bod ies such as the P ublic H ealth A g ency use it to d isseminate 
health inf ormation12. The O ntario G ov ernment in C anad a used  Second  L if e to help 
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inf orm young  people about career opportunities and  to attract young  people into the 
O ntario public serv ice. In a tw elv e-w eek  pilot, v isitors to the island  w ere able to spend  a 
" d ay in the lif e"  of  employees in f iv e d if f erent career track s.  O v er the course of  the pilot, 
ov er 9 000 v isitors spent an av erag e of  20 minutes learning  about lif e in the public 
serv ice and  prov id ed  v ery positiv e f eed back 13. Similarly, Sw ed en has opened  a V irtual 
E mbassy on Second  L if e14. 
The abov e uses of  social med ia mainly inv olv e using  these new  channels to conv ey 
messag es to citiz ens and  interest them in w hat public sector lead ers and  institutions are 
trying  to d o. B ut Web 2.0 approaches hav e also been used  to g iv e citiz ens g reater v oice 
and  inf luence in public sector d ecision-mak ing , f or example, throug h e-petitions. These 
initiativ es mak e it d ramatically easier f or citiz ens to mak e their v iew s k now n both to 
each other and  to d ecision-mak ers. P robably the best-k now n example is the N o 10 
D ow ning  Street e-petitions site15 w here one petition ( ag ainst road  pricing ) manag ed  to 
secure nearly 1.7  million sig natures d uring  the 12 months that it w as on the site.  Web 
2.0 approaches hav e also been used  to mod if y trad itional approaches to consultation. In 
2007  the N ew  Z ealand  g ov ernment used  a w ik i – a d ocument anyone can ed it - to 
capture public v iew s on w hat a new  P olice A ct mig ht look  lik e16.  N ow  a similar process 
is being  used  by A rchiv es N ew  Z ealand  in relation to its D ig ital C ontinuity Strateg y17. 
M eanw hile in the U K  the D epartment of  Innov ation U niv ersities and  Sk ills built w id g ets 
f or one of  their consultations18, enabling  ind iv id uals and  org anisations to ad d  the 
consultation q uestions ( or a sub-set of  them) to their ow n w ebsites, so people can 
eng ag e w ith them in a context of  their choice. They also f ollow ed  up an early 
consultation w ith an executiv e summary that allow ed  read ers to post comments at any 
point in the text19. O ther public sector institutions hav e created  v irtual communities such 
as N ew  Z ealand ’s D ig ital Strateg y F orum20 or its “ Saf e A s”  road  saf ety f orum to enable 
sustained  interaction betw een citiz ens and  policy-mak ers21.  
Internal uses of  social med ia by the public sector are hard er to track , but here too there 
is ev id ence of  public sector ag encies embracing  Web 2.0. Somew hat surprising ly, the 
U .S. intellig ence ag encies hav e been lead ers in this area – f irst, by creating  
Intelliped ia22, a set of  three w ik is w here intellig ence of f icers f rom 16  ag encies could  
share and  d iscuss inf ormation; then by d ev eloping  A -Space, a common collaborativ e 
w ork space f or all analysts f rom the U nited  States Intellig ence C ommunity, prov id ing  
f orums, blog s, w ik is, search ( classif ied  and  public Internet sources), w eb-based  email, 
and  collaboration tools23. A  similar example is N ew  Z ealand ’s " e-initiativ es"  w ik i w hich 
replaces an old er static reporting  approaching  to track ing  prog ress of  e-g ov ernment, 
and  prov id es an env ironment f or public serv ants to share e-g ov ernment experiences. 
This w ik i has d one a g reat j ob in pooling  inf ormation ( it cov ers ov er 5 3 0 proj ects f rom 9 3  
g ov ernment org anisations), but inf ormation is rarely upd ated  and  ag encies are clearly 
reticent to share f ailures as w ell as successes. Interesting ly, these criticisms of  the 
proj ect w ere mad e on a blog  by a public of f icial and  of  course prov ok ed  a d iscussion as 
to how  to av oid  such problems in the f uture24.  
These examples hig hlig ht the potential of  social netw ork ing  in the public sector. This 
can occur on commercial sites such as F acebook  w here up to nearly 15 ,000 people 
j oined  the U K  C iv il Serv ice F acebook  g roup, w hich is only open to people w ith a .g ov .uk  
email ad d ress. Similarly, ov er 4 00 museum prof essionals around  the w orld  share id eas 
and  experiences v ia a F acebook  g roup25. It can also tak e the f orm of  netw ork ing  v ia 
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specially created  tools such as N ew  Z ealand ’s P rincipals E lectronic N etw ork , w hich is 
an online community w here school lead ers can d iscuss issues and  share experiences in 
a secure env ironment created  the M inistry of  E d ucation26. Web 2.0 tools can also 
improv e inf ormation f low s w ithin public sector org anisations. F or example, the N ew  
Z ealand  State Serv ices C ommission has a couple of  blog s ( In D ev elopment27 and  
R esearch e-L abs28) that are v iew able by anyone but are primarily intend ed  to share 
id eas w ithin g ov ernment. C onv ersely, the U K ’s D epartment of  Innov ation U niv ersities 
and  Sk ills is using  customised  N etv ibes pag es as d ashboard s to k eep policymak ers in 
touch w ith ref erences on blog s or elsew here on the Internet to the d epartment and  the 
issues it is responsible f or29. 
These tools are all about encourag ing  inf ormation sharing  and  collaboration across 
org anisational bound aries and  empow ering  ind iv id uals, thus motiv ating  them to d eliv er 
their f ull potential. Instead  of  instructions coming  d ow n f rom the top, Web 2.0 tools 
enable people to link  d irectly w ith each other, to become eng ag ed  more f ully in their 
org aniz ation' s g oals and  operations, and  to mak e the contribution ( and  g et the 
recog nition f rom peers) that they crav e. Increased  employee eng ag ement lead s to 
improv ed  serv ice lev els, w hich in turn lead s to increased  conf id ence in G ov ernment.  
W e b  2 . 0  V a l ue s  a nd th e  P ub l ic S e ctor 

The abov e examples show  that the public sector is alread y g etting  v alue f rom Web 2.0 
tools. What is exciting  about Web 2.0, how ev er, is not so much particular sites or tools, 
but the w ay in w hich those sites hig hlig ht d if f erent v alues and  a d if f erent approach to 
g etting  thing s d one. So w hat w ould  happen if  the public sector truly embraced  those 
v alues?  A s sug g ested  earlier, d ef ining  these v alues is not easy, but most people w ould  
seem them as includ ing :   

• inclusiv eness throug h peer-to-peer collaboration ( as opposed  to command  and  
control); 

• transparency or openness ( as opposed  to tig ht inf ormation f iltering ); and  
• empow ered  participants ( as opposed  to passiv e consumers). 

These v alues ( none of  w hich are alien to G ov ernment 1.0) d o hig hlig ht potential 
d irections f or chang e in g ov ernment. The d uties and  responsibilities of  the public sector 
hav e tend ed  to prod uce hierarchical and  stov e-piped  org anisations, and  there is 
certainly scope f or exploring  how  horiz ontal, user-led  collaboration mig ht release 
prev iously untapped  expertise or enthusiasm. Similarly, w hile there are g ood  reasons 
w hy the public sector has trad itionally been concerned  to control the release of  ev en 
non-personal inf ormation, the opportunities of  a connected  w orld  j ustif y tak ing  a new  
look  at the possibility of  rad ically more open g ov ernment. F inally, w hile the notion of  
d emocracy implies activ e citiz enship, d epend ency is an all-too-common conseq uence 
of  the bureaucratic state. The promise of  Web 2.0 is that w e mig ht be able to use 
connectiv ity to ref ashion the state in a w ay that empow ers citiz ens and  puts them more 
in control.  
The examples g iv en earlier may not seem rad ical, but ev en apparently triv ial chang es 
can contribute to mov ing  the public sector in new  d irections. A  Y ouTube v id eo or a blog  
by a minister may seem little d if f erent f rom a speech or a press statement; a N etV ibes 
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d ashboard  may seem j ust an upd ate of  the trad itional press cutting s serv ice; but ev en 
these initiativ es contain the seed s of  chang e.  A t a minimum, they d o so by 
communicating  to citiz ens w ho are more comf ortable w ith v isual med ia or cannot easily 
f ind  the trad itional printed  d ocuments of  g ov ernment or w ho f ind  the immed iacy of  these 
method s to be more authentic than the trad itional means of  g ov ernment 
communications.  A d opting  social med ia is a recog nition that the public sector need s to 
g o to w here the people are rather than expect them to come to it. F urthermore, all these 
tools are inherently tw o-w ay ( or ind eed  multi-w ay). If  you put your messag e on 
Y ouTube, you can turn of f  comments, but you cannot prev ent parod ies or other f orms of  
f eed back . Y ou may not orig inally hav e intend ed  to start a d ialog ue, but if  you w ant to 
hav e an impact, you are lik ely to f ind  it increasing ly d if f icult not to g et d raw n into a 
conv ersation. Similarly, traw ling  the Internet f or comments on blog s and  in d iscussion 
g roups is not lik e scanning  the new spapers – it opens d ecision-mak ers up to new  
v oices, saying  d if f erent thing s in d if f erent tones. The f act that the U K  P rime M inister 
tw itters d oes not chang e the w orld , but it is a step tow ard s a d if f erent relationship 
betw een the lead er and  the led . 
G ov e rnm e nt 2 . 0  

So embracing  social med ia w ill chang e g ov ernment at the marg in, but w hat w ould  
happen if  g ov ernment lead ers embraced  Web 2.0 more prof ound ly?  L et’s explore this 
issue in three stag es:  f irst, by consid ering  collaboration – how  public sector 
org anisations mig ht chang e the w ay they collaborate internally, w ith each other and  w ith 
the public; then by look ing  at the scope f or transparency and  much g reater citiz en 
f eed back ; and  f inally by consid ering  the f und amental issue of  empow erment, that is to 
say, g iv ing  citiz ens more control. 
C lay Shirk y’s book  Here Comes Everybody is all about collaboration in a connected  
w orld . H e hig hlig hts how  the w eb has transf ormed  our ability to f orm g roups and  arg ues 
that in many contexts self -org anising  g roups can outperf orm trad itional org anisations. 
Wik iped ia and  the L inux operating  system are the most obv ious examples of  this k ind  of  
g roup activ ity, but the outputs d o not hav e to be so strik ing . M ore representativ e 
examples of  self -org anisation in action are g roups lik e the photog raphers on F lick r w ho 
are exploring  and  expand ing  the art/ science of  hig h d ynamic rang e photog raphy or the 
hand f ul of  Tark ov sk y f ans w ho hav e j ointly w ritten a book  on the g reat R ussian f ilm 
d irector, enabled  a f ilm about him to be released  w orld -w id e and  sustained  numerous 
other ev ents and  publications about him around  the w orld . These self -org anising  g roups 
are united  by a shared  interest; and  w hat motiv ates their members is a combination of  
the d esire to contribute and  the w ish f or recog nition in a community of  peers. U nlik e 
conv entional org anisations that need  to incentiv ise behav iour ( throug h extrinsic rew ard s 
or punishment) and  d ev ote a consid erable amount of  resource to manag ing  co-
ord ination throug h the rig orous d ef inition of  roles and  responsibilities, these g roups 
hav e a v olunteer ethos and  let ev eryone contribute w hat they can w ith any priv ileg ed  
roles assig ned  on either a consensus or a transparent meritocratic basis.   
A g ainst this back g round , public sector org anisations appear as the most org anised  of  
org anisations; ev en more than in the priv ate sector, control and  rig orous processes f or 
accountability are k ey f eatures of  the public sector. This sug g ests public sector 
org anisations w ill f ind  it hard est to mov e tow ard s Web 2.0-style collaboration, but it also 
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implies that they hav e the most to g ain f rom it. Tig ht d ef initions of  roles and  
responsibilities are g ood  at d eliv ering  consistent processes and  pred ictable results, but 
this comes at a price. E ach ind iv id ual, team and  org anisation is only allow ed  to 
contribute in limited , pre-set w ays, resulting  in many potential sources of  v alue being  
lost and  hav ing  a d raining  impact on motiv ation. F urthermore, strong ly hierarchical 
org anisations are less g ood  at innov ating  and , because they are less ag ile, hav e more 
d if f iculty d ealing  w ith sud d en chang es in circumstances. The imag e of  a “ machine 
bureaucracy”  w as to some extent the id eal of  the tw entieth century, but it is alread y 
clear that it is not a g ood  mod el f or the 21st century – both because citiz ens w ill not 
support it and  because it is lik ely to be able to meet the complex challeng es w e f ace. It 
is also less necessary, since many of  the humd rum f unctions of  g ov ernment ( e.g . 
d eliv ery of  routine serv ices) are becoming  e-enabled , allow ing  citiz ens and  businesses 
to hand le their transactions w ith g ov ernment much more q uick ly and  f rom any place at 
any time.  This f rees up time to f ocus public resources on the most complex and  
intractable public policy challeng es.  It also opens up the opportunity f or elected  lead ers 
and  public serv ants to combine their experience and  k now led g e w ith the experience 
and  interest of  others in the community in w ays that w ere prev iously not possible.  
[ still a big  g ap here – w e need  id eas about w hat embracing  a new  approach to 
collaboration in the public sector w ould  actually mean]  
So the public sector has much to g ain f rom more open f orms of  netw ork -enabled  
collaboration. It w ill clearly w ant to retain strong  elements of  control, but there is hug e 
scope f or creating  v alue by enabling  peer-to-peer collaboration. In the central 
g ov ernment context this mig ht mean creating  platf orms that bring  tog ether the 
ind iv id uals w ork ing  on a particular topic in d if f erent teams and  d epartments and  allow  
them to share inf ormation and  id eas. O r it could  mean connecting  up similarly-task ed  
staf f  in d if f erent org anisations. In f act, there are alread y some real-lif e examples of  this 
k ind  of  d ev elopment. The U K  site R ig htsN et is a platf orm f or all those of f ering  w elf are 
ad v ice to U K  citiz ens – it’s a place w here people can d iscuss issues, raise q uestions 
and  share resources such as leaf lets and  f actsheets, reg ard less of  w hether they w ork  
f or a central g ov ernment d epartment, a local authority, a charity or a priv ate sector 
org anisation30. The Spanish reg ion of  C atalonia took  a similar step in 2005  w hen it 
mad e av ailable a set of  Web 2.0 tools ( w ik is, blog s, f orums and  other social netw ork ing  
tools) to all prof essional g roups ( law yers, youth w ork ers, d octors etc) that interact w ith 
the authority31. This has encourag ed  much more cross-org anisational contact betw een 
d if f erent g roups. It has w ork ed  best w here g roups met f ace-to-f ace as w ell as online, 
but this self -org anised  collaboration is playing  a sig nif icant role in break ing  d ow n 
org anisational barriers. 
M ov es in this d irection certainly raise challeng es f or public sector org anisations; no one 
w ould  d eny that d ue process and  accountability need  to remain core v alues f or all public 
sector activ ities. F or lead ers and  manag ers, theref ore, d if f icult choices w ill hav e to be 
mad e as mov es tow ard s more open collaboration are explored . N onetheless, g iv en the 
opportunities of  mod ern communication technolog ies, the emphasis should  be on 
sharing  more inf ormation w ithin and  betw een org anisations and  on encourag ing  
inf ormal comments and  contributions across teams and  org anisations as w ell as insid e 
them. A  less-siloed  public sector w ould  hav e better internal f eed back  mechanisms, be 
more open to new  id eas and  be better able to d eal w ith chang e; but it w ould  also be 
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hard er to manag e. C reating  a new  balance betw een command  and  control and  f rontline 
empow erment is lik ely to be a long  and  d if f icult process, but it is hard  to d eny that it 
need s to be explored . 
The second  Web 2.0 v alue that could  d riv e chang e in g ov ernment is transparency. This 
of f ers a rang e of  benef its. Some of  these relate to ef f iciency as inf ormation about 
perf ormance and  about the av ailability of  public sector resources becomes more f reely 
av ailable. A n obv ious starting  point here is trav el-related  inf ormation and  many cities 
are exploring  innov ativ e w ays of  mak ing  such inf ormation easily and  conv eniently 
av ailable to citiz ens to sav e people time but also to g et better use f rom public assets 
such as road s, buses and  trains.  Technolog ical ad v ances should  mak e it easier and  
easier to mak e all k ind s of  inf ormation of  this k ind  av ailable. G etting  an eng ag ed  tone 
w hen trying  to book  an appointment w ith a local d octor is a common experience in 
many countries; w hy not mak e av ailable inf ormation on how  many calls w ere receiv ed  
w hen, so g iv ing  the most ef f ectiv e encourag ement to people to ring  at less busy times?  
Why not share the inf ormation on how  long  passport renew als tak e at d if f erent times of  
the year, so more people are lik ely to pick  a g ood  time to renew ?  In principle, g reater 
transparency can contribute both to citiz en conv enience and  to ef f iciency in relation to 
almost any ad ministrativ e process that is af f ected  by mark ed  peak s and  troug hs in 
d emand  or ability to supply. 
The other benef it of  transparency in this type of  context is the ad d ed  impetus it g iv es to 
attempts to improv e perf ormance. P ublication of  inf ormation on how  long  each stag e of  
an ad ministrativ e process took  w ould  g iv e a strong  incentiv e to tack le bottleneck s and  
d eal w ith larg e d if f erences in perf ormance betw een d if f erent ad ministrativ e of f ices. O f  
course, mov ing  in this d irection w ill be an uncomf ortable process and  the raw  d ata may 
sometimes be mislead ing  or unf air, but the answ er there must surely be to explain the 
d ata and  seek  to j ustif y any perf ormance that look s bad  but actually is not. The reality of  
all org anisations is that there are many thing s that could  and  perhaps should  be f ixed  
but w hich d o not g et tack led  because they are d if f icult to d o or j ust nev er become a 
priority. Transparency can help g iv e ad d ed  urg ency to issues that are really impacting  
citiz ens and  help d riv e real chang e. A  d ramatic example of  this is the city of  Seoul in 
South K orea, w hich used  the ability of  the w eb to prov id e transparency as a maj or part 
of  a campaig n to eliminate corruption in g ov ernment. 
These ef f iciency g ains are important benef its of  transparency, but the g reatest benef it of  
mov ing  in this d irection is the contribution it can mak e to a better relationship and  
g reater trust betw een citiz ens and  public institutions. M uch of  people’s cynicism about 
public sector processes and  d ecisions ref lects a lack  of  und erstand ing  about how  these 
thing s w ork . When the traf f ic lig hts at the end  of  the road  are out of  action f or three 
w eek s causing  larg e traf f ic j ams, the natural reaction is to assume that those in charg e 
hav e not g iv en much thoug ht to the impact of  not repairing  the traf f ic lig hts more q uick ly; 
but probably they had . M aybe there w as a g ood  reason w hy it took  three w eek s, or 
maybe g etting  it repaired  in one w eek  w ould  hav e cost ten times as much and  ov erall 
the d ecision to g o f or the cheaper option w as a reasonable one. This is a relativ ely 
triv ial example, but the point is that in a connected  w orld  mak es much more inf ormation 
of  this k ind  av ailable need  not be either expensiv e or d if f icult and  it can clearly hav e a 
hug e impact on how  citiz ens f eel about public sector org anisations and  public sector 
d ecision-mak ers.  
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H ere transparency naturally lead s into d ialog ue and  that process helps the public sector 
better und erstand  w hat citiz ens w ant, but it also helps citiz ens g et a better 
und erstand ing  of  the constraints and  choices that public sector lead ers f ace. O ne 
example of  a local authority eng ag ing  in this type of  exercise is the L ond on boroug h of  
R ed brid g e w ho held  a ten-w eek  d ialog ue w ith resid ents about the authority’s capital 
prog ramme f und ing . The R ed brid g e C onv ersation ask ed  resid ents to tell the council 
about the improv ements they w anted  to see in the boroug h and  how  to pay f or them. A ll 
the options w ere put online:  more than one hund red  pag es w ith d etails of  the council' s 
capital inv estment and  f und ing  options and  link s to back g round  reports. C itiz ens w ere 
g iv en f ree access in schools, internet caf es and  libraries to maximise online 
participation and  the council also stag ed  f ace-to-f ace ev ents around  the boroug h to 
hig hlig ht the consultation and  tak e the q uestionnaire to the people ( w ith a blog  record ing  
the hig hlig hts of  each ev ent). ' Y ou C hoose'  allow ed  resid ents to select inv estment and  
f und ing  options, and  balance the bud g et online. M od erated  f orums and  an “ A sk  A ng ela”  
serv ice enabled  resid ents to d iscuss options and  ask  q uestions. O v er 3 ,200 people 
completed  Y ou C hoose online ( plus another paper 1,9 00 returns).  The aim of  the 
initiativ e w as not d irect d emocracy, but to open up the council’s bud g et process to 
citiz ens and  enable them to eng ag e in a d ialog ue w ith the council about w hat should  
happen. U ltimately the d ecisions w ere still mad e by the councillors, but on a basis of  
their better und erstand ing  w hat resid ents w anted  and  resid ents better und erstand ing  
the d if f icult choices the councillors f aced .  
The k ey point is that transparency is the basis f or conv ersation. In a w orld  w here 
sharing  inf ormation d ig itally is rid iculously easy, public ag encies should  aim to mak e as 
much inf ormation as possible av ailable and  then enable citiz ens to g iv e f eed back  on 
this inf ormation and  to see the f eed back  of  others. Transparency about w hat others are 
saying  to a public sector org anisation is important; both because other citiz ens can 
q ualif y the comments of  others ( ag reeing  or d isag reeing  w ith them), but because this 
enables d iscussion among  citiz ens and  so a clearer picture of  w hat on ref lection citiz ens 
really think . We need  to mov e tow ard s a w orld  w here the relev ant back g round  
inf ormation, the think ing , and  the options about ev ery public sector d ecision and  action 
is easily accessible f or the citiz en. F urthermore, w e need  to aim f or a w orld  w here in 
ev ery interaction w ith the public sector the citiz en has the option of  g iv ing  f eed back . 
B uild ing  a transparent, f eed back -d riv en public sector w ill not be easy and  there is no 
d oubt much to learn about how  to prov id e inf ormation and  f eed back  opportunities in 
w ays that citiz ens w ill be k een to tak e up, but if  w e w ant citiz ens that support and  
eng ag e w ith public sector institutions, this is the d irection w e need  to g o in.   
F inally, Web 2.0 is about activ e participants and  people d oing  thing s f or themselv es; in 
the public sector context this sug g ests a new  emphasis on empow ering  employees, 
citiz ens and  communities. The trad itional e-g ov ernment ag end a of  online serv ices can 
mak e public sector transactions more conv enient and  less time-consuming  f or citiz ens, 
but more rad ical chang e w ould  inv olv e enabling  citiz ens to co-prod uce public serv ices. 
A  g ood  starting  point is the U K ’s F ix-my-Street w ebsite, w hich enables people to 
hig hlig ht problems on their street ( such as aband oned  cars, potholes, brok en street 
lig hts, litter etc); the inf ormation ( w hich of ten includ es a photo) is passed  on 
automatically to the relev ant local authority, and  citiz ens ( or the local authority) can 
upd ate the entry w hen the problem is f ixed .  So f ar ov er 25 ,000 problems hav e been 
reported  w ith new  reports currently running  at j ust below  6 00 a w eek  ( w ith ov er 25 %  
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later being  reported  as f ixed ). The site contains some inf ormation on the extent to w hich 
d if f erent councils are f ixing  problems, but potentially it could  f orm the basis of  much 
g reater citiz en inv olv ement in d etermining  the priority g iv en to d if f erent types of  
problems and  the resources set asid e to d eal w ith them. A lmost any k ind  of  g ov ernment 
prog ram that inv olv es inspection and  id entif ication of  problems w ould  be a cand id ate f or 
the k ind  of  citiz en participation encourag ed  by F ixM yStreet. This is one w ay citiz ens can 
contribute, but there are many other w ays in w hich public sector org anisations could  tap 
into the w illing ness of  citiz ens to contribute. M ySociety is ag ain g ood  source of  
examples; w hen it w anted  to match the v id eo record ing s of  H ouse of  C ommons d ebates 
to the H ansard  record  of  those d ebates, it created  a simple tool that lets v olunteers d o 
j ust that. Similarly, w hen it w anted  to build  up the d atabase f or its G roupsN earY ou site, 
it created  a simple g ame to allow  v olunteers to v et  d escriptions of  possible g roups and  
pinpoint their location on a G oog le M ap ( so f ar ov er 2000 of  5 000 potential g roups hav e 
been sorted  or mapped ). 
[ need  other examples and  more concrete thoug hts on w hat empow ering  citiz ens v ia co-
prod uction mig ht inv olv e and  mean]  
E mpow erment also means d irectly hand ling  ov er control to citiz ens. O ne f orm this can 
tak e is client-held  bud g ets as in the U K  In C ontrol proj ect. This is an approach that has 
been used  in v arious local authorities to allow  social care clients to purchase d irectly the 
support they believ e they need . This turns the trad itional mod el on its head . U sually, in 
social care if  someone is elig ible f or local authority f und ing , social w ork ers d ev ise a care 
plan that allocates the ind iv id ual to serv ices that are paid  f or and  are commissioned  by 
the local authority. It is rare f or the ind iv id ual to hav e much of  a say in how  serv ices are 
d esig ned , but self -d irected  serv ices put the person at the centre of  the action. 
P rof essionals help an ind iv id ual assess their elig ibility, and  the person is then g iv en an 
approximate bud g et so they can d esig n serv ices that mak e sense f or them. O nce the 
plan is approv ed  by the authority, the money f low s to the ind iv id ual and  on to the 
serv ice prov id ers of  their choice. A s the w riter and  think er C harlie L ead beater has 
arg ued , this approach could  be extend ed  beyond  social care to many other g roups. 
P ersonal bud g ets should  be av ailable to expectant mothers to commission their ow n 
maternity serv ices, and  to f amilies caring  f or someone w ith a long -term health cond ition 
that includ es sig nif icant social care, such as A lz heimer' s or d iabetes. Self -d irected  
serv ices could  also w ork  f or people w ith mental health cond itions, f or the rehabilitation 
of  ex-of f end ers and  d rug  d epend ents, and  f or j ob seek ers w ho need  tailored  
prog rammes to mov e of f  incapacity benef it. 
A nother f orm of  empow erment is participatory bud g eting  ( P B ) w here communities rather 
than ind iv id uals d ecid e how  public money is spent. The f irst P B  w as implemented  in 
19 8 9  in P orto A leg re and  it is estimated  that there are now  w ell ov er 1,200 P B s 
w orld w id e. A  g ood  example is participatory bud g eting  process of  B elo H oriz onte, the 
capital of  the B raz ilian state of  M inas G erais, w ith a population of  j ust und er 2.5  million, 
of  w hom 1.7  million are electors. E v ery tw o years a series of  assemblies are held  
enabling  citiz ens to allocate bud g etary resources and  scrutinise public spend ing . D uring  
the f irst round  of  the process, the ad ministration d istributes a f orm to neig hbourhood  
representativ es to be f illed  in w ith citiz ens’ req uests f or public w ork s. The 
representativ es in turn call community meeting s to establish w hat the priority public 
w ork  is f or their area. The f easibility of  each d emand  is then technically assessed  by the 
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ad ministration. The ad ministration presents each sub-d istrict w ith a bud g et, w hich is 
proportional to a sub-d istrict’s population siz e and  inv ersely proportional to its q uality of  
lif e ind ex. The sub-d istrict f orums pre-select a maximum of  25  public w ork s f or each 
d istrict, and  tours are org anised  d uring  w hich the sub-d istrict d eleg ates v isit the sites of  
these w ork s to g ain a better und erstand ing  of  them. The D istrict F orum is the last 
d eliberativ e stag e of  the P B , w here the city ad ministration ind icates the estimated  costs 
of  each of  the 25  pre-selected  w ork s. B ased  on these ind ications and  on w hat the sub-
d istrict d eleg ates consid er to be priorities, they choose a maximum of  14  w ork s. D uring  
this f orum the sub-d istrict d eleg ates also elect the d istrict d eleg ates that w ill f ollow -up 
and  ov ersee the execution of  the public w ork s. The f inal stag e is the M unicipal M eeting  
of  B ud g etary P riorities, w here the elected  d eleg ates present to the mayor the public 
w ork s selected  by the P B  to be executed  by the ad ministration. 
In 2006 , along sid e the reg ular P B  process, the city ad ministration launched  a system of  
D ig ital P articipatory B ud g eting  ( e-P B ). Ind epend ent of  the bud g et of  U S$ 4 3  million 
allocated  f or the trad itional P B , a f und  of  U S$ 11 million w as allocated  to the new  
initiativ e. The e-P B  consists of  a scheme w here citiz ens w ho w ere reg istered  as 
electors in B elo H oriz onte, ind epend ent of  their place of  resid ency in the city, v ote 
exclusiv ely online f or one out of  f our public w ork s f or each of  the nine d istricts of  the 
city. The initiativ e had  three main g oals:  to mod ernise the participatory bud g eting  
process throug h the use of  IC Ts; to increase citiz ens’ participation in the process; and  
to broad en the scope of  public w ork s that are submitted  to v oting  ( f or a B raz ilian 
lang uag e site on the proj ect see http: / / opd ig ital.pbh.g ov .br/  ). Trad itionally, the lev el of  
public participation in P B  processes had  been v ery low , composed  in g eneral of  citiz ens 
of  an ad v anced  ag e and  of  low er socio-economic back g round ; in the prev ious f our 
years only 1.4 6 %  of  the population participated  in the second  round  of  the process. The 
internet w as seen as a w ay of  mak ing  it easier f or citiz ens to tak e part, red ucing  the 
time and  cost of  participation; the trad itional P B  req uired  citiz ens to attend  meeting s at a 
certain time and  place, w hereas w ith the e-P B  citiz ens w ere f ree to v ote online w ithin a 
period  of  4 2 d ays. 
F or the e-P B , f our public w ork s per d istrict w ere subj ect to online v oting  w ith the aim of  
selecting  one w ork  per d istrict. C itiz ens ov er 16  years old  w ere able to v ote throug h an 
e-v oting  platf orm on the city’s w ebsite. In g eneral, the w ork s selected  f or online v oting  
w ere much larg er than the public w ork s put f orw ard  by the trad itional P B  process. A s an 
example, in the med ium-siz ed  d istrict of  B arreiro, f our choices w ere of f ered  to v oters:  to 
build  a new  public sports complex; to build  a new  library; to renew  one of  the area’s 
main streets; or to reg enerate the d istrict’s commercial centre. E ach proj ect w as priced  
at 1.2 million U S D ollars and  the sports complex w on the v ote. This is not a process to 
be tak en lig htly, since the other three proj ects d id  not g o ahead . The e-P B  w as heav ily 
promoted  and  the w ebsite prov id ed  d etailed  inf ormation on the proposed  w ork s that 
w ere to be selected . F urther inf ormation could  be obtained  by email and  a d esig nated  
ad d ress w as set up to respond  to q ueries. The online platf orm of  the e-P B  of f ered  
possibilities f or multilateral interactiv ity and , conseq uently, f acilitated  d eliberativ e action. 
P articipation w as opened  to all citiz ens, w ith a d iscussion f orum includ ing  nine d if f erent 
thread s, one f or each d istrict. E v en thoug h  activ e participation in the f orum w as low , 
reaching  a total of  1,210 posts, all posts could  be seen w ithout log g ing  in by all of  those 
w ho accessed  the link  to the f orums, and  the number of  read ers w as sig nif icantly hig her 
than the number of  posts. The total number of  v otes w as 5 03 ,26 6  w ith a total number of  
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17 2,9 3 8  v oters. The d if f erence betw een the number of  v oters and  number of  v otes is 
accounted  f or by the f act that v oters w ere allow ed  to v ote nine times as long  as they 
v oted  f or only one w ork  per d istrict. These numbers theref ore correspond  to a 
participation lev el of  around  10 per cent of  electors, nearly sev en times more 
participants than the trad itional participatory bud g eting  ( and  using  a bud g et nearly 
sev en times smaller). 
E mpow erment can also mean encourag ing  community self -help. A n interesting  example 
of  this is P articiple’s A ctiv e C ircle P roj ect in the L ond on boroug h of  Southw ark . Instead  
of  ask ing  “ What can public serv ices d o to improv e q uality of  lif e and  w ell-being  f or old er 
people? ” , the f ocus of  this proj ect is how  a locality can mobilise public, priv ate, v oluntary 
and  community resources to help all old er people d ef ine and  create q uality of  lif e and  
w ell-being  f or themselv es? .  This req uires rad ical chang e in the w ay resources are 
d ef ined  ( beyond  the f ormal social care system) and  the w ay serv ices and  systems are 
conf ig ured  ( aw ay f rom a near exclusiv e f ocus on care and  tow ard s build ing  
relationships and  participation).  B ased  on tw o months of  user research w ith old er 
people and  their f amilies, P articiple are setting  up a co-operativ e social enterprise w hich 
w ill help people build  social relationships and  prov id e serv ices to each other, some on a 
paid -f or basis, others on a v oluntarily-based . The cooperativ e w ill also source some 
serv ices externally. 
O bj ec t i on s t o G overn men t  2 . 0  
M any public sector lead ers w ill hav e d oubts about mov ing  in the d irection of  
G ov ernment 2.0, and  it is true that there are risk s as w ell as benef its. A nything  that 
inv olv es innov ation is a v oyag e of  d iscov ery – in the prev ious section w e hav e tried  to 
hig hlig ht w hat w e see as the k ey components of  G ov ernment 2.0, but there is a lot to 
learn about the best w ays f or public sector org aniz ations to mov e in these d irections; 
and  our und erstand ing  of  the d irections themselv es is lik ely to be enriched , ref ined  and  
ad j usted  in the course of  exploring  them. N onetheless it is w orth at this point 
consid ering  some of  the main arg uments ag ainst G ov ernment 2.0. 
O ne response w ill be to arg ue that all this talk  of  embracing  Web 2.0 v alues is a 
d istraction f rom the real issue of  improv ing  public serv ices. It may be interesting  to 
speculate about mov ing  aw ay f rom command  and  control, but the f act is that some 
thing s j ust need  to be better manag ed !  O n this v iew  w hat the public sector really need s 
is better perf ormance manag ement, more ef f icient and  more customer-oriented  
processes, policy-mak ing  that is more ev id ence-based  and  more outcome-f ocused  
lead ership. N othing  that w e hav e said , how ev er, is intend ed  to sug g est that any of  these 
thing s are unnecessary or unimportant. There is plenty of  scope f or action in all these 
areas, but the point of  talk ing  about G ov ernment 2.0 is to hig hlig ht other possibilities 
and  issues that also need  to be ad d ressed . F urthermore, w hile the v alues w e hav e 
hig hlig hted  – collaboration, transparency and  empow erment – are not exclusiv ely about 
ef f iciency and  ef f ectiv eness, each of  them can also contribute to this ag end a. The new  
collaborativ e tools that w e d iscussed  can motiv ate staf f  and  help public sector 
org aniz ations tap prev iously untouched  sources of  v alue. Transparency can help 
incentiv iz e action on perf ormance, w hile the f eed back  it g enerates can help ensure 
resources are targ eted  on w hat citiz ens are really concerned  about. F inally, 
empow erment can mean citiz ens d o more f or themselv es and  a mov e aw ay f rom a 
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d epend ency culture can help tack le the problem of  nev er-end ing  d emand  f or certain 
public serv ices. 
A  d if f erent k ind  of  obj ection to the id eas w e hav e d iscussed  is that mov ing  in these 
d irections w ill actually hav e und esirable impacts. F or example, if  w e open up public 
sector processes to citiz en input, public sector org aniz ations w ill be f lood ed  w ith low  
q uality input. N ot only w ill a lot of  resources be need ed  to d eal w ith this input, but w hen 
most of  it is ig nored  ( because it is contrad ictory or un-thoug ht-out), citiz ens w ill actually 
f eel ev en more d isillusion and  alienated  than they w ere bef ore. This obj ection raises 
v alid  issues, but this simply hig hlig hts the challeng es of  build ing  a public sector that 
eng ag es w ith citiz ens and  is open to d ialog ue w ith them. What d eliberativ e tools should  
w e be creating  that d raw  citiz ens into the complexities of  public policy challeng es?  H ow  
can w e encourag e d ialog ue betw een citiz ens, so that the input to public sector 
institutions is not j ust causal input f rom scattered  ind iv id uals but the ref lexed -upon 
opinion of  a g roup?   
The obj ection that connectiv ity-enabled  chang es to g ov ernment only help those w ho are 
alread y in priv ileg ed  positions merits a similar response. We d o need  to ensure that less 
w ealthy, less ed ucation and  less connected  g roups g et the chance to mak e their v iew s 
k now n, but encourag ing  d ebate is surely a step tow ard s rather than aw ay f rom this 
obj ectiv e?  F urthermore, the d ig ital and  the non-d ig ital w orld s are connected  – a racist 
remark  that g enerates a lot of  ang er in the blog osphere can spill ov er into conv entional 
med ia and  hav e an impact on the person w ho mad e it. A n e-petition about the site-ing  
of  a new  shopping  complex may succeed  ( or f ail) in its aims because a local new spaper 
runs a read ers poll that supports ( or und ermines) the claims of  the online petitioners. 
There are g roups in our societies w ho are marg inaliz ed  and  un-listened  to w ith our 
existing  systems and  w e d o need  to mak e sure that G ov ernment 2.0 d oes not w orsen 
their situation, but there is no inherent reason w hy it should  ( and  there is are some 
g roups not particularly w ell serv ed  by the current system ( e.g . stay-at-home parents, 
careers and  old  people) w ho w ill d ef initely hav e more scope to ensure that their v iew s 
are tak en into account).  
A  related  obj ection is that G ov ernment 2.0 w ill bring  the w isd om of  the mob rather than 
the w isd om of  the crow d . Sites lik e R ate-my-cop and  R ate-my-teacher can rev erse 
trad itional pow er relationships, but this rev ersal is open to abuse, and  g ood  but 
unpopular police of f icers or teachers may f ace unf air and  inappropriate criticism, 
orchestrated  by people d eliberately trying  to und ermine them. Similarly, the U K  anti-
road  pricing  petition that w e mentioned  earlier is not an unambig uous ad v ertisement f or 
G ov ernment 2.0. The petition channeled  a lot of  v ery real ang er ag ainst w hat w as seen 
as the g ov ernment’s w ar on the motorist, but its stark  “ N o”  w as hard ly a contribution to a 
rational d ebate on how  much ( and  how  best) to raise rev enue f rom road  users. A g ain, 
there is no simple answ er to this k ind  of  obj ection; w e need  to look  at ind iv id ual cases 
on their merits and  ad j ust our approach to d eliv er appropriate outcomes. So maybe w e 
d on’t w ant R ate-my-cop sites, but w e d o see a role f or rate-my-teacher sites if  they are 
set up in the rig ht w ay and  w ith the rig ht rules and  constraints. O r maybe w e should  let 
an e-petition bring  an issue to the f ore, but only as a trig g er f or political d ebate rather 
than as the end  of  it?    
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The f inal obj ection to G ov ernment 2.0 is that it und ermines the role of  elected  of f icials – 
d oesn’t empow ering  citiz ens d is-empow er their representativ es?  The simple answ er is 
not necessarily. There are certainly some w ho w ould  arg ue that in a connected  w orld  
there is more scope f or g reater use of  ref erend a ( in the w ay that Sw itz erland  has d one 
f or some time), but no one is sug g esting  a massiv e mov e to d irect d emocracy. The 
d irections f or chang e that w e hav e hig hlig hted  are about increasing  conf id ence in our 
d emocratic institutions, not about und ermining  them. There are expected  to be many 
benef its to elected  lead ers throug h increased  collaboration.  It is anticipated  that the 
g reatest v alue of  collaboration w ill come w hen an elected  lead er is inv olv ed  by initiating  
the collaboration and / or by participating  in the collaboration d irectly and / or by 
d emonstrably " listening  to"  and  using  the results.  E lected  lead ers could  benef it 
by hearing  the v iew s of  their constituents, g etting  usef ul sug g estions f or improv ed  policy 
or implementation options, build ing  consensus on approaches to complicated  
issues, g etting  a better und erstand ing  of  issues to be manag ed  in implementation, 
and / or und erstand ing  w here opposition w ill come f rom in the f uture. Some elected  
of f icials are concerned  that their role in helping  constituents w ill be minimiz ed  
( " d isintermed iated " ) throug h the introd uction of  e-serv ices and  theref ore f eel especially 
threatened  by anything  that could  red uce their role in policy f ormulation.   There is an 
opportunity f or elected  of f icials to position themselv es as using  2.0 tools to more closely 
eng ag e w ith their constituents, build  a g reater und erstand ing  of  their priorities and  
interests ( includ ing  serv ice and  policy priorities), and  to use that k now led g e to be more 
responsiv e to their constituents. 
C oncl us ion 

We hav e arg ued  in this w hitepaper that embracing  both Web 2.0 tools and  Web 2.0 
v alues has much to of f er the public sector. There are challeng es and  barriers, but w e 
believ e that it is a route that the public sector need s to g o d ow n f or many reasons. N ot 
only can it contribute to the ef f iciency ag end a, but it can enable public sector 
org anisations to d eliv er more innov ation and  become ag ile in the f ace of  
unpred ictability. M ost f und amentally, it can improv e the relationship betw een citiz ens 
and  the public institutions and  betw een citiz ens and  their representativ es. In a 
d emocracy people need  to hav e conf id ence in the w ay public af f airs are org anised  and  
mov ing  tow ard s G ov ernment 2.0 is about g rasping  the opportunities to achiev e that 
obj ectiv e that connectiv ity prov id es. 
                                                 
1 h t t p s :/ / b l o g s .f c o .g o v .u k / r o l l e r / m il ib a n d /  
2 h t t p :/ / w w w .k a p c s o l a t .h u / b l o g / g y u r c s a n y  
3 h t t p :/ / w w w .m a l c o l m t u r n b u l l .c o m .a u / P a g e s / H e a d l in e s .a s p x ? S e c t io n I D = 3  
4 h t t p :/ / b l o g s .d f id .g o v .u k /  
5 h t t p :/ / c o m m u n it y .o a k g o v .c o m /  
6 h t t p :/ / w w w .y o u t u b e .c o m / Fr a n c h is e T a x B o a r d  
7 h t t p :/ / u k .y o u t u b e .c o m / w a t c h ? v = 9 A n S O 7 l iC s Y   
8 h t t p :/ / w w w .s u s t a in a b il it y .g o v t .n z / u p l o a d -v id e o s  Fo r  a n  e x a m p l e  o f  a n  e n t r y , s e e : 
h t t p :/ / w w w .y o u t u b e .c o m / w a t c h ? v = t 4 5 c a U _ W 9 x o  
9 h t t p :/ / t w it t e r .c o m / D o w n in g S t r e e t  
10  h t t p :/ / t w it t e r .p b w ik i.c o m / U S G o v e r n m e n t  
11 Fo r  a  d is c u s s io n  s e e : h t t p :/ / w w w .w ir e d .c o m / t e c h b iz / it / n e w s / 2 0 0 7 / 0 1 / 7 2 5 4 5   
12 h t t p :/ / w w w .n e w .f a c e b o o k .c o m / p a g e s / P u b l ic -H e a l t h -A g e n c y -o f -C a n a d a / 1 0 8 6 0 5 9 7 0 5 1   
13  Fo r  m o r e  in f o r m a t io n  s e e  t h e  Y o u T u b e  v id e o  a t : h t t p :/ / u k .y o u t u b e .c o m / w a t c h ? v = x R c 8 v Q n c FG o   
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14 h t t p :/ / w w w .s w e d e n .s e / t e m p l a t e s / c s / A r t ic l e _ _ _ _ 1 6 3 4 5 .a s p x  
15 h t t p :/ / p e t it io n s .n u m b e r 1 0 .g o v .u k /  
16  h t t p :/ / w w w .p o l ic e a c t .g o v t .n z / w ik i/ p m w ik i.p h p / M a in / H o m e P a g e  
1 7  h t t p :/ / c o n t in u u m .a r c h iv e s .g o v t .n z / d ig it a l -c o n t in u it y -s t r a t e g y .h t m l # w ik i  
18 h t t p :/ / in t e r a c t iv e .d iu s .g o v .u k / s c ie n c e a n d s o c ie t y / s it e /  
19 h t t p :/ / in t e r a c t iv e .d iu s .g o v .u k / in n o v a t io n n a t io n /   
20  h t t p :/ / w w w .d ig it a l s t r a t e g y .g o v t .n z / R e s o u r c e s / D ig it a l -S t r a t e g y -Fo r u m / D is c u s s io n -Fo r u m /   
21 h t t p :/ / w w w .s a f e a s .g o v t .n z / s m f /   
22 h t t p :/ / e n .w ik ip e d ia .o r g / w ik i/ I n t e l l ip e d ia   
23  h t t p :/ / e n .w ik ip e d ia .o r g / w ik i/ U S _ in t e l l ig e n c e _ c o m m u n it y _ A -S p a c e   
24 h t t p :/ / b l o g .e .g o v t .n z / in d e x .p h p / 2 0 0 8 / 1 1 / 0 6 / s h a r in g -l e s s o n s -l e a r n t -o n -g o v e r n m e n t -ic t -p r o j e c t s -a n d -t h e -u s e -o f -
w e b -2 0 /   
25 h t t p :/ / w w w .f a c e b o o k .c o m / g r o u p .p h p ? g id = 2 4 3 5 7 0 2 2 7 6   
26  O n e  in t e r e s t in g  is s u e  is  w h o  s h o u l d  r u n  s u c h  s it e s  – f o r  e x a m p l e , t h e  U K  h a s  a n  o f f ic ia l  n e t w o r k in g / d is c u s s io n  
s it e  f o r  s c h o o l  g o v e r n o r s  (h t t p :/ / w w w .g o v e r n o r n e t .c o .u k / ), b u t  t h e r e  is  a l s o  a  s im il a r  g o v e r n o r -r u n  s it e  
(h t t p :/ / f o r u m s .u k g o v e r n o r s .o r g .u k / ). 
27 h t t p :/ / b l o g .e .g o v t .n z /  
28 h t t p :/ / r e s e a r c h .e l a b s .g o v t .n z /   
29 T h e  D I U S  a p p r o a c h  is  d e s c r ib e d  in  d e t a il  a t  s a n d b o x .d iu s .g o v .u k / r e s o u r c e s / d a s h b o a r d s .p d f . 
3 0  h t t p :/ / w w w .r ig h t s n e t .o r g .u k /   
3 1 h t t p :/ / e c a t a l u n y a .g e n c a t .n e t / p o r t a l / in d e x .j s p   


