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This thesis explores the anticipated and actual effects that the introduction of online participation
processes in the Green Party Germany had on the participation of party members. It is informed by
Actor-Network Theory. It investigates whether and how introduction of online participation tools
changed members’ participation behaviour. In line with the digital divide literature, | analyse the
role of four potential effects (mobilisation, reinforcement, replacement, and non-use) as a result of
tool introductions, and integrate these effects in the ‘differentiated online participation effects-
model’. | also explore to which degree participation preferences play a role in the adoption or non-
adoption of specific online tools.

The Green Party Germany has a strong commitment to grass-roots participation and gender
equality, which is one of the drivers behind the party’s push for online participation tools. This
makes this party an ideal case to investigate the adoption of online participation processes by party
members, and the role of (in-)equality in these online processes. If the adoption of online
participation widens participation and includes Green Party members that have previously not
participated, then it may act as a role model for other parties. If online participation failed to widen
participation, or resulted in inequalities, this would give indications for potential barriers that may
be amplified in contexts which are less favourable to participation.

| apply a mixed methods approach, encompassing observations, interviews and focus groups, as
well as a set of surveys, including a panel survey. | identify participation preferences, issues, and
strategies applied to achieve the party’s goals based on qualitative data. Quantitative evidence is
used to measure the scale and effects of the new tools on participation by different groups. The
panel survey specifically is used to compare participation rates over time, and identify mobilisation
or reinforcement effects. In combination, the data allows conclusions about how online
participation tools are expected to change the participation of party members, and what effect
they actually have.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

This project explores the anticipated and actual effects that the introduction of online
participation processes in the Green Party Germany has had on the participation of party
members. In line with the digital divide literature, | aim to identify mobilisation and reinforcement
processes as a result of these tool introductions, and introduce the ‘Differentiated Online
Participation Effects-model’ (DOPE-model), which integrates four possible effects of online
participation: mobilisation, reinforcement, replacement, and non-use. | also explore to which
degree participation preferences play a role in the introduction process, and the use or non-use of

specific online tools.

Participation in itself is a politicised term; anyone using it will have their own view of what
constitutes participation, and these views can differ widely. It is interpreted differently by activists
and academics, and may be found in everyday activities as much as in targeted campaigns (Roth,
2016), and is mediated by political ideologies (Carpentier, 2015). Consequently, there are
different definitions of participation. | understand participation as the involvement in political
processes of any kind — be that voting, or discussions, or likes on political Facebook posts. Where

a specific type of participation is discussed, | will make this clear.

Once hailed as a force for democratisation, research into digital inequality has shown that
disadvantaged groups stay disadvantaged online, as the same factors that contribute to exclusion
offline also affect exclusion online (Gil de Zufiiga et al., 2010; Halford et al., 2010). Therefore,
using the internet for participatory processes is problematic. Inequalities exist — and persist — with
regards to social, cultural, and financial capital (Bourdieu, 1986), and gender, but also internet
access and use, as well as benefits derived from that use (Lenk, 1999; Hargittai, 2008; Halford and

Savage, 2010; Martinez-Cantos, 2017).

The core of web science is the goal to understand how people and the web co-constitute one-
another (Halford et al., 2010). This process of co-constitution has been a theme in Science and
Technology studies (STS), which investigates the relationship between science and technology.
STS navigates between the extremes of social determinism (society determines what technology
is and the effects it has) and technological determinism (technology has a prescribed use
independent of society), arguing that there is a middle ground where society and technology
mutually shape one-another. In this view, technology develops within social contexts, and neither
technological affordances nor social circumstances alone are sufficient to explain its development
and use (Halford et al., 2010). | am applying this principle to online participation. The theoretical

framework and the DOPE-model is based on the core assumption of Actor-Network Theory
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(Latour, 2005) that the introduction of non-human, technological actors into participation
processes changes the network of actors, and affects how participation is both perceived and
conducted. How do online participation tools and the people involved in their development and
use co-constitute both the tools and processes around them, and how does this shape actual
participation? | will investigate these processes through an analysis of the introduction of online

participation tools in the Green Party Germany.

1.1. Case Study

Participation is, and always has been, at the core of the identity of the Green Party Germany
(Frankland, 2008; Heinrich and Spitz, 2014), which is based in social movements for equality. The
party understands participation as any form of involvement of party members in the activities and
decisions of their party. In contrast to other German parties, decisions in the Green Party are
largely made bottom-up, with quotas to ensure equal participation of women, which is one of
their founding ideals. The party leadership has a strong interest in enabling and encouraging
participation by the whole member base. The ideal of grass-roots participation, translated to the
modern world of technology, includes allowing members to participate online. If the goal is for as
many members as possible to participate, they need to be enabled to do so, and the internet is
one route to do that. To achieve the goal to enable more participation, the party needs to tackle
the digital divide for their internal processes, as no members should be excluded based on lack of
skills or resources (Kellner, 2015a). The party has decided to adapt one existing process, and

introduce two entirely new tools to this end.

The party does not want to exclude members who do not have access to the necessary
technology, resources or skills, or are otherwise digitally excluded (Wyatt, 2003). To prevent the
digital divide from affecting participation in the party, and still reap the benefits of online
participation methods — scale, efficiency, cost savings — the development and implementation of
online participation processes requires awareness of the organisational values and culture as well
as sources of inequality (Gibson et al., 2004; Kersting, 2014). | want to clarify that the focus of this
thesis is only on the participation of party members in party-internal decision-making processes,
as opposed to the general public, which has been researched extensively. The focus on party-

internal participation is an original contribution of this thesis.

Ideology and preferences as indicators for online participation have only recently entered the
digital divide discourse (Chang, 2017; Oser and Hooghe, 2018). Given the role both ideology and
participation preferences play in political parties in general, and in the Green Party specifically,

with the ideal of equal opportunities to participate being one of their founding principles,
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members’ participation values should have an effect on the type of online participation tools and

processes they expect, and how they adopt them.

My earlier research (Thuermer, 2015) has investigated the obstacles the Green Party Germany
faces when considering online processes. The internet can enable more participatory and efficient
processes, but as of 2018, these possibilities are not used. Until as recently as 2014, the party’s
use of the internet was limited to distributing information, for fear of excluding members who are

not online, amongst other reasons.

Participation in the Green Party is a means to prevent oligarchisation — the process by which the
party elite distances and subsequently protects their interests from members to perpetuate their
power, as | will discuss below. If online tools change participation processes, there may be a
danger that the protection against oligarchisation built into the current set-up of the party
changes with them. For example, the existing controls of the party elite, such as limitations to
their influence through the positions they can hold simultaneously, or the openness to input from
grass-roots members, may not be applicable to online processes where, at least in theory, the
influence of any one individual is uncapped. The party therefore needs to tackle the digital divide,

to achieve the desired effect of enabling more, and more diverse, participation.

The party experimented with online tools since at least the year 2000, where they were the first
party to test a ‘virtual assembly’ in one of their state branches. What makes the adoption of new
online processes a problem specific to the Green Party, is that their existing online platform
Wurzelwerk (‘root works’) is quite universally hated. It was introduced in 2009 as a party-internal
social network, and is now mainly used as a knowledge management system where members can

find resources for various occasions.

For all these reasons — the value of broad participation and equal opportunity, the organisational
setup that enables participation and prevents oligarchisation, and the determination to use the
internet to increase participation — the Green Party is a ‘crucial case’ (Eckstein, 2000; Flyvbjerg,
2006): given the party’s commitment to participation and equality, if online participation can be
successfully implemented in any political party, it should work here. If it fails here, this will
indicate fundamental challenges that will need to be addressed, wherever online participation is

introduced in political or other organisations.

The party is adding three different online processes to their portfolio: first, an online verification
process, to amend the existing process for proposal submissions; second, a Mitgliederbefragung
(Befragung), a regular online survey about key policy questions, and third, a Mitgliederbegehren
(Begehren), a petition system by which members can collectively make a demand of the executive

board. To differentiate between the surveys | conducted as part of my method, and the surveys
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conducted by the Green Party, and prevent continuous lengthy descriptions, | use the German

terms for the tools throughout this thesis.

1.2. Theoretical Model

The theoretical model that | develop throughout this thesis integrates four possible effects when
technology and participation are combined: mobilisation, reinforcement, replacement, and non-
use. Mobilisation and reinforcement are often discussed as polar opposites, with little or no room
in-between (Norris, 2001). Mobilisation theory (Jensen, 2013) argues that as more opportunities
for participation become available, a higher number of previously inactive potential participants
will begin to participate, or new participants are recruited. Participation is widened. In a party
context, this means either engaging inactive members, or recruiting new members. According to
reinforcement theory on the other hand, as more opportunities to participate become available,
the same individuals that are already active will use these additional routes for their existing
participation, thus expanding their existing advantages (Lusoli et al., 2002). Participation becomes
deeper, but no new or inactive members are drawn into the process (Norris, 2001). Replacement
theory argues that changes to the process do not change the status quo. Activities which
previously happened through other routes are replaced with the new participation option.
Participation becomes neither broader (more members) nor deeper (more participation) (Jensen,
2013). Only the medium through which participation is conducted changes. Lastly, there is a risk,
especially for large organisations such as parties, that online participation methods are
introduced, and not used at all. Non-use has been considered with regards to internet access
(Wyatt, 2003; Reisdorf and Groselj, 2017), and to some degree for political participation (Lutz and
Hoffmann, 2017; Gerl et al., 2018), but not for online political participation. It is a risk in several
ways: if specific groups do not adopt tools it may lead to inequalities; or if developed processes
and tools fail to gain users, it may lead to loss of legitimacy or resources. My model will integrate
these existing concepts in one coherent framework, and apply it to the participation of members

within political parties. Both are innovative and original contributions.

| use the body of literature around these four effects to identify the possible, anticipated and
actual effects of the introduction of technology in the Green Party. In that process, | argue that
these four concepts need to be integrated in a new, expansive model, the DOPE-model,
encompassing mobilisation, reinforcement, replacement and non-use, to be able to investigate
the whole breadth of effects. | contextualise these ideas with the way online participation is
embedded into existing processes, using the concept of actor-networks: the network of human
and non-human actors that enacts the participation, and thereby co-constructs the binding nature

and possible influence of the participation processes.
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My project requires a mixed methods approach: the four effects and the factors that may or may
not influence tool adoption can be assessed statistically, but the context in which the tools
operate cannot. To grasp these effects in their entirety, qualitative data is necessary to
contextualise the processes in the environment where they are implemented. Neither purely
qualitative nor purely quantitative methods could deliver both. An intervention in the form of the
introduction of several new online participation methods allowed me to observe changes in
behaviour. | argue that both the participation and digital divide play a role in tool adoption, and
that there are different preferences and goals for the party elite and members, which influence
how processes are implemented, and how satisfactory and participatory these processes are in

practice.

By combining the mode of participation (how it happens), its influence (the effect it can have) and
the underlying inequalities (the reasons for non-/participation), a clearer and more realistic

picture of the true effects can emerge.

1.3. Research Questions

Combining the context and theoretical framework, this project aims to understand whether and
how party members (expect to) change their behaviour in reaction to the introduction of new
online participation processes and tools; how party members’ preferences influence the adoption
of online participation processes, and whether there are differences in views and tool adoption
between party base and elite. These research interests, in combination with the specific situation
of the Green Party and current state of research into participation and the digital divide, result in

the following research questions:

1. What are the participation preferences in the party, and do they differ between groups?

2. How are participation preferences translated into processes?

3. How are inequalities identified and addressed?

4. To which degree are preferences realised in processes, and are expectations of party
members and leadership met? If not, why?

5. Is there evidence for mobilisation, reinforcement, replacement, or non-use? Are these effects
mutually exclusive or do they occur simultaneously?

6. What characteristics of participants correlate with each of these effects?

The next chapters will contextualise these questions, and then focus on each of the aspects in

turn.

Chapter 2 discusses the context of participation, in political parties generally, and in Germany

specifically, both online and offline, and provides an overview of current research on each of
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these areas. It explains the importance of equality in participation and the legitimacy of decisions,
and shows how participation is indeed not equal, either online or offline. The chapter concludes
with an introduction to the theoretical framework of the DOPE-model, which integrates four

possible effects of online participation: mobilisation, reinforcement, replacement and non-use.

Chapter 3 explains the mixed method approach taken to address the research questions. It
positions the choice of the case study and access to the field, as well as my own role in the field. It
further describes the data collection, spanning observations, interviews, focus groups, and several
surveys, and gives a brief introduction to the samples. The data was analysed using both
qualitative (thematic analysis) and quantitative (chi-square tests, factor analysis, linear and
logistic regression models) methods, which are explained, and then applied to the research
guestions. The chapter concludes with thoughts on the ethical implications of the chosen

methods.

Chapter 4 provides background on the Green Party Germany. It discusses the Green Party’s
history and organisational structure, the role of members and their participation, and their use of
technology to date. | explain the specific issues the party is trying to solve, which forms the basis

of the following analysis.

Chapter 5 discusses the views on participation, and draws out the ideal of participation in the
party. Based on observation and interview data collected between November 2016 and summer
2017, | describe the status quo of the party’s participation processes around the time when the
formal decision to introduce new online participation tools was made. Different perceptions and
preferences, especially around the transparency of these processes, played a significant role in
the discussion about online participation. These participation preferences are important, because
democratic values and ideology have been shown to influence political participation (Lorenzini
and Bassoli, 2015; Oser and Hooghe, 2018), but their influence on the adoption of online
participation has not yet been investigated. | operationalise the preferences into two variables for
use in surveys, to be able to test them on a larger sample. | briefly test this application on the first
survey, conducted in April 2017, with limited success, and proceed to measure their effect on the
adoption (or not) of online participation processes in Chapter 7. The chapter concludes with an
answer to research question one: there are indeed different participation preferences, both with
regards to the mode of participation and the role of discourse, as well as the intensity in which
members want to engage. They do differ by groups within the party, broadly aligned with the
political leaning, and positions held in the party. However, these groups are not as clear-cut as

anticipated.
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Chapter 6 begins by setting out the results of the pre-study of participation preferences, and
explains how this shaped the analysis. It then explores the views about the potential benefits of
and issues with the new online processes, and their anticipated effects, based on qualitative data
from interviews, observations, and focus groups, and quantitative data from two surveys. The
anticipated effects are translated into requirements in the implementation, both based on implicit
assumptions and explicit demands by participants: what needs to happen to realise benefits while
avoiding potential problems. | further explain how these requirements are addressed to varying
degrees in the implementation process. All of this is contextualised using the DOPE-model. |
conclude by answering research questions two through four. The participation preferences are
translated into processes, but they are neither the only nor the most important influences on tool
development. While inequalities are considered in all stages, there are few actual solutions;
instead, participants assumed that the online participation tools would somehow overcome
existing inequalities more or less on their own. This stance of technological determinism changed
during the data collection, partially as a result of it, leading to a deeper consideration of the

potential effects especially regarding the equal participation of women.

Chapter 7 discusses the use, anticipated and actual effects of the different online participation
processes on the participation of party members, and statistically tests the assumptions of the
DOPE-model. It combines Actor-Networks derived from analysis of the qualitative data,
identifying the influence the tools can have, with the results of a two-wave panel survey, allowing
to measure changes in participation. | discuss the three online participation tools, showing
different effects for each. The chapter concludes with answers to research questions five and six:
there is indeed evidence of all four effects, which can be distinguished using the DOPE-model.
While some of the expected influences of the digital divide are visible, such as different
participation by gender and age, the direction of some of these effects contradicts the existing
literature, especially with regards to the influence of education: higher education, rather than
leading to higher participation, has a contrary effect for two out of the three tools. Surveys are

the only online participation method that mobilises party members with university degrees.

Chapter 8 summarises the key findings and concludes with implications and an outlook on future
work. It draws out the contributions to research in the context of online participation in political
parties, and positions the findings in the wider research area. The analysis revealed that even in
the equality-focussed environment of the Green Party Germany, online participation is affected
by the digital divide. However, this is not the case for all analysed factors. The chapter describes
the DOPE-model, and offers a clear definition of the four effects (mobilisation, reinforcement,

replacement, non-use) which will enable future studies in this area to be holistic and comparable.
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Chapter 2 Role and Effects of Political Participation

To approach the questions framed in 1.3, it is necessary to understand the context of political
participation. There are existing divides to be considered that affect participation, both in general
and online. This chapter provides background to these areas. To start with, | give an overview of
democratic participation, ‘legitimate’ decisions, and the role of equality in participation (2.1),
Following the discussion of the participation divide, | consider what happens when participation
processes are conducted on the internet (2.2), and the role of participation in political parties in
Germany (2.3). Finally, | describe the theoretical framework | developed to assess the potential
effects of online technology on participation: the mobilisation of participants, the reinforcement
of existing advantages, the replacement of techniques, and non-use of online tools, which form

the ‘Differentiated online participation effects-model’ (DOPE-model, 2.4).

2.1. The Importance of Equality for Participation

Democratic participation and equality are intrinsically linked. Dahl describes democracy as the
“process of making collective and binding decisions” (1989, p. 5), which is based on equality: if all
members of a group are equal, then they all ought to have the same influence on decisions that
affect them. Democratic decisions ensure the legitimacy of results through processes. Equality
among participants is a key requirement, as only decisions that everyone has had the same
influence on will be perceived as legitimate, and thus accepted by those they affect (Wilhelm,
1999). Consequently, inequalities between participants may weaken the legitimacy of decisions.
However, equality should be understood as equality of opportunity, not of circumstances, as the

latter would be impossible to achieve in practice due to existing inequalities in society.

2.1.1. Forms of Participation

There is an inherent value to democratic participation, as it is believed to have an educative effect
on those who do participate: They learn about the democratic process by engaging with it (Mill,
1965; Rousseau, 1968; Pateman, 1970). Participation requires extensive knowledge and skill of
those who participate. They must not only understand the process by which decisions are made,
but ideally also the context and implications of the issues they are deciding about (Laird, 1993).
But it also has an effect on those who participate: It helps educate them, and increases both the
understanding for the process itself, and of the outcome. Those participating in decisions are
more likely to accept the results, even if they may not agree with the outcome of the process

(Pateman, 1970; Laird, 1993; Michels and De Graaf, 2010).
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There are diverse ways in which democratic participation can be conducted: through deliberation,
with the aim of achieving consensus amongst all participants, or through votes, with specified

majority rules; participants can either be involved directly, or through representatives.

The role model for consensus decision making is Habermas’ ‘ideal speech situation’: members of
the public sphere achieve consensus about issues through a process of structured discourse,
which he lays out in his theory on discourse ethics and the development of the public sphere
(Habermas, 1973, 1990). Ideal deliberation is free, meaning participants respect results because
they believe in their legitimacy; it is reasoned, as reason is the only thing that is criticised in the
process; it is equal, in that every participant has the same status, and rules do not give preference
to any of them; and it is consensual, in that all participants have to agree to the final decision
(Cohen, 2003). Overall, deliberative decision making means that the more people talk, the more
they can agree on things, and the more democratic a decision will be perceived as legitimate
(Cohen, 2003). Cohen also argues that parties are the best place for deliberation to happen,
because they provide arenas and can mediate inequalities in the process - but only if they are
publically funded (i.e. financially independent and thus free in their decisions). Public funding is

the default situation for most parties in Germany, as | will explain in more detail in Chapter 4.

However, deliberative decision-making can also be ineffective. It may not be best suited to deal
with the scale of complex problems (Smith, 2001). Where power imbalances between participants
exist, these cannot typically be overcome through deliberation (Brent Edwards, 2010). Equally,
existing benefits may not be recognised as such by participants who perceive themselves as
disadvantaged (O’Hara, 2011). Levine et al. (2005) suggest that dialogue or 'cultural
accommodation' as a pre-deliberation phase enables participants to better understand each
other’s views and values. By getting participants to know one another, they create a mutual
understanding, which makes them more willing to find consensus. Rothschild-Whitt (1979)
describes how in collectivist organisations, the time taken for decisions is directly correlated to
the democratic control of the members: the more they insist on making decisions with the entire
group, the longer it takes to make these decisions, to the degree that there may be no time left to
do any other work. This is one of the issues that the Green Party faces, where so many proposals

are submitted at their assemblies that it becomes impossible to discuss them all (see Chapter 5).

Organisations need to find a balance between their wish for participation and the necessity of
efficiency in reaching decisions. That is why, according to Dahl (1989), systems of representation
become inevitable. Representatives can make it easier to cope with the scale of polities. Since it is
impossible in practice for everyone to participate in every decision (unless at very small scales),
representation happens naturally, when those who participate represent those who do not. If

there is a system to select the few people who do participate, they can represent the whole, thus
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maintaining equality while increasing efficiency. A system by which representatives are selected
and accountable to their constituents is considered more democratic than self-selection of those

who have the time, skill, or resources to participate (Dahl, 1989).

Contrary to decisions by deliberation, voting implies that different views are either irreconcilable,
or that the time and effort required for creating a consensus is not worthwhile (Smith, 2009). This
is often the case in large democracies such as nation states, where debates in parliament — or
society — are concluded by a vote. The main distinguishing factor then is who gets to vote, how
voting is conducted, and how results are counted and measured, e.g. with a first-past-the-post
system or proportional representation, or the kind of majority that must be achieved for certain
decisions, such as two thirds of votes being required to change statutes or constitutions. Voting
solves the main issues of deliberation, but has other shortcomings, especially in combination with
direct participation: For example, minorities can be outvoted, leading to majority domination. This
can in turn reinforce existing power structures and make it hard for suppressed minorities to
make their voices heard (Smith, 2009; Michels and De Graaf, 2010). Especially referendums are
susceptible to populist manipulation, because the public can easily be influenced by events of the
day, leading to wide-ranging ad-hoc decisions, rather than considerations of long-term effects
(Smith, 2005). Voting may also effectively prevent deliberations and compromises, making

decisions more confrontational (Katz and Mair, 1995).

Social movements — out of which the Green Party evolved — use different techniques of decision-
making. Often their ideals are deliberative, such as in the Occupy movement which decided about
all issues in general assemblies. These contexts are not always perceived as ‘democratic’, as not
all members have equal opportunity to participate, either in the event itself, or the discussions
that happen there (Smith and Glidden, 2012). Each of these types of decision making comes with
advantages and disadvantages, and ultimately organisations need to decide about their own

terms and rules, based on their internal culture and ideology (Korte, 2012; Thuermer et al., 2016).

2.1.2.  Factors in the Participation Divide

Although equal participation is an ideal in democratic theory, it is difficult in practice. The theory
of capital is often used to describe differences between groups in society, and is particularly
useful to understand sources of inequality in both the participation and digital divide context
(Ilgnatow and Robinson, 2017). | will use the model described by Pierre Bourdieu, who
distinguished between social, economic, and cultural capital. In this view, capitals are assets an
individual has access to, such as persons they know (social capital), education or skills they have
(cultural capital) and financial means (economic capital). The forms of capital are independent,

but can be converted into one another, for example when higher education leads to higher
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income, or affluent individuals move among more exclusive social circles. The acquisition of either
form of capital is easier with sufficient economic capital backing it, but neither can be bought with
money alone: acquisition of social and cultural capital always requires labour-time (Bourdieu,

1986).

In combination, the different types of capital lead to a specific habitus — the behaviour and world
view associated with social class. However, the habitus a person holds is not only based on their
capital, but also on their gender: MeRmer & Banaszczuk (2013) argue that women network
different than men, and as a result may struggle to acquire social capital in political parties,

leading to their habitual exclusion.

Social capital is defined through membership in groups of society, mutual acquaintance and the
possible transferability of these relationships into other forms of value. These groups must by
definition be exclusive, i.e. control who becomes a member, because the closed network of the
group constitutes its value, which would lessen with a growing number of (potentially
inappropriate) members that do not contribute to this value. ‘Political capital’, as a sub-form of
social capital, refers to the network a person has within a political context, and the network-
building skills of that person. Political capital is volatile, it deteriorates if the network is not
constantly maintained (MeRBmer and Banaszczuk, 2013). There is also a Matthew-effect, whereby
those who already have a larger network can more easily expand it than those with less access to
capital (Abbas and Mesch, 2018). This implies that social, but especially political capital, reinforces
itself: it is produced and maintained through closed networks, and the more a person has, the
easier it is to acquire even more. The maintenance of a larger network will also require more
effort, which may be problematic for party members who do have limited time to spend on such

activities.

Unequal distribution of capital is fundamental to unequal participation, leading to the
‘participation divide’. Influence on political decisions is “systematically biased in favour of more
privileged citizens — those with higher incomes, greater wealth, and better education” (Lijphart,
1997), and grows more pronounced the more time and resources are required to participate.
Disadvantages in any socio-demographic factors — lower education, income, class, less available
time — are linked to lower political participation and influence (Brady et al., 1995). One of the
most influential factors for effective participation is gender: women participate less in formal
political processes, and are often underrepresented (Krook and Norris, 2014; Lorenzini and
Bassoli, 2015). Party members who have care responsibilities, less disposable time or financial
resources, were found to be less likely to engage in party activities (Koschmieder and Datts,

2015). Those with more financial resources and better education are in turn more likely to engage
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(Lijphart, 1997), while women and members of lower social classes (or with a lower class habitus)

are less likely to participate (MeRmer and Banaszczuk, 2013).

Even though participation processes are supposedly gender-neutral, they are often underpinned
by assumptions based on men, or male bodies, leading to practical exclusion of women, as what
inhibits their participation is simply disregarded (Acker, 1990). Although women tend to be less
active in formal types of participation (Jensen, 2013; Kersting, 2014), some studies (Brock et al.,
2010; Gil de Zuiiga et al., 2010) found that women participate online, at least in terms of

expressions of opinions, indicating the potential of technology to overcome these inequalities.

Beyond socio-demographic factors, democratic values and participation preferences influence
who participates: a positive attitude towards democratic values makes potential participants
more likely to engage (Chang, 2017). This positive attitude is in turn positively influenced by
internet use: more active users are more likely to have a positive attitude, and are therefore more
likely to engage. In France, Gibson et al. (2017) found that online participants were more critical
of democratic processes than average citizens. Attitudes and values also play a role with regards
to gender: A traditional gender ideology makes women less likely to engage politically offline
(Krook and Norris, 2014; Lorenzini and Bassoli, 2015). Participants rights’ preference (Marshall,
1950) moderates their level of activity: Those who favour political rights, related to the
democratic process, participate more overall, while those who favour social rights, related to
social justice, are more active in non-institutionalised contexts (Oser and Hooghe, 2018). The
effect of attitudes is contradicted by Galais & Anduiza (2016), who found that efficacy or political

interest had no measurable effect on participation.

Preferences for democratic principles have been shown to influence not only participation, but
also preferences in tool design, as different democratic values lead to different interpretations of
challenges with online participation, and different preferred solutions to these challenges. Where
technological systems are required for democratic processes, the developers of these systems can
have strong influence on the process (Bieber, 2014), as their values and preferences are reflected
in their design (Bozdag and van den Hoven, 2015). Beyond these baseline findings, the degree to
which democratic values and perceptions influence participation, specifically online participation,
as well as how these preferences can be measured and implemented in online participation tools

and processes, is not yet well researched.

2.2. Online Participation and the Digital Divide

Online participation solutions have been developed for all of the above discussed participation

contexts. Deliberation is enabled through tools such as online forums (Wright and Street, 2007) or
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argument mapping (Spada et al., 2014), and voting through a multitude of different applications
(e.g. Agre, 2002; Blum and Zuber, 2015), all of which can be used by either all members of the
polity (e.g. all party members can respond to a survey), or by representatives (e.g. the virtual
assembly held by the Green Party (Westermayer, 2003)). Kolleck (2014) argues that there are
trade-offs of inequalities when using online participation in municipalities, such as discussing
complex topics with few specialised, or open questions with more less informed participants. It is
also not necessarily efficient: An analysis of the UK e-petitions system showed that 99% of e-

petitions never reach any significant amount of signatures (Margetts et al., 2014).

2.2.1. Development of Digital Divide Research

A major problem for inclusive participation online is the exclusivity of the technology. Democratic
processes should be accessible for everyone, to enable equal participation opportunities. The
concept of the digital divide suggests that this is not the case online. The access divide — whether
or not people have access to the internet at all —is the oldest, and first level of the digital divide,
where binary access or non-access to the internet is seen as the key differentiator. Sylvester &
McGlynn (2010) found that people who access the internet more frequently from their home
were far more likely to conduct complex political participation (e.g. contacting government
officials), both on- and offline. The second level of the digital divide concerns the actual use of the
internet, which differs depending on skills (van Deursen et al., 2011). These are, in turn, mediated
by existing — offline — inequalities. The third level of the digital divide, now referred to as digital
inequality, concerns the benefits derived from internet use: It is more beneficial for those already
better off, as they have better skills, access to technology or more disposable time to learn

(Hargittai, 2008; van Deursen and Helsper, 2015).

Along all these lines, online participation can be exclusive: Existing inequalities mediate internet
access, use, and benefits gained from that use. The concept of capitals can be used to explain
these differences. The different types of capital — social, cultural, or financial — can be used to gain
maximum benefits from internet use. Naturally, the more capital there is to use, the more
interest it pays in terms of benefits. Since disadvantaged groups do not have access to large
amounts of either forms of capital, they stay disadvantaged when they use the internet. This is
how Halford et al. (2010) argue social inequalities are reproduced in the use of the web: not
everyone has access, and those who do, derive unequal benefits from it. It increases power for
some, for example global media corporations, or talented ‘geeks’, but reproduces existing

inequalities of those with less cultural or economic capital.

Zhang (2010) argues that technical capital, as a subset of cultural capital, is needed for

participation online. It is linked to social and financial capital, and as with the other forms of
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capital, they can be converted into technical capital (e.g. learning from friends or paying for
training). Brock et al. (2010) argue that the definition of technical capital itself can be exclusive,
when it is measured based on the 'norm' of white male users. They found that minorities can also
successfully use technical capital to construct their shared identity online and thus promote

diversity.

Unequal distribution of capital leads to unequal participation, both online and offline. Internet use
can increase social capital, as well as political participation, but the effect is stronger for those
with more proficient skills (Gibson et al., 2000). Jensen (2013) argues that participation online
requires higher education than participation offline, since more skills are required. At the same
time, a higher level of education increases the motivation for individuals to participate online.
However, less educated persons have been found to be more likely to express themselves
politically online, by either email or signing petitions, because this form of participation requires

less capital (Gil de Zudiga et al., 2010).

There are two other things to consider with regards to online participation: security and
accountability (Lachenmayer et al., 2012). The performance of analogue forms of participation
does not require any tools beyond pen and paper. The voting process is observable, because
members of the polis can witness the count of votes and are thus able to retrace how a decision
has been made, and determine whether it has been tempered with. In electronic participation,
this changes, since a certain amount of understanding of the technology is required in order to
retrace how decisions came about. Members of the polis with technical knowledge are therefore
privileged, and those without these skills have to trust those who have them. This can make abuse

easier, and thus delegitimize the process.

The legal basis for as well as moral expectations around voter accountability are very particular in
Germany. Anonymous votes are paramount, and any form of link between voters and votes is
considered unacceptable. Where in the UK accountability is ensured through numbered poll
cards, so that votes cast can be traced back to the individual voter if required — rare as that
occurrence may be —in Germany, the anonymity of voters is deemed more important, and a
retrospective identification of voters is not accepted under any circumstances (Jarass and Pieroth,
2009, Art. 38, nn 10 & 16). Therefore, online voting is even more complicated in Germany than in
the UK, where some parties, such as the Pirate Party UK, are already using online votes on a

regular basis.

To date, despite all the possibilities proclaimed, and some advances in social movements
(Margetts et al., 2015), institutional politics have not changed through the internet (Van Dijk,

2013), and its primary use in democratic context is still the distribution of information, especially
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through Social Media (Gibson and Ward, 1998; Lusoli et al., 2002; Hohmann and Faas, 2014;
Marchetti, 2014). However, more and more parties in Germany are attempting to use the internet
for participation, not least motivated by the success of the Pirate Party around 2010 (Bieber,
2014; Hanel and Marschall, 2014; Thuermer et al., 2016). This exacerbates the need to

understand the effects these online processes can have.

2.2.2.  Factors in the Digital Divide

The digital divide in Germany has been documented by a panel study spanning internet adoption
in the years 2001 to 2009 (Emmer et al., 2011). It showed that a ‘silent majority’ (roughly 50% of
the population) do not engage politically online, and only a small group (about 15%) dubbed
‘digital citizens’ communicate politically exclusively online. The largest explanatory factor for
online communication was found to be habit: Every change to behaviour requires effort,
therefore individuals stick to what they are used to, unless there is a good reason to change. Such
reasons are unlikely to exist in areas that do not have a high priority — and political

communication is not that relevant for most people (Vowe, 2014).

The most common, albeit on its own also too simplistic division in terms of socio-demographic
factors is seen in age, famously differentiating between ‘digital natives’, as persons who grew up
using the internet, and ‘digital immigrants’, who learned to use it at an older age (Prensky, 2001).
This view is supported, for example by Powell et al. (2012), who found that seniors are less
trusting, both in technology as well as the ease of acquiring the skills to use it, than young adults.
Jensen (2013) found that younger persons are more active through the internet, and thus easier
to recruit online than offline. However, retired persons do use the internet, for example through
incentives to communicate with their family. They create their own use-cases, adopting online
practices to add to, supplement, or replace their previous practices based on personal
preferences (Quan-Haase et al., 2016). They use it differently than ‘typical’ users, but they do use
it. This may be seen as a disadvantage by younger generations, but it is not necessarily so — this
assumption might just be a normative view of how the internet should be used, making deviation
from this ideal appear insufficient (Lutz and Hoffmann, 2017). Kania-Lundholm and Torres (2015)
highlighted that age may also be an advantage, as older ICT users are more experienced in the use

of technology and have more life experience to inform how they engage.

There is a growing body of evidence that age alone does not determine digital exclusion. While it
is often linked to skills, there are also other factors at play. Yates et al. (2015) argue that class
contributes to the digital divide independent of age: Those who are disadvantaged with regards to
any form of capital remain disadvantaged regardless of age. This is supported by Olsson et al.

(2019), who find that available resources fluctuate, and decrease with age. Both conclude that
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overcoming the digital divide will not be achieved by waiting for the current young to become the
future old users. Olsson et al. (2019) raise the issue of hardware maintenance in this context: if
modern devices are not frequently updated or even replaced, they will become unusable, leading
to exclusion of those who lack the financial or cultural capital to stay up-to-date. If resources
decrease with old age, so will IT skill and use. This is further supported by Van Deursen et al.
(2011), who argue that, just like hardware, skills need to be constantly updated. The acquisition of
these skills is linked to educational attainment, meaning that those who have lower education are
less likely to stay up-to-date with their IT skills, even if they have higher skills at some point in
their life. Consequently, the digital divide is unlikely to disappear by itself, because people grow

less literate over time.

The notion of digital ‘natives’ and ‘immigrants’ (Prensky, 2001) as the main difference in internet
use has been challenged, suggesting that ‘digital residents’ and ‘visitors’ were a better
comparison, as it is more important whether people use the internet frequently or occasionally,
rather than at which age they learned it (White and Le Cornu, 2011). A preferable view is to open
this division up, not only focussing on age, or use, but on a wider set of skills under the umbrella
of ‘digital literacy’ (Eshet-Alkalai, 2004). One particular set of skills required for digital literacy are
IT skills. These can be taught, but are mainly acquired through self-learning, and once individuals
have gained an initial understanding of the technology, learning more becomes progressively
easier. However, this first acquisition of basic skills requires either initial interest or a necessity to
learn (Ferro et al., 2007). People who never had this necessity or interest are thus less likely to
participate online. On the other hand, acquiring these skills also requires opportunities to do so,
which are again unequal based on available capitals: Even among adolescents, IT skills were found
to differ, as those with limited resources had less opportunity to learn either by themselves or

from others (Eynon and Geniets, 2016).

Exactly how the skills required for successful use of ICT are defined is still being investigated. Self-
reported skills, often used in surveys, do not necessarily reflect actual skill level, as they are prone
to reflect the Dunning-Kruger effect: Those with lower skills may not be aware of their lack, while
those with more skills are unaware of their advantage (Kruger and Dunning, 1999). Self-reported
skills are also biased based on participants’ gender, with women regularly underestimating their

own abilities (Helsper and Eynon, 2013; Martinez-Cantos, 2017).

The use of social media makes the differences in online participation visible. There are diverse
views on what constitutes ‘political participation’ online, but that posting or discussing political
content on social media is one way of participation seems to be a consensus (Loader and Mercea,
2011; Hohmann and Faas, 2014, Vissers and Stolle, 2014; Choi and Shin, 2016). Social media has

large potential for democratic deliberation, but this potential is realised mostly by "white, wealthy
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males to the exclusion of other identities" (Loader and Mercea, 2011, p. 758). Rather than
opening the political sphere up to new groups, people who are already politically engaged use

social media to improve on work they already do, leading to a reinforcement effect.

In their analysis of internet adoption in Germany, Vowe (2014) found that ‘digital citizens’ are
primarily men in their mid-twenties, with university education, no children and low income. They
argue that age is especially relevant for internet use, because habits form with age, and the
younger people are when they start using the internet, the more likely they are to form their
habits around it. Internet use alone does not suggest use for political participation though. What
points towards that is the correlation of high levels of education with political interest, which
would not only make digital citizens more likely to use the internet, but also more likely to use it
for political communication. Especially important for the context of democratic participation, this
group values freedom over equality. This could mean that the stance towards equality in
participation of this ‘new elite’ leaves a mark on online participation, potentially making it less

equal.

On the other hand, online spaces have also been widely used by feminists and women’s
movements to mobilise, form communities, and participate in public discourse, e.g. through blogs
(Keller, 2012), but also to mobilise offline activism (Knappe and Lang, 2014). The web has
contributed significantly to contemporary feminisms, which have used it to enable activism both
online and offline (Chamberlain, 2017). Feminist online activities however are also subject to the

digital divide and suffer from lack of resources and skills (Fotopoulou, 2016).

Another factor for online participation are networks, which is closely linked to participants’ place
of residence. At its baseline, this looks like an issue of access: Rural areas have lower broadband
connectivity in comparison to urban areas, and therefore overall lower internet speeds, according
to the German ministry for infrastructure (BMVI, 2016). Riddlesden & Singleton (2014) also found
evidence for a rural / urban divide, where rural areas, albeit having more consistent broadband
speeds, deal with overall slower connections. Socially deprived urban areas on the other hand had
the highest connection rates — the authors argue this is due to the population density, requiring
more access points, thereby making overall access faster. Philip et al. (2017) further argue that
people living in rural areas are very much aware of just how excluded they are, and that although
they would like to do things online, the available infrastructure is not sufficient to enable them to

participate.

Reflecting Jennings et al. (2017) findings of local divisions in the UK, Blank et al. (2018) found that
location differences could be fully explained through demographic differences: Age, education

and occupation were better predictors of internet use than location. However, there is a question
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of cause and effect: Correa and Pavez (2016) found that rural areas are influenced by young
people moving out, which means that they cannot act locally as “agents of change”, to foster
internet adoption. Further, the type of job dominant in an area drives adoption — manual workers
use the internet less than people working in start-ups or tourism. Lower internet speeds in rural
areas in turn lead to less companies settling there, meaning less available jobs (BMVI, 2016).
Consequently, the lower internet connectivity in rural areas could be one of the causes of young

and better educated people leaving those areas.

This is problematic for participation on multiple levels. At its baseline, it will be hard to use online
participation tools which may assume a faster internet speed for their functionality. It is harder
for the ‘left-behind’ lower-skilled members to find help with these tools if the younger, and more
skilled, members are moving to the urban centres. More crucial though, personal networks
remain important online. Especially in instances of intense participation, as personal affiliations
are used to filter the flow of information — e.g. emails are only read if the sender is known
(Nielsen, 2009). Davidson & Poor (2018) have shown that smaller local networks, such as in rural
areas, also lead to less support on online platforms, because the locally acquired social capital
directly influences the social capital that can be drawn upon online. Thus, local networks influence

not only the potential learning, but also the effect online participation can have.

2.3. Participation in Political Parties

Parties fill a variety of functions in society, such as participation (through citizens, members,
candidates), transmission (aggregate and communicate positions), selection (of leadership /
candidates), integration (of different interests in society), socialisation (teaching democracy
through practice), and legitimacy (of the democratic system through process) (Koch et al., 2014).
Parties are arenas in which their members can deliberate and decide on preferences, in a closed,
but otherwise unrestricted forum (Cohen, 2003). They do not only aggregate views of their
members, but actively process this information, and help to create consensus in the portion of
society that is their member or voter base. As such, parties are a crucial part of the democratic
process, an important intermediary that cannot be replaced by technology (Agre, 2002). Research
around political parties has investigated how they function, make decisions and interact with their
members, how much power members have, and how they both influence and are influenced by
the polity (Pedersen, 1982; Katz and Mair, 1995; Lucardie, 2007; Korte, 2012; Decker and Neu,
2013; MeRmer and Banaszczuk, 2013; Niedermayer, 2015).

Parties can be categorised by their form of organisation, their policies, or their behavioural norms,
as well as their clientele and decision-making processes. Gunther & Diamond (2003) use their

organisational form as a primary identifier to determine the genus of a party, and differentiate
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five types of parties, which evolved in chronologic order: elite-based, mass-bases, ethnicity-based,
electoralist, and movement parties. Each genus has a set of species, which are determined by the

other criteria: policies, behavioural norms, clientele and processes.

Elite-based parties are formed around a local elite or elite-network, and aim to create benefits for
their clientele. Mass-based parties are defined by a large, active member base and affiliations
with many different organisations, such as trade unions. Movement parties are the youngest
species, and seen as a hybrid between a movement and a party. They are based on grassroots-
principles, and do not have strong formal structures or hierarchies. They often remain
ideologically and organisationally connected to the movement they evolved from. The activist
background of their members influences the structure of the party, which maximises the
influence of active party members. In practice, this leads to these parties using imperative
mandates, rotation, and separation of office and mandate. Strong leaders and professionalization
are opposed, as they would weaken the hold of the activists over the party (Gunther and

Diamond, 2003).

Gunther & Diamond see the time during which the party was founded as partly determining the
species of the party. Its founding context influences the effectiveness and features of the party,

because it

“comes into existence within a specific social and technological context that may evolve
over time, and this ‘founding context’ can leave a lasting imprint on the basic nature of
the party’s organization for decades to come.” (2003, p. 173)

The definition of a movement party clearly applies to the Green Party, as Rihoux & Frankland
(2008) have demonstrated. However, they also argue that as it evolved due to internal
circumstances, the party has moved away from the ideal type, and is seen in-between the

movement and elite party type today.

While parties act as intermediaries between different groups in society, party members are
intermediaries between voters and representatives, and thus add legitimacy to the democratic
system (Cohen, 2003; Decker, 2013). By selecting candidates, and standing for elections with
manifestos proposing selected policies, parties enable the democratic system: they are open to
members, who vote for candidates, who stand at elections, and are accountable to their party
and voters. This reduces transaction costs and enables collective action in a democracy (Mdller,
2000). Parties further reduce transaction costs for citizens, by proactively approaching them to
discuss politics when they canvass for elections. This engages citizens with very little effort for
themselves, and has been shown to not only increase voter turnout, but political engagement

overall (McClurg, 2003; Wielhouwer and Lockerbie, 2007).

20
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Party membership has declined consistently since the 1980s, potentially as a result of the
individualisation in society at large (Mair and van Biezen, 2001). Grasso (2014) argues, that
political participation and the repertoires of actions used by any one generation primarily
depends on the way in which they were politically socialised — and since there was less political
turmoil in the 80s than in the 60s, there was simply less reason for younger generations to take
political action. This would explain both the ageing membership of political parties as well as their
overall decline in numbers. While party membership declines, informal associations with parties
become more frequent, and supporters campaign for their party without taking out formal

membership (Bale and Webb, 2015).

Participation processes are largely responsible for stabilising democracy (Fishkin, 1997). Reliable
procedures yield legitimacy: only when a process has been followed and its outcome cannot be
challenged, can the results be accepted as binding (Wilhelm, 1999). The process itself has to be
accepted as fair and legitimate as well — indeed more so than the actual decision. Even unpopular
decisions can be accepted if the process by which they were made is perceived as legitimate
(Leggewie, 2011). On the other hand, if a process is not perceived to be democratic, for example
because it requires voting through delegates instead of members, in a group that highly values
direct participation, or requires the use of a technology that not all members have access to, the
process will in itself not be perceived as legitimate (Rothschild-Whitt, 1979). This is especially true
for the adoption of online processes. They can only be successful if party members can accept the
process itself as legitimate and in line with their democratic ideals. When new participatory
processes are crated, these participation preferences need to be considered in the process design,

to achieve or maintain legitimacy of their results (Thuermer et al., 2016).

Party members should have a role that differs from the general public, as otherwise the value of
membership is undermined (Bolleyer et al., 2015). Cantijoch et al. (2015) found that members
who are involved in a party context are less likely to participate in other non-institutionalised
ways (e.g. signing online petitions). Online platforms also offer new forms of engagement with
parties that do not even require membership, as political messages can be supported from the
outside (Gibson et al., 2017). This increases the need for parties to develop online participation
processes, to provide members with the kind of participation opportunities that they expect

internally.

Parties that do not use a representative system were found to discriminate certain groups in their
decision-making process. In the Pirate Party Germany, which prides itself in their use of general
members’ rather than delegate assemblies, single parents were underrepresented, while
members who lived closer to events or had a higher income and more time were more likely to

participate and better prepared, and thus had more influence on the decisions made
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(Koschmieder and Datts, 2015). However, representative systems are not a perfect ideal either.
Lijphart (1997) argues that there is a negative correlation between voter turnout and participation
of disadvantaged constituents: The lower the turnout, the more influence better-off individuals
have. Social movements have developed some techniques to overcome these issues of inequality
for their assemblies, such as the ‘progressive stack’, a way to order speakers’ lists to support

typically underrepresented speakers (Roth et al., 2014).

The role of delegates may be either that of a representative, who forms their own view and acts
in their constituents’ best interest (even if constituents disagree), or that of a proxy, whose role it
is to aggregate the views of their constituents and vote as they would (Burke, 1975). Thus,
delegates can, depending on the system, be closer to direct than representative decision-making.
The Green Party Germany uses a delegate system on national level, where representatives are
elected at the local level to attend assemblies of the higher party branches. Although they discuss
the proposals with their local branch members, they are free to use their own judgment for

decisions at the assembly.

Institutional politics fosters professionalization, leading to elites. Following Michels' (1911) ‘iron
law of oligarchisation’, the party elite has a tendency to distance itself from the party, and
prioritise the protection of their own power over the achievement of the party’s goals. Such elites
are one reason for young people not to engage in traditional (party) politics, and lead to ‘two
worlds’ of participation, where alternative political activities draw in younger groups, which have
less efficacy than formal organisations and parties (Busse et al., 2015). Parties adopt a variety of
online tools to support their administrative and participatory processes. Internet technology
makes it easier for them to reach a younger audience (Gibson et al., 2004), and to make their
administrative processes, such as data collection through online forms, more efficient (Heimrich,
2013). Participatory processes include online discussions, collaborative development of
manifestos, or opinion polls. Although this variety suggests a major shift in opportunities for
political participation, Jackson & Lilleker (2009) found that parties seek to maintain control over
what happens on their internet platforms, and use the internet to inform supporters, rather than

interact with them.

Parties in Germany have no obligation to be accessible to everyone — they are focussed on their
members, whom they can select as they wish (Political Parties Act, 2004, s. 10), and potential
constituents. Their goals are to win elections, to fill public offices, or to enact their political
manifestos (Miller and Strgm, 1999). These goals can be partially at odds with one-another.
Lilleker (2005) found that parties in the UK adopt marketing strategies to target specific voters. As
they do this, their policy decisions are increasingly influenced (if not dictated) by necessities of

this ‘voter market’, which leads to more centralised decision-making, disempowers members, and
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alienates both supporters and members. Similar developments have been observed in Germany

(Schweitzer, 2008).

The processes by which party members in Germany can influence decisions are very well
documented — and they have to be, because having statues that lay out how decisions are made
and how members can participate is required by law (Political Parties Act, 2004). The Political
Parties Act further stipulates that members’ assemblies are the highest decision-making body,
from which all powers are derived. However, apart from this stipulation, the law is not specific in
how exactly decisions need to be made, only that they need to be made “democratically”. The
processes parties use are decided by their national assembly, and depend on their history,

internal culture, and capabilities (Korte, 2012).

Some decisions, such as changes to the manifesto, merging with other parties, or the dissolution
of the party, must be taken by specific bodies, such as the members’ or delegates’ assembly, or a
general members’ vote. For all other decisions, parties have to define who is involved in which
decision, and how they exercise this power (Political Parties Act, 2004, s. 9). Smith describes two
stages in citizen participation processes: “initial agenda-setting and final decision-making —i.e.
who is able to exercise power to influence the subject or scope of participation and who has
decision-making power?” (Smith, 2005, p. 17). This separation can also be applied to political
parties, with the members at large being involved in generating proposals for manifesto changes
and electing their delegates, who then attend the respective assembly to make the actual
decision. Most parties hardly make a difference between how they communicate and interact

with supporters or voters, and members (Jackson and Lilleker, 2009; Heimrich, 2013).

As Freeman (1970) points out, for equal participation opportunities to be possible, rules need to
be formalised. The formalisation of processes is achieved through the parties’ (branch) statutes.
Parties are typically structured hierarchically; the German law requires them to have an executive
board, which is elected for each branch of the party. Branches usually follow the borders of states
and constituencies, and each branch gives itself statutes and a manifesto. Aside from the
regulated structure, the formalisation of the decision-making processes differs strongly between
parties, not only in terms of voting rules, but also in terms of proposal development, consensus-

finding, attendance to and running order of assemblies, and the use of technology.

German parties receive financial support, regulated through Part IV of the Political Parties Act. All
parties who achieve more than 1% of the votes in either state or national elections receive funds
for their campaigns. The amount they receive is proportional to the votes they gained, and
capped at their own income through donations and fees: A party can only gain as many funds

from the government subsidies as they have raised themselves. Saalfeld (2007) describes that
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parties therefore have no financial hierarchy whereby resources are controlled from the top and
distributed to the lower ranks, making them less prone to oligarchic control. Simultaneously, the
strong role of parliamentary groups prevents an over boarding influence from internal
bureaucracy. However, Rahat et al. (2008) found that participation, competition and
representation are competing values in parties’ selection processes, and that not all of them can
be maximised simultaneously: more democratic participation does not lead to more

representative candidates.

How participation is perceived depends on the understanding of participation held by party
members (Korte, 2012), which are then embedded in decision-making processes (Thuermer,
2015). The way in which parties make decisions is thus imprinted by their history and culture.
Changing this culture is no easy feat, as the factors that lead to successful participation are the
same that lead to success in the party as a whole: money, time, and networks (or social, economic
and cultural capital) (MeBmer and Banaszczuk, 2013). An imbalance is thus inherent to the

system.

2.4. Effects of Online Participation

There are three commonly referenced effects of the introduction of new technology in
participation processes: Mobilisation, reinforcement, and replacement. Mobilisation theory
argues that as more participation opportunities become available, more people will participate
(Norris, 2001). Participation becomes broader or more diverse as new participants are drawn into
the process. For a political party, this can either mean activating previously passive members, or
recruiting new members altogether. Reinforcement theory on the other hand argues that, as new
online participation methods become available, these are picked up by those who are already
active, thus reinforcing their existing advantage (Margolis et al., 1997; Lusoli et al., 2002). A third,
not as frequently discussed option is replacement, which is also referred to as normalisation
(Ward et al., 2003; Jensen, 2013). This poses that as new online participation methods become
available, those who are already active change their behaviour, and do things online that they
would previously have done offline. | argue that one more possible effect should be considered:
Non-use, for instances where members simply don’t adopt new participation technologies at all.
These are underpinned by Actor-Network Theory (ANT). | will discuss and define ANT and each of
these effects in turn, and then describe how | combine them in the Differentiated Online

Participation Effects-model (DOPE-model) | developed.
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2.4.1. Actor-Network Theory

Actor-Network Theory is an approach developed by Law, Latour and Callon from sociology of
science (Latour, 1987; Law and Callon, 1992). Varieties of science and technology studies include
the Social Construction of Technology (SCOT) (Pinch and Bijker, 1984), which argues that the way
technology is adopted depends on a mixture of involved social groups and closure mechanisms, or
ANT, which considers both humans and technology as actors that constitute one-another in a

network of actions.

ANT does not try to explain why social effects occur, but how they come about. At the heart of
ANT are heterogeneous networks, composed of human and non-human actors. They are agency
networks, meaning that they only exist while they are enacted. Effects of these networks arise
through interaction between human and material actors. Every actor can in turn be seen as a
network of all the things that influence or enable their actions. Being in action changes the way a
network looks. Consequently, there may be different networks to describe the same thing or
effect from different points of view. Punctualisation or black boxing of parts of action-networks is
used to reduce their complexity (e.g. 'the government' rather than all the parts that make it up).
The application of the theory to empirical observations — the process by which actors of different
types are drawn together into one network, building an ontology of all actors that are involved in
interactions —is called translation (Law 1992; Law 2009). Law and Callon (1992) have
demonstrated the approach in a case study, showing how different networks can exist
simultaneously and overlap one-another. Local networks are needed for the use of resources, a
global network for the supply of resources, and an ‘obligatory point of passage’ to enable control

over these networks.

A concept developed by Star & Griesemer (1989), supplements the ‘classic’ ANT design by Law,
Latour and Callon, and allows to view a situation from multiple angles at once (rather than
building one network for each viewpoint), and adds ‘boundary objects’ at the intersections
between these viewpoints. “Boundary objects are both adaptable to different viewpoints and
robust enough to maintain identity across them” (1989, p. 1). They exist in multiple worlds, or
networks, simultaneously, and mean different things to different people, while their definitions

overlap sufficiently to stabilise the relation between the fields that they bind together.

The core assumption of ANT — that both human and non-human actors contribute to the complex
interactions that make up social processes — is crucial to the DOPE-model that | am introducing. If
online tools themselves are considered to be actors, then their addition to an existing
environment will change the composition of this environment, and influence the actions of and

interactions between the other — human — actors involved. The performativity of Actor-Networks
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— they exist through and are perpetuated only by actions — makes ANT an ideal lens through
which to observe the performance and effects of participation. Like Actor-Networks, participation
only exists through action. Non-action generally means non-participation, although non-

participation may in some instances be an action in itself (see 2.4.5 below).

ANT is an ideal lens through which to observe the network that is involved in participation within
the Green Party. Because ANT allows to look at all levels of this network simultaneously, it
enables me to make explicit who or what the relevant actors in these networks are: Party
members, party leaders, technicians, and the tools they use (nor not). It can show how both with
human and nun-human actors interact and co-construct the participation processes, what their
‘preferences’ are and how they influence one-another. It enables me to find out how things work,
and how this changes while processes are enacted. | use Actor-Networks to identify how the
introduction of online participation tools shifts existing processes and relationships, and visualise
how the new participation processes change participation itself. This allows me to identify which
actors are involved, what their roles are at each stage, and how actors and roles change over time

as new participation processes are rolled out.

| do not, however, use the full extent of ANT: | use it to be able to treat technology as actors. |
observe the actor-network from a top-down perspective, gradually uncovering layers through the
party hierarchy and relevance of tools and processes. | blackbox the actors at a level of detail that
is sufficient to compare the different processes. In that, | apply ANT merely to understand the
actors on a basic level, rather than drilling down into the detail of every single interaction as more
classical ANT studies would. While a more granular analysis of the exact actors and actions would
be extremely interesting, and may yield even very interesting insights indeed, it is not feasible to

do this for three processes simultaneously.

2.4.2. Mobilisation

Mobilisation is understood as the attraction of new members, or, more relevant for the context of
this work, the generation of more activity from existing, but inactive members. Organisations may
attempt to mobilise their member base in general, or target specific underrepresented groups.
Lusoli et al. (2002) described this as an ‘equalisation’-effect, equalising the powers of members
and groups within political organisations, and point out that the use of the internet may make
“challenging the power of the dominant political players” (p. 93) easier, due to the lack of
gatekeepers online. Ward et al. (2002) described this effect as “widening participation”, and saw a
specific opportunity to involve “the house-bound, such as the elderly, single parents and the
disabled” (p. 202). They predicted a deepening of participation based on the opportunities in the

late ‘90s, which were limited to emails, websites and intranets. Party members could use these
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routes to communicate their views to the party elite, which could in turn help to bridge the gap
between grass-roots and elites, and enable smaller groups to increase their political capital by

reaching larger audiences.

Kerr & Waddington (2014) asked in their study about the introduction of online branches in a
workers union, whether these new “e-forms of activity [would] attract new groups to participate
or merely add a further medium of participation for already active members?” They found that by
motivating inactive members to become active, organisations can increase diversity in their
decision-making, especially where under-represented groups are concerned —women’s
participation increased, though this process was very slow. However, this online process was very
resource-intensive, as all forms of participation offered (newsletters, websites, and fora) were

only used consistently if they were well maintained.

For the German population, Emmer et al. (2011, p.161) found that political participation slightly
increased with the rise of the internet, but there was no significant mobilisation of previously
politically inactive citizens. Some online activities may be more mobilising than others, as was
shown by Cantijoch et al. (2015), who found in the UK that online news consumption lead to a
'step-wise' increase in other participation categories: those who read political news online were
more likely to discuss politics with friends and family online - and only online. However, online
news consumption was the only activity that had an effect on political activity. Vissers et al.
(2012) came to a similar conclusion in a study of Belgian university students’ online use: while
online activities mobilised further online behaviour, offline activities mobilised offline behaviour,
with little to no effects across mediums. This is contradicted by findings from Galais & Anduiza
(2016), who found in their longitudinal study of Spanish citizens with internet access that there is
an effect between online and offline activities: more institutionalised online forms of
participation, such as signing petitions, also increased engagement in offline participation

methods.

Another aspect of mobilisation might be seen in its potential disadvantages: Many things that are
criticised in direct participation are also true for mobilisation: If new members are drawn into
participatory processes, they may be less experienced, and therefore more prone to populistic
influence (Smith, 2005). Furthermore, online deliberation in comments on news magazine
websites has been shown to decrease respect for others and increase hate speech (Kersting,

2012).

| argue that it is more likely for a mobilisation effect to be visible within a party than within the
wider population, since party members have already demonstrated a stronger interest in political

activity, as otherwise they would not be members in the first place.
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2.4.3. Reinforcement

When an organisation offers new forms of participation, even if it happens with a goal to mobilise
new or inactive members, these participation opportunities will also be picked up by existing
active members. When already active members use these new participation opportunities to
enhance their participation, their activity can intensify. This can not only lead to (further) over-
representation of this highly active group, but also shift power relations between these groups, if
one of them adopts the new participation forms to a greater extent than another. This can lead to
an intensification of existing divides, following the introduction of new participation

opportunities, which is described as reinforcement.

The term ‘reinforcement’ has been used in varying contexts and with different definitions.
Margolis et al. (1997) seem to have used it first, to refer to the replication of power structures
when parties adopt internet technology. However, their focus was very much on information
sources and gatekeepers, rather than direct participation for members. They concluded that
drastic changes to the political system through the internet are possible but unlikely, because
those with most funds will dominate this new space, thus replicating the existing power balance.
Agre (2002) criticizes that reinforcement theory is based on a normative view of participation, and

applies whenever a new technology does not make participation broader.

Norris (2001) further developed the theory, and while investigating the claim that new online
participation opportunities could either reinforce or mobilise citizens’ participation, found only
evidence for reinforcement, as only those who were already politically active also used the
internet for political participation. The same effect was described by Lusoli et al. (2002), as a
result of the digital divide, and differences in resources between organisations or groups, which
lead to a Matthew-effect (‘The one who has will be given more’). For example, an online election
in Germany held in 2001, in parallel to the state election in Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, showed
that those voting online were more likely to be male, higher educated, and younger than those
voting offline (Kersting, 2014). Similarly, Spada et al. (2015) found that the introduction of online
voting in participatory budgeting processes in Brazil significantly increased the voting turn-out,
and included 8% of voters that would not have voted without the online process. However, those
who were mobilised belonged to an already advantaged part of the society (male internet users
with above average education and income), suggesting a reinforcement for that group, even
though technically mobilising new participants. For political parties specifically, Gibson et al.
(2017) found that, although online forms of participation can achieve more engagement, it did
not engage a group that was more diverse than existing members. The same was found in the
Green Party Germany, where Gerl et al. (2016) found that only already active members adopted a

new online platform in North Rhine-Westphalia.
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Following the mechanisms of the digital divide discussed above, if benefits and use of the internet
are unequally distributed, and related to social, cultural and financial capital, then it appears likely
that benefits and use of online participation tools will be more pronounced for groups who have
more of these resources. Therefore, reinforcement seems to be a likely result of the introduction

of online participation tool.

2.4.4. Replacement

New opportunities to participate do not necessarily lead to change at all. It is perfectly possible
for the new process to simply replace similar (e.g. offline) activities, that are still conducted by the
same people and groups. This effect, which | will refer to as replacement (Jensen, 2013) is
described with different terms and in different ways. Ward et al. (2002, 2003) found the effect in
the way already predisposed new members joined the Liberal Democrats through the internet,
rather than signing up with a party office, and concluded that the internet would not have any
dramatic influence on the “socio-political order but rather will actually be absorbed and
reproduce the existing biases” (Ward et al., 2003, p. 1). Gibson & Cantijoch found that “offline
types of political engagement are re-emerging online” (2013, p. 714). Kerr & Waddington in their
analysis of the introduction of online branches in UNISON found that these only replicated offline

activity (2014).

Replacement could easily be confused with a form of reinforcement. In the example of the Green
Party Germany, where Gerl et al. (2016, 2018) found that an online tool implemented at state
level was only adopted by members who had already been active, they did note that this had no
effect on the internal power structure. Members did not gain more influence, they simply

changed their mode of participation, which in and of itself does not change the outcome.

Replacement can not only occur with regards to the medium, but also the mode of participation,
for example when party members engage in internal rather than external activities (Cantijoch et
al., 2015). The same happens for parties, who replicate their communication and campaigning

efforts online, rather than generating new formats (Schweitzer, 2008).

2.4.5. Non-Use

| argue that a fourth potential effect needs to be considered: Although non-use has been
considered with regards to the internet in general, it has been neglected with respect to online
political participation. For the internet in general, multiple reasons for non-use have been
identified. Notably, Wyatt (2003) highlighted lack of access or necessity. Helsper & Reisdorf (2013)

identified lack of skills or resources as the main obstacles to internet adoption, and distinguished
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between external (e.g. access) and internal (e.g. interest) factors for non-use, or forced and
voluntary digital exclusion. While forced exclusion was mainly due to lack of financial capital,
voluntary exclusion seemed to be more related to cultural capital. Reisdorf & Groselj (2017)
identified a positive attitude towards online technology as a key driver for adoption: Attitudes
have a significant impact on adoption of online tools, with those who are positive about
technology in general, and the internet as a tool in particular, being more likely to use it, while if
attitude was negative, they were even stronger predictors of non-use than socio-demographic

factors (Reisdorf and Groselj, 2017).

Gerl et al. (2018) identified several potential reasons for non-use of an online platform in one of
the state branches of the Green Party Germany, with the most prevalent being neither technical
nor design issues with the platform itself, but rather personal reasons such as lack of time. In that,

non-use of online participation tools acts similar to non-participation in general.

Lutz & Hoffman (2017) argue that online participation in itself should not be seen as a normative
value: neither is all participation necessarily positive, nor all non-participation negative. Some
people may simply not want to engage online, while others do engage in a destructive manner.
Their model is based on three factors: activity (does a person participate or not), agency (do they
participate consciously / willingly or not), and social valence (is their (non-)participation a positive
or negative contribution to the goal), leading to a set of participation profiles. This is shown in
their framework for types of online participation, summarised in Table 1. In the case of the Green
Party, the goal would be to encourage people in group D1 (those who could participate but

choose not to) and enable those in group D2 (who cannot currently participate).
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Table1:  Typology of online (non-)participation

> > <
8 | qm L
# Name Example z o o
— 0 o
< < o))
Al | Positive active participation Ideal + + +
A2 | Negative active participation Trolls + + -
B1 | Positive passive participation Being invited + - +
B2 | Negative passive participation Being tagged + - -
C1 | Positive active non-participation Boycotts - + +
C2 | Negative active non-participation Self-censoring - + -
D1 | Positive passive non-participation | Lurking - - +
D2 | Negative passive non-participation | Exclusion - - -

Overview created from Lutz & Hoffman (2017)

With regards to use of online tools within political parties, members not using tools that have
been implemented can be a problem because these tools cost considerable amounts of resources.
Whether new tools are adopted by party members appears to be related to how they are
introduced. This was demonstrated during the implementation of the Green Party’s internal
knowledge management platform Wurzelwerk, which was not adopted due to its perceived
unintuitive interface (Heinrich and Spitz, 2014). This has had lasting effects on online participation

in the party at large, which | will demonstrate in Chapter 4.

All of these aspects of and potential reasons for non-use should be considered and pre-empted
when tools are developed, to enable and increase their adoption. The reasons for non-use can
help to explain the other behaviours. Therefore, the DOPE-model considers non-use as one of
several possible effects of the introduction of online participation processes, alongside

mobilisation, reinforcement, and replacement.

2.4.6. Introducing the ‘Differentiated online participation effects-model’ (DOPE-

model)

Mobilisation and reinforcement are typically seen as opposites: a dichotomy, where the effect of
a tool is either one or the other. However, Vissers & Stolle (2014) argue that these effects are not
mutually exclusive, but can be observed simultaneously for different groups. In their study of

online political participation of students in Canada, they found that internet use reinforced
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existing advantages (those already politically active did more online), while also drawing a
previously disengaged group into political conversations on social media. The mobilisation-

reinforcement-spectrum still applies, but it is now applied by group, rather than generically.

The same effect has been observed by Kerr & Waddington (2014), in UNISON where online
participation methods were introduced to replace some of the previous offline methods, and
increase activity of under-represented groups, such as "women, ethnic minorities and those
working on non-standard contracts" (p. 661). Both of these goals were achieved, but not as
expected: Already active members quickly transferred some of their activity to the new
participation platform, indicating a process of replacement, and the overall proportion of active
members, and their respective activities, increased very slowly, indicating a low level of
mobilisation over time. Ward et al. also found counterintuitive results in this area, stating that
“the interactive and networking possibilities of the new media, which have excited the most
attention, seem to be of least interest to members” (2002, p. 214). Rather than changing the
intensity of their participation, participants may simply change its mode: Doing things online
instead of offline, while not doing anything more or less than would have been done otherwise.
Thus, replacement needs to be considered as a potential effect alongside mobilisation and
reinforcement, especially where online processes directly replicate existing offline processes. If
there is no different outcome, adoption alone cannot be seen as either mobilisation or

reinforcement.

Similar effects could be expected in political parties, where, for example, previously inactive but
highly-skilled members might be mobilised through the introduction of online participation, while
previously active members might transfer some of their offline activity to the new platform, and
younger active members use the new platform to intensify their participation and increase their
influence on party decisions in the process. This would mean simultaneous mobilisation (of
previously inactive members), reinforcement (of young members) and replacement (for active

members).

If an organisation aims to introduce online participation opportunities for their members, in order
to activate some of the inactive members, and ideally recruit new members as well, there is a
danger that this step can backfire and already powerful groups instead intensify their advantage.
This would be especially problematic in a case such as the Green Party Germany, with a strong
commitment to grass-roots participation and equality, where a reinforcement effect may
undermine the legitimacy of decisions. This is especially so when the new participation
opportunities favour certain groups over others; for example, when members who are already

active online gain larger benefits than those who just started to engage in the party.
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There is a gap in current research surrounding the definition and combination of these four
effects: Whether those who use online participation opportunities add these on top of everything
else that they do, either from no previous participation, thus being mobilised, or from existing
participation, thus reinforcing their benefits; or replace what they did before with an online

opportunity; or indeed do nothing at all.

Mobilisation and reinforcement are similar in that they both raise activity levels, but one does so
from a point of ‘no participation’ while the other does it from ‘existing participation’. Mobilisation
can only be positive, if the intention is that currently inactive or underrepresented members start
to participate. If those who are mobilised are ‘more of the same’ who are already heavily
engaged, mobilisation equals reinforcement. Replacement on the other hand means that one
type is replaced by another. | argue that if the underlying power structures do not change, and
thus neither the intensity nor the outcome of participation changes, this effect needs to be clearly
distinguished from both mobilisation and reinforcement. This will allow for a clearer and more
accurate picture of the effects of online participation to emerge. To differentiate between these
effects, it is important to not only look at what members do, but what they did before, and what
they do not do. While there are strategies to measure mobilisation and reinforcement, there is no

coherent framework or method to distinguish the two, based on the described definitions.

Furthermore, if those who are well off replace their activities with online participation, and these
online participation methods are less effective than what they previously did offline, this
replacement may reduce their influence overall, and equalise the influence of marginalised
groups. Online participation may thus not make the marginalised stronger, but the advantaged
weaker. Effects like slacktivism, where low-level activity satisfies the need for participation
without achieving actual results (Morozov, 2009), hint into this direction. In reverse, if offline
methods are replaced with more effective online methods, replacement may free up time that
can be re-invested into more, and more influential, participation, so that replacement leads to

reinforcement.

While mobilisation is often framed as the goal — both by optimistic researchers and organisations
—an argument could be made to make replacement a goal, rather than considering it as a side-
effect. This would be better in line with adoption of online tools which are often expensive to
implement, and hard to justify if they end up not being used, or worse, having an overall negative

effect. Adoption could —and should — be a goal in itself, irrespective of who does the adopting.

Most models only consider inequalities in participatory processes by a variety of typically socio-
demographic factors, such as skills, age, or time, and combine these with their effect on

participation (Gibson et al., 2000; Norris, 2001), or how they affect influence (Kersting, 2014). But
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reinforcement, as the confirmation of existing divides, is only reinforcing as such if something
happens in addition to what is already there — if the effect on the outcome grows stronger.
Replacement, on the other hand, implies that the same biases continue, but nothing else changes.
One mode of participation is replaced by another, and the influence — the underlying inequalities
or power structures — stay the same. Non-use on the other hand may go hand in hand with either
of these effects — if one group adopts a new process, but another does not, then the adopters
may be both mobilising and reinforcing their advantage — depending on whether they already

have an advantage.

Recreating the same inequalities from offline in online participation does not by default reinforce
advantages. Rather than treating reinforcement as the absence of mobilisation of
underrepresented groups, reinforcement should imply that an effect gets stronger — either
advantages or disadvantages are becoming more pronounced. This can be differentiated further,
by looking at positive reinforcement (strengthening existing advantages) and negative

reinforcement (strengthening disadvantages).

It seems futile to attempt to measure participation levels within a party’s — or indeed, any —
participation processes, without considering the effect this participation can have on actual
decisions. If online participation processes have different possible outcomes than are possible
offline, these possible outcomes themselves have to be considered in the evaluation of the
effects. Actor-Networks can help to understand not only the changes in processes — or activities —
but also in relationships between those actors, and potential outcomes of these activities. Only if
the context of a participation process is considered is it possible to determine the nature of the

effects it has.

The differences between the four effects lie in the starting point of the individual participants, the
type of participation, the influence that participants have on the outcome of a process, and the
potential effect of that process. Models that only consider what people do or are cannot capture
the difference sufficiently. The main contribution that the model | develop in this thesis makes is
the combination of the mode of participation (how it is done), its influence (the effect it has) and
the underlying inequalities (the reasons for non-/participation). The DOPE-model that | introduce
in this thesis, visualised in Figure 1, integrates all four possible effects into one model, and
contextualises the effects using ANT. As indicated by the Venn-type overlaps, Mobilisation,
Reinforcement and Replacement can occur simultaneously, while Non-Use indicates, if anything,

reinforcement for users.
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Figure 1: Differentiated online participation effects-model (DOPE-model)

Source: Own development

In summary, as it stands, participation is not equal regardless of whether it is conducted offline or
online, and the question is not whether equal or democratic participation can be achieved online
or offline, but whether adding online elements to existing offline processes can improve the
balance between who does or does not participate. Four possible effects are considered:
mobilisation, where more people are reached and therefore more people will participate
(participation broadens); reinforcement, where existing divides become deeper due to
perpetuation of differences; replacement, where new participation opportunities online recreate
the existing status quo on a different medium; and non-use, where new tools are not adopted.
The DOPE-model combines these four effects and contextualises those using Actor-Networks to
allow a clear distinction between them. In the following chapters, | will use this model to analyse

the effects of online participation processes in practice.
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Chapter 3 Methodology

In this chapter | describe the mixed methods approach that is required to test the validity of the
DOPE-model and answer the research questions. | begin with a justification for the choice of a
case study in general, and the Green Party as the case in particular (3.1). | then briefly describe my
own positionality in regards to the case study and the project in general, as well as how | accessed
the field I am engaging with (3.2). | move on to describe the forms of data collection used (3.3):
qualitative interviews, observations, and focus groups, as well as a series of surveys. | continue
with a description of the analysis conducted on those data (3.4), spanning from thematic coding
for the qualitative data, to chi-square tests, factor analysis, and linear and binary logistic
regression models for the quantitative survey data. | conclude with a discussion of the ethical

considerations for the project as a whole (3.5).

3.1. Case Study

Eckstein argues that case studies can contribute to both theory building and testing. While they
investigate individual cases, these cases are often black boxes containing a multitude of
characteristics, and “one person's single individual may be another's numerous cases” (2000, p.
123). | am assessing one case but multiple tools within this case, thus allowing internal

comparisons. Analysis is conducted with a combination of methods, thus allowing triangulation.

The project is based around a central case study of the Green Party Germany, which will be
introduced in the next chapter. As noted in the introduction, in contrast to other German parties,
decisions in the Green Party are largely made bottom-up. The party has a strong basis in grass-
roots participation, and the party leadership has a strong interest in allowing and encouraging
participation by the whole member base. This ideal includes allowing members to participate
online. They are keen to expand the use of the internet in their participation processes, to give
more opportunities to members, and ideally get more members involved. The party carefully
considers possible sources of inequality when it comes to using online processes, and
consequently, tackling the digital divide for their internal processes. If as many members as
possible should participate, they need to be enabled to do this, and none should be excluded

based on gender, skills, or resources (Kellner, 2015a).

Given these characteristics of the Green Party, it serves as a ‘crucial’, or ‘most/least likely case’:
Given the commitment to grass-roots participation at all levels of the party, if online participation
can be successful in any party, it should be successful here, where members want and expect to

participate. If online participation fails here, this can give important indications to challenges that
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need to be addressed, regardless of where such processes are introduced. The party is committed
to the goal of mobilisation, and has the flexibility to experiment with their tools and processes to
pursue this goal. Identifying mobilisation among the effects of the new online participation tools
in the party would confirm that it is possible, while failure to find it would contribute evidence —
at least under the given circumstances — to the contrary. With their consideration for
in/equalities, an already high mobilisation of women, and their history of addressing especially
gender inequalities through statutory instruments, the Green Party should be more aware of
potential pitfalls in participation, and consequently less likely to inadvertently reinforce
(dis-)advantages. Identifying reinforcement among the effects of the new online participation

tools would indicate that this effect can occur regardless of commitments.

Following Flyvbjerg (2006), even though the case of the Green Party as well as the legal
framework for parties in Germany is very specific, the results of the study can be used to
generalise to the wider party, or organisational context. Within Germany, the Green Party is one
of the most participatory parties. Starting from the most possible openness means that the same
processes could easily be adapted to a more restricted context, for example by limiting
participants to elected representatives. On the other hand, starting from the restricted legal
framework in Germany, processes could be made easier by stripping away some of these
restrictions, for example on binding online decisions. Thus, outside of Germany, the same
processes could be used in a more open manner. Given the typical Western (capitalist democracy)
society in Germany, the observed effects of online participation can be generalised to other

Western countries.

3.2. Access and Positionality

The topic of online participation is relevant to me personally due to my own experience. Between
2009 and 2014, | was an active politician in Germany, and spent two terms on the executive board
of the Pirate Party Germany. The party was known as ‘the internet party’ at the time, and used
online tools extensively. However, this has ultimately not been successful, and the party, despite
their very technology-savvy members, failed to materialise the opportunities that the web had
supposedly to offer. Participation was primarily online, and inherently unequal (Koschmieder and
Niedermayer, 2015). The party was successful between 2010 and 2012, but then became divided,
and lost members at a rapid rate, from just over 34,000 in 2012, to below 9,000 by 2018
(“Piratenreste,” n.d.). It no longer holds any relevance in German politics today. This experience
has motivated my research interest: To find out why this once promising political endeavour has

failed, and how using the internet for participation can be successful.
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| conducted a comparison between decision-making processes in the Pirate Party and Green Party
Germany for my MSc thesis (Thuermer, 2015). After the conclusion of the MSc, | decided that the
Green Party Germany would be the better case study to continue into the PhD, as it was clear
from all | knew about both parties at that stage that the Green Party, though less tech-savvy, was
more deeply committed to equality and solutions that work for all members, and | could be fairly
certain that they would indeed implement new tools within the timeframe of my PhD (three years
from 2015 to 2018). This turned out to be true: The Green Party has expanded on existing as well
as introduced new processes, while the Pirate Party was mostly engaged in switching existing

platforms off, and even considered their own dissolution in November 2018 (von Krella, 2018).

| had built contacts within the Green Party for my MSc research, as well as through my previous
political engagement, which | was able to build and expand on, to establish this PhD project.
Through my past role in the executive board of the Pirate Party, | was also able to build an
extensive network among internet-savvy politicians, and make myself known among practitioners
of digital politics. This personal network was not perceived as having a negative influence on the
project, to the contrary, being known by the persons | wanted to research turned out to give me

access that | likely would not have had otherwise.

| got in touch with a member of the party leadership whom | had interviewed for the MSc, sent
along the MSc thesis which was meanwhile finished with a distinction, and suggested to work
together more in the future. This got me a referral to the responsible member of the executive
board — general secretary Michael Kellner — who agreed to meet, and in that first meeting agreed

to support the project.

The project was initially intended to conduct action research, working with the party to develop
participation methods, implementing, testing and improving them (Melin and Axelsson, 2007;
Koch et al., 2014). This was not possible due to a severe delay in getting a contract draft written
with the Research Support Team in Southampton, which meant that by the time the paperwork
was completed, the party had already decided what they were going to develop and implement.
Therefore, the focus changed to investigate how these developments would be perceived and
adopted by party members, with regards to in- or exclusion, and at different levels of the party

hierarchy.

The Green Party has been extremely supportive of the project, giving me access to their members
to collect data through surveys, interviews, focus groups and observations. They contributed time
of their staff, particularly the head of members’ participation, who was my primary contact for
the duration of the project. The party also covered costs and processing of the postal survey (see

3.3.3) and supported my fieldwork by supplementing my travel budget.
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On the other hand, the party had only limited influence on the project itself. They had some
suggestions to supplement my research questions — e.g. whether there is evidence of
oligarchisation — which were compatible with my intended focus. There were very few instances
where their engagement limited what | was able to do. One such case was the question of
political orientation of their members. We had a serious discussion about my intention to ask
members about their association to the party wings. | insisted on a question of this type being
included, as political leaning was one of the main categories | assumed was relevant for
participation, based on my initial qualitative data analysis. We ultimately agreed that rather than
asking about party wings, the party would include the 11-point scale from left (1) to right (11) in
their own section of the survey, as the response would be interesting to them as well. While this
scale was shown to have some bias — respondents’ position depends on what they associate with
‘left’ and ‘right’ (Bauer et al., 2017) — it is commonly used by German political research institute
Infratest dimap?, and thus using it allows comparisons with other datasets. Although | was able to
convince the party to include this question, it was difficult to actually receive that data. When the
survey was completed, we had another discussion about whether | would be able to get access to
this question for my analysis. | finally obtained it after promising that | would only use this

variable as a predictor, but not publish the results for this question on its own.

Nevertheless, the party has been extremely supportive and accommodating to all my requests,
and has not interfered with any of my analysis or conclusions. Indeed, | was invited to present my
results at multiple occasions (see 3.3.2) in order to enhance the internal discussions about
participation. The findings | presented throughout were received eagerly, and fed into discussions
and decisions about the future of the very tools | was researching, which ultimately brought the

project back to an action-research like approach.

Finally, I would like to point out that | am not, and never have been, a member of the Green Party.
| quit the Pirate Party in 2014, and have not had any personal political affiliation ever since. My

role in the Green Party was that of an external observer or consultant, not an active participant.

3.3. Data Collection

A mixed-methods approach was taken to investigate the research questions. The data collection

was conducted in multiple steps, using different datasets:

! https://www.infratest-dimap.de/en/
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1. Qualitative assessment of the status quo before the implementation of new tools, using
interviews and observations
A: Participant Observation (general assembly, November 2016)
B: Semi-structured Interviews (November 2016 — January 2017)
2. Multiple surveys to allow quantitative validation of qualitative results, and find evidence
for or against different expected effects, at scale
C1: Survey (all party members; April 2017)
C2: Survey (all tool users; June 2017)
C3a&b: Panel Surveys (November 2017 & June 2018)
3. Qualitative assessment of changes, using observations, interviews and focus groups,
during and after the implementation of new tools
D: Participant Observations (assemblies & workshops; April 2017 - September 2018)
E: Semi-structured Interviews (November 2017 - March 2018)
F: Focus Groups (January 2018)
The mix of qualitative and quantitative methods was necessary to address the research questions,
because it allowed to address both the depth of members’ individual views (through qualitative
interviews and focus groups) and the breadth of the whole party (through surveys). Observations
further allowed to assess the current practice and changes to that practice, as well as wider
personal or institutional views concerning participation. The goal was to identify the range of
views in the party through the initial set of interviews, then create surveys based on these in
order to find out how the wider membership sees these issues. A focus group with grass-roots
members gave insight into their perceptions, while interviews with the party elite allowed me to
understand the differences in views between members and elite that would likely not come out in
a survey, particularly as higher ranking members were assumed to be more likely to discuss their
views honestly in a face-to-face conversation (Lilleker, 2003). The new participation tools were
launched alongside my data collection, as shown in Table 2. Several papers based on this
research were also published in this period, which may have had influence on the ongoing

discussions in the party, especially concerning online participation of women.
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Timeline of data collection and online process implementation

Table 2:
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3.3.1. Conversations

Interviews were conducted in two phases: Dataset A was collected between November 2016 and

January 2017, and Dataset E between November 2017 and March 2018. All interviews were

transcribed, and then analysed using NVivo. An overview of all samples is given in Table 3,

followed by a brief discussion of each step in the data collection.

Table3:  Overview of qualitative samples
Dataset B Dataset E Dataset F
Interviews Interviews Focus Group
2016-17 2017-18 2018
Sample Size 11 27 4
Year of first joining the party
No member - 2 -
1980s 2 2 -
1990s 2 5 1
2000s 4 13 2
2010s 3 5 1
Association with party wings
No member - 2 -
Left wing 4 12 -
None 5
Reformer wing 2
Position in party
No member - 2 -
None - 3 1
Below state level 3 3 3
State level or above 19 -
IT Skill (self-assessed on Likert-scale)
1 (very low) - - -
2 2 4 1
3 5 8 1
4 4 7 2
5 (very high) - 8 -
Regularity of internet use
All the time 8 23
Daily 3 4
Weekly - -
Highest educational attainment
Secondary School (Hauptschule) - 1 -
GCSE (Realschule) - 1 -
A-Levels (Abitur) 3 -
University or applied degree 8 21 4
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Dataset B Dataset E Dataset F
Interviews Interviews Focus Group
2016-17 2017-18 2018
Occupation
Employed (full time) 9 17 3
Employed (part time) 1 3 -
Self-Employed - 4 -
Other 1 3 1
Age
18-29 1 1 -
30-39 4 18 -
40-49 1 3 -
50-59 4 4 3
60+ 1
Gender
male 6 18 1
female 5 9 3
Care responsibilities
No Care 6 12
Care 5 15
Type of residence area
City 7 20 3
Suburb 2 1
Small Town - -
Rural 2 -
Region of residence
East 2 4 -
West 8 13 -
Berlin 1 9 4

Interviews - Dataset B

In the first phase, 11 interviews were conducted with members who participated in the discussion

about the proposals around online participation processes for the delegate assembly (see below).

Participants were recruited both at the assembly, and afterwards by email. | attempted to

approach all members who were involved in the discussion of the proposals, either on the party’s

online platform or at the assembly. Some participants were contacted through their local

branches, as they had not published any contact details online. Others could not be identified and
thus not be contacted. | conducted two interviews in person and the rest via Skype or phone. The
questions revolved around three proposals affecting participation and online tools, and were

intended to provide insight into the thoughts and motivations behind members’ views on (online)

participation.
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The age distribution was balanced, with participants between 18 and 62 years old, though on
average slightly younger than the 50 years in the party overall. The gender balance was nearly
equal, at 45:55%, which means a higher proportion of women than the 39% in the party overall

(Niedermayer, 2017a).

More interviewees were leaning towards the left wing of the party. The distribution in the sample
may be chance, or due to members in the left wing being more interested in participation and
overrepresented on the sample list for that reason. Membership in the party wings is not
formalised (see Chapter 4), and so there are no reliable membership numbers. Participants
estimated the proportions between left, unassociated and reformer members between 20:60:20
and 30:40:30. My last survey (see 3.3.3 below) indicates they are closer to 5:90:5, though active
members — the target group for my interviews — are significantly more likely to have a wing

association (p<0.001).

Regarding their position in the party, participants held offices or mandates at different levels. This
is not surprising, as positions on local level are typical for active members, and these active
members were more likely to participate in this discussion. Their self-reported IT and internet
skills reflected a normal distribution. In line with the membership of the party (Niedermayer,
2017a), the participants were mostly highly educated, with more than 50% holding a university
degree. Most participants (7/11) live in cities, in well distributed areas in Germany (across both

North / South and East / West axes). Profiles of all interviewees can be found in Appendix B.1.

Interviews - Dataset E

In the second phase, between November 2017 and March 2018, another 27 interviews were
conducted. | drew up an initial sample list of categories of persons that | wanted to interview,
with members who were involved in the development or implementation of the online processes.

This included

on technical level: hackathon participants, developers, helpdesk staff

- on process level: committee members, statutory experts

- on political level: representatives of wings, youth and elderly groups, task forces, MPs, party
leaders

- working for the party: staff at national and state headquarters, and in parliamentary groups

In addition, | aimed for a sample that roughly represented the diversity of gender, age and
education in the party, as well as the political landscape in Germany (e.g. divide West/East).
Naturally there was some overlap between these groups, for example where staff were also

members and organised in wings, or technical experts held leadership positions.
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An initial sample list based on these criteria was drawn up in a discussion with the head of
members’ participation, who has extensive knowledge of and networks in the party due to their
position in the national headquarters, and involvement with the development of these processes.
My personal network, as well as general knowledge about the party and its structure
supplemented the selection criteria, to prevent bias from personal acquaintance. The party
headquarters emailed all potential participants on the final sample list with a description of my
study, an expression of support from the executive board, and a request to participate in an
interview. A copy of the email (in German) is produced in Appendix B.2. | followed up with
another personal email to arrange a date. Since initial responses were slow, | recruited more
participants at the assemblies in November 2017 and January 2018, in collaboration with the head

of members’ participation, and based on the same sampling criteria.

The interview questions revolved around participants’ views on the new online participation
processes, the benefits and issues these new processes entailed, and their perception of their
implementation. By conducting these interviews, | also contributed to the education about the
tools: In some cases | had to explain them, their purpose, use and reasoning, as my participants
were not aware of the processes. This was an issue especially concerning the Begehren, which

was launched only after interviews concluded.

18 interviews were conducted in person with the rest over Skype or phone. The age distribution
was not as balanced as | had hoped, with participants between 20 and 70 years old, and the
majority in their thirties. This is partly due to the selection criteria for technical expertise — nearly

all members engaged in development fell into this age bracket.

There is again a clear over-representation of participants leaning towards the left wing of the
party. As stated above, there is no institutional data that wing association can be compared to.
My survey data indicates that the left wing is slightly larger than the reformer wing, but by no
means larger than the group without association. The sample is clearly biased, but | cannot
identify the source of this bias. It is unlikely to be due to personal networks, as neither of the
people involved in the sample selection were associated with the left wing. However, according to
the survey data (C3b, see 3.3.3 below), members of the left wing are significantly (p<.0.000)
younger, so that the large amount of members in the left wing may be related to the majority of

young members in the sample.

As shown in Figure 2, the gender balance was near equal on the initial sample list, at 47% women
to 53% men. Unfortunately more women than men declined to be interviewed, primarily due to
lack of time or perceived expertise, which reflects women’s under-estimation of their own skills

elsper an non . e actual sample includes on o women.
(Helsper and Eynon, 2013). Th I sample includ ly 33%
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Figure 2: Sample composition for second set of qualitative interviews by gender
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Source: Dataset E, interviews conducted between November 2017 and March 2018; N = 53

Regarding their position in the party, participants held positions or mandates at different levels.
Since it was the intention of the interviews to speak to the party elite, this is not only
unsurprising, but genuinely positive, as this goal was clearly met. Participants’ self-reported IT
skills, measured on a Likert scale, are fairly high. This again reflects the intention of the sample to
speak to technical experts. All participants use the internet as part of their daily routines, which is
to be expected for the sample: Technical experts, politicians and their staff all conduct a large

portion of their work online.

Most participants live in cities, in well distributed areas in Germany (across both North / South
and East / West axis). The majority of participants hold a university degree, which reflects the

overall distribution in the party. Profiles of all interviewees can be found in Appendix B.3.

Interviews - Dataset O

As discussed in 3.2 above, before my PhD project started, | completed an MSc thesis, comparing
characteristics of web-native and non-web-native political parties, based on the examples of the
Pirate Party and Green Party Germany. Part of this study was a small set of qualitative interviews
with members or staff of both parties. Three interviews were conducted for the Green Party. Two
of the three participants of this initial study were interviewed again for datasets B or E. Since the
topic of the interviews was very similar to those of the PhD thesis, and in fact formed part of the
basis for this project, these interviews were included as sources along with the above datasets.
These initial interviews were specifically used to understand the current participation processes in
the Green Party, and the use of technology in those processes. Some of the results were

published as Thuermer et al. (2016).
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Focus Group - Dataset F

In addition to the interviews with selected party members, a focus group was conducted with
party members in Berlin, collated in dataset F. Similar to the interviews, the head of members’
participation sent emails on my behalf to the leaders of a selection of state or regional branches,
which | then followed up on. Unfortunately, the branches were not responsive: Two of the state
branches approached (Bavaria and Lower Saxony), as well as two of the local groups in Berlin,
were either unresponsive or unable to support the project. Two local branches in Berlin
committed to support the project by inviting their members to participate, but only in one of

them did members actually sign up.

The focus group was conducted in January 2018, in a branch office in Berlin. The focus group
questions reflected the structure of the interviews, and circled around the participants’
understanding, views and use of the online participation tools. The data was coded together with
observation dataset D and interview dataset E. All attendees were between 50 and 69 and live in

Berlin.

3.3.2.  Participant Observations

Participant observation was conducted at multiple events hosted by the Green Party, spanning
two phases. Dataset B was collected in November 2016, at the party assembly that decided about
the introduction of new online participation processes. Dataset D was collected between April
2017 and September 2018, during the implementation phase of these processes. A timeline of the
data collection alongside the development of the online participation processes is shown in Table

2 above.

Dataset A

National delegate assembly 2016, Miinster, 11" — 13" November 2016

The assembly was focused on the topic of social justice, and preceded by a period of proposals
development, discussions and negotiations. The most relevant discussions for the purpose of this
project were the process decisions that were made — or not made. Specifically, the party

discussed three proposals concerning participation, two of which were about online processes:

- B-01 “Strengthen participation: Merge on- and offline” (Beteiligung stédrken: On- und Offline
verschmelzen) (Bundesvorstand Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2016a)
This proposal introduced a set of new participation methods, the Befragung, an online survey

which will be held at least annually, to prepare debates about key topics, and the Begehren, a
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type of petition system, and a completely new process by which 250 members can collectively
demand some action from the national executive board. The proposal was accepted.

- W-01 “Process national election manifesto” (Verfahren Bundestagswahlprogramm)
(Bundesvorstand Bundnis 90 / Die Grinen, 2016b)

This proposal was concerned with the process for the development of the new election
manifesto for the general election in Germany in 2017. Amongst other details, it changed the
process for proposal submissions, such that the supporters of a proposal need to individually
log into the Antragsgriin, the online proposal submission system, to verify their support for
proposals, instead of confirming their support informally to the proposal owner. The proposal
was accepted.

- S-01 “BDK — Change to the proposal entitlement for individual proposals” (BDK - Anderung der
Antragsberechtigung von Einzelantragsteller*innen) (Bundesvorstand Bindnis 90 / Die
Grlinen, 2016c)

This was a proposed change to the statutes of the party, that would have meant to increase
the number of members who needed to support a proposal from 20 to 60. This was fiercely
debated, with four rather than usual two speakers, and extended by another two through a

procedural motion. The proposal was declined.

The three proposals lead to discussions about the way the Green Party conducts participation,
and which values and rules should govern it. Observation notes were taken on all days of the

assembly.

Dataset D

After completing the analysis of dataset A & B, | attended another six events:

1. Hackathon, Berlin, 29*" to 30" April 2017
This event was intended to bring developer volunteers from the party together to
exchange ideas and create tools that could be used in the upcoming election campaign. |
was invited to hold a workshop about online participation. The discussions at this event
showed how the ‘tech-elite’ within the party saw participation, as well as how new tools
are developed in the context of the Green Party. Conversations with participants also
provided some insight into views and ideas about existing processes, and potential
barriers in those processes.

2. National delegate assembly 2017-1, Berlin, 16" — 18" June 2017
This assembly revolved around the discussion and votes upon the election manifesto for
the national election which was held in Germany in September 2017. It was an

opportunity to observe how the results of the verification process played out in practice.
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3.

National delegate assembly 2017-2, Berlin, 24" — 25" November 2017

This assembly was held after the national election, and was initially intended to decide
about a potential coalition contract. However, the coalition talks had failed just a few days
ahead of the assembly, because one of the potential partners — the liberal democrats
(FDP) — had walked out. Thus, the assembly focussed on a review of the election
campaign and outcomes, and made some general decisions about positions and statutes.
Apart from taking observation notes, | conducted four interviews, had several
conversations with attendees, and made contacts that subsequently turned into
interviews.

National delegate assembly 2018-1, Hannover, 26" — 28" January 2018

This assembly revolved around the election of a new executive board. It was more of a
media spectacle than the previous assemblies, as both chairs had announced that they
would not stand again, and thus two new chairs had to be elected. Apart from collecting
observation notes about the election process, which was conducted electronically and
thus provided insight into how the party uses technology, | conducted another three
interviews, and made further contacts.

Launch convention for the new party manifesto, Berlin, 14™ April 2018

This was a launch event for the development of the new manifesto, which should be
ready for the party’s 40 year anniversary in 2020. This event consisted of discussions and
workshops. The new participation processes, especially the Begehren are planned to be a
core part of the manifesto development process. | was again invited to hold a workshop,
together with general secretary Michael Kellner, to discuss online participation methods
with members.

National women’s conference and council, Leipzig, 7" — 9™ September 2018

This was a combination between the annual women’s conference of the party, and the
gathering of the women’s council, a statutory decision-making body primarily concerned
with women'’s issues, and the task force for women’s policy. | was invited to conduct a
workshop with the council and task force, to present and discuss my preliminary results
about women’s online participation. | also used the opportunity to observe how this

event, which was limited to women only, functioned.

| took field notes throughout all of the events. In addition to the events, several meetings and

calls with staff from the party headquarters, as well as email exchanges about the project and

tools involved, are included as observations, as important information about the development of

the online processes was exchanged in those contexts.
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3.3.3.  Surveys

To supplement the qualitative data, | conducted a series of surveys among party members, with
the aim to identify how party members overall perceive participation in the party, how they
participate, and what expectations they have of participation processes in general and online
participation specifically. Sudden changes in the plans of the party made it necessary to
restructure the data collection, and resulted in four surveys across three samples, which provided
much richer data than initially planned. The surveys allow me to answer research questions 4 & 5,
to find evidence for or against mobilisation, reinforcement or non-use, and identify what
demographic and other characteristics make members more or less likely to display either of
these behaviours. An overview of all samples is given in Table 4, compared, where available, with
data about the party in general, based on Niedermayer (2017a), the most representative
summary of party members in Germany. This is followed by a more detailed discussion of the

individual steps in the data collection process.

The samples overall are representative of the party, with education and regional divide in all three
surveys very close to the distribution in the party in general. The large difference in the
proportion of civil servants can be explained through a different categorisation, as Niedermayer
included employees of the state who are not sworn in, as opposed to only sworn in state
employees in my surveys. Participants in Dataset C1 are slightly younger, and in C3b slightly older
than in general. The proportion of male participants in all three surveys is several points higher

than in the party overall.
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Table4:  Overview of quantitative samples
Green Party Dataset C1 Dataset C3a Dataset C3b
overall Panel Wave 1
(Niedermayer, All m.embers November Panel Surve\iZ
2017a) April 2017 2017 * June 2018
Sample Size 62,150 4,236 4.096
Responses 3489 572 457
Response Rate 6% 14% 11%
Year first party entry
1980s 15% 17%
1990s 20% 19%
2000s 23% 24%
2010s 42% 41%
Association with party wings
Left wing 3% 5%
None 95% 91%
Reformer wing 2% 4%
Position in party
None 45% 44% 40%
Below slte?/teel 50% 48% 51%
State Ie;/scl)\c;er 5o 8% 9%
IT Skill (self-assessed on Likert-scale)
1 (very low) 3% 2%
2 9% 10%
3 30% 29%
4 33% 32%
5 (very high) 25% 27%
Regularity of internet use
Daily 99% 96% 97%
Less than daily 1% 4% 3%
Highest educational attainment
In education 10% 3% 8%
GCSE 11% 6% 8% 4%
A-Levels 17% 16% 15% 17%
University 68% 66% 74% 71%
degree
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Green Party Dataset C1 Dataset C3a Dataset C3b
overall Panel Wave 1
(Niedermayer, All m.embers November Panel Survey;z
2017a) April 2017 2017 * June 2018
Occupation Niedermayer includes only members in employment
Employed 30% 45% 48% 44%
Self-Employed 24% 16% 17% 18%
Civil Service 45% 9% 11% 10%
Retired 15% 14% 18%
ccucation 1% & ™
Other 4% 3% 3%
Age Dataset C3a used an incompatible age distribution
" Cut off age in age distribution in Niedermayer is 20 years
below 18 2% " 1%
18-29 11% " 15% 10%
30-39 16% 18% 16%
40-49 19% 18% 16%
50-59 28% 25% 31%
60+ 24% 23% 27%
Gender
male 61% 69% 67% 64%
female 39% 30% 32% 36%
other 1% 1% 0%
Care responsibilities
No Care 50% 54%
Care 50% 46%
Type of residence area
City 44% 46% 45%
Suburb 11% 14% 13%
Small Town 27% 22% 24%
Rural 18% 18% 17%
Region of residence
East 7% 8% 8% 8%
West 83% 81% 82% 82%
Berlin 9% 11% 10% 10%
Preferred participation intensity
Uncapped 32% 32% 29%
Equal 68% 68% 71%
Preferred participation type
Discuss 45% 42% 47%
Vote 55% 58% 53%

* There was an overlap of 214 participants that responded to both panel surveys.
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Dataset C1 - Grass-roots survey

The first of these surveys was conducted by the Green Party in April 2017, as part of a Befragung
—the online surveys which the party regularly holds among their members. Although | designed
several questions, and advised on others, the final survey as well as the data collection was
decided and executed by the party. | only received a dataset with survey responses for those

guestions that were agreed between the party and myself.

All party members were invited to participate, with emails sent to everyone who had an email
address registered in the party’s members’ database (about 84%), and those who did not
receiving a letter. The data was collected by the central party office using their LimeSurvey?
system. The survey was conducted online, but members were given the option to request the
survey on paper, which was used by 15 participants. The survey was sent to 62,150 members in
total, and returned just under 3500 responses, which equals a response rate of 6%. This rate is
very low, which may partially be explained by the topic: The party’s survey focussed on the
upcoming election campaign, and members’ priorities in that campaign. The previous survey on
social justice policy had reached a response rate of 24% - potentially, policy draws more attention

than processes.

| developed a set of questions relating to the perception and use of the new online participation
methods, based on findings from the interviews (A) and observations (B). After initial agreement
that | could add a set of questions to the survey, the party later informed me that the set |
submitted was too large, and | needed to limit the number of questions. | subsequently

reformatted the questions, leaving four specific questions about online participation:

1. How members thought the new online participation tools would influence their own
participation

2. How they already participated (Channels)

3. What type of activity they engaged in (Activities)

4. Their participation preferences

The latter question was originally intended as a set of Likert-scale questions that would have
allowed to determine underlying preferences through factor analysis. Instead, it was now

transformed into the request to order a set of statements about participation preferences by

2 https://www.limesurvey.org/
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importance, with the first being the most and the last being the least important. The four

statements consisted of two pairs:

e All members can participate in votes
All members can participate in discussions
e All members can participate equally

All members can participate as much as possible

The response to this question was used to develop two binary scales for the preferred type of
participation (votes or discussions) and intensity of participation (equal or uncapped). This design

is explained in more detail at the end of Chapter 5.

There was no need to include all of my demographic questions explicitly, as the Green Party
already covered most of the common demographic categories (e.g. age, education, gender). |
merged my questions with the Green Party’s own ones, e.g. by adding internet use and party rank
to the demography as opposed to the participation section, and supplementing some of the
response options for their existing questions, such as ‘University Degree’ for the level of

education.

My four main questions were added to the survey as optional questions in a separate section
about participation in the party. Members were not explicitly made aware that their responses
would be used for research (see 3.5 for a discussion of the ethical implications). The full survey

can be seen in Appendix E.5.3.

The data gathered through this survey was used to understand how the member base sees
current decision-making processes within the party, and their preferences for participation. The

results contribute to answering research question one. They are discussed in Chapter 5.

Dataset C2 — Tool users

A second survey was conducted by the party in June 2017, following the first general delegate
assembly that had used the online verification process in Antragsgriin. | have developed the
survey for and with the party, and the same participation and demographic questions were used
to ensure comparability. The survey was conducted by the party, and sent to 2,258 members who
had used the tool, and received 248 (11%) responses. However, due to lack of time, and since

more insight could be derived from the larger surveys, these results have not been analysed.

Dataset C3 — Panel surveys

The panel survey was initially planned as an addition to the Befragung, like C1. However, the

party later decided that they did not want this survey to be sent to all members. The panel
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surveys were therefore conducted among a sample of 4,236 party members (4096 for the second
wave). The sample was selected at random from two sets of members: those who communicated
with the party by email, and those who did not. 500 members with no email address on their
membership record were invited to participate by post. An equivalent proportion of members —
3736 — was invited by email. The selection was done by staff at the party’s headquarters with
access to the membership database. The first wave was collected throughout November 2017,
and the second from 5 June to 11" July 2018. Both of these are good periods for surveys, as they

lie outside or on the edges, but not within the core holiday seasons.

The stratification of the sample was intended to counter a potential bias of members who already
use the internet, which would have meant that those who are most excluded from online
participation, due to lack of access or skills to use the web (Sylvester and McGlynn, 2010), would
not have been captured in the sample. The costs for printing and postage, which were covered by
the party, limited the sample size. All participants had the option to respond either online or on
paper. 34 and 30 participants answered on paper respectively, with changes happening in both

directions (invited by post -> answered online, and vice versa).

A total of 572 participants responded to the first panel wave, and 457 to the second, giving
response rates of 14% and 11% respectively. This is comparable to other organisational studies.
Gerl et al. (2018) reached a similar response rate of 13% for a survey among Green Party
members in a single state. Compared to the response rates for the Befragung mentioned above,
this response rate may reflect the increased interest of members in participation as both an

organisational and a policy issue.

Both panel waves were designed at the same time, using the same questions, with some minor
adjustments. The questions were developed based on the initial findings from datasets A and B,
as well as the design and results of survey C1. Rather than asking only about the Befragung and
Begehren, the panel surveys also included the Antragsgriin as well as the online verification
process in the Antragsgriin. The questions around participation channels and activities were
reproduced, with additional response options that proved to be necessary (e.g. ‘Email’), and
expanded to allow tracing which channels were used for which activity (Ackermann, 2017).
Additional questions revolved around members’ views on, and expectations and use of the new
online participation tools. As a fail-safe in case the second wave would not happen for any reason,
a question about the first use of the new tools was included, to allow comparisons of criteria
based on time of adoption. Due to preliminary findings that indicated opposing views about the
assumed effect of online participation tools on different groups of members, discussed in Chapter
5, a set of questions around members’ assumptions from online participation was included. To

reflect the apparent interaction effect between personal networks on online participation, both
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the size and type of networks were asked. The survey also included a set of demographic
questions which reflected the set used in C1 to allow comparisons. Unfortunately the age-scale in

the first panel survey was incomparable, and therefore amended in the second survey.

The main difference between the panel waves was that while the first one asked for an intended
change in participation behaviour due to the new tools (‘How do you think the
[Antragsgriin/Online verification/Befragung/Begehren] will affect your own participation?’), the
second wave asked about the actual effect of the tools (‘How do you think the

[Antragsgriin/Online verification/Befragung/Begehren] did affect your own participation?’).

Since all three processes were introduced and/or further adopted between the two panel waves,
the data collected allows conclusions about the effect of online participation, corresponding to

research questions 4 and 5. The results will be discussed in Chapter 7.

3.4. Data Analysis

Data analysis was conducted alongside the data collection, and separately for qualitative and
quantitative data. The results of the first phase of qualitative data collection (datasets A and B)
were used to inform the direction of data collection and analysis for following datasets. The
results of analysis of dataset C1 (the survey among all party members) in turn informed the
development of dataset C3 (the panel survey). The combination of both qualitative and
quantitative data collection allows triangulation of methods (Patton, 1999). This is especially
important as some of the core theoretical questions — such as whether party members show
mobilisation, reinforcement, non-use or replacement behaviour, cannot be answered through

only one type of data.

3.4.1. Qualitative Analysis

All data was transcribed and then coded thematically in NVivo. Analysis was conducted in two

separate waves, for datasets A&B in spring of 2017, and datasets E-F in fall of 2018.

Datasets A&B

The goal during analysis was to gain a deeper understanding of members’ views of the
proceedings and the proposals, as well as their views of party-internal democracy. Observations
and interviews were coded inductively, by closely reading the transcripts and identifying themes
related to their views and preferences around participation, party processes, and technology. In a

second step, the results were coded deductively, applying codes derived from literature in order
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to identify themes from social theory, such as oligarchisation, or mobilisation, reinforcement,

replacement and non-use. Codes were refined though several iterations of this process.

The result was a definition of the problem space of democratic decision-making, participation in

general, and online participation in particular. The main themes identified in this dataset were:

e Attitudes towards participation in general, and the role of participation in the
organisational context of the party. Sub-themes were, for example, the perceived fairness
of participation processes, the ability of the party to adapt to changing circumstances, or
the expectations members had of participation.

e Democracy, what members perceived as either democratic or undemocratic, what they
understood the democratic values of the party to be, and which factors they perceived as
relevant in this context. Sub-themes included the diversity of participants, or the type of
decision-making, e.g. consensus or majority vote.

e Factors for Participation which members perceived as relevant, classified by their
anticipated effects as enabling, inhibiting, or balancing. Sub-themes included common
digital- or participation- divide themes, such as age, gender, and access, but also factors
specific to the party, such as the role of full-time politicians, networks, or regional
differences.

e Forms of Participation, or ways in which participants currently engage, or would like to
engage. Sub-themes included specific participation formats, such as general members’
votes, or engagement in different networks (e.g. local groups, wings), but also broader
participation formats, such as agenda setting, or non-participation. The largest sub-theme
was online participation, categorised by the type of comments made, as either
assumptions about, experience with, known plans for, expectations of, or (anticipated)
issues with online participation.

e Green Party, including descriptions of the different views about the party, as well as
comments about how the party works. Sub-themes included the role of the grass-roots
and hierarchy in the party, the party’s structure, as well as the perception of democracy in
and the identity of the party.

e Processes, or discussions of how the party makes decisions. Sub-themes included the
workings of party assemblies, or the process of deliberation and decision-making in the
party, as well as the different persons involved in these processes.

e Proposals and their role for participation in the party. Sub-themes included the proposal
process, the amount of proposals submitted for assemblies, and the degree to which this

was perceived as a problem.
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e Technology that is or could be used in the party. Sub-themes included the different tools
in discussion or use, such as the Antragsgriin, as well as potential changes through

technology.

In combination, this coding allowed to preliminary answer research questions 1 and 2, concerning
perceptions of participation and how these views inform processes. The results also informed the
design of the surveys to collect datasets C1 and C3. A detailed codebook for datasets A&B can be

found in Appendix C. Based on the existing literature discussed in Chapter 2, the following

hypotheses were made:

1. What are the participation preferences in the party, and do they differ between groups?
H1la. Members have different participation preferences.
H1b. Members on different hierarchy levels have different preferences.
Hilc. Younger members have different preferences than older members.
H1d. Members who are less familiar with technology have different preferences than
those more familiar with technology.
2. How are participation preferences translated into processes?

H2a. Assumptions about direct participation underpin process design and implementation.

The results are discussed in Chapter 5.

Datasets D-F

For the second set of qualitative data, coding was primarily deductive, using a portion of the
codebook generated for dataset A&B. Codes were limited to those concerning members’ views of
participation and the participation process in the party, and factors considered for equal
participation. New codes were generated inductively to capture views about potential effects of
online participation. The goal was to understand members’ views of the new development in
online participation, their preferences and practical experience with the implementation of the

new tools and processes, and expectations and worries about their potential effects.

The result was a deeper and more nuanced overview of how party members understand
democratic decision-making, participation in general, and online participation in particular. The

main themes identified in this dataset were:

e Democracy, and how it is perceived in terms of democratic processes, as well as its role in
the Green Party. Sub-themes included the role of the grass-roots and party hierarchy, and

the different modes of participation, e.g. deliberation, representation, and votes.
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e Factors for Participation, which would contribute to participation being enabled or
inhibited. These were classed as either demographic, such as age, gender, and residence,
or resources, such as financial, cultural, or social capital, or time.

e Online Participation, and how members do or do not (intend to) use it. References were
tagged with the different online tools, where they were related to a specific one, and
classified as

o Opportunities, where participants saw potential benefits, such as increased
inclusion or efficiency

o Issues, where they saw potential problems, such as barriers to participation or
lack of impact

o Requirements for the introduction of online participation tools, such as stepwise
introduction and feedback routes

o Strategies for how these requirements are addressed, and

o Experiences of how the implementation was perceived by participants

The results of this analysis allowed to supplement the preliminary response to research questions
2, around assumptions that underpin the design and decision about online participation tools, and
answer research question 3, concerning the translation from preferences to implementation of

online participation tools. A detailed codebook for datasets D-F can be found in Appendix D.
Based on the existing literature discussed in Chapter 2, the following hypotheses were made:

2. How are participation preferences translated into processes?
H2a: Assumptions about direct participation underpin process design and implementation.
3. How are inequalities identified and addressed?
H3a: Inequalities specific to the party are not formally identified; only well known ‘digital
divide’-issues are addressed.
4. To which degree are preferences realised in processes, and are expectations of party

members and leadership met? If not, why?

Results of this analysis are discussed in Chapter 6. The analysis was also used to develop the

actor-networks in Chapter 7.

Language Considerations

The research was carried out in German, and all interviews and the focus group have been
conducted, and all observation notes were taken in German. Conducting the interviews in any
other than the native language of participants would make the data obtained less rich, as

participants would not have been able to express themselves as clearly. Transcriptions were also
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carried out in German, with coding applied in English. Translating the data before transcription or
analysis would have been too time-consuming, but would also have risked nuances being ‘lost in
translation’. Individual quotes were translated to English as and when needed for inclusion in the

thesis, to keep as much of the original meaning for as long as possible during analysis.

Since | am a native German speaker, but know little of the German terminology in a research field
that | mainly explored in English, changing the language during analysis — analysing German data
using English codes — was the most practical. This approach allowed the best of both worlds: The
easiest accessibility for research participants, leading to the richest possible data, as well as
analysis and write-ups done in English, making results of that research accessible to a wider group

of researchers.

Being German myself, and having been part of the German political system, | understand this
system in a lot of depth from a practitioners’ perspective. This also let me see differences to other
systems like UK more clearly, which in turn gives me an advantage when it comes to analysing
processes. In this context, it was very beneficial that my supervisory team was international: Silke
Roth and Steffen Staab as Germans were familiar with both the language and political system, and
thus able to provide support on both language and cultural questions. Kieron O’Hara on the other
hand was able to provide an ‘outsider’-view, which helped to contextualise the results in a way

that was most meaningful to non-Germans.

3.4.2. Quantitative Analysis

All survey data was initially processed in Microsoft Excel, and then imported to and analysed in
SPSS. Analysis was completed in three stages: Dataset C1 was analysed in fall 2017 (Thuermer et
al., 2018). The results informed the subsequent analysis of dataset C3, which was completed in
spring and summer of 2018 respectively. For all three datasets, an exploratory factor analysis was
conducted, and binary logistic as well as linear regression models were built to predict key
variables: participation preferences, institutional activity, use of, and intended and actual effects

of online participation tools.

Factor Analysis

Factor Analysis is used to reduce the amount of variables in the analysis, and to identify
underlying factors that the data did not include explicitly (Field, 2013, chap. 17). All factor
analyses were conducted in SPSS using principal axis factoring without rotation. The quality of a
factor is assessed using two values: Cronbach Alpha measures the reliability of the factor, and

values above .8 are considered sufficiently reliable. The Kaiser—-Meyer—0Olkin (KMO) statistic
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measures the adequacy of the sample. It ranges between 0 and 1, with 1 indicating maximum

correlation. Values from 0.5 upwards are considered acceptable, and above 0.9 as ‘superb’.

An initial exploratory analysis of dataset C1 indicated two factors. One of them, interpreted to
indicate a ‘Propensity to Participate Online’, based mainly on variables Age and Internet Use, was
discarded as too unreliable, with a Cronbach Alpha value of just 0.381. The second, retained
factor is interpreted as an indicator for participants’ level of ‘Institutional Activity’: The higher the
factor score, the more members are engaged in institutional activities within the party. The
variables binding to this factor are the types of activities members engage in (e.g. voting,
attending assemblies), and the channels they use to engage (e.g. local meetings or social media),
as well as their party-internal position. The factor was improved upon in the panel survey, as
more data about the size of participants’ network as well as different types of online platforms
were gathered. An overview of the variables and loadings on each factor is given in Table 5. There
are more variables in the factor for survey C3a, as they improve the overall factor, but were not

available in survey C1.

Table 5:  Factor Loadings for Institutional Activity for datasets C1 and C3a

Variable Loadings
C1 C3a
Activity: Discussed proposals 0.793 0.778
Activity: Worked in party bodies 0.710 0.738
Activity: Supported proposals 0.749 0.728
Channel: At supra-local Meetings (binary) 0.681 0.680
Activity: Voted as a grass-roots member 0.724 0.673
Activity: Discussed relevant topics 0.633 0.671
Size of network 0.654
Activity: Voted as a delegate 0.723 0.653
Channel: By Email (binary) 0.595
Activity: Wrote proposals 0.561 0.570
Channel: At local Meetings (binary) 0.475 0.515
Rating of Position in Party 0.553 0.419
Channel: Through party online platforms (binary) 0.400
Channel: At non-local Meetings (binary) 0.406 0.379
Channel: Through Social Media (binary) 0.356 0.327
N 3251 445
KMO 0.917 0.912
Cronbach Alpha 0.861 0.875

For comparison between panel waves, the above weighted factor loadings were generated based
on dataset C3a, which were then applied to the equivalent variables in both datasets C3a and
C3b, generating a weighted sum average score for each set (DiStefano et al., 2009). This allows a
direct comparison of the degree of institutional activity each participant demonstrated in either
panel wave, and especially to pinpoint where participants changed their level of activity. It also

enabled me to create a variable for ‘Change in institutional activity’, which is positive if the
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difference is positive, i.e. participants were more active in the second wave than in the first. This
in turn allows an estimation of mobilisation: Only where a participant has become more active

can they be considered to be mobilised.

The factor scores are used as dependent variables in linear regression models, to determine
characteristics of active members, and as predictors in both linear and binary logistic regression

models, to predict use and changes in activity through the online participation processes.

Regression Models

The data derived from the surveys was analysed primarily using binary logistic regression models.
The main dependent variables were the responses to the question "How do you think [the new
participation methods] will affect your own participation?" These were turned into binary
responses, either ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ to the statements ‘I will participate [more / the same]’: The models
thus identify which variables are significant predictors for (anticipated) increase or no
(anticipated) effect through either tool. In addition, models were built to determine which
variables can be used to predict the use of either tool, as well as an increase in institutional
activity between the two panel waves. In all logistic models, Odds Ratios are provided, indicating
the change in odds for the relevant outcome for any one category as compared to the comparison
category. An odds ratio below 1 indicates negative odds, a ratio above 1 positive odds. Logistic
models are assessed for model fit using Nagelkerke’s R-Square, ranging between 0 and 1. It
functions similar to R-Square in linear models, with higher values indicating better fit (Field, 2013,
chap. 8). All models were further tested for multicollinearity, outliers and residuals. Though not all
results were ideal, especially with regards to outliers in the models from the first panel wave, the

results were deemed acceptable for interpretation.

In order to identify the variables that influence the degree of institutional activity of participants,
linear regression models were built for both panel waves, using the factor scores (described
above) as dependent variables. This allows interpretation of the characteristics of members who

were active at each stage, and whether there were any changes in activity.

To generate the most accurate models, literature as well as the initial qualitative analysis
informed the modelling process. The variables that were perceived as relevant in interviews and
observations, such as participation preferences or networks, in conjunction with those identified
in the literature, such as gender, age, or skills (Vowe, 2014), were used as the starting point in all
models. Weak or insignificant predictors were subsequently removed, until all predictor variables
were distinctive and significant at p<0.05. For example, respondents’ political orientation, their
residence in East or West Germany, or their income, were not significant in any of the models.

More predictors that were dropped as insignificant are summarised in Table 6 below. This is not
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an exhaustive list, but includes only the main predictors that — based on the digital divide and

participation literature — would have been expected to make a difference.

Antragsgriin Befragung Begehren

Gender IT Skills Gender

Age Participation Age
Anticipated Effect Education preferences Education

IT skills Participation

preferences

Internet use Age Gender

IT skills Education IT skills
Actual Effect Participation Internet use Participation

preferences IT skills preferences

Table 6: Overview of weak and insignificant predictors by model

All models were tested for collinearity, outliers and model fit. Possible interactions were tested in

all models, based on findings in this process, and knowledge about the field. For example, tests

included interactions between Gender and Care, Income and Age, and Age and IT Skills.

Mapping of data to research questions

To classify the behaviour of participants into mobilisation and reinforcement according to the

theoretical framework of the Differentiated Online Participation Effects-model (DOPE-model), and

subsequently answer research questions 5 (Is there evidence for mobilisation, reinforcement,

replacement, or non-use? Are these effects mutually exclusive or do they occur simultaneously?)

and 6 (What characteristics of participants correlate with each of these effects?), a direct

comparison between respondents who answered both surveys C3a and C3b was conducted. This

was a total of 214 respondents. Due to the small sample size, the amount of variables that could

be included in analysis was limited, since at least 15 cases per predictor variable are required, and

cell counts cannot be smaller than 5 (Field, 2013). Comparisons were made based on three types

of models:

- Current activity (measured through factor score)

- Current use of the tools

- Intended (wave 1) and reported (wave 2) behaviour change through each of the tools

Based on the existing literature discussed in Chapter 2, the following hypotheses were made:

5. Isthere evidence for mobilisation, reinforcement, replacement, or non-use? Are these effects

mutually exclusive or do they occur simultaneously?

H5a. There is evidence for all four effects.

H5b.  All effects happen simultaneously for different groups.
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6. What characteristics of participants correlate with each of these effects?

H6a. Behaviour differs by age: Younger members are more likely to show reinforcement.

H6b. Behaviour differs by familiarity with technology: Members who are less familiar with
technology are more likely to show replacement; Members with average technology
skills are most likely to be mobilised.

Hé6c. Behaviour differs by socio-economic status (e.g. income, occupation): Members with
higher status are more likely to show replacement.

Héd. Behaviour differs based on participation preferences: Members with a preference for

voting are more likely to be mobilised.

If a participant has started using any of the tools in-between the two panel waves, this is
considered to be ‘adoption’. This is combined with participants’ activity score: If they have
become more active while adopting tools, this can be considered as mobilisation. Since
mobilisation and reinforcement should be considered at collective level (groups rather than
individuals), it is important to note that reinforcement can only occur for groups that are
mobilised: if a group that was previously inactive became active, that would be considered as
mobilisation. Since this is the type of mobilisation that the Green Party intends, this will be
considered as positive mobilisation. If a group was active before, and has now become more
active, that would also be mobilisation, but since the group already had an advantage (due to
being more active than others), this can be seen as evidence of reinforcement. To identify these
patterns on group level, a comparison is made between the linear regression models for
Institutional Activity, and the binary logistic regression models for use and effects of the tools, as

summarised in Table 7.

Table 7:  Identification of different effects using the DOPE-model

Activity | Tool Use Iﬁz::;?:e
Mobilisation - + +
Reinforcement + + +
Replacement X + -
Non-Use X - X

Source: Own development. Activity refers to institutional activity; Tool Use refers to Current use of
the different tools; Activity Increase refers to intended / actual changes in behaviour through the
tool.

- indicates either no difference or negative correlation; + indicates a difference or positive
correlation; x indicates either (as it does not make a difference to the model).

If a variable, such as age, was a significant predictor for use of the tools, as well as an increase in

activity, this can be considered as mobilisation. If on the other hand the variable was significant in
all three models, in the same direction, and more especially if the effect grew stronger, this would
be considered as reinforcement. If tools were used, but there was no change in activity levels, this

can be considered as replacement, while if tools were not used, or variables were negative
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predictors of adoption, this can be considered as non-use. These differences were compared

systematically, and will be discussed in Chapter 7.

The relation between all research questions and their accompanying hypotheses, the theory they

are based on, as well as the data used to answer them, are summarised in Table 8:
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Table 8: Mapping of data and research questions
Theory Research Questions and Hypotheses Data Datasets
1. What are the participation preferences in the party, and | Overview through observations and interviews, to develop A B
do they differ between groups? spectrum on which members can then be placed
H1la:Members have different participation preferences. | Differences between thematic codes for democracy A, B,D,F
Digital Divide: Use of the internet and compared by elite level;
benefit derived from it differs with Correlation between elite level ('Do or did you hold a C1,C3
age, education, skills. position', 'At which level') and democratic preference (‘order
Oligarchy: Members of the elite and these statements')
gras.s-.root-s have.dlfferent views on H1lb:Members on different hierarchy levels have Difference in thematic codes between participation forms A, D,F
participation - elite wants to protect different preferences. and factors, and elite level
their power while grass-roots want to
keep elite accountable. H1c: Younger members have different preferences than | Correlation between age group (‘How old are you') and C1,C3
older members. democratic preference
H1d:Members who are less familiar with technology Correlation between internet use (Channels used, IT skills, C1,C3
have different preferences than those more internet use) and democratic preference
familiar with technology.
Participation: Principles of direct How are participation preferences translated into Themf’:\tlc codes for dgmocracY af\d participation faCtOFS_, _ D, E
AP . - processes? participants who are involved in implementation or decisions
participation, creation of legitimacy About it
through process. H2a: Assumptions about direct participation underpin
Institutional Change process design and implementation.
Participation: Principles of equal How are inequalities identified and addressed? Thematic codes for factors and forms of participation B,D,E
participation in order to establish Additional codes tbc based on new data
legitimate decisions " e
H3a:Inequalities specific to the party are not formall
Digital Divide: Inequalities based on . q . P p’ . y o y
. identified; only well known ‘digital divide’-issues
access to and use of online
technology are addressed.
To which degree are preferences realised in processes, | Define expectations from thematic codes on online A B
Oligarchy: Expectations of grass-roots and are expectations of party members and leadership participation in interviews and observations
members and elite diverge. Check whether expectations are met in interviews and focus | E, F

met? If not, why?

groups
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preferences: Members with a preference for voting
are more likely to be mobilised.

Theory Research Questions and Hypotheses Data Datasets
Is there evidence for mobilisation, reinforcement, Identify changes in activity based on factor scores; assign C3
replacement, or non-use? Are these effects mutually who has increased participation overall
exclusive or do they occur simultaneously?
H5a:There is evidence for all four effects. Analysis of change in activity by tool; comparison between C3
H5b:All effects happen simultaneously for different panel waves
groups.
Effects of Online Participation: The What characteristics of participants correlate with each | Analysis of changes in specified variables between panel a
introduction of onlln-e participation of these effects? waves
methods can have different effects: - - - -
1. Party members are mobilised: Hb6a: BehaV|.our differs by age: Younger members are Variable Age in both panel waves c3
more members participate more likely to show reinforcement.
2. Existing divides are reinforced: H6b:Behaviour differs by familiarity with technology: Variables IT Skill / Efficacy in both panel waves C3
already active members participate Members who are less familiar with technology are
more; result of digital divide more likely to show replacement; Members with
3. Activities that were previously average technology skills are most likely to be
done offline are transferred online -
4. New methods are not adopted mobilised.
H6c: Behaviour differs by socio-economic status (e.g. Variables income, network ('# of contacts', 'type of c3
income, occupation): Members with higher status | contacts'), employment in both panel waves
are more likely to show replacement.
H6d:Behaviour differs based on participation Variable democratic preference in both panel waves c3
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3.5. Ethical and Other Considerations

The data collection for the MSc thesis received ethical approval in July 2015, under ERGO ID
#15464. The data collection for the PhD thesis has been approved by the ethics committee under
ERGO ID #20777 in several stages: In October 2016 for datasets A & B, in February 2017 for
datasets D-F, in April 2017 for datasets C1 & C2, and in June 2017 for dataset C3. The complete
application including questionnaires can be found in Appendix E. The main ethical considerations
for the study concern consent and confidentiality for participants, and the collaboration

agreement with the Green Party.

For interviews and focus groups, the confidentiality was the main concern. All interviews were
recorded and then transcribed, and participants’ responses were anonymised during
transcriptions. The interviewee profiles (Appendix B) were sent to interviewees before submission
to give them opportunity to object (which happened in a handful of cases, and led to
amendments). For the focus group, all participants signed a consent form to keep what was said
in the group confidential. Data was processed the same as the interview data. However, since not
all participants can be reached by email, profiles could not be confirmed, and are therefore not

provided.

During party assemblies and the surveys conducted by the party (C1 and C2), it was not possible
to ensure all participants are informed about the study. As a result, they could not give explicit
consent to their participation. Consent for the observations was given by the party leadership, for
each observed event. Since all of these events were public, and draw quite a lot of media
attention in the case of national assemblies, participants would have expected to be observed. At
smaller events, such as workshops (D1, Hackathon April 2017 & D5, Workshop at launch event,
April 2018), participants were explicitly informed about my observations, with no objections

made. Thus, the lack of individual consent was seen as acceptable.

The panel surveys each included a consent form at the beginning of the survey, which participants
accepted by continuing with the survey. The surveys that the party conducted were treated as
secondary data. The party did not provide data for politically sensitive questions that were not

relevant for my study.

The discussions about which questions | could ask, and data | would or would not receive, were
mostly amiable, and only was contentious when it came to questions around the party wings or

participants’ political orientation. There was an appreciation from my side that the party did not
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want to have the current internal peace be picked apart by me acquiring data that would lend
itself to point out imbalances. This is why | agreed that some of the data would not be published

as such, but only used in analysis.

Party members responded to a survey by the party, and consented to the party using that data.
The party consented to providing the data to me for research purposes. A nondisclosure and data
sharing agreement was drawn up by the University of Southampton research support team to
formalise this consent, which was the basis of the data exchange between the party and myself. A
copy of the agreement is provided in Appendix A. Although in some instances | was unable to
acquire the data that | wanted, either in quantity or content, this agreement was considered as
beneficial, since this was the only way | could get the data | needed for the project in the first

place.

Further to the provision of data, the Green Party also supported my fieldwork with a budget of
1000 €, managed by the University of Southampton. This was spent on four field trips to visit
party conferences. Further to the travel budget, the party invited me to present my results at two
workshops in 2018. Both of these trips were fully funded by the party. In addition to presenting at
these workshops, | also used these trips to collect further data and observe different types of
party gatherings. In that, each visit to a party event was used as a data collection opportunity,

providing a very rich set of observation notes.

The party further provided me with a hotel room at the first assembly in Miinster in 2016, a
meeting room in their headquarters to conduct interviews while | was in Berlin, postage for the

panel surveys, as well as access to their survey and participation systems.

The party leadership, especially general secretary Michael Kellner, have been very supportive of
the entire project. In exchange for the party’s support as well as the provision of and enablement
to collect further data, the party received research results. Every paper written during the project
(for the Web Science conferences in 2016 and 2018, and ECPR conferences in 2017 and 2018) was
provided to the party for comment before submission. These papers were received with interest,
results were discussed, especially in the workshops mentioned above, but never criticised. To the
contrary, the party actively considered implementing suggestions made in these papers for the

further development of their online participation processes.

There was only a single instance throughout the whole collaboration where | was asked to

rephrase some of my findings. This was communicated clearly and amiably, explicitly stating that
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it was not about meddling with my research, just about what the party would be willing to state

publically on their own platform. Since this was for a blog post on their own website, | obliged.
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Chapter 4 Organisational Culture and Participation in the

Green Party Germany

In this chapter, | introduce the Green Party Germany. | begin with a brief history of the Green
Party, showing their roots in social movements and how these have influenced their perception of
participation and the role of the grass-roots (4.1), followed by a discussion of the party’s
organisational structure (4.2), and the role of party members (4.3). Finally, | will show how the
party currently uses technology, both for organisational and participatory purposes, and explain
how they intend to embed online participation into their existing processes (4.4). This will form
the basis for the analysis of participatory processes, and the anticipated and actual effects of

these processes, in the following chapters.

4.1. History of the Green Party

The Green Party Germany was founded in West Germany in 1980, and has roots in the ecology,
women’s rights and peace movements. The party was conceived as the parliamentary political
arm of these movements, and as such had a strong commitment to grass-roots activism. This also
showed in their statutes and manifesto, where they declared themselves to be 'the alternative to
the traditional parties', and introduced strong regulations in favour of grassroots-participation

(Frankland, 2008).

The party was founded bottom-up: Local groups formed all over the country, which grouped
together and finally founded the national party as their umbrella organisation (Switek, 2012). The
party subsequently won seats in four state parliaments between 1981 and 1982, and first entered
the German national parliament (Bundestag) in the general election in 1983, gaining 5.6% of the

votes.

After the German reunification, the Western Green Party joined with the Eastern ‘Blindnis 90’, an
alliance with similar roots and intentions, which already formed a parliamentary group with the
Eastern German Green Party (Frankland, 2008). This was the foundation of the party in its modern
form: While ‘Die Griinen’ (The Greens) is the party’s commonly used short name, their full name is

‘Bindnis 90 / Die Griinen’.

In the first election after the reunification in 1990, the party failed to re-enter the Bundestag, as

they missed the required 5% threshold to enter the parliament by 0.2% in West Germany. This

73
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lead to a range of changes and reforms, notably the institutionalisation of the party wings.
Originally, Raschke (1991) identified eight currents within the party. The two biggest, and most
conflicting groups were the realists (‘Realos’), who favoured pragmatism to achieve (at least some
of) the party’s goals, and the fundamentalists (‘Fundis’), who favoured idealism over government
participation (Switek, 2012). After the party’s failure to re-enter the Bundestag, these groups
formed official party wings, which enabled them to negotiate and find common ground. Both
wings still exist, although they are now referred to as reformers (‘Reformer’) and leftists (‘Linke’)
respectively. Although they are not formally institutionalised, the wings form a part of the party
structure, and as such help balance the influence of different views in the party. For example,
there is an undocumented yet reliable agreement that of the two party chairs, one will be
selected from each wing (Probst, 2015) — although this was not applied for the current executive

board, elected in January 2018, which is seen as headed by two reformers (von Bullion, 2018).

Because they are not institutionalised and formal membership does not exist, there are no
reliable numbers of how large the two wings are, though estimates from party members and
officials, as well as survey data collected for this project, lie between 5 and 30 percent of
members per wing. That also means that the majority of members are likely not organised in
these wings. Most office or mandate holders on the other hand have a wing association, as
candidates who do not belong to either of the wings are unlikely to get elected (Thuermer, 2015).
The interviews conducted for this project suggests that the role of the wings differs between the

German states.

Apart from the formation of the wings, the party also used its time outside of the Bundestag for
reforms of the party structure. Some of the grassroots-idealism was sacrificed in favour of a more
effective party organisation. The powerful federal executive committee had been meant to
control both the executive board and parliamentary group. This turned out to be impractical as it
was filled with members who were unexperienced and did not understand the workings of
parliament. It was now replaced with a state council (Ldnderrat), as a second, smaller form of the

national assembly with limited powers (Frankland, 2008).

The party returned to the national parliament in 1994, and has been represented there ever
since. It formed a coalition government with the social democrats between 1998 and 2005. This
again brought about change in the party, and yet another conflict between the fundamentalists
and realists. This centred especially on the involvement of German troops in the Kosovo-conflict
in 1999, and in Afghanistan in 2001. These military activities were supported by part of the

government group and realists, but large parts of the party — especially those with roots in the
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peace movement — opposed them. An extraordinary party assembly was forced through a
statutory vote by 10% of the local branches when the policy was up for a renewal in 2007. This
assembly finally decided against the suggestion of the party leadership to deploy German troops.
This decision was followed by most of the MPs in the parliamentary vote. Although this did not
stop the military action in Afghanistan — there was sufficient support from other factions to get
the necessary majority without the votes of Green MPs (Deutscher Bundestag, 2007) — this
extraordinary assembly can be seen as a display of the power that members of the Green Party

have over policy and government activity (Switek, 2012).

The time the party spent as part of the federal government also lead to further sacrifices of
grassroots-participation for effectiveness, such as the introduction of the party council (Parteirat),
to advise the executive board, and the reduction of the federal executive board from eleven to
five members (Frankland, 2008). Today, the party’s executive board consists of six members: Two

chairs, two vice-chairs, a general secretary and a treasurer (Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2018a).

Like all political parties in Germany who achieve more than 1% of the votes in either state or
national elections, the Green Party receives funds for their campaigns from the government. The
funding is capped at the amount they collected through donations and fees: A party can only gain
as many funds from the government subsidies as they have raised themselves. The Green Party
gained access to this funding early on, through their electoral success in the 1980s. On the one
hand, this made the party financially ‘dependent’, as their own income through membership fees
was small, and different from their competitors, they did not receive large donations from
businesses which would also have increased their state funds (Frankland, 2008, cf 2.3). On the
other hand, this income also made the party independent, as they did not have to fear to
disappoint donors or members who might withdraw from funding the party if they made

unfavourable decisions. Funds are spent mainly on staff and campaigns (Niedermayer, 2009).

In 2011, following the meltdown at the nuclear power plant in Fukushima, Japan, Winfried
Kretschmann became the first Green minister-president in the state of Baden-Wirttemberg. He
kept this position in the latest election in 2017. The party won 8.9% of the votes in the last
Bundestag election in 2017, and most recently, in October 2018 achieved 17.5% of the votes in
the state of Bavaria, and 19.8% in Hesse. At the time of writing, the Green Party is on track to

replace the social democrats as the second highest polling party in Germany.
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4.2. Organisational Structure of the Green Party

There are three parts of the party structure that have a strong influence on participation, which
follow different dividing lines: Task forces (topical division), party wings (ideological division), and
local branches (geographical division, based on place of residence). The three groupings have
different influence on decision-making. While topical and ideological networks are a key space for
discussion, the local networks are most important for elections of representatives and initial

mobilisation of members.

Task forces play a key role for the internal opinion formation processes, because they are one of
the routes through which members typically join policy discussions (Switek, 2012). They are
arranged around policy areas, such as transport, environment, or peace. They are part of the
statutory framework of the party, and as such receive funding, which is used to cover costs, for
example for events and travel expenses for their representatives. Task forces partially follow the
regional structure of the party, with divisions on state and national level. The state task forces are
typically open not only to all members, but also to non-members. These are where most
discussions take place. Each of the state task forces then sends two representatives into the
national task force (Bundesarbeitsgemeinschaft, BAG) (Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2015a). One of
the important duties of the national task forces is to create consensus between the state groups.
This is particularly important given the increasing differences between these groups that,
according to several participants in this project, result from different government coalitions the
party has established. Where the party shares governmental responsibilities with the Christian
Democrats, the views shift towards more conservative stances, whereas where the party works
with the Social Democrats or the Left Party, their views are more progressive. The national task
forces bring these different views together and create consensus about national policies, which

they may also formalise by submitting proposals to assemblies.

Another important route to participation are the party wings, which, as indicated above,
represent the main differences in ideology in the party. While the realists favour pragmatism and
stand for promoting actual change through government participation, the fundamentalists favour
close adherence to the party’s ideals, and thus prefer to stay in opposition with their ideals intact,
rather than compromising to gain more power (Switek, 2012). The Left wing is perceived as more
progressive and aims for prefiguration: to live by their own ideals, and thus prove that their goals
are achievable (Maeckelbergh, 2011). The Reformers are traditionally more interested in
achieving governmental influence and implementing policy. Both wings are typically headed by

MPs, but they are neither formalised, nor part of the statutory framework of the party (Switek,
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2012). Similar to the task forces, the wings play an important role for policy discussions and

creating consensus, as well as forming networks.

Local branches are important, because they are the first step for members to build their network:
New members will have most contact with their local groups upon joining the party. They are the
place where most members are active, and where both candidates and delegates for all levels of
the party are elected (Westermayer, 2003). Local branches are also entitled to submit proposals
for national delegate assemblies (Blindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2018a). This gives them quite a lot of
influence, at least in theory: A local branch assembly can decide to submit a proposal, which is
independent of the number of members supporting it; as opposed to twenty members required
to support an individual members’ proposals. However, the branches may not agree on policy
issues: Members are only assigned to these local groups by where they live, there is no division by
their topical interests or ideological beliefs, and so there may not be sufficient consensus within a
particular branch to use all of these participation opportunities. Local branches are very different
depending on where they are located and what the population density is in their area. In big
cities, a single branch can have more than a thousand members which live very close together,
whereas in rural areas they could include only a hundred members distributed over a large region.

This makes it harder for them to meet up, build networks, canvas support and make decisions.

4.3. Role of Members in the Green Party

In their foundation year in 1980, the Green Party had just over 20,000 members, which rose
consistently, peaking at just over 50,000 while they joined a government coalition in 1998. In July
2015, at the beginning of this project, the party had roughly 60,000 members (Niedermayer,
2017b), and had just reached 70,000 by its conclusion in October 2018 (Schuler, 2018). It is one of
the few growing parties in Germany, while the older parties (CDU/CSU, SPD, Linke) are shrinking
(Niedermayer, 2017a). 39% of the party members identify as female — the highest proportion of
women in the major German parties (Niedermayer, 2017c). This is not surprising given their roots
in the women’s’ movement. The average age of members is 50 years; up from 47 in 2008, but still
the youngest among the major parties in Germany (Niedermayer, 2017a). The party also has —
and had for a long time — an unusually high proportion of members who hold university degrees
(both compared to other parties and the population of Germany) and who work in public service

(Raschke and Hohlfeld, 1995; Niedermayer, 2017c).

The Green Party is very committed to its grass-roots members. Member’s participation is seen as

key to the identification of the members with the party, and this view is and always has been part
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of the party’s (self-)image (Heinrich and Spitz, 2014). However, 34% of party members stated that
they were not active at all (Spier, 2011). This could be due to members of the Green Party having
a higher threshold for what they consider to be ‘participation’ or ‘active’ than members of other
parties. As Roth (2016) explains, the perception of activism differs with the identity of activists,
and should include activism in employment, especially in academia. Given the high proportion of
academics in the Green Party (Table 4, p. 52), this type of activity should be particularly

prominent, but may not be recognised as such.

The members of the Green Party traditionally distrust their leaders (Frankland, 2008), and the
grass-roots participation measures were (and some of them still are) meant to control them and
prevent oligarchisation — leaders or position holders protecting their own influence against a
‘threat’ from the members (Michels, 1911). This approach is effective: oligarchisation can be
mediated or prevented by extensive members’ participation (Korte, 2012). Although the
institutionalised grass-roots participation for party members was gradually but consistently
reduced as the party developed, the members still have a stronger position in the party’s
decision-making processes than in any other of the major German parties (von Alemann and Laux,

2012).

The control mechanisms, such as the right to submit proposals, are supposed to maintain the
party base as the ultimate decision-maker. Members see the party as very responsive, and feel
involved in the decisions that are made. More than half of the party members favour direct
elections for candidates and board members, but they are distinctly less keen on it than members
of other parties, which, as Heinrich et al. (2002) argue, is a relic of the weak role of the board,
which members do not wish to strengthen through a direct mandate. To minimize power
accumulation, the party forbade members to hold mandates and party offices at the same time,
and elected representatives were required to rotate (resign from their mandate to make place for
others on the list) halfway through their time in office. A major method to control elected officials
of the party was the so-called “imperative mandate”, which was supposed to force Green MPs to
vote in line with the decisions of the party base. However, this conflicts with the free mandate
that all MPs have by German law: MPs are bound only by their own conscience. In parliamentary
practice, MPs typically vote with their party line, especially if they are part of a government
coalition. Thus, the imperative mandate, along with the idea of rotation, proved ineffective in
practice, and was eventually dropped in 1986 (Frankland, 2008). Mandates and party offices are
also somewhat more compatible today — no more than a third of the executive board can hold
mandates, and none can also lead a fraction or be a member of government above the regional

level (Bliindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2015b, §15 (4)). The current party executive board put this rule to
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a test in 2018, as Robert Habeck, the minister for energy and the environment in Schleswig-
Holstein, was elected as one of the party chairs. This led the party to introduce a new rule that
allows a transition period of up to eight months for the person in question to pass on their

responsibilities and step down from the government position (Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2018a).

The decision-making processes in the party differ slightly for the type of decision, which include
board and candidate elections, changes to the manifesto and statutes. For this thesis | will only
focus on processes at the national level, as this is where the online participation methods | focus
on are designed and implemented. The most advanced processes revolve around manifesto
development and statute amendments, which is where the newly developed processes are
applied. These are also traditionally the process in German parties where members are most

involved (Korte and Schoofs, 2013).

The party statutes regulate how the party functions, including how it makes decisions. The
manifesto, both basic and election manifestos, lay out their policies and plans in case they are
elected into government. According to the party statutes, there are two routes how the manifesto
can be changed: By vote of a general assembly, or through a general members’ vote. However,
the only route that is actually used is the assembly. Assemblies are held at least once a year, and
constituted of delegates from all local branches, based on a set calculation as a proportion of the

local branch from the overall party members (Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2018a, para. 12).

The party uses a mixture of representation (e.g. a delegate system for national assemblies) and
direct participation (e.g. online participation for all members). Deliberation is used ahead of
assemblies, especially in the negotiations around proposals. All final decisions are made by votes,
of either members (on local, and sometimes state level), by delegates at assemblies, or
representatives such as board members in-between assemblies. Their statutes allow direct
decisions by the grass-roots through general members’ votes, but they are not used frequently.
Such a vote was used to select the top candidates for the federal election in 2013 and 2017, and
also to let members decide for the focus topics of the election campaign. Votes were held by mail,
or through local meetings where the topics could be discussed as well (Bieber, 2014; Heinrich and

Spitz, 2014).

Although general members’ votes could be used to make decisions about the statutes or
manifestos in theory, this is not done in practice. According to party office staff, this is because
general members’ votes are very demanding, whereas party assemblies are “well-oiled routine”
(Thuermer, 2015, p. 22). Postal votes, which would typically be used for a general members’ vote,

are also very expensive. This could be an area for improvement through online tools, but aside
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from costs, there are also legal regulations that prevent online voting: The German Political
Parties Act (Germany, 2004) stipulates that decisions about statutes or manifestos can only be

made by members’ or delegates assemblies?, so that in principle, the statutes contradict the law.

In practice, both manifestos and statutes can only be changed through proposals to a national
delegate assembly (Bindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2018a). The process begins with the executive board
of the party, which sets the broad range of topics that will be decided about at any one assembly.
The board also proposes an agenda, and appoints a writing group, who writes a draft lead
proposal for the manifesto. This lead proposal is then discussed and amended through change
proposals. Proposals can be submitted by a range of committees, such as the state, finance, or
women’s councils, but also by state and local branches, as well as the party’s youth organisation.
Alternatively, twenty members can collectively submit a proposal. These proposals are developed
mostly in the different networks described above, but also through personal networks of party
officials (Westermayer, 2013, 2017). Proposals can be either independent, or attempt to change
already existing proposals. The party typically receives above 2,000 proposals for each assembly
that decides about a manifesto (Westermayer, 2013, 2017). The proposal submission itself is done
through an online tool, the Antragsgriin (‘proposal green’) — one of the tools that the party is
continuously developing, and changes to which are observed and discussed in the course of this

thesis. This process will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.

4.4. Use of Technology in the Green Party

Since the party was founded before the internet-era, all its processes are designed around co-
presence, representation and on paper (Thuermer et al., 2016), in line with the repertoires of
action available at the time their members were politically socialised (Grasso, 2014). However,
like other organisations, the party already adopted a variety of online tools for communication,
administration and organisation, and for both members and non-members. Their website is used
to show current developments, the party policy and representatives, as well as information on
various aspects of their history. It is also the jumping board into a variety of participation
opportunities for members and supporters. Central communication tools also include social media

accounts as well as an email newsletter (Heimrich, 2013).

3 The legal difficulties cannot be discussed in this thesis, but Robbe (2011) gives a detailed account.
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Usually in Germany, around ten percent of party members are regularly active, and forty to eighty
percent do not participate at all (Zeschmann, 1997; Korte, 2012; Treibel, 2012; Rudzio, 2015).
Heinrich et al. (2002) found that most of the active members of the Green Party are in favour of
more direct participation for the broad member base. Online participation can enable this.
However, there is also a danger that party elites promote it to gain support, while retaining strong
control over those online processes, so that results can be amended as required by the elite. This
happened in the German Social Democratic Party, as Hanel & Marschall (2014) argue: the elite

provided ‘symbolic participation’, rather than actually allowing contributions to their manifesto.

In 2009 the Green Party introduced their internal social network Wurzelwerk (‘root works’), which
can be used by all —and only — members. They can access it to read news from within the party,
for all the branches they are involved in (national, state, regional, and local), if these branches
indeed use the platform to post news. Members can form groups, similar to Facebook, schedule
events in an online calendar, run polls, have discussions, and exchange messages (Heimrich,
2013). Unfortunately the platform was perceived as so unintuitive by users that not even an
eventual relaunch could save its reputation (Heinrich and Spitz, 2014). Initially designed as an
internal social network, is was subsequently transformed into an information portal, and
superseded by the Griines Netz (‘Green Network’), a single sign-on portal that allows access to a
series of tools, of which the Wurzelwerk is just one. This platform is also accessible only for
members, and includes a wealth of resources for campaigns, as well as a variety of tools for
communication, information and collaboration, a tool to create sharepics for social media as well
as logos for different branches, and an integrated cloud storage where members can store and
exchange documents. Several of the tools initially embedded in the Wurzelwerk, such as such as

fora or etherpads for collaborative writing, are now accessible directly from the Griines Netz.

Despite all of these options, party members and groups use commercial social media sites such as
Facebook and Twitter for online discussions, rather than party internal platforms. To a degree,
this is intentional, as the party sees online methods as not representative (Heimrich, 2013). They
do not want to exclude members from discussions who do not use the internet, and the scale and
speed of full-blown online processes (e.g. real-time comments) could not be made compatible

with the offline world (e.g. sending summaries to members by post) (Thuermer et al., 2016).

One element that was added to the Griines Netz portal in 2014 is the Antragsgriin (‘proposal
green’) — the proposal submission platform discussed above. It is maintained by staff in the
federal office, who are responsible for the review and publication of all submitted proposals for
federal assemblies. The tool was initially intended to simplify the administrative process, as

proposals had previously been sent by letter, then fax, and most recently by email. Submitting
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them through an online platform made the process easier both for members and administrators,
as the tool fulfils the statutory requirement to publish all proposals ahead of the party
conference, and has replaced the previous requirement to send a large amount of printouts of all
proposals to all 461 local branches (Thuermer et al., 2016). Although a key tool for participation
and transparency, the administrative function of Antragsgriin was the only use of the tool until
2015. Generally, the party uses technology a lot to make the administration more effective, and
save paper and postage costs, so that the increased transparency for members seems like a side-
effect (Thuermer, 2015). The tools used for administration also include a membership database,
as well as mailing lists and an intranet for internal communication (Heimrich, 2013), and
electronic voting machines (‘Televoting’) which are used for elections at assemblies (Biindnis 90 /

Die Grinen, 2015b).

The party experimented a fair bit with online tools. For example, it was the first party to test a
‘virtual assembly’, in the state branch of Baden-Wirttemberg, as early as in the year 2000. This
translated all regular assembly functions onto an online platform, for example by allowing
different parallel chats to discuss proposals. The formal votes were also conducted online through
the delegates, and although the decisions were not legally binding, the party accepted them as
such, as the state executive board had announced they would before the event (Westermayer,
2007; Bieber, 2014). Although the experiment was successful, it was never repeated, because it
was lacking in two important aspects of physical assemblies: face to face social interactions and
media representation; the typical speeches and pictures shared by the media did not happen

(Westermayer, 2003).

The party also experimented with other tools such as wikis to collaboratively work on election
manifestos (Westermayer, 2007). In this instance, the wiki was online for just a couple of days,
and the results were fed into the regular process for developing manifestos (see Table 9 in
Chapter 5). This led to hardly any of the collaboratively developed text being recognised in the
final outcome (Bieber, 2014), especially because the formulated text turned out to be
incompatible with formal requirements of a manifesto. Wikis are also used to organise in different
contexts, for example for constant knowledge management in the party’s youth organisation

(Westermayer, 2007).

In addition to the above mentioned member-only platforms, an integrated campaign platform
(Meine Kampagne, ‘my campaign’) was set up for the general election campaign in 2009, which
allowed members and supporters to access and create campaign materials for local use. The

platform was re-used in 2012, and then kept online afterwards, to maintain the community that
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formed around it, which allows the party to easily mobilise supporters for further campaigns, and

keep them updated on topics they subscribe to (Heinrich and Spitz, 2014).

For the election of the top candidates in 2013, online chats were arranged with all candidates,
where members could ask questions, the fifteen most popular of which were then answered by
the candidates in a live-stream (Korte and Schoofs, 2013). A similar process was repeated for the

candidates in 2017.

The state branch of North Rhine-Westphalia introduced an online participation tool in 2013,
which allowed members as well as supporters of the party to discuss and organise online. This
was adopted by a small but sizeable portion of the eligible party members (26%). These users
however were primarily those members that were already active in other parts of the party,
rather than otherwise inactive members (Gerl et al., 2016, 2018), and so the effect of the tool was

either reinforcement or replacement, but not mobilisation.

The party is actively working to further their use of the internet on federal level, and the executive
board has formed a working group specifically to look into opportunities as well as the legal issues
around this topic in 2015. This led to the development of new and the extension of existing online
tools, intended to engage the broader member base, and draw more and different members into
active participation (Kellner, 2015a). The working group also considered how exclusion through

these online tools could be prevented (Kellner, 2015b).

Specifically, the party decided to improve one of their existing online processes and introduce two
new ones, based on work conducted by the above mentioned working group for participation.
The decisions was made at the national delegate assembly in Miinster in November 2016. These

adapted and new tools will be subjects of this project:

1. Online Verification: This is an amendment to the existing process for proposal submissions,
where twenty members can collectively submit proposals. In the past, these twenty members
had to physically sign the proposal. More recently, one person sent a list of twenty names to
the party head office, or posted this list on Antragsgriin. This process will now be channelled
through the Antragsgriin in its entirety, such that each supporter of a proposal needs to
individually log in and click through each proposal to support it.

2. Mitgliederbefragung (Befragung, ‘members’ survey’): The party is already inviting their
members to respond to regular online surveys about key policy questions. These surveys will
now be sent at least once a year, and can also be conducted for branches of the party or on
request by members. The survey results will be used to feed into the policy development

process, and prepare debates at assemblies.



Organisational Culture and Participation in the Green Party Germany

3. Mitgliederbegehren (Begehren, ‘members’ demand’): This is a new process similar to a
petition, by which 250 members can collectively ‘demand’ something from the executive
board. This could be a specific action, or the discussion of a topic. It was decided about as a
concept, and both the tool and the process were developed alongside this project. The

Begehren went live in April 2018, with the required signatories dropped from 250 to 50.

All three processes and process changes contribute to different questions: The online verification
process, and the debates around it, inform about the democratic or participation preferences of
party members. As it is the most formalised of the new processes, and based on existing
technology and processes, it also allows a closer look at the way processes are embedded in pre-
existing contexts. The process is likely to lead to either replacement or non-use, as members have

to change their behaviour, with the previous process no longer being available.

The Befragung, as a low-level form of online participation, informs the questions about adoption
of online tools and behaviour change. The process is likely to cause either mobilisation or
reinforcement effects. Since there is no process by which members have been involved in
discussions at this stage, it could be considered as replacement if members reduced their
involvement in other discussions. On the other hand, the Befragung is supposed to encourage
discussion, as the results are published with the goal to get members talking about critical

questions.

The Begehren also contributes to the question of effects of online participation. However, due to
its novelty — it was not introduced until April 2018 — hypothesizing about its likely effects was

impossible.

4.5. Summary

The Green Party with its roots in social movements has a tradition of grass-roots participation.
Decisions are made bottom-up, with the grass-roots wielding considerable power over the course
of the party. Within the limits of the rule of law in Germany, the power of party members is
embedded in the party’s statutory processes, offering a variety of routes to participate and
influence their democratic decisions. The structure of the party further allows members to
participate not only as individuals, but also as parts of different groups, such as local branches,
wings, or task forces. These help build networks and thus acquire and maintain political capital.
Both participation and administration of the party are supported by technology, including online
tools. It has conducted some early experiments with online assemblies, and launched a members’

social network, which failed to achieve wide adoption. Other tools, such as the Antragsgriin — a
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tool for the online submission of proposals for assemblies — have been successfully adopted.
Under these preconditions, the party has now decided to both adapt the existing Antragsgriin to
increase legitimacy, and introduce two new tools, the Befragung — a regular survey among party
members — and the Begehren — a petition system that members can use to set the agenda of the
executive board. The following chapters will explain these decisions and the way they were made,
the different views, preferences and assumptions about online participation that influenced both

what was implemented and how, and which effect these new tools ultimately (can) have.
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Chapter 5 Party Members’ Participation Preferences and
their Influence on the Implementation of Online

Participation Processes

In this chapter, | discuss the overall ideal of ‘grass-roots democracy’ in the Green Party and its
implications for participation. This is followed up by a discussion of different participation
preferences with regards to discourse and transparency, from the debate at the assembly in
Minster in November 2016 (dataset A), as well as in my interviews conducted between
November 2016 and January 2017 (dataset B). | conclude with the definition and
operationalisation of participation preferences, and some observations about the subsequent use
of these participation preferences in the project, and answer research question 1: What are the

participation preferences in the party, and do they differ between groups?

Members’ participation preferences were at the heart of intense discussions about a proposed
change to the party statutes at the party assembly in Minster in November 2016. As described in
Chapter 4, the statutes allow for a group of twenty members to collectively submit an ‘individual
members’ proposal’. The executive board, in cooperation with the proposal committee, had
proposed to increase the number of required supporters from twenty to sixty. The stated
intention was “to reduce the overall number of proposals to ensure a democratic and transparent
procedure” (Bundesvorstand Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2016c). Their reasoning was that the
number of members of the party had tripled since the threshold of twenty had been introduced,
when the party was founded in 1980, and that therefore three times as many supporters for a
proposal were appropriate. The number was re-negotiated ahead of the assembly with the state
executive board of Hamburg, who submitted a change proposal, and led to the proposed number
being reduced to 35. The idea of increasing the quorum in general was highly contested from
multiple angles. At the core of this conflict lay differences in preferences for how participation

should be conducted, and the perceived need for transparency in party processes.

5.1. The Green Party’s Ideal of Grass-Roots Participation

Green Party members expect that the views of every single one of them are valued and
respected, and that everyone can influence the decisions the party makes. This was very visible in
the interviews, where participants stated that “it is important to listen to everyone” (B04, a

woman with a position at national level), and “members of government have a different view on
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things, but we need to make sure that the discussions in the party are considered regardless”

(B02, a man with a position at state level).

Several participants saw a latent risk of oligarchy (Michels, 1911), if the party leadership or their
elected representatives were to stop recognising this ideal. However, they do not seem to see an
immediate danger, as a participant in the previous study, who held a position at state level,
stated: “I never felt undervalued as a grass-roots member” (0-2). This is consistent with the
party’s roots and history, where grass-roots participation was — and still is — one of the ways the
members can control their leaders (Frankland, 2008). The grass-roots ideal is still visible in the
modern party, and the proposals for online participation tools are perceived as positive because

they are aligned with this ideal:

“Because it is easy to use for all members, whether they have a position or not, every
member can contribute, speak up, and participate in the debate.” (E21, a women with a
position at state level)

Korte (2012) described participation and grass-roots democracy as ‘structuring principles’ of the
party during its formation. This participative structure is still a key factor for the identity of the
Green Party, and a reason for members to join them over other parties. The question what
defines the identity, or what is ‘the DNA of the Green Party’ has been invoked frequently during
discussions and interviews. As part of the statutes-debate, participants debated the role of
proposals. Some argued that it was core to the party that delegates should be able to read all of
the proposals, and that their content is more important than their number, as a member of the

proposal committee stated:

""Green means that content matters, and not whether we had ten thousand change
proposals.”" (Observation notes A, Assembly November 2016)

The other side argued that submitting proposals is core to the party identity, a fundamental right

of members which should not be limited, as a task force leader stated:

"There were times where the thought or idea of every single member was important to
us, however small they might have been. Because that is what sets us apart. That is
grass-roots democracy. That belongs to the Green DNA." (Observation notes A,
Assembly November 2016)

The words chosen by members are a strong indicator that this is not just a discussion about rules,
but at the core of the identity of the party: ‘This is our DNA’, ‘This is what it means to be Green’.
This perception continued from the assembly through to the interviews, and interviewees used
the same kinds of arguments and wording to describe it. A change in the rules or mode of
participation is also seen as a change to the identity or culture of the party itself, as one of them

described:
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"This [proposal about new online participation tools] will only work if we are able to also
renew our political culture.” (B02, a man with a position at state level)

To signify this identity, and show just how important it is to members, it is interesting to note that
every single interviewee in dataset B compared the Green Party to other parties in order to
explain why it was different or better, unprompted, either in the context of their view on the
democratic ideal of the party, or their views about online participation. For some of them, the
participation opportunities were a, if not the, main reason to join the party: “In the Green Party,
that’s why | am here, decisions are made the other way around [bottom-up instead of top-down]”
(BO7, a man with a local position). Ten of the eleven interviewees talked about this unprompted,
and explained how they perceived the Green Party as more participatory than other parties, more
open to opinions and views of their members, and/or more willing to value members’
contributions. The eleventh participant suggested that the party could potentially learn from the
Pirate Party and the mistakes they made, to adapt the party’s principles to online participation
opportunities. The party was perceived as ‘more democratic’, in that more members are included
in decision-making processes, and there are no instructions for how delegates are supposed to
vote. Participants did acknowledge that this likely makes the party more prone to discussion and
quarrels, but this was in turn seen as worthwhile and part of the party identity. This perception —
that more, specifically more direct, participation is more democratic — is typical for green

movements and parties (Smith, 2001).

On the other hand, the party was also seen as more demanding, having higher expectations of
their members not only with regards to how they should participate, but also how much they
should participate. This aligns with Roth (2016), who pointed out that activism is defined
differently by different groups. The opportunity to participate in itself was perceived as highly
motivating by study participants. A limitation of participation on the other hand was perceived as
de-motivating, both for study participants themselves, and on behalf of others that they were
trying to motivate. A local branch leader who needed to create an active community in their local

branch described this at the assembly:

"The effect of a proposal that | seek support for reaches into people, into the grass-roots,
and creates a feeling in all the people that | approach, regardless of the topic, that they
are heard, that they can participate." (Observation notes A, Assembly November 2016)

The party broadly agrees on grass-roots democracy ('Basisdemokratie’) as a term, but in practice
there is no unique definition. Although some of the foundations of the term within the party —
direct participation, bottom-up decision-making, inclusion, flat hierarchies — may overlap between
different points of views, the term does by no means refer to the same concept for everyone.

Instead, every participant perceived the grass-roots ideal of the party to be more or less the same
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as their own, personally held ideal. Those who favoured very direct participation, such as through
general members’ assemblies, felt just as much in line with the general perception of the term as
those very much in favour of representation; those who preferred equal influence across the
member base claimed it as their own just as much as those who favoured uncapped participation.
Members who would rather vote on issues saw this just as much as the ideal of grass-roots
democracy as those who want to deliberate, or even engage in prefigurative politics
(Maeckelbergh, 2011). The different perceptions between members appeared to be linked to
their ideological stance, and especially pronounced between those in the left and realist wings.

However, the sample in dataset B was too small to judge this alignment with sufficient reliability.

A related question that was raised during the second phase of observations (dataset D, assemblies
and workshops between April 2017 and September 2018) and interviews (dataset E, conducted
between November 2017 and March 2018), was the definition of the ‘grass-roots’, or ‘base’ of the
party. | had assumed that this would be clear-cut, my assumption being that the grass-roots
would be those members who do not hold elected positions, either within or on behalf of the
party. This assumption was challenged, when members of party bodies, even federal party bodies,
described themselves as ‘grass-roots members’. While of course every member of the party
regardless of positions is a party member, the definition of ‘grass-roots’ is important when it
comes to the ideal of grass-roots democracy: Who are the ‘grass-roots’ that are ideally making all
these bottom-up decisions? Some members of party bodies described themselves as ‘not the
grass-roots’, and for example, refused to accept delegations on that basis (E26), or supported
proposals as other members would, ‘because they are still members’ (E19, an MP). The threshold
from ‘grass-roots’ to ‘elite’ seems to be fluent, with some members in elected positions describing
themselves as grass-roots because they are not earning money through their political
engagement (observation notes D4, discussion of candidates for party council). If this were the
definition, several state executive board would need to be considered to be grass-roots, as not all
of them are paid. Like ‘grass-roots democracy’, ‘the grass-roots’ themselves do not seem to have
an agreed definition in the party either. For the purpose of my analysis, | will continue to use my
initial assumption about the grass-roots, and use a scale from ‘no position’ (0) to ‘position below
state level’ (1) through to ‘position at state level or above’ (2). On that scale, 2 can be classified as

the elite, and 0 as the grass-roots, and 1 as the middle management layer.

None of this prevents members from invoking grass-roots democracy in discussions, and it is
frequently used as an argument for or against changes to participation processes in the party,
with each side claiming the term to support their side of the argument. In that, the statutes

discussion in Miinster can be seen as a discussion about the very nature of grass-roots democracy.
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5.2. Discussion Processes and their Limitations

The Green Party’s processes are overall very participatory, although some inequalities still exist,
such as public office holders being at an advantage through staff that can brief them on important
proposals, whereas the rank-and-file delegates have no such support. In all processes, the party
has a strong focus on gender balance, owing to its roots in the women’s movement. An entire
section of the party statutes, the Frauenstatut (‘women’s statute’) is devoted to ensuring equal
participation of women (Blindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 1986). The statute, which was introduced in
1986, was the first of its kind in a party in Europe (Freidenvall, 2013). It codifies a minimum quota
of 50% women for all positions, from the executive board to speaking at assemblies. The quota,
among other things, led to a rise of female representation not only in internal offices, but also in
elected mandates (Hoecker, 1995). Specific support for women in parties was found to have this
effect across different political cultures (Krook and Norris, 2014). The women’s statute further
introduced a right for women to vote separately on, and even veto assembly decisions. It
introduced an annual women’s conference to discuss policy issues, and constituted the women’s
council as a federal decision-making body for these issues. It secured funds from the federal party
to enable this participation, for the conference and council, as well as by mandating child care at

assemblies and cover for care costs for office holders.

The way discussions are structured, and the priorities members see in these processes, can be
used as indicators for their participation preferences. Proposal discussions follow a partially
institutionalised structure in five stages, summarised in Table 9. Participants had different
preferences for each of these discussion stages, from informal discourse to formal debate, and a
different understanding of how important each of them was, or should be. Interviews in the first
wave of interviews in dataset B suggested a correlation between a person’s role in the party’s
hierarchy, and where they see the focus of discussion: Grass-roots members wanted more
deliberation in all stages; the party elite on the other hand preferred to have discussions ahead of

rather than at the assemblies.

Discourse (stage 1) and proposal development (stage 2) are the stages where online tools and
discussions are quite unanimously perceived as beneficial. The new participation tools, especially
the Befragung, are seen as an opportunity to enable this form of discussion, as the responsible

executive board member described when he introduced the proposal for the new tools:

"I would wish for something like the Befragung to be done throughout the year, for key
topics. To see it not as the end of a debate, but as the start of it: What are the important
questions, the answers, the opinions of the party? And then we can discuss those."
(Observation notes A, Assembly November 2016)
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Using the tool in this way would indeed enable richer discussions of policy proposals, based on an

overview of members’ opinions.

Table 9:  Stages in the proposal discussion process in the Green Party Germany in 2016

Name Description Time Actors Formality
1 | Discourse Generic conversations | Ongoing Members, Informal, in personal,
about policies within ‘the public’ |local, topical or
the party ideological networks
2 | Proposal Discussion of specific | Ahead of Members, Informal, but
Development | policy ideas for the proposal branches, possibly in
purpose of proposal |submission |committees |institutionalised
development deadline for groups
assemblies
3 | Proposal Specific discussion Between Members, Informal or formal,
Discussion about proposals after |proposal interested typically in personal,
submission; seen as |submission |non- local, topical or
preparation for vote |and members ideological groups
at assembly assembly
4 | Negotiation |Negotiation about Between Proposal Formal, act of
proposals for the proposal committee | committee, but not
purpose of generating | submission |and proposal |following set rules
consensus for process | and owners
recommendations assembly
5 | Debate Formal debate at Assembly Proposal Formal, according to
assembly, ahead of owners and |statutes and rules of
concluding vote Delegates procedure

Source: Own development based on dataset A (observations general assembly November 2016) and
B (interviews between November 2016 and January 2017), and review of statutes and orders of
proceedings (Blindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2015b, 2015c)

The new tools are intended as scalable instruments where the process itself is scalable: It does
not matter how many members participate in general discussions, and rather than being harmful,
it would indeed be good for the party if more members participated in the development and
discussion of proposals, as that could improve their quality. However, some of the conversations
with grass-roots members suggested that, whereas the party leaders want to start filtering and
make participation more efficient, grass-roots members want scale rather at this formal end of
the process, in submitting and voting upon proposals. This would require more advanced
participation systems, such as online discussion or voting tools. Indeed, this was a frequent
assumption by interviewees in the second wave of interviews in dataset E, who saw the
Befragung and Begehren as a way to formalise support, rather than — as the executive board
intended — the starting point of a discussion. Interview questions in dataset E, concerning the new
online participation tools, frequently led to discussions about online voting. Most participants,

both in conversations and events, seemed to assume that this is the direction in which the party
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was going in the long run. The more technical expertise interviewees had, the more critical were

they regarding this development.

In the discussion process, technology was seen as a potential solution to the problem of scale, the
overwhelming amount of proposals for the discussion stage (#3 in Table 9), not only to improve
transparency, but also to improve the discussions themselves: The survey could result in members
being better informed about the views in the party, this would foster more discussions and would
make the preparation for assemblies easier. What participants saw as an opportunity through
online processes was to improve the currently unstructured discussion process by structuring it.
However, the discussions themselves would at this stage still be held offline, supported by the

broader availability of data about members’ views.

After the proposal submission deadline, usually about one month ahead of the assembly, all
proposals were available to view and comment online on the Antragsgriin. Proposals were then
discussed through a variety of routes, such as topical conferences, local meetings, party wings, or
on social media platforms such as Facebook. Notably, there was no party-internal online
discussion platform. The discussions that took place on party-external social media platforms
were either between individual members, in groups, or on pages related to the party, but not
mediated through official channels. The only channel owned and managed by the party was the
proposal submission platform Antragsgriin, where members could comment on individual

proposals.

A proposal committee, consisting of the six members of the executive board and six elected
members, prepared process recommendations for the assembly, which made suggestions about
what should happen with every single proposal. These could take the form of an amendment (a
change proposals is included in the main proposal), a modified amendment (the proposal is
included partially), vote (the proposal is voted upon separately), retraction (the proposal owner
retracts the proposal, potentially following concessions) or diversion (of the proposal to a more
suitable party body, such as a parliamentary group). The vast majority of recommendations were
modified amendments. Importantly, and different from other parties, the recommendations only
suggested how the party should make their decision, not which decision should be made — this

remained up to the delegates.

The negotiations stage (4) started once proposals were submitted, and continued up to the
assembly. Often negotiations were concluded only during the assembly itself. The most focussed
discussion about proposals and process recommendations took place just before the beginning of

the assembly, as part of the negotiation stage. A meeting hosted by the proposal committee was
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attended by the owners of all proposals that did not yet have a process recommendation,
representatives of task forces and local branches, and the party leadership, to discuss, negotiate,
and ideally find consensus about open questions. The negotiation, process recommendations, as
well as the meeting, were required because otherwise it would have been impossible to decide
about the vast amount of proposals that were submitted for any one assembly. The goal of the
committee was to keep the proposals and change proposals that required individual votes to a
minimum, thus allowing a smooth, and media-compatible, flow of the assembly. The committee
prepared a set of process recommendations for each section and topic, which was introduced to

the delegates at the beginning of every discussion, and usually accepted without changes.

The final decision about all proposals was made by the delegates at the party conference.
Speeches were held, the proposals discussed in a formal debate (stage 5), and then voted upon.
Some of these speeches were set by the conference committee, and the delegates that were
allowed to speak were drawn by lot — a measure that was introduced to prevent party

prominence from dominating the debate (Frankland, 2008; Switek, 2012).

The debates at assemblies were highly regulated, with gender-balanced speaker lists and strictly
limited time per speaker (Btindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2011). The party leadership saw these
speeches as supporting the content of the proposal, rather than arguments (observation notes D,
meeting notes January 2019: “they portray the topic”). In general, the broader the proposal being
discussed, the broader the statements that were made in discussions — or speeches — about them.
While for proposal introductions and general discussion, speeches were as broad as described
above, arguments were made explicitly for specific proposal amendments (observation notes D2,

In_ «“
’

assembly June 2017: “speakers talk more explicitly about the actual proposal”; “the more specific

the proposal, the more specific the speeches”).

These debates had different meanings for different groups within the party. For the grass-roots
members and some delegates among interviewees in dataset B, assemblies were the most
important discussion space. These members believed that opinions about proposals were formed
in the formal ‘debate’. However, those higher up in the party hierarchy saw this stage as an
orchestrated performance, as the assemblies were closely watched by the media, and therefore
open conflict would be damaging to the image of the party. Thus, they wanted to keep critical
discussions as much as possible out of this stage, seeing it happening ahead of the assembly
instead. This difference remained consistent throughout later observations in dataset D, and
interviews in dataset E: Members of the party elite perceive assemblies as a media presentation

of the party, where decisions are performed rather than made (e.g. Observation notes D3,
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Antragsstellertreffen: “proposal committee visibly directs the decisions they do or do not want to
make at the assembly”), whereas members lower down in the hierarchy see it as a space for
deliberation and negotiation, an active part of decisions (e.g. interview participant E22, an IT
consultant, who described the relevance of emotional debates at assemblies for decisions). There
is some awareness of the role the debates play for members: One participant suggested that
there should be more national delegate assemblies to satisfy the perceived requirement for

discussion in the grass-roots (B06, a women with a position at state level).

According to interview participants, the limit to discussions at assemblies was also due to practical
considerations, as the limited time at assemblies does not allow much room for discussions. One
of them suggested that the assembly is seen as a stage on which the party can present itself to

the media and the public:

"You have time for fifty debates at most. But when you have four thousand change
proposals you have to think very carefully about the process, so that you do not create
frustration, and extract the most important debates out of these four thousand
proposals, that people understand, and that maybe look good in the media." (B11, a
party employee)

This is difficult to observe, because speakers at assemblies are only introduced as delegates of the
group they represent, and not in any other role they have for the party (observation notes A,
assembly November 2016 & D2-4, assemblies between June 2017 and January 2018). Therefore,
outsiders — or less informed party members — cannot judge what other positions they hold, and
thus what ‘rank’ they have in the party. This aligns with Frankland (2008), and Switek (2012): The
intention of drawing delegates by lot is to prevent prominent members from dominating the
debate. This domination is made even harder by the fact that the internal rank of members is not
communicated proactively: When they speak, all members are the same. However, at least some
speakers use the debates to strengthen their own profile. One delegate described this as ‘political

showcasing’:

“I think that the opinion formation for members at general assemblies is really difficult, if
they, they might want to hear something about the proposal, to form an opinion,
whether they lean toward one opinion or another, but the podium is used by speakers to
make their name known.” (B09, a women with a position at national level)

An employee of a Green MP confirmed this, and described how speeches they wrote for their MP
used the topic of the chapter of the election manifesto being discussed as a starting point, to lead
on to topics that would present the MP in a positive light (observation notes D2, assembly June
2017). This goes against this intention of equality, as grass-roots neither have staff to write

speeches for them, nor do they need to speak to maintain their role. On the other hand, the same
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employee also described that the MP needed to be seen to speak on this public stage, as the local

grass-roots supporting them expected this.

Survey C1 showed clearly that grass-roots members participate primarily in general discourse, but
less in proposal discussions, while the party elite is very active in all phases, with those with
positions on or above state level most active in stages 3 and 5, as shown in Table 10. This implies
that assemblies are a platform for the party elite, while the grass-roots primarily engage

elsewhere.

Table 10: Proportion of members who are active in discussions, by stage and position

Stages
. 2 — Proposal 3&5 - Proposal
1 - Discourse Developpment Discussion &pDebate
Position 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2
2 | Inactive 35 10 6 96 88 60 78 50 22
2 | Active 34 31 19 4 11 32 19 41 47
< Very Active 31 57 75 0 1 8 2 9 31

Source: Dataset C1, N = 3489

Stages: 1 — Discourse = ‘Discussed Topics’, 2 — Proposal Development = ‘Wrote Proposals’, 3&5 —
Proposal Discussion & Debate = ‘Discussed proposals’

Positions: 0 = No position or mandate, 1 = Position or mandate below state level, 2 = Position or

mandate at state level or above
Activity: Inactive: ‘not at all’, Active: ‘Once’, 2-5 Times’, Very Active: ‘6-10 Times’, ‘More than that’

With regards to participation preferences, the distinction between when and at which formal
stage participants engage implies a different preference concerning the formality of participation.
Furthermore, the difference by positions indicates that this is role-based. All of this reflects what
Lillecker (2005) and Schweitzer (2008) have found about the media orientation of party elites: It is
not quite oligarchisation, as party leaders have no intention to limit the influence of grass-roots
on decisions; neither is the marketing logic taking over entirely, as decisions are not based on the
voter-market. The intention here is only to apply the influence that the grass-roots have, before

the public stage of the discussion, to maintain control over the representation of the party.

5.3. Contested Role of Transparency in the Proposal Process

There is a trade-off between the amount of proposals that are submitted for an assembly (and by
extension the ease of submitting them), and the opportunity to discuss and deliberate over all
proposals in a transparent process. When too many proposals are submitted, delegates are
unable to work through, let alone discuss them in finite time, whilst if the barriers are raised, less
proposals might be submitted, making it easier to discuss, but harder for members to participate

in the policy development process by submitting proposals.
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The party is applying several techniques to make the amount of proposals manageable: Discussing
the proposals before they are submitted; pulling the proposal deadline forward, thus allowing
more time for discussion and negotiations post-submission; organised discussions of submitted
proposals, and the selection of proposals through ranking mechanism at the assembly (for
‘various’ proposals that do not fit into any of the set agenda items). The required twenty
supporters may also be seen as a limit to proposal submission, as it filters out those proposals

which lack sufficient support.

The proposals are central for participation in the party. Without sufficient information about
them, achieved by reading all the proposals, participants felt that members could not properly
utilise their membership rights. The justification of the proposal to change the statutes and
increase the required number of supporters implied that there was an expectation that members,
or at least the delegates who vote at assemblies, should be aware of the proposals that they vote
upon. However, a participant with a position at state level explained in one of the interviews how
it should not be assumed that grass-roots members are able to do that: “How would they, a

whole binder. That is insane" (B01).

Especially important in the context of this discussion was the role of the proposal committee.
They considered the results of their own negotiations as insufficiently transparent, which gave

them a lot of influence over decisions, as one of them explained at the assembly:

"The proposal committee has to ‘negotiate away’ ninety percent of the proposals, so
that we can create a process at all, to get through the weekend decently. (...) This [the
proposed increase of the quorum] is not about the workload, this is about the whole
process shoving more and more influence our way. We have a problem with unequal
influence!" (Observation notes A, Assembly November 2016)

At the time this debate was held, the results of the proposal committee’s negotiations, the
process recommendations, were made available, but all forms of making them available had
insufficiencies: Paper versions that were printed regularly could be out of date within hours, so
that it remained hard to know the current status of any proposal. Online versions were more
frequently updated, but not very accessible, with a PDF for each of the >2,000 change proposals
available on the intranet. The Antragsgriin showed exactly what was changed and how, in a diff-
view similar to GitHub (see Figure 3), but only for the initial proposals, and not the status of

negotiations or process recommendations (Observation notes A, assembly November 2016).
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Figure 3: Example of diff-view in Antragsgriin

EP-P-01-056: PRAAMBEL: EUROPAS VERSPRECHEN ERNEUERN - GEMEINSAM VORAN ODER

GETRENNT ZURUCK? DAS IST DIE FRAGE UNSERER ZEIT

Antrag: Praambel: Europas Versprechen erneuern - Gemeinsam voran oder getrennt zuruck?
Das ist die Frage unserer Zeit

Antragsteller”in: KV Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg (beschlossen am: 02.10.2018)

Status: Gepruft

Eingereicht: 05.10.2018, 11:15

Won Zeile 56 bis 57:
Wasserkraftwerke miteinander verbinden_und gemeinsam weitere europaische Standorte ausbauen.

Atteine-werderauch-firjedes tand die KestemsehrviethéherwerdenMNur gemeinsam |8sst sich eine

kosteneffiziente, umfassende und nachhaltige Energiewende realisieren.

Source: https://antraege.gruene.de/43bdk/motion/585/amendment/4299 (accessed 18/10/2018);
shows how new text (green) is added to replace a sentence in the lead proposal (red) through a
change proposal.

Availability of information can be a problem in multiple ways, either if it is of low quality, or if
there is too much of it. | propose to use the term ‘Vogonism’ to describe this phenomenon. It is
based on Douglas Adam’s ‘Hitchhikers’ guide to the galaxy’ (Adams, 1995), where the vogons are
a species that takes care of interstellar bureaucracy, and their specialty —among many other
things, which literate readers will appreciate —is to hide information in plain sight. Vogonism
describes this behaviour of making so much information available in (incoherent) information
systems that it becomes impossible for individuals to find or identify the information that are
relevant to them. Vogonism is a common issue in online environments. The term is commonly
used in the Pirate Party Germany, to describe the impossibility to find any information
whatsoever in their central knowledge management tool (a wiki?) due to the vast amount of
information that is stored there, and has been applied in mathematical sciences (Peimbert and
Alcaraz, 2016), but not in social sciences. In the Green Party, vogonism occurs in the large number
of proposals that are submitted to general assemblies, which make it impossible for members to

find the proposals they would be interested in.

The party discussed three possible routes of action to solve this problem, and the underlying
conflict about the implementation of a democratic and transparent process: Maintain the status

quo with 20 supporters, maintain the rules but make the process more efficient, or change the

4 http://wiki.piratenpartei.de/
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rules. The executive board proposed to change the rules, the opposition proposed to maintain the
status quo; making the process more efficient was suggested from both sides, either by increasing
resources for, or improving technology in the process. Most participants, both at the assembly
and in interviews, agreed that indeed not all proposals could be discussed, but disagreed about

what this meant, and how it influenced the democratic process.

| identified two dominating understandings of transparency and the availability of information in
the party. The core difference was whether the party should prioritise access to information, or
the possibility to process all available information. It is also a difference of quantity vs. quality of
information. Both concepts are also closely related to the scalability of online tools, as these

might mediate the issue.

5.3.1.  Transparency as Meaningful Discourse

One side of the argument was that the goal should be for all delegates to be able to read and
form an opinion about all of the proposals, as one participant with a position at state level

explained:

"Of course, with the amount of proposals that is voted upon, often in a very short period
of time, it is very complicated to look at every one of them in detail. But | still have the
desire that everyone listens to the arguments that are exchanged and then decides
based on that what they find most convincing." (B0O6)

This is a classic deliberative view, which | want to describe as ‘transparency as meaningful
discourse’: the amount of proposals is a problem, because the more proposals there are, the less
likely it is that it is possible to read and discuss them all. Delegates cannot know what they are
deciding about, and as a result the process is seen as less democratic. This was argued by several

members of the proposal committee at the assembly.

The resulting information overload — vogonism — is also seen to disadvantage grass-roots
members, who are least likely able to read everything, due to time limitations. This was again
perceived as undemocratic by the committee, as one of them argued during the debate at the

assembly:

"The lack of transparency in negotiations and the lack of clarity of all the proposals
means that normal delegates, who do not have the time to read all the proposals and
change proposals in advance, cannot know what is being negotiated at all, and what we
write in our process recommendations. And that is a blatant problem for democracy."
(Observation notes A, Assembly November 2016)

It was important to members who hold this preference that all proposals could be read and

discussed. To enable members and delegates to digest all of this information, the amount of
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information that is produced needs to be limited. To achieve that goal, minimum thresholds to
participation need to be introduced or raised. The goal of limiting the amount of proposals was
valued higher than the ease of submitting proposals for individual members; the right to have a
meaningful discussion was valued higher than the right to easily submit proposals. If a discussion
of all proposals was not achievable, this was seen as a lack of democracy in the process. One
participant described how occasionally change proposals were included without delegates being
aware of it before they are voted upon (B3, a woman in her fifties). Therefore, the proposal
committee and executive board argued that the large amount of proposals made it impossible for
decisions to be made transparent — and thus they were not sufficiently democratic. Consequently,
their proposed solution was a higher threshold for proposal supporters, which would lead to
fewer proposals, as the person who introduced the proposal at the assembly argued: "We want
proposals with good content to be pre-discussed and supported by a relevant number of

members." (Observation Notes A, Assembly November 2016).

The intention of the proposed changes, and the solution of transparency through meaningful
discourse, was to limit the number of proposals so that they could be better discussed, thus
increasing the awareness of members for and the legitimacy of the decisions that were made
(Rothschild-Whitt, 1979). This would encourage participation in the entire discussion process
independent of whether this discussion happened online or offline. Thus, it did not have a direct
link to the DOPE-model. Members would need to use the online tools, especially the Antragsgriin,
in order to access the proposals, but the goal would not be to increase their participation, but to
focus it, which corresponds best to the concept of replacement. Online tools would need to be
used, as it is hard to see how the goal for all delegates to read all proposals, and the discussion

around them, could be achieved in an offline environment.

5.3.2. Transparency as Access

The other side of the argument saw the goal in maximal participation opportunities for members,
meaning that it should be as easy as possible for members to submit proposals. The threshold of
twenty members has existed since the party was founded, and was seen as legitimate. To increase
this threshold was perceived as curtailing the rights of members, which in turn was seen as
illegitimate. This side argued against any change at all in the debate, instead suggesting to
maintain the current rule of 20 supporters for a proposal: "I still wish for it to be possible that we
have good individual proposals by non-experts who know what they are talking about."

(Observation Notes A, Assembly November 2016).
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Members who argued this way assumed that familiarity with all submitted proposals, was
unrealistic regardless of circumstances. One interviewee from the left wing of the party described
how delegates needed to miss parts of the assembly anyway, to eat, go to the toilet, or simply
take a break, and therefore automatically make decisions about which discussions are less
relevant for them (B07). Instead of trying to digest all information, it was assumed that delegates
would select what they wanted to know and discuss about. | want to describe this ‘transparency
as access’: what counts is the availability of the information, not the possibility to read it all.
Barriers to proposal submission can be low or non-existent, as the amount of information that is
produced does not matter. Members who hold this view have a preference for direct
participation, they value the opportunity for each member to submit proposals easily higher than
the possibility to discuss them; the right to submit proposals was valued higher than the right to
feasibly read all of them. They believe that it is impossible to read and deliberate over all
proposals regardless of how many there are, and therefore it is not legitimate to curtail members’

rights on those grounds.

Their proposed solution was that there is no problem, the process functions as intended, and
therefore there should be no change. Since the solution of transparency through access was that
nothing should change, there was also no intention to either increase or otherwise affect
participation. It would however have kept participation more accessible, as there would not have
been an increased threshold, with the goal to make it easy for members to engage. Since there
was no change, it would, if at all, have increased participation only among those members who

would have participated anyway, thus leading to a reinforcement effect.

5.3.3.  Transparency through Technology

The third option, to make the process more efficient, was attempted in multiple ways, one of
which was to improve the process through technology. This was a key suggestion from both sides,
especially by improving the already existing Antragsgriin, and the way in which it was used. The
idea was that for both sides of the argument, technology could solve their main issues with the

process.

For those arguing that too many proposals make it impossible to read everything, an online

platform that enables them to find relevant information, combined with a technologically applied
threshold such as the online verification process, could both reduce the number of proposals and
make them more accessible. Technology makes transparency as meaningful discourse easier, but

it cannot solve the basic problem of vogonism, because its contributes to its cause (Eppler and



Party Members’ Participation Preferences and their Influence on the Implementation of Online Participation Processes

Mengis, 2004). The party still has to decide about the scale of information, and whether the

amount that is produced should be limited to achieve more transparency.

On the other side, technology could help enable transparency as access. With large amounts of
proposals, the Antragsgriin already allowed members to select and see what was relevant for
them, and find the right information to focus on. It enabled them to find the needle in the
haystack. However, it did not do this sufficiently at the time, as not all information was available
in real-time. Therefore, some of the critique towards raising the barriers stated that if only the
technology was used as it should be, the transparency issue could be reduced, as was argued by a

member of the left wing in the debate:

"[A proposal committee member] said it is difficult for everyone to see in the end what a
proposal really says. Yes, | have criticised that as well. But the reason for that are not the
many proposals, but this crap software.” (Observation notes A, Assembly November
2016)

However, this appeared slightly short-sighted, as the problem did not stem solely from the
technology or use of it — although this could indeed have been improved — but in the negotiation
process that is required to create the process recommendations in the first place. If the proposal
committee cannot find consensus in time ahead of the assembly, then no suggestion can be made

or communicated, be that on the tool or anywhere else.

Concluding the discussion at the assembly, the delegates voted narrowly against the increase of
required proposal supporters. The fact that this proposal was rejected in turn made the current
process more legitimate, even for those who previously deemed it undemocratic, as was

explained by an employee working for the committee:

"The core of the statement is that there is a legitimacy to do this. Up to now the proposal
committee has been elected, but the party never said that they want things to be run
exactly the way they are. And we have that now." (B 11)

Ultimately, the party has indeed used technology as the solution: As of the assembly in January
2018, Antragsgriin includes the process recommendations by the committee (observation notes
D4, assembly January 2018). This improves the availability — and findability — of information, and

thereby reduces vogonism.

5.4. Operationalisation of Participation Preferences

Based on the analysis of the participant observation and semi-structured interviews carried out in
2016, | operationalised participation preferences for inclusion in subsequent surveys (2017, 2018).

The two most relevant statements were selected from the analysis of datasets A and B in March
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2017, and then paired with fitting counterparts. Following the difference in the perception of
discourse, the statements ‘All members can participate in discussions’ was selected, and then
matched with ‘All members can participate in votes’. Reflecting the discussion about what enables
participation, and whether quality or quantity of information was more relevant, the statement
‘All members can participate as much as possible’ was selected, and then matched with “All
members can participate equally’. These two distinctions were labelled as preferred participation

type (‘discuss’ or ‘vote’) and intensities (‘uncapped’ and ‘equal’).

The preferred type of participation is relevant because it indicates what type of online
participation is most appropriate, and to which degree the intended and implemented tools can
actually meet members’ expectations. Intensity on the other hand is relevant for the types of
rules on those platforms. For example, if members preference was that everyone votes all the
time, over balanced or otherwise limited deliberation (e.g. men can only post if a women posted
first) then an online voting platform would be a more appropriate online participation tool than a

highly regulated forum.

Logistic regression models based on the first survey, conducted among the entire member base in
2017 (dataset C1), attempting to identify factors that made members more or less likely to hold
either of the preferences were unsuccessful. Predictors that were tested and found to be
insignificant included respondents’ gender, age, education, place of residence, internet use, and
position and activity in the party (see Table 4, Dataset C1, for an overview of predictors available).
Equally, there were no correlations between wing associations and participation preferences:
Wing associations or position on the political spectrum represented in the party does not
determine the preference for the intensity of participation, although there was a correlation

between position on the political spectrum and the preferred participation type.

The differences between the party-internal groups, particularly the Leftists and Reformers,
becomes more distinct when looking at the factors they perceive as relevant for participation.
Those who have a limited network, or no association with either of the party wings, see access as
more crucial, while networks are a topic that those who are organised in wings discuss. Members
associated with the Leftist wing seem to be more focussed on what enables participation, and the
effect that participation opportunities have for others, while those associated with the Reformers
focus on what inhibits participation, and what enables their own. This is also in line with the
participation preferences: Where a preference for uncapped participation is visible, things that
enable participation are more important than things that inhibit, while when equal participation is

prioritised, it is logical to think more about what may affect others.
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A summary of combined preferred participation types and intensities developed from Survey C1,
the all-members survey, is shown in Figure 4; on a two-dimensional spectrum, with preferred
participation intensity (uncapped or equal participation) on the x-, and preferred participation
type (discussion or voting) on the Y-axis. The majority of members prioritises equality over
uncapped participation, while the split between preferences for the type of participation was
much more balanced. As for the type of online participation format they preferred, the balance
between the preference for voting and discussion suggests that the intended tools did address
different needs for different members: Those with a preference for discussions were happy about
the enabling effect of the Befragung, and appreciated the comments on both proposals and
Begehren, while those with a preference for voting appreciated the verification process, as well as

the strength-in-numbers on the Begehren.

Figure 4: Weighted participation preferences of party members
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Source: Dataset C1, all-members survey, conducted April 2017; N = 3489

Discuss: Preference for discussion over votes; Vote: Preference for votes over discussion
Uncapped: Preference for most possible participation; Equal: Preference for equal participation
The size of the bubble represents the proportion of members with this preference.

Label and position on each axis indicate the order of preferences.

Particularly interesting in this context was that the division on the intensity-axis totals very close
to one and two thirds (32%:68%). A two-third majority is needed to change the party’s statutes.
The vote at the assembly in Miinster narrowly missed this majority, which has concluded the
debate for the time being. Barriers to participation were not raised. The discussion did not come
up again at later assemblies (observation notes D2-4, assemblies June & November 2017 and

January 2018; D6, women’s council September 2018). However, the question of supporter
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thresholds was still discussed in internal bodies, which was pointed out in a later interview with

E19, an MP of the party.

This division suggests that the majority of members were in favour of regulating participation to
ensure equality. Without tools to balance participation, such as the gender quotas, everyone
could participate as their own circumstances allow, and processes would be unequal as a result.
Equality further implies that the party needs to enable participation, to ensure that those who

want to participate can do so, ultimately ensuring the legitimacy of decisions (Wilhelm, 1999).

These preferences for participation intensity and type were treated as two binary variables in
subsequent analysis. Chi-Square tests showed a correlation between participants’ preferences
and Age, Occupation, and position on both the left-right spectrum, and within the party,

summarised in Table 11.

Table 11: Relationship between participation preferences and demographics

Intensity Type Combined Intensity & Type
Age 0.000 0.015
Occupation 0.000 0.015 0.000
Position on left-right Spectrum 0.000 0.016
Position in Party Hierarchy 0.001
Source: Dataset C1, all members’ survey. All p-values of Chi-Square tests; black indicates significance

at <0.05.

While the alignment between participation preferences and party wings could not be confirmed,
the correlation with political orientation, measured on an 11-point scale of political orientation
(Left (1) to Right (11)), can substitute this. According to Rudzio (2015) members associated with
the party’s left wing would be expected to position themselves left of the Reformer, but neither of
the wings on the right (>6) of the spectrum. Analysis of survey C3b (the second panel wave, and
the only survey that included a question about both the political orientation and association with
party wings) confirmed that position is loosely associated with the party wings: Figure 5 shows

that members’ allegiances correlate with their position on the political spectrum.
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Figure 5: Comparison of political orientation on 11-point scale to party wing association
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Source: Second wave of panel survey (C3b), conducted June 2018; N = 473

Despite these consistently significant relationships between participation preferences and age,
position and occupation, attempts to predict the nature of these relationships in more robust
regression models were not successful. However, since the qualitative data underpinning these
variables, and the relationship with some of the expected demographics are significant, the
variables were used in the subsequent panel surveys and tested further in the regression models

in Chapter 7.

5.5. Conclusion: Participation Preferences in the Green Party

The goal of the analysis in this chapter was to identify participation preferences among members,

broadly responding to research question 1 and the corresponding hypotheses:

1. What are the participation preferences in the party, and do they differ between
groups?
Hla Members have different participation preferences.
Hlb Members on different hierarchy levels have different preferences.
Hlc Younger members have different preferences than older members.
Hld Members who are less familiar with technology have different preferences

than those more familiar with technology.
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Analysis showed that, although members overall are supportive of the party’s founding concept of
‘grass-roots democracy’, what they understand this term to mean is very different, and aligned
with their personal preferences. While the understanding of the term diverges significantly
between members, the overlap between their views is still stronger than that with any other
party, as shown by their arguments for grass-roots democracy being a reason for them to be
members in the first place. Grass-roots democracy is the focal point of the shared identity of all
party members — but it is not in fact a shared identity. Rather than having one distinct definition,
the very term ‘grass-roots democracy’ serves a boundary object (Star and Griesemer, 1989),

fusing the ideological views and networks in the party together, despite their differences.

Scheerder et al. (2017) found that “digital divide research is largely limited to sociodemographic
and socioeconomic determinants.” This analysis offers a new set of determinants for the
intersection of the digital divide and political participation: Participation preferences. The effect of
attitudes, democratic values and ideology on online participation have been investigated to some
degree recently (Galais and Anduiza, 2016; Chang, 2017; Oser and Hooghe, 2018). The
preferences | propose are derived from qualitative findings from party members in the specific
context of online participation. This is based on the assumption that preferences for participation
in general will drive the adoption or non-adoption of online participation tools. There was a clear
division between members’ preferences for participation, operationalised as participation ‘Type’
and ‘Intensity’. In terms of participation types, members either prioritised the opportunity to
discuss issues, or vote upon them. In terms of intensity, they either preferred equal participation,
implying possible limitations to the quantity of participation for any one member, or uncapped
participation to the possible detriment of equality across members. Both were shown in varying
degrees in the qualitative data, and came out even more clearly as a meaningful distinction in

surveys.

From the early qualitative datasets (A&B), the participants’ preferences appeared to be aligned
with their positions in the party, as well as their association with the party wings. Attempts to
confirm these associations through regression models were not successful. However, significant
correlations were found between the preferences and participants’ age, occupation, internal

position, and position on the left-right spectrum.

In summary, the hypotheses can be partly confirmed:
Hla can be confirmed: While participants agree on a common foundation in grass-roots
democracy, there are clear differences with regards to how, and how much, they want

members to participate.
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H1b can be neither confirmed nor rejected. While qualitative data suggests a difference by

participants’ rank, this could not be confirmed in the surveys.

Hlc can be confirmed: Participants’ preference for participation intensity was correlated with
their age; younger members preferred equal, older members preferred uncapped

participation.

H1d must be rejected: While participants with more technical expertise were more worried
about the use of online tools in general, familiarity with or enthusiasm for technology was

no significant predictor of participation preferences.

One goal of this thesis was to find out what role participation preferences play in the introduction
of online participation processes. By necessity, this required the identification of different
preferences. | am confident that the method of ranking statements was successful, not least
because the survey results were well aligned with the qualitative data, especially with regards to
the size of groups (1:2 thirds). However, given the failure to generate reliable models to align the
results with groups in the party, | believe that the method needs refinement to become more

meaningful, as will be explained in section 8.2.

Beyond the categorised participation preferences, the debates about the online verification
process and proposal supporters revealed another interesting angle: The discussions did not
concern the question whether things happen online or offline so much as they concerned how the
medium ‘internet’ changes the process itself. The verification process was implemented as a
perfect equivalent of the previous offline process: Instead of signing on a sheet of paper,
members signed into an online platform. This would have made the process easier, if it were not
for the process that was used in practice in the interim: Instead of collecting signatures, proposals
were discussed, and then submitted by one person listing 20 supporters, initially by email, and
then through the Antragsgriin. The large amount of proposals and supporters made it impossible
to manually validate all submissions, which made the process easier, but also less reliable and less
legitimate, as it led to vogonism. With the introduction of the verification process, arguments
were not only brought forward against the online process, but much more so against the offline
counterpart — physical signatures — which was at least identical to the original process, or even
better, as digitalised signatures were now explicitly allowed. Still, the verification process re-
introduced a complication that had previously been seen as solved through technology. The

problem then was not that it happened online, but that it happened at all.
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This demonstrates a new perception of the process in general, which is caused by the introduction
of technology. This can be seen as evidence that technology changes both the process and the
perception of participation, and thus validates the use of Actor-Network Theory: If the use of
technology affects how party members engage, then technology itself cannot be ‘just’ a tool, but
must be an active part of, an actor in these processes, and these changes cannot be uncovered

without a theory that allows to treat them as such.

| will further develop the expectations and preferences members have with regards to online
participation, and the links between these views and the potential use of online participation

tools, in the next chapter.
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Chapter 6 Expectations of and Implications for the

Implementation of Online Participation Processes

In this chapter, | discuss the views of party members around online participation. | will begin with
a brief summary of the first set of qualitative data, consisting of observations (dataset A, from the
general assembly in November 2016) and interviews (dataset B, collected between November
2016 and January 2017). In section 6.1, | show how participants saw online participation at the
beginning of the project, where their assumptions and expectations were mainly on behalf of
others, rather than reflecting on their own use. This shaped the data collection for the rest of the

project.

| then show the assumptions and expectations that party members hold, and how they relate to
the development and implementation of the new online participation processes, based on the
second phase of interviews (dataset E, collected between November 2017 and March 2018) and
observations (dataset D, collected between April 2017 and September 2018), which was
conducted alongside the development and implementation of the new online participation
processes. The all-members survey conducted in April 2017 (dataset C1) and the first panel wave
(dataset C3a) will be used to provide further context to the findings. | discuss four categories of
views in turn. In section 6.2, | explore the variety of opportunities participants saw in online
participation processes, specifically with regards to how it could draw more members into
participation, or lead to mobilisation. In section 6.3 | discuss the anticipated problems with online
participation, such as resulting inequalities, or how they could lead to reinforcement or non-use,
as well as the unintended outcomes the tools may have. Both opportunities and problems will be
contrasted with survey data which show some of the assumptions members made about the
effect of online participation tools at scale. In section 6.4 | discuss the requirements for the
implementation of the new processes that members considered in order to gain the benefits
while preventing the anticipated problems. These are compared to the actual strategies applied
by the party leadership, and the experiences participants have already made with these
processes, in section 6.5. This deep dive into the data will allow me to explore the expectations
and perceptions of online participation processes, which indicate the subsequent effects the tools
(can) have. | conclude in section 6.6, and use the discussed data to answer research questions two

through four:

2. How are participation preferences translated into processes?

3. How are inequalities identified and addressed?
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4. To which degree are preferences realised in processes, and are expectations of party

members and leadership met? If not, why?

What members assume about current participation and how they perceive the new processes
matters, because of the grass-roots structure of the Green Party. Members make decisions about
online participation tools, either through votes at (delegate) assemblies, where they decide about
tools to be implemented in the future, or through voting with their feet, by either using or not
using the tools that are introduced. If they think the tools are useful for them, they are more likely
to adopt them (Niehaves and Plattfaut, 2014). If they perceive the tools as used for and by all, the
results of those tools are also likely to be perceived as more legitimate (Kersting, 2014). A higher
legitimacy in turn would give the outcomes of these processes more recognition and leverage in
future policy development processes, making the tools themselves more influential (Koch et al.,

2014).

6.1. Online Participation is great — for somebody else

In the first data collection phase, participants shared their views on online participation, which
was overall very positive: They expected that it would generally be more positive than negative,
and assumed that it was both enabling and inhibiting for different groups. Their own experience
with online participation was equally positive, such as using mailing lists to develop proposals,
finding supporters for their proposals on social media, or using online tools in parliamentary work.
The plans they were aware of were perceived as enabling participation, and expected to be more
enabling than inhibiting. No-one has either experienced or feared negative effects that online
participation could have on themselves. However, only a single participant explicitly expressed the
expectation to be enabled through the new online participation methods — they expected to be
involved through surveys. While experience was primarily enabling participants themselves, the
expectations, both for enabling and inhibiting effects, were primarily for others. It seems that
participants made positive experiences themselves, and thought that others should benefit too,
though not everybody might. Table 12 shows an overview of these views. The result is well
aligned with findings by Gerl et al. (2018), where 74% of online tool users, and 58% of non-users,

thought that the use of online platforms should increase.
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Table 12: Members' views on status and effects of online participation in 2016

Enabling Inhibiting
General Others Self General Others Self
Assumptions 7 4 - 4 3 -
Experience 4 7 9 1 3 -
Expectations 12 8 1 5 8 -
Issues 2 - 1 6 2 -

Source: Datasets A&B; Crosstab of codes for all views about online participation; N = 12
Rows described the different types of statements made:

Assumptions = what participants thought was currently the case (regardless of whether this was in
fact true)

Experience = personal experience with such tools

Expectations = what they thought would happen in the future once tools were introduced
Issues = problems they anticipated in this context

Columns describe whom participants saw as affected, and how:

Enabling = positive effects, such as increasing inclusion

Inhibiting = negative effects, such as exclusion

General = not related to a specific group, or group discusses was unclear

Others = group/s that participants were not a part of

Self = either participants personally, or a group they belong to (‘members in rural areas’)
Double coding and counts possible; for details of codes see Appendix C.

Participants suspected that there were existing divides, but disagreed about which of the
members would indeed benefit. For example, older members could be excluded due to lack of
digital literacy, or included as they could not engage in offline meetings due to frailty. Younger
members would be more willing to engage online than offline; parents who could not attend
meetings in the evening could instead participate online. While the party leaders thought online
participation would be most beneficial for the grass-roots, some of the grass-roots assumed it
would benefit the leaders. Most participants neither considered online participation processes as
particularly useful for themselves, nor did they see them as hindering their own participation.

They were enthusiastic on behalf of others, but indifferent for themselves.

All participants were in favour of the Befragung (the regular online surveys). Neither in interviews
nor during observations did anyone critique the new tool, although they favoured different
practices of using it; it was mainly seen as an opportunity to improve discussions. The Begehren
(the petition system) was hardly discussed at this stage, as nobody quite knew what it would look
like — it would only be introduced 1% years later. The online verification process for proposal
submissions on the other hand was highly debated, as described in Chapter 5: some members
argued that it was necessary to validate supporters, to ensure the statutory implementation of
the proposal process, and thus increase its legitimacy; others thought it created an unnecessary

barrier.

All participants, from grass-roots to leaders, want to include underrepresented groups, and use

online participation to enable them. There were some reoccurring ideas about who these
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excluded persons are: Parents, especially single parents; shift workers, and others who do not
have regular working hours; persons with limited mobility, for example through lack of financial
resources, or through frailty or disabilities; but also members with smaller networks, for example
from rural areas or very small local branches. Nearly all of the expectations were on behalf of
others, and in opposing directions: The party elite assumed that there would be benefits for the

grass-roots members, as an executive board member explained at the assembly:

"We want to develop more tools, so that we can also discuss online, members can
participate online who might not be able to participate in the classic party bodies. These
members should also have the opportunity to participate.” (Observation notes A,
Assembly November 2016)

On the other side, grass-roots members assumed that the internet has benefits for the party

leadership, as a woman with experience of committee work explained:

"There are networks where you can communicate in line with the statutes, where the
executive board can network with the state boards, where only selectively, people have
access based on their roles within the party." (B04)

These differences continued along many of the divisions in the party. Experience of members
sometimes confirmed (or led to) expectations for other members. For example, a participant in

his teens described how the Befragung was accessible, and thus user friendly for older members:

“I think the surveys were very accessible, so that everyone, including old people, could
participate. It stated clearly to ,now click this link in the next line.”” (B10)

This was also reflected in the view of a participant in his fifties, who described how online

participation can make it easier for older members to participate:

“Online participation is one way to improve inclusion. For example, we have older people
who are less mobile who could participate through this route.” (B02)

It is important to note that none of these persons considered themselves ‘old’, ‘digitally illiterate’
or ‘immobile’ — they described what they thought members who were in these categories would
experience. This was also the case with regards to age, where older members thought that online

participation methods are particularly relevant to the next generation:

"I notice that not all, but many young people don’t see the internet as a virtual world,
but simply as their world. (...) That is how they communicate.” (B02)

Participants without care responsibilities also expected that online participation would help those

who have these responsibilities:

,Our assemblies always happen at children’s bedtime. It sounds trivial, but this highly
specifically excludes parents. For polls, discussions and so on, online participation would
be really great.” (B01)
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And lastly, participants of retirement age expected that online methods would help others who

have limited availability due to their jobs:

“[Online Participation] is really good because it allows easy access independent of
people’s life and circumstances. For example, shift workers who work at night and can
then go online and participate when they have the time.” (B04)

There were many expectations of what online participation will do to enable or inhibit ‘others”
participation — groups that the members who made these comments do not belong to
themselves, who were expected to be mobilised. These differences in expectations show how
everyone thinks that online participation will be great for somebody else. Although all participants
were already actively using online platforms, these were taken for granted and not considered in
any detail, while the expectations for future benefits for those who are not in this situation were
very high indeed. The persons who were expected to benefit most from online participation were

not the same who expected to actually use it.

Some of the groups who were expected to be mobilised are unlikely to have strong online habits,
such as the elderly, women, parents, or persons with disabilities (Vowe, 2014; Quan-Haase et al.,
2016). Since motivation is key for adoption (Niehaves and Plattfaut, 2014), and habits form, and
therefore change less, with age (Vowe, 2014) it seems unlikely that these habits would change
simply because new tools to participate in the party are available. It seems unlikely that these

groups would indeed be mobilised.

These opposing assumptions are evidence for privilege blindness (Ferber, 2012; Current and
Tillotson, 2017): Only those who had a particular disadvantage saw it, while those who did not
were not aware of their own privilege. This meant, for example, that party members who were
well off financially, male, or from cities, did not realise that their counterparts struggled to
participate without these advantages. The most visible case was the natural use of email and
social media as online tools, without recognition that these indeed were online tools that might
be excluding, or less accessible for others. This blindness to own advantages could become an
issue for the party; if it reduced the perceived legitimacy of processes, and thus affected the
acceptance of newly introduced online processes (O’Hara, 2011). Assumptions about what makes
others disadvantaged seemed to be based on early evidence from the digital divide literature (e.g.
digital natives & immigrants, Prensky, 2001), but did not go beyond that. Though participants
assumed some disadvantages in the future, they did not see those that were already influencing

participation at the time.

These initial findings shaped the focus for the remaining data collection (interviews, observations,

and the focus group), and led to a detailed discussion of the opportunities and issues participants
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saw with regards to online participation in general, and the new tools and processes in particular.
Since the differences in expectations were so pronounced, a set of Likert-scale questions was
included in the first panel survey (C3a), to capture the expectations members held on behalf of

different groups, and see whether these differences were measurable at scale.

6.2. Anticipated Benefits of Online Participation

Participants had very high expectations of online participation. Broadly, they expected that it
would enable participation, make the party’s processes more inclusive and open new routes for
those who they assume are currently disadvantaged. The biggest opportunity they saw in online
participation was mobilisation, along with an increase in equality, diversity and inclusion in
participation. This is followed by operational aspects like the opportunity to give and receive
feedback, increase efficiency, and modernise party processes. Lastly, participants expected that
online participation would improve participation processes themselves, such as increasing
motivation, improving the influence, discussions and agenda setting opportunities for grass-roots
members. Concerning the tools that the party is introducing now — Befragung, Begehren, and the
online verification process in Antragsgriin, operated through Griines Netz — perceptions of what
these different tools will do differ as much as the processes themselves. An overview of the types
of opportunities participants discussed overall, and in relation to specific tools, is shown in Table
13. | focus my discussion on the two main areas: increasing and diversifying participation, and

changing the participation processes themselves.
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Table 13: Summary of opportunities through online participation in the second phase of the study

Glzl;::s A;tr?:s'- Befragung | Begehren Overall

& . |Mobilisation 2 1 4 2 36
2 E Equality, Diversity, Inclusion 0 2 4 3 34
§ _g Finding allies 0 6 1 1 19
= Adoption 4 3 0 1 10
Feedback 0 3 13 1 25
Modernisation 0 3 2 1 25

o Efficiency 1 9 0 1 19
& | Transparency 0 7 0 1 19
S |Legitimacy 0 8 1 1 17
E Discussion 0 1 2 2 15
_cccu Agenda Setting 0 0 1 9 14
© | Motivation 0 0 1 1 9
Influence 0 0 2 2 5
Bottom-up 0 1 0 0 3

Source: Datasets D (observation of workshops and assemblies between April 2017 and September
2018), E (second wave of interviews, conducted between November 2017 and March 2018), F (Focus
Group, conducted in January 2018) and 0 (interviews conducted in 2015 for MSc project).

Columns for tools (Griines Netz, Antragsgriin, Befragung, Begehren) are a binary count of the code
per participant or observation. Column ‘Overall’ contains total count of references, which may
include multiple references by the same participants, as well as references that were not linked to
specific tools.

The results of the panel survey to investigate the opposing assumptions at scale were indeed
remarkable: Figure 6, Figure 7, and Figure 9 through Figure 12 summarise the complementary
response pairs for the question “How do you think more opportunities to participate online are
going to influence the participation of these groups?” with the y-axis representing the number of
responses, and the x-axis the distribution on the Likert-scale for each group, with ‘gets harder (1)’

on the left and ‘gets easier (5)’ on the right.

6.2.1. Increasing and Diversifying Participation

Respondents assumed that through online participation tools, participation would become easier
for everyone, on average: the average rating across all groups they were asked about was 3.98.
Contradicting the findings from the above discussed analysis of datasets A&B, when asked
directly, respondents assumed that, on average, participation would become easier for members

like themselves than for others, with the ‘members like you’ group averaging at 4.18.
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Figure 6: Expected benefit for members through Figure 7: Expected benefit for members through

online participation (Likert): online participation (Likert):
Summed for all groups Members like the participant
4000 300
3500 250
3000
2500 200
2000 150
1500 100
1000
500 >0
0 0
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Source: Dataset C3a; N = 8426; Average 3.97 Source: Dataset C3a; N = 551; Average 4.18
1 = Participation gets harder 1 = Participation gets harder
5 = Participation gets easier 5 = Participation gets easier

There is a statistically significant linear relationship between how online participation is assumed
to influence other groups, and the assumed effect on members like the respondent. As shown in
Figure 8, the assumed average across all groups increased by 0.4 for each 1 point increase on the
Likert-scale in the assumed benefit for members ‘like the participant’. This aligns with findings by
Niehaves & Plattfaut (2014) that the expected benefits derived from internet use strongly predicts

intended adoption.

Figure 8: Relationship between Expected benefit for members through online participation (Likert):
Summed for all groups & Members like the participant

Average assumed effect

1 2 3 4 5
Effect on self
Source: Dataset C3a; N = 550; p = 0.000; R? = 0.229

In subsequent conversations, with interview participants (dataset E), and the focus group (dataset
F), participants thought that offering more — online — routes for participation would increase both

participation in general, and participation by a more diverse group of members. The ideal
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outcome was seen as “gathering a larger variety of opinions” (EO1, an IT consultant from Berlin)
through the Befragung: “to make the talent, knowledge and history of the party more visible”
(E29, a participation who holds a position at federal level). This was seen as a specific opportunity
online, as several participants commented: “Even though not everyone is online, those who do
not have a computer at home to go online are a small minority. So we will reach many more
members” (E04, a male IT expert in his fifties); “Every member that has access to the internet can

participate. That’s definitely more than ever before.” (E06, a male IT expert in his thirties).

Benefits were expected in several areas, especially concerning the participation of women, and
members with lower financial, cultural and social or political capital, who were expected to be

mobilised.

Gender

The Green Party was founded, among other policies, on a philosophy of gender equality. Women
are less active in political participation in general (Krook and Norris, 2014), but the Green Party
has the highest proportion of female members among the leading German parties (Niedermayer,
2017c). Given that the first set of interviews, were focussed around participation and what
influences it, potential barriers and enabling factors, it was striking that the only participants who
spoke about gender as a factor for participation were women. This might potentially be
influenced by myself being a women. The theme continued to some degree in the following
interviews, where five of fourteen women, but only two of nineteen men — both of whom were

familiar with the results of my research — mentioned gender as an issue.

In conversations during observations, some men alluded that it was to be expected that women
focus on gender questions, since gender is a highly formalised aspect of the party, and those who
formally engage with the topic are exclusively women. One man told me that traditionally, men in
the party were ‘trained’ to respect women working on gender issues, not to work on these issues
themselves — a stance that only started to change with LGBT rights becoming a political issue
which affects both genders, and thus made gay men part of the discussion. If this was indeed the
case, the more recent discourse which was brought into focus by the #metoo movement,
concerning male allies and the effects of (toxic) masculinity (Ford, 2018), might include more men

in this discussion.

As discussed in Chapter 4, the Green Party has strong institutions supporting gender equality, the
main one being the quota system. This is perceived by women as enabling them, to participate or
speak up. One women in her fifties (B03) described how it is natural for women to speak up when

there is a place reserved for them to do it. On the other hand, participants made the experience
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that these quotas were not always followed, or did not lead to balanced participation, even if they
were enforced. One of the women (B09) spoke at length about the difference between having
guotas, enforcing them, and achieving a balance in gendered participation. Especially in rural
areas, even if there is a high percentage of female members, the local branches struggle to find
female candidates for positions (conversations in observations, especially at women’s council,
dataset D6). Quotas are applied when delegates to federal task forces are elected — one woman
and one man for each state — but then, in many of the women’s experience, only the men actually
attend meetings. All of this may be seen as an effect of processes that elect women, but
subsequently exclude them based on gendered assumptions, when things like childcare
commitments, which are still mainly picked up by women, are not considered when meeting

times are set (Acker, 1990).

Other participants described their experience of women being excluded from current
participation, primarily due to childcare issues: “The date and time of meetings does not work for
me, | have no time ... We would reach those women with an online survey” (F3, a women in the

focus group).

These issues kept coming up throughout the data collection, and were also regarded as one of the
intentions for online participation by many of the participants, who thought that online processes
would lead to women’s mobilisation. The online verification process especially, along with the
overall setup of the proposal submission system Antragsgriin, could enable women to find and
engage with allies that they are unable to find offline, as one participant with a position at federal

level described:

“We have state task force meetings where young women do not attend, because they
are occupied by the same old men all the time, who tell them that they’ve had these
discussions ten years ago ... [online participation] is an opportunity to (...) find allies,
network, and try different things that way.” (E29)

Looking at the issue at scale in the survey (Figure 9), there was virtually no difference between
participation expectations for men and women: Members assumed that online participation
makes participating easier for both genders at the same rate. This assumption was made equally

by women and men.

With regard to family structures (Figure 10), respondents assumed that participation becomes
easier for parents than for members with no children. This is aligned with the intention of the
party leadership as well as assumptions by interview participants, all of which thought that less
time-bound online participation would make it easier to fit engagement around childcare duties.

Having young children was perceived as a disadvantage when it comes to participation, as
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members who have children, especially small children, have less time, or do not have time when
they would need it. This was particularly obvious for party meetings or assemblies, where parents
need to care for children, preventing them from attending or engaging in the process — although
all general assemblies offered free childcare for delegates’ children (observation notes at
assemblies: November 2016 (A); June & November 2017 (D2&3); and January 2018 (D4)). By

extension, childcare is a specific disadvantage for women, as they are still the main carers.

Figure 9: Expected benefit for members through Figure 10: Expected benefit for members through

online participation (Likert): online participation (Likert):
Gender Parental Status
200 250
180
160 200
140
120 150
100
80 100
60
40 50
20
0 0
Female Male Children No Children
Source: Dataset C33; Source: Dataset C33;
1 = Participation gets harder 1 = Participation gets harder
5 = Participation gets easier 5 = Participation gets easier
Average Female: 4.00; Male 4.05 Average Children: 4.20; No children: 4.00

The effect of gender is the only question about expectations where respondents very distinctly
diverged from what the literature suggests: There is evidence for a clear gender difference, both
in terms of political participation (Niedermayer, 2017a), and internet use (Emmer et al., 2011).
Although women do catch up with men, and may be able to derive larger benefits from web use
in some instances, such as expressions of opinions on blogs or social media (Brock et al., 2010; Gil
de Zuiiga et al., 2010; Keller, 2012), this effect is observed over time, rather than from the
beginning (Kerr and Waddington, 2014). While mobilisation is possible, it is rare, and not an

immediate effect of online processes.

The diverging assumption about the effect on women may have several causes. First, given the
cultural context of the party, these responses are likely to be based on ideological belief and lived
experience. As noted above, the party has a strong gender ideology, reflected in the women’s
statute (Bindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 1986), which stipulates that participation has to be balanced.
However, the women’s council and elected representatives in charge of women’s issues all

operate on a policy-level. Offline, women are made visible and given time through the quota. This
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visibility is certainly helpful: Campbell et al. (2006) have shown that female role models are
important for other women to step up. However, it is a necessary, not a sufficient, condition for

mobilisation.

Party members’ lived experience of (perceived) equality may lead them to assume that the same
balance will apply online. However, the statutes ensuring this balanced participation offline are
not currently applied online: there is no practical, institutionalised method to mobilise or support
women online. While the problem is considered by members who are involved with or affected by
these issues, it is not seen in the party at scale. This poses a risk for the party, which could be hit
by two divides at the same time: The general participation divide, where women are less active
politically (Niedermayer, 2017c), and the digital divide, where they are less active online,
especially in institutionalised forms of political participation (Emmer et al., 2011). Rather than
achieving a gender balance in online participation, the effect is more likely to be either non-use by
women, or even reinforcement for male members, if they are indeed already more active than

their female peers.

Socio-Economic Status

Financial resources are an important enabler of participation in general (Lijphart, 1997).
Interestingly though, in the initial interviews, finances were mostly discussed with regards to
resources of, for, or provided by the party, and very rarely came up as a potentially limiting factor
for individual members. This may be due to a bias towards higher incomes in the sample, as most
research participants earned well above national average, while those who mentioned it as
problematic mostly earned below that average, potentially again pointing to privilege blindness of
the well-off members. The sample reflects the overall membership of the party, given that they
have a high proportion of civil servants and members with university degrees, with likely higher
incomes (Spier, 2011). For members who wanted to attend events, without holding roles in the
party and thus being entitled to refunds for travel costs, finances did come up as a factor that held

them back.

What was more important than travel cost, were time and the timing of meetings, which is a well-
known issue, for example described by Smith & Glidden (2012), who found that the timing of
assemblies in the Occupy movement “reflected the preference of a minority of the participants”
(p. 289). Interviewees in dataset B perceived having or not having time as one of the strongest
factors influencing participation. One participants who held a position at state level (B01)

described that time invested in the party translated directly into power, especially on local level
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where discussions and decisions are made at members’ assemblies, and the more time a person

could invest, the more power they could acquire.

Both time and financial resources are an area where online participation is seen as potentially
enabling members: If they lack the time or financial resources to attend events in person, they

could use online tools to compensate for that, as one of the IT experts described:

“There are people who do not have the option to attend a meeting at 7.30pm (...) That
limits the circle of people who could participate. And we do not want that.” (E06).

Time, in turn, is influenced by several other things. Another group that was seen as disadvantaged
were shift-workers, who have irregular working patterns, and thus may not have time to regularly
attend meetings. For both parents and shift workers, online participation was seen as potentially
advantageous, especially where it was not in real-time. For example, one interviewee of
retirement age described how it would be great that “everyone can participate according to their
own possibilities, and just sit down with their computer or tablet when they have the time.”
(B0O4). Online participation does not only allow members to participate from a distance or at
different times, but in their own time: “It’s time at the right time. | could afford to spend ten
hours, but only if | could do it after 10pm” (E10, a father from Eastern Germany). The new tools

can be used at any time, giving members the liberty to do just that.

In the survey (Figure 11), respondents assumed that participation would become easier for
members with a lot of time, while those with less time would benefit slightly less. This is in line
with studies showing that lack of time is one of the key barriers to online participation (Gerl et al.,

2018).
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Figure 11: Expected benefit for members through online participation (Likert): Available time

300
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0
Much Time Little Time

Source: Dataset C3a; 1 = Participation gets harder; 5 = Participation gets easier
Average Much time: 4.10; Little time: 4.01

In this one assumption, respondents are divided though: what they think about the effect on
members with much time depends on the respondents’ occupation —and thus the amount of
time they (may be assumed to) have. Respondents who are homemakers or unemployed — those
that others may assume will have plenty of time — are significantly less likely to assume that
participation gets easier for members with plenty of time. As shown in Table 14, the odds ratio for
unemployed or homemakers stating ‘participation gets easier for members with much time’ is
0.115, in comparison to civil servants. For employees on the other hand, the odds ratio is 4.692:
those who will likely be assumed to have little time are much more likely to assume their peers
with plenty of time will participate more easily online. This can be seen as an indicator for
potential conflict. Members who see themselves as less able to gain additional benefit from
online tools due to lack of time assume that some of their peers will be able to benefit more. The
groups that would likely be assumed to have more time — homemakers and unemployed — do not

share this assumption.

Table 14: Odds Ratios for effect of ‘Occupation’ on ‘Expected benefit for members through online
participation (Likert): Available time’

1 2 3 4 5
Unemployed - - 0.333 0.313 * 0.115 **
Homemaker - - 0.333 - 0.115 **
Employee - - 6.667 ** 4.875 ** 4,692 **

Source: Dataset C3a (first panel wave, November 2017)

N =529; Nagelkerke's R Square = 0.641.

Likert: 1 = Participation gets harder, 5 = Participation gets easier
Reference category for occupation is 'civil servant'

* Significant at 0.05, ** Significant at 0. 01

However, a persons’ occupation does not on its own determine their available time. For example,

those who are not in paid labour will require time to comply with the demands of job centres;
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having little money also is time-consuming as one cannot buy services; those who do unpaid care
are significantly constrained by looking after those who are too young, too old, or too unwell to
be left alone. A study in Switzerland found that employment status did not affect political
participation (Lorenzini and Giugni, 2012). The respondents’ assumptions thus seem very
employment-centric and overlook that employees may use their mobile devices on commutes or
even participate while at work (Roth, 2016). They have more access to resources, both digital and

financial, which can compensate for time limitations.

Online participation tools are thus, again, assumed to lead to mobilisation of currently
disadvantaged members. This is, again, unlikely when considering the literature in this area,
where the same resources are required to participate offline and online, and lack of these
resources will thus be exclusive either way (Vowe, 2014), so that non-use of the already excluded,

and reinforcement for the already active members, is a much more likely result.

Position in the Party

One group that was consistently seen — both by themselves and by others — as having a great
advantage in terms of participation, are full-time politicians, such as MPs and paid committee
members, and their employees. Those who can spend all day on politics are seen as better off
than grass-roots members with jobs outside of politics. This is closely connected to two other
factors: information and networks. Participants thought that the network that this elite group
builds up in their roles makes it easy for them to gather support, while spending all day with
policy questions gives them an information advantage. They also have easier access to
information, more time to digest it, and better contacts, all of which puts them into a better
position to influence decisions. This aligns well with Bourdieu’s theory of social capital (Bourdieu,
1986): Social capital, or networks, cost time to acquire and maintain, and for those with richer
social connections, these make their participation both easier and more impactful (Hargittai,
2008; Valenzuela et al., 2012). However, there are also indications that internet use can help

underrepresented groups to form and then leverage new networks (Brock et al., 2010).

The difference in available time became most obvious with regards to the discussion of proposals
ahead of assemblies. Delegates who do not have jobs in politics and need to prepare for the
assembly in their free time had less opportunity to prepare, and as a result were less well
informed about the content or discussions about those proposals than their full-time politics

counterparts.

In the survey (Figure 12) respondents assumed that participation would become slightly easier for

members with no elected positions, as compared to those in office. This was surprising, as elected
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members, depending on their rank, were described as having more time to spend on political
engagement, including online participation, either because they are paid for their political work,

or have staff to support them, or both:

“For board members, it is complicated to compete with MPs, because they have less time
and other resources, such as staff, to help them prepare their arguments.” (B06, a
woman with a position at state level)

Figure 12: Expected benefit for members through Figure 13: Expected benefit for members through

online participation (Likert): online participation (Likert):
Position in the party Length of membership
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Source: Dataset C3a; Source: Dataset C33;
1 = Participation gets harder 1 = Participation gets harder
5 = Participation gets easier 5 = Participation gets easier
Average In post: 3.89; No post: 4.16 Average New: 4.28; Longer active: 3.57

Respondents clearly assumed that grass-roots members — or those without positions — would be
able to benefit more than the party ‘leaders’. This is plausible when considering that those in
office are already very active, and have more influence on decisions, by virtue of sitting on
decision-making committees and boards. If respondents assumed that participation would get
easier for grass-roots members as opposed to those in these elevated positions, then they also
assume that the grass-roots can ‘catch up’, and potentially increase their influence in comparison
to boards and the like. If this were to be the case, it would indicate a mobilisation effect (Krueger,
2002), while also countering an onset of oligarchisation by giving more influence to the grass-
roots. Increased grass-roots engagement was one goal of the new tools (Bundesvorstand Blindnis

90 / Die Gruinen, 2016a), and members clearly believe that this can be achieved.

In addition to more, and more diverse members, the online verification process specifically was
assumed to also make existing participation more equal, with existing imbalances, for example

through prominent supporters for proposals, becoming more balanced:

“There used to be a lot of namedropping. You wrote a proposal, and then selected the
right people to support it. In a way you can still do that by contacting those people first,
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but as soon as the proposal is public, you have no control over who supports it.” (E20, a
man with a position at state level in Eastern Germany)

With regards to length of membership, survey respondents assumed that participation would
become easier for members who have joined the party more recently, with longer standing
members seeing only a slight improvement (Figure 13). This may be related to longer standing
members being older, but also pointing to higher expectations for new joiners. However, one
aspect that was raised several times in interviews was that tools are only useful if those supposed
to use them understand not only how they work, but also how they fit into the structure and
wider processes of the party. For example, members see little value in the proposal system if they
do not understand the role of a proposal in general. Longer standing members may have the
advantage of experience, in that they know the processes, even if they have to get used to a new

way of following them.

There was a slight tendency for members who joined recently to assume that participation will
become easier for longer standing members. This was significant in chi-square tests (p=0.034), but
did not hold in regression models. Given the importance of habit for online participation — those
who use the internet in their daily lives will also use it when they engage politically (Vowe, 2014) —
it seems logical that new members have less trouble adopting online tools. Rather than having to
unlearn years of party-internal processes, with all the changes they undergo, new members can

just get used to online tools with all their functions from the start.

In summary, participants assumed mobilisation effects for both grass-roots members and those
who joined the party more recently. Whether these assumptions can be turned into practice will
be discussed in more detail with regards to the Actor-Networks around the processes, as well as

actual use, in Chapter 7.

Networks among Members

Aside from positions and process knowledge, having or not having an extensive network was
perceived by participants as a strong factor for participation. There are multiple routes to form
these networks among members, the most important of which are the wings, task forces, and

local branches, as described in Chapter 4.

The task forces as a large structural element of the party are important for participation, as they
are often the place where proposals are developed. Networks form within these groups, and like-
minded members join together to work on issues, in and outside of the formal task force
structure. There seemed to be some doubt over the degree of their influence though. Even

though they are entitled to submit proposals to assemblies, this does not mean that it actually
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happens, as one interviewee described: The national task forces meet only a few times per year,
and thus may not be able to decide about proposals in time to meet assembly deadlines. This
makes the network amongst their members all the more important, as these groups indeed

submit individual proposals together, which was highlighted by several participants.

Holding elected positions, or working for those who do, brings members into contact with a large
variety and number of people, and thus enables networking and conversations off the record. The
party wings are a key channel for discourse and information, where proposals are not only
developed, but also discussed. Especially the meetings that both wings organise ahead of the
national delegate assembly are perceived as very important for members’ opinion formation. The
role of the wings as a network is specifically important for participation of members who do not
associate with either of them. Not having access to this network and the information and
discussion shared within it is seen as a disadvantage. One participant (B04, a women with a
position at federal level) described how she felt left out of informal participation routes due to

her not wanting to commit to either of the wings.

The role of networks was discussed very broadly at the assembly in 2016, with regards to the
proposed change to the statutes. The discussion hinged on the extent of the network that
members (can) have access to. The size of the network is key for individual proposal submissions,
where members need to obtain nineteen supporters. A person who was involved in the
negotiation of the proposal to increase the number of supporters argued that an increase is
reasonable, but a trebling of supporters would assume that the network size of all members

would have trebled, and this was perceived as unreasonable.

Employees and office holders have larger networks and more opportunity to expand them. This is
a chicken and egg problem though, as they also require larger networks to get into these
positions. Furthermore, there is a learning effect where inexperienced members benefit from
‘celebrities' or more experienced or better skilled members in their personal networks. For
example, one participant (B10, a male teenager with local positions) suggested that, to increase
the quality of proposals, members could pass them by their state MPs before they submit them.
Well connected members could also help others to extend their network, or function as hubs that
less well connected members can leverage — essentially the contact-rich sharing their political
capital. The same participant described how they benefitted from sitting next to a well-known
politician at assemblies, because the seats are assigned in alphabetical order of local branches,
and this was a learning opportunity for them. Such ‘weak ties’ are well established in network

analyses as impactful for building networks and gathering support (Valenzuela et al., 2012).
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The potential positive effect of online participation on these networks was most obvious with
regards to the Begehren, as well as the online verification process, which were seen as an

opportunity for those members who did not have large networks to find and rally allies:

“Simply that you can now say ‘this is my proposal, | send it out and let others distribute it
on my behalf, and others can support it (...) directly in the tool’ — that alone, | think,
makes participation more equal, or at least emancipates people with smaller networks.”
(EO5, a grass-roots member and IT expert)

In the survey, respondents assumed that online participation tools will make participation easier
for members with both good and poor networks, though slightly easier for the former (Figure 14).
While those with existing large networks may benefit more in the short term, it seems likely that
others can build their networks and increase their reach through the internet (Gladwell, 2010),

and thus catch up with this advantage. This is certainly what participants believed would happen:

“You don’t necessarily know other people at the other end of the republic. This is a form
of empowerment, for people who maybe hold a minority view where they are based, or
are hatching new ideas.” (E25, a party employee)

The role of local branches was a big discussion point in the debate about proposal supporters at
the assembly in Miinster, specifically the difference between finding enough supporters for a
proposal, and knowing enough people one can canvas for support in the first place. Local
branches are responsible for about 20% of proposals (Westermayer, 2013, 2017). In sparsely
populated rural areas, there are less members to connect with, and so it is harder for individual
views to be acknowledged. Some participants suggested that it is harder for these members to
submit the same amount of proposals as peers living in urban areas, because they spend so much
more time recruiting supporters. One participant (B05, a man with a position at federal level)
described how local branches are rarely topically coherent groups, and although they may discuss
policy broadly, members of the group will be interested in a variety of topics, and may hold

different ideological views about them.
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Figure 14: Expected benefit for members through Figure 15: Expected benefit for members through

online participation (Likert): online participation (Likert):
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Source: Dataset C3a; Source: Dataset C33;
1 = Participation gets harder 1 = Participation gets harder
5 = Participation gets easier 5 = Participation gets easier
Average Good Network: 4.13; Average Sparse Area: 4.15;
Poor Network: 3.34 Dense Area: 3.96

A related problem is that, as local branches are the lowest level of the party, decisions are made
at members’ instead of delegate assemblies. The groups are place-bound, so members have to
physically attend meetings in order to participate in decision-making, which may be a factor for
exclusion (Smith and Glidden, 2012). Beside the problem of attending meetings, members who
move frequently are at a disadvantage. They would typically change their local branch when they
move, thus not only losing their immediate network, but also any position they may have had
based on their previous branch, such as delegations. The differences in opportunity to build and
maintain a network lead to a rift, where some members have very extensive networks, and thus
very little problems to find support for their proposals, while others struggled to meet the
requirements as they are today. This may be seen as a problem regardless of technology, and a
natural result of network effects that occur both online and offline. Not everyone can be
connected equally well, and those who are already well connected offline continue to expand

their network online (Doring, 2008).

Participants thought the issue of networks of support could be solved or at least eased through
technology, with those living in sparsely populated areas benefitting more from online
participation tools than their peers in densely populated areas (Figure 15). Especially in rural
branches, online participation was assumed to make it easier for members to engage and find

comrades:

“It surpasses space. We have local branches with only seven members, and they have
never met all together. If they wanted to submit a proposal, they would have to get in
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the car and drive long distances to get twenty people together. And now they can just
send it through the right mailing list.” (E20, a man with a position at state level)

Technology plays a major role in the extent of networks that members (can) have. Gil de Zuiiiga et
al. (2010) found evidence that networks can be built online, and so members may build networks
not only among local but also topical and ideological groups. Especially through online
communication within existing groups, such as party wings or task forces, social media and
mailing lists allow members to connect with allies they would not necessarily meet otherwise.
Some participants believed that the internet has already solved these issues, as an interviewee

from an urban area pointed out:

“With emails, it is a lot easier to find fifty or sixty people to support a proposal, than it
was to find twenty in the past. And that is also the case for rural areas, as most of them
should have internet by now.” (B08, a man with a position at state level)

However, a member who lived in a rural area made the experience that processes are more of a
barrier in the countryside, regardless of whether they are online or offline, simply because there
are fewer members, and with a smaller network, support is harder to find. Abbas & Mesch (2018)
have shown that local offline networks affect the scale of online networks. Even if it were easier
to recruit supporters online, because their local network is limited, so is their opportunity to reach
out to others. This shows how offline inequalities can be perpetuated online (Halford and Savage,

2010).

Finding support for proposals online is only possible if members have the necessary network, or
access to a network, through the web. It seems that what is changing is not necessarily the
network size for all members, but the range and distribution of network sizes: There is an
opportunity for more members to have larger networks, and those networks to be shared and

accessed more easily.

These differing views are also reflected in the survey (Figure 14), where respondents assumed
that participation would become easier for members in both densely and sparsely populated
areas, though less so for the latter. This makes sense from a perspective of internet connectivity,
as cities are more likely to have good internet connections than rural areas. While 92% of
households in Germany have access to broadband (Eurostat, 2017), connectivity is significantly
lower in rural areas (BMVI, 2016, p. 21). Also, since there are fewer people living in rural areas,

there is less incentives for internet service providers to build good network connections.

In summary, participants assumed that online participation processes would have a mobilisation
effect for members who live in rural areas. Since those who have larger networks are already seen

as having an advantage, rather than leading to mobilisation, their advantage would be reinforced.
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Both of these assumptions are likely to be true when considering the literature. However, the true
effects will likely go beyond this assumption: Not only are members with larger networks more
likely to mobilise, but those with smaller networks can become better networked, which could
mobilise them as well. This would also include members in sparsely populated areas, so long as

their internet connection and speed allows them to use the online tools to their full advantage.

6.2.2. Changing Participation Processes

Apart from participation becoming more inclusive, by making it more accessible to previously
excluded members, participants also expect the new online participation processes and tools to
change the way participation is conducted. In some instances, such as the Begehren, this is a
natural effect, as the tool per se offers a way to participate that did not exist before. Participants
also described more subtle changes with other tools, and benefits for participation processes in
general. These new types of participation are likely to lead to replacement effects: They may be

used instead of existing routes to participation.

Modernisation of Party and Processes

With changes in society through digitalisation, party members want the party to remain
adaptable, to try out new things, tools for or forms of participation, and learn from the
experience. Interviewees agreed that there is a need for development: “People won’t understand
if we don’t use the opportunities technology gives us to enable participation” (B11, a man with a
position at state level); “digital signatures should be a standard for a party that campaigns for
digitalisation” (E09, a male IT expert working for the party). Members want the party to develop,
and keep developing. They think that it should introduce online tools, but not insist on sticking
with them at all costs — it should instead be willing for things to change again and again until they
are right. The attitude that online tools should simply be ‘tried out’ came through in nearly half of
all interviews. One participant described the new processes as experiments that “must be tested
and prove themselves in practice" (B06, a women with a position at state level), another stated
that “it does not even really matter what we do, so long as we do something” (E25, a man
working for the party). The current change is not seen as “revolutionary, rather a cautious
‘moving with the times’ (...) it does not make the party more modern, it just stays as modern as it
is” (EO5, and IT expert). Modernising the party and using online processes was even seen as a
political necessity to maintain the credibility of the party, because “it used to be one of our
strongest motivations for our policy development, to embrace transparency, openness and

participation as values” (E13, an employee).
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Rather than being irritated by changes, participants were proud of the party’s willingness to adopt
new tools, and to experiment: “I am happy with the Green Party, in comparison to other parties,
because they are more willing to try things out than other parties, that’s something we can be
proud of” (E07). Some participants did not even think that the processes were that new, but that
“essentially, we take a process that existed before and technologise it” (E16, a male IT expert

working for the party).

This modernisation also affects the foundational beliefs of the party quite distinctly, with one
participant suggesting that “this is grass-roots democracy, translated into modern forms of
communication” (E17, a women with a position at state level), or “these processes fit into the
green ideal of democracy, considering that the ideal should suit 2018, and thus you cannot think it
without including online” (E28, an employee who also holds a position at local level). Participants
in the focus group also agreed that pure offline participation, insisting on physical meetings, was
no longer aligned with the ideal of grass-roots democracy. In that, the ideal itself has developed,
to encompass participation in different forms, with the underlying core that the grass-roots

should be able to participate, and do this in whichever way was convenient to them.

Some participants even called the default of offline participation into question, and wondered
whether, with the distribution of the web today, and as high as it would likely be in the future,

online participation should be considered general practice:

“I think we will come to the point where we put pressure on members, and say that if
95% of members accept a process, then it is part of the accepted party culture.” (EO5, a
male IT expert)

One participant in the focus group even wondered whether online participation should at some
point in the future become the default, with offline being the exception, essentially turning away

from the tradition of local branch meetings and physical assemblies for decision making:

“We have to think about when the turning point is reached, where we have to say, this is
now the rule, we assume everyone has access, daily life is so permeated in every way,
this is now also the case for our members. And then if someone cannot or does not want
that, then they have to take on an extra burden that was previously carried by people on
the other side, and say that a refusal to use it may have consequences.” (F2)

All of this suggest a replacement process, where existing offline processes are replaced, or
supplemented, by online participation tools, without necessitating a change in the intensity of
participation. Members want to do things online, but that does not mean that they will do more

or less. The mode of participation is changed, but intensity and influence are not.
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Improvement of Participation Processes

Participants did not think that the party should just modernise for modernisations sake. Rather,
they thought that there are some very valid reasons do adopt online processes that improve what
the party already does. This is the case especially with the online verification process for
Antragsgriin, the proposal submission system, which is changed rather than newly introduced.
This is also visible in Table 13 (p. 117), which shows that the main opportunities seen with

Antragsgriin are in the areas of efficiency, legitimacy, and transparency.

The online verification process changes the way support is tracked: Rather than one person
posting a list of twenty supporters for a proposal, every one of those twenty has to log in and
verify their support. This creates more and earlier visibility, as it makes proposals visible as soon
as they start to collect support, rather than when they are submitted, and changes the process for
committee members and staff working on the proposals. As of January 2018, the tool displayed
the process recommendations by the proposal committee, which replaced the previously used,

inaccessible spreadsheets, described in Chapter 4.

The main gain in efficiency is seen in the tools’ improved ability to cope with the large amount of
proposals. Rather than using print-outs, which could be out of date by the time they were voted
upon, delegates can now see the actual status of each proposal in real time, including a diff-view

(Figure 3, p. 98) showing how the original proposal has been changed.

Participants showed varying degrees of enthusiasm for this development, from accepting it as a
necessary improvement (“I understand the intention, and it is not to make things more
transparent but to make the processing easier”, EO1, a grass-roots member and IT consultant), to
delight (“There were cheers in the committee meeting because the process recommendations
were now included”, member of the proposal committee, Observation notes D4, assembly
January 2018). While some participants perceived the verification as a barrier (which will be

discussed in 6.3.1 below), others thought it made their own participation a lot easier:

“In a well-built system | don’t have to spend that much time on bureaucracy. | don’t have
to individually sign three times, | just log in, and thus verify everything | do on the
system.” (EQ7, a grass-roots member and IT expert)

The original verification process was developed to increase the legitimacy of proposal supporters.
When supporters were simply listed, there were several instances where listed members got in
touch with the headquarters and complained that they never actually supported the proposal.
Whether their support was assumed because of a vague email on a mailing list, a like on

Facebook, or simply because the person who submitted it thought they would be in favour, does
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not matter — what does matter to the party, and especially those in charge of these processes (the
executive board, proposal committee, un/verified supporters) is that the people listed as
supporters of a proposal are valid. The process needed to change because this was not always the
case. In fact, in a case before the court of arbitration (the internal court of the party) against the
change, the judges found that the process to date, where support was not made explicit, did not
meet the statutory requirements. Most participants, if they commented on the benefits of

Antragsgriin, accepted that it would increase the legitimacy of outcomes:

“The online verification was introduced to make the proposal process more transparent.
To make it more visible, upfront. | think it’s a tool to make a process that is virtual, partly
confusing and anonymous, a bit more credible and legitimate” (E19, a female MP)

In addition to verifying the legitimacy of supporters, the process is also seen to improve the
quality and legitimacy of the content of proposals, by virtue of making sure every supporter
accesses it, and hopefully reads it before they click through to support it: “I think the people who
do support proposals know better what it is that they support” (E16, a man with a position at local
level). Given this overall agreement that the process indeed becomes more legitimate, it should

also lead to more legitimate decisions overall (Kersting, 2012).

The process also makes things easier on a very administrative level, such as automating the
counting of supporters — which used to be done manually by staff, for several hundred proposals
that were submitted to different assemblies (E24, an employee; also see Westermayer, 2013,
2017). It also saves paper, which is not to be underestimated, given that this is the Green Party;,
with a focus on environmental policies. Rather than printing all proposals for each delegate, and
then distributing change proposals on separate sheets as they are negotiated throughout the
assembly (observation notes A, Assembly November 2016; D2-4, Assemblies June and November
2017 and January 2018), delegates can now simply add a sticker to their table in the assembly
hall, stating that “I am digital!”, and thus opting out of any paper printouts (Observation notes D2,

assembly June 2017).

Because the process is online, and accessible to all members, it is also seen as increasing
transparency. This was already the case with the very early Antragsgriin system, and as such
described in interviews in 2014 (dataset 0), but has continued in more recent conversations, for
example with EO5, a male grass-roots member and IT expert, who described that the visibility of
proposals at different stages, and who supported them, made off-the-record deals harder. The
opportunity to directly compare what a change proposal intends to change, and what the result of

negotiations with the proposal committee were, was seen as particularly beneficial:

“You had a ten-page-long proposal, that was the old version, and then another ten pages
for the new version, and there was no way for you to see, at one glance, what the
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changes were. (...) You had to compare line by line what had changed” (E16, a male IT
expert with a local position).

Though the existing functionality can be used to make the negotiation process more transparent,
participants in the early interviews and observations (datasets A&B, assembly in November 2016
and subsequent interviews) thought that this opportunity was not used sufficiently, in that the
tool was not updated in real-time. One interview participant described how it is simply not
feasible to open a PDF for each proposal during the debate, as locating and downloading them
whilst following the debate is not possible. Therefore, the Antragsgriin was seen as not as useful
as it could (or should) be. With the newest developments, where the results of the negotiations

are displayed as well, this early criticism has already been addressed.

Lastly, because Antragsgriin also allows members to comment on proposals, it enables feedback,
with the potential to amend proposals, so that they can reach the necessary 20 supporters. This
was seen by some participants as an opportunity to improve the discussion process, and reach

more and better consensus ahead of assemblies:

“Members who want to submit proposals get feedback through the comments. This
communication that happens before the proposal is submitted could only be had with
the committee until now.” (E03, a female IT expert with a position at state level)

Beyond improvements to the proposal process in Antragsgriin, some other opportunities stood
out in conversations, the largest of which was seen in a side-effect of the online verification:
Because everyone who wants to support proposals now needs to access the Antragsgriin, and this
login is — through a single-sign-on — the same for the Griines Netz, members who adopt the

Antragsgriin can automatically also access a cornucopia of other tools and information:

“Once something like this is implemented — and the verification is the first step to that —
you can offer other things, like, collecting donation receipts.” (E08, a man with a position
at federal level)

What all these anticipated improvements have in common is that they would make participation
broader. More members could, and would need to, engage in these online processes, especially in
the online verification. However, they are not intended to increase participation, but more to
replace or improve existing processes. Thus, replacement is the most likely result. Reinforcement
is unlikely, given that more members, including those who previously engaged through different
routes such as email or social media, have to engage in the statutory process. This is unlikely to
lead to mobilisation — increased participation —in the short term, but may do so in the long term

(Kerr and Waddington, 2014).
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New types of participation

The new online processes are not only seen as increasing participation and improving processes:
Some of the tools also offer brand-new routes to participation, and thus processes that simply

were not there before. This is primarily the case for the Begehren, which now allows members to
petition the executive board, and the Befragung, the surveys which enable feedback, and make a

new type of data available to both members and committees in the party.

The Begehren allows a group of 50 members to ‘petition’ the executive board. Like with a
petition, it does not mandate a specific outcome, but a successful Begehren must receive a
response from the executive board in a set timeframe. This gives members a formal route to
“reach out to the executive board, the decision makers” (E26, a man with a position at federal
level), and thus to set the agenda. The formality of the route is particularly relevant, as many of
the interview participants, who tended to hold positions of their own, explicitly stated that they
would not use the Begehren, as they had different routes to reach out to the board, make their
views heard, or try to influence policy decisions: “I have many contacts, | am in committees, and |
see this as a tool for members who do not have that level of access” (E19, a female MP). They
universally saw the Begehren as an opportunity for members who did not have their network and
position to do the same. In that, the Begehren can balance some of the influence that informal
networks would otherwise have: “It’s a structured way to set a goal, or disagree with something,

and have a structured discussion about that” (E03, a female IT expert).

Several participants highlighted that networks are one of the key routes for informal participation,
be it through access to information, influence on decision-making processes, or simply to know
where decisions are made in the first place. Especially membership in selective groups, such as
the writing groups for manifesto proposals — which have no application and election process, but
are hand-picked by the executive board — gives party members more influence than they could
otherwise obtain. One interviewee (B05, a man with a position at federal level) described how
being a delegate is less relevant, because they “would be one of 850 delegates, but one of 50 task
force speakers.” The Begehren is seen as a way for grass-roots members to balance these
imbalances to some degree, because they make it easier to set the agenda and force bottom-up
decisions in their favour: “It is a big thing when 50 members get a response from the executive
board” (Observation notes D5, manifesto launch event, April 2018). This process then allows
grass-roots members more control and makes the board more accountable, which may in turn

helps to prevent oligarchisation.
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Some local leaders also saw an opportunity to use the Begehren to achieve national attention for
local issues, especially where the topic does not draw sufficient support to achieve a ranking for a
‘various-proposal’ at a national delegate assembly. Some assumed that the Begehren could, to
some degree, replace those proposals, as it would offer an alternative route for members to
gauge the support for their ideas, and help solve to the problem of vogonism in proposals by
reducing their number. The potential benefits were highlighted in several interviews: Positions
could either become more legitimate, because they demonstrate that they have broad support in
the party; or they could be outed as insignificant, especially where they were raised by a ‘loud

minority’ (Bourdeaux, 2008):

“There’s a few groups who think that their topics are really important, but the executive
board never does anything about them. (...) And then you rank them and find that
actually the board never does, because this is a radical faction that is loud, but not large.
And that is a good thing to make visible.” (E24, a female member and employee)

However, others argued that it would be easier to collect 20 supporters for a proposal at an
assembly, than 50 supporters for a Begehren. While there seems to be some potential for

replacement, it remains to be seen which purpose for use of the Begehren prevails.

The Befragung also offers a new way of interacting between grass-roots and leaders. While
previously a board may have occasionally used external companies to conduct surveys, having the
opportunity to do it themselves, with technology provided by the party at no additional costs,

opens up new possibilities for leaders on all levels to receive feedback on their own work:

“It changes the dynamics of feedback. Traditionally there is a board, and they do things,
and hold power, and just do things with that. And then afterwards, members can vote
them out if they did not like it. But it makes much more sense for the board to get
feedback on their own, now and then.” (E20, a man with a position at state level)

The results of a Befragung are a new type of ‘data’ that did not exist before: The party never had
regular, structured data about the views of party members on a range of questions. The
availability of this information, and the opportunity for branches and committees in the party to
collect it easily and effectively, are new. In addition to informing boards and committees, this data
could also allow members to understand how their own views compare to the majority of the
party, or on larger scale, allow the executive board to see how their intentions compare to, for
example, those of strong state branches: “the executive board could say, we have this tool, if you
as a state branch want to argue that position, let us see how the party as a whole sees it” (E05). In
that, the tool offers the opportunity for committees to gather and use feedback from relevant
party branches. This ‘getting a feeling for what is going on in the party’ was seen as a great
opportunity by many participants, across all levels of the party, with side effects such as enabling

the Berlin-centric party elite to understand what is going on outside of their ‘bubble’. Many
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participants also saw this as a potential to motivate members, as they can give their opinion much

more frequently than they otherwise could.

These new participation processes are so new, that not even those developing them were quite
certain what they would ultimately look like. Given the interest in the tools, wide spread non-use
seems unlikely, although the lack of awareness of the Begehren makes a repetition of Gerl et al.
(2018) likely, where only a small group of members adopted and a majority did not know about
the tool. If the new processes are adopted, this may lead to replacement (if participation simply
shifts), reinforcement (if active members adopt them), or mobilisation (if new members adopt

them).

In summary, party members have distinct expectations of who will benefit from online
participation: it will make participation easier for everyone, apart from ‘old people’. Members
who are younger, both in terms of age and membership, well connected, with elected positions
and plenty of time, living in sparsely populated areas, and with children — not necessarily in this
precise, hard-to-attain combination — are assumed to benefit the most. This also reflects
members who are not currently heavily involved. Overall though, respondents assume that, on
average, participation will become easier for members like themselves than for others. If these
assumptions were true, it would be logical to expect the introduction of online participation tools
to lead to a mobilisation effect. It would be easier for members who are currently excluded to
participate, therefore they could increase their participation, and catch up with their highly active

peers.

6.3. Anticipated Problems with Online Participation

The biggest worry members had with online participation was that it creates barriers, and thereby
exclude members from participation. This was followed by worries about the results of these
processes, which could either have effects that were not intended — like survey results being more
binding than they ought to be — or no effect at all, which could demotivate members. Just like
with the opportunities that members see, worries of what the different tools will do differed
strongly. An overview of the types of issues participants discussed overall, and in relation to
specific tools, is shown in Table 15. | will now focus on the two main areas: inequality, and

unintended outcomes.
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Table 15: Summary of issues with online participation in the second phase of the study

Gl:ll:::s Ar;:r;‘.afs- Befragung | Begehren | Overall
£ |Barriers 0 10 2 0 30
S |Inequality 0 1 4 1 21
E Reinforcement 0 2 0 0 9
¢ | Missing Impact 0 0 5 4 20
% Directed Discourse 0 1 7 0 16
§ Necessity 0 0 1 4 11
° Demotivation 0 0 2 1 10
g Lack of Discussion 0 0 0 1 10
£ |Overload 0 1 2 5 9
5 Accidentally Binding Decisions 0 0 3 0 8

Source: Datasets D (observation of workshops and assemblies between April 2017 and September
2018), E (second wave of interviews, conducted between November 2017 and March 2018), F (Focus
Group, conducted in January 2018) and 0 (interviews conducted in 2015 for MSc project).

Columns for tools (Griines Netz, Antragsgriin, Befragung, Begehren) are a binary count of the code
per participant or observation. Column ‘Overall’ contains total count of references, which may
include multiple references by the same participants, as well as references that were not linked to
specific tools.

6.3.1. Inequality, Exclusion

While online participation was perceived by and large as a big opportunity to increase and
diversify participation, as discussed above, participants were worried that it may also lead to new
forms of exclusion, or the reinforcement of existing inequalities. This view would be supported by
the reinforcement theory (Norris, 2001). For example, if members failed to adopt the single-sign-
on platform, they would be excluded from all of the opportunities this would otherwise give them

access to.

“Of course, because it is now digital, there’s a tendency for people who are online, or
more online than others, that they will have it easier to participate, than those who are
not online at all. On the other hand, those are probably not the people who have been
active before, attended assemblies and the like. So, while online is always problematic to
some degree, | doubt that it actually creates new divisions.” (E16, and IT expert working
for the party)

The most critically discussed tool by far was the online verification process, which was seen to
have the purpose of creating a barrier where previously there was none. It fulfils a statutory task —
supporting proposals — and is online by default. Using the tool was described as easy enough, and
its capacity to make the process transparent was appreciated by many. However, participants
were worried, or had even made the experience, that the process is exclusive for members who

are older, have limited internet access or skills:
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“All | can say is, from my experience, is that nobody knows about this, apart from those
who have always submitted proposals — who of course adopted this immediately. Apart
from that, the generic grass-roots member does not even know the process exists, and
will only hear about it when they try to sign or submit a proposal.” (E17, a woman with
positions at state and federal level)

Participants were particularly worried about systematic exclusion for those members who could

not, or would not, use online tools:

“Those who are already active online, or have an affinity, will use these processes
immediately, and others will not. We need to have a look at that, to make sure that we
do not systematically exclude certain groups.” (E19, a female MP)

The Green Party used to be a ‘young’ party, in the overall party spectrum in Germany, with the
youngest average age of members. However, this average age has constantly risen as members
are ageing. The first generation of members who joined in the 80s are now, nearly 40 years on,
seen as struggling to keep up with the demands of the digital world. It is thus little surprising that

members see age as a key differentiator for online participation.

In the initial interviews, online participation was seen as potentially beneficial for both younger
and older members: For young members, because they are technically savvy and do everything
else online anyway, for older members, because they may be excluded from other forms of
participation, such as attending events, due to frailty. Online participation could be an
opportunity for older members, and some participants were optimistic that older party members
are sufficiently technology-savvy to adopt online tools (“even 80 year old grandma uses
WhatsApp nowadays” (E06)). However, this optimistic view was not shared by all participants.
Indeed, some of them described experiences where lack of technical skills kept members from

participating in the way that they wanted:

"I submitted a proposal for [name], because they simply were not able to do it, to gather
supporters and all that. They wrote a wonderful proposal, got their local branch to agree
and all that, but couldn't [get the proposal submitted] on their own." (B0O3, a women in
her fifties)

In the survey (Figure 16), respondents assumed that online participation tools would make
participation a lot easier for younger members, while making it slightly harder for older members

—the only group for which participation was assumed to become harder.
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Figure 16: Expected benefit for members through online participation (Likert): Age

500
450
400
350
300
250
200
150
100
50
0
Younger Older

Source: Dataset C3a; 1 = Participation gets harder; 5 = Participation gets easier
Average Younger: 4.74; Older: 2.94

The assumption that older members will struggle to leverage the new tools is unsurprising, as age
— defining groups of digital natives and immigrants (Prensky, 2001) — is the one demographic
category affecting digital divides that has reached mainstream attention. Although this concept in
itself is too narrow (White and Le Cornu, 2011), age has been shown to be a relevant factor for
internet use time and time again (Ward et al., 2002; Emmer et al., 2011; Oser et al., 2013; Vowe,
2014). Participants are right to worry that older members may struggle to use the new online
tools. However, this could only be the case for the online verification process, which is in fact
replacing a previously easier (though still primarily online) process. While there is an alternative
route to participate, for example through letters or fax, one participant pointed out that this is
not the same: “We always say that there are online and offline components, but of course, the

offline components are used much less.” (E08, a man with a position at national level)

Apart from the online verification process, it is difficult to see how participation can in fact get
harder when new tools do not replace or replicate existing offline processes but supplement
them. Instead, they offer an additional route to influence the party’s policy discussions. As such,
they cannot make participation harder per se. The additional online route may however be less
accessible to these ‘older members’, which is what members did worry about: “Especially the
people who are a bit older, | don’t think that they will click through a survey every time” (E02, a
woman with a position at national level). The discussion about age overlooks that older members
may also be both more experienced in political and party process, as well as the relevant

technology (Kania-Lundholm and Torres, 2015).

Age is consistently seen as an indicator for IT skills. Lacking these skills in turn was often perceived

as a barrier to online participation both among participants and in literature (van Deursen et al.,
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2011; Eynon and Geniets, 2016; Beam et al., 2018). One participant in her sixties was very aware

of her lack of skills to use the technology as much as younger members did.

"Equal access for everyone also means that you have to pick people up from where they
currently stand. For example, | am over sixty, and | try to get along with new media, and |
know that | have much bigger difficulties with it than younger people, who grew up with
this. And | know that there are people in my age group who do not even know how to
send a text message. They may have a mobile phone, if at all, but possibly not even an
email address." (BO4, a women in her sixties)

Despite the broad assumptions across members that lack of IT skills can prevent participation, it is
mostly seen as a problem that other people have. This was very visible in the discussion about the
introduction of the online verification process, as one member opposing the changes argued at

the assembly:

"For half of these twenty people, logging in and getting around the Wurzelwerk is only
an increase of work and a bit annoying. Three or four have lost their login details or
would rather do it tomorrow, for five of them it is a real challenge because they have
never accessed the platform before, and one or two are definitely not joining in, because
their digital competency is insufficient." (Observation notes A, Assembly November
2016)

However, even interview participants who argued against the process had already recruited their
supporters online, mainly through Facebook and mailing lists. This was called out as a

contradiction by another participant:

“Who does not use online shopping, or has an account somewhere for some purpose,
where they have to remember login details. | think ... to say that, of all purposes, it would
be too much to remember another password for the party, that’s a bit ...” (F2, female
participant in the focus group)

In general, when technology is seen as inhibiting member’s participation, this is usually framed as
a problem of the tools that are used, not as a lack of skills: The tools are too complicated, they
should be easier to use, and skills should not be a requirement to participate in the first place.
Members may simply have higher expectations of the skills that are required than they actually
need. For example, one participant described how they can surf the internet but not build a
homepage, and framed that as a lack of skill (B0O4, a women in her sixties) — but building

homepages is a skill that is not at all required to use the party’s participation tools.

To derive benefits from technological advantages, members require skills, or an affinity to
technology. If they have the skills to use the technology to their advantage, then they benefit, if
they cannot, they don’t (Gil de Zufiiga et al., 2010). This can create — or reinforce — a rift in the
membership. Hardly any members perceived any other than IT skills as relevant, again reflecting

the concept of digital natives and immigrants (Prensky, 2001).
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There was some discussion about other skills required for participation in general, such as voicing
an opinion or formulating proposals. The rather academic tone of discussions in the party was
perceived as excluding members, or potential members. One participant mentioned how the
party does make an effort to translate all their publications, such as manifestos, into accessible
language, but the discussions that lead to these publications are held at such a high, academic
level, that only highly educated persons can participate in them (Observation notes D1,
Hackathon April 2017). A participant of the women’s conference asked pointedly how the party
could: “reach lesser educated women if we have discussions on this academic level?”

(Observation notes D6, women’s conference September 2018).

Differences in skill levels between younger members were not discussed at all. The broad
assumption was that ‘young people know how to use the internet’ — which is contradicted in the
digital divide literature (Eynon and Geniets, 2016). Internet use, especially for political
participation, differs based on age, gender, income and education (Emmer et al., 2011), which in
turn influences the benefits participants can derive from use of the web (Gil de Zufiiga et al.,

2010).

Participants were also worried, albeit to a much lesser degree, about the use of the Befragung, as
not all members may equally be able to give feedback and thus input into policy discussions. In
this regard, one issue, which was raised frequently from participants who felt involved with or

responsible for women'’s issues, was that women could participate less:

“Online, you usually have a higher participation by men than by women. It is important
that we ensure that women’s participation (...) is equal, and crate the space for that to
happen.” (E12)

The surveys the party has conducted to date have had less participation from women than men,
which was also noted in interviews. As described above, the party currently has no structured
approach to supporting women’s participation online. This lack of support fits with findings by
Knappe & Lang (2014), who argue that as of 2010 German feminist movements mainly used the
internet to inform, while conducting their activism offline. Given the party’s focus on gender
equality, | had expected to find that they consistently supported women both offline and online,
especially since both the digital divide literature (MeBmer and Banaszczuk, 2013) as well as the
party’s own history (Frankland, 2008) would suggest gender as a potential source of inequality for

online participation. This turned out not to be the case.

Inequalities of online participation processes were also not as present in discussions as | had
expected. There are a lot of other issues, around influence, unintended consequences (e.g.

accidentally binding decisions), and security, that are much more prevalent than exclusion or
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inclusion. In overall comparison, exclusion is not very relevant for members, or at least seen as
one small one among many larger issues — mainly because they make an assumption well aligned

with technological determinism: that the online tools will ‘naturally’ include more members.

6.3.2. Unintended Outcomes

Unequal access or exclusion of members are the most discussed, but only one of several potential
unintended consequences of the introduction of online participation methods that participants
worried about. They also highlighted potential issues with the outcomes of those participation

methods, such as the results not materialising, or being negative in themselves.

Lack of impact of participation was the third most mentioned issue, according to Table 15 (p.
140). This was highlighted as a possible effect of both the Befragung and Begehren, but also in a
more general way, where participants said that online participation tools must not be a
‘simulation’ of participation, as that would have a demotivating effect: “If you do create a
participation opportunity, then it must have an impact. Otherwise you get people to engage for

nothing, and that will cause frustration” (E12, a woman with a position at national level)

If this topic came up in interviews, participants by and large agreed that online participation
would only be worthwhile if it had an actual impact. This is a well-known problem from citizen
participation, where transparency is paramount to acceptance (Huber et al., 2011). Participants
did see potential problems in this space for both Befragung and Begehren: The data from surveys
could be either not accessible, not discussed, or simply inconclusive: “What happens if there are
no ‘good results’? | think that in the least of all cases, you realise afterwards that what you found
[through a survey] is spectacular in any way” (EO1, a male grass-roots member). If that were the
case, and members were regularly asked for their views, but those views would not lead to any
distinguishable changes to discussions or decisions, or Begehren would not lead to the outcome
that members wished for when the executive board discussed them, this would in turn be

demotivating:

“If the board says, we looked at your Begehren, but we see this entirely different, then it
just vanishes. And | don’t know, in that case, whether it wouldn’t be better to not have
the tool at all.” (E02, a women with a position at national level)

Several participants also stated that they were not aware what, if any, impact the surveys the

party conducted to date had had.

“It depends what they do with it in the end. | did not find this transparent for the last
one. What happened there? We had this focus topic of social justice, and now what do
we do? Or what does the board do?” (E23, a woman with a position at national level)
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The Begehren could also have a negative impact, if they were used too much, or by ‘the wrong
people’: “If people saw that it is only used for insignificancies, (...) | would be afraid to rely on the
tool, because my issue might get a bad name if | do.” (EO1, a male grass-roots member). Others
saw a similar danger for the Befragung, if it were used for nonsensical questions, as this could

undermine more important participation.

What many participants were worried about with regards to the Befragung was its impact on the
discussion and culture of the party, in several ways. First, since the process functions top-down,
with the executive board selecting topics and writing the survey questions, some participants
were worried that this could be used to create intended outcomes, or direct the discourse in a
way to support the views of those who created the survey, either through the questions that are
asked at all: “I feel that obvious questions are not asked, even though they are the elephant in the
room” (E02, a women with a position at national level), or their wording: “I have the impression
that questions are asked without much consideration, and | wonder whether there is sufficient

awareness of the influence the questions have on responses” (E22, a man working for the party).

Aside from controlling what is being discussed, (“If you control what is being discussed, then you
control the processes in the party,” E06, a male IT expert), participants thought both the
Befragung and Begehren could replace rather than advance discussions. Some participants were
concerned that it would make little sense to ask for opinions about a topic unless there had been
a broad discussion about it first: “I’'m sceptical, because | believe that often a direct confrontation
or debate would be required, and that could drop out of sight, or not happen at all” (E17, a

women with a position at federal level).

As an extension to the lack of debates, the results of the new online processes could be taken so
seriously that they effectively become binding decisions. This was a specific worry for the IT
experts in the sample, as they felt that if that happens, while the survey tool does not meet
minimum security criteria for actual online decision-making, this would pose an even larger risk:
“If it de facto forces the board’s hand, and they cannot decide any other way, (...) then there’s the
guestion of how representative this feedback really is” (EO5, a male IT expert). Moreover, if this
was how results were perceived, this would also call into question how the party conducts

democracy internally, and what the role of their committees and boards should be:

“It cannot work if at some stage it is perceived as undemocratic if something was not
decided through a Befragung, because there are certain questions that are better suited
to a committee or assembly.” (E19, a female MP)

In the longer term, if surveys or even online decisions became a commonality, this could not only

raise doubts about the role of committees or the party-internal hierarchy, but even about the
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concept of value of participation that is currently adhered to; if members’ engagement and
expertise were no longer valued, as it could easily be overruled by an uninformed maijority, this

would be demotivating for those engaged in traditional routes:

“There’s a danger for people who are active in the party and spend a lot of time {(...) that
their efforts are simply overruled by people who just make a few clicks once a week, and
that then in effect de-values or negates weeks of committee work.” (E06, a male IT
expert with a position at state level)

What makes the adoption of new online processes a problem specific to the Green Party, is that
the existing platform Wurzelwerk is quite universally hated. It was designed as a party-internal
social network, and is now mainly used as a knowledge management system where members can
find resources for various occasions. However, members do not seem to be clear about what the
Wurzelwerk is, and describe how they may not like other online participation opportunities that
they perceive as related to the platform, which are in fact not related to the Wurzelwerk at all.
They mix up the different tools, like the Antragsgriin (the proposal submission system), or Griines
Netz (the umbrella platform), and generally seem to be confused about what is what. This was
especially visible during the focus group, where participants ended up spending a significant
amount of time explaining the tools to each other, only to end with “This is all ... very in-
transparent, so, maybe we should propose that this is explained to us more clearly, the what,

where, how, and for what purpose” (F3, a female participant in the focus group).

What is interesting about these anticipated negative outcomes, is that by and large, they could be
labelled as replacement — but in a negative way. Rather than replacement simply referring to the
adoption of new tools and replacing other forms of participation, focussing on the new tool,
participants were afraid that the replacement of the old processes, especially discussions, would
be to the detriment of the quality of participation overall. The worst-case-scenario would be for
the new tools to mobilise the ‘loud minorities’ and thereby drive those the party wants to
mobilise into non-use; underrepresented groups could be overruled as they already are in some

instances offline, such as young women who do not attend male-dominated meetings.

6.4. Requirements for the Introduction of Online Participation

To realise the opportunities seen in online participation processes, and prevent the anticipated
issues, participants discussed a series of requirements they felt were needed during the
introduction and use of these tools, summarised in Table 16. The most discussed requirements
relate to the functionality of the tools: Their usability and security. Another major area was

information: Members need to be made aware that the tools exist and be educated about how
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they work, and their impact must be clear to users. Lastly, the new processes should be
introduced in a certain way: They should be tested and tried, fitting into party processes, and be
embedded in a long-term strategy, and there should be a mechanism for feedback about the
processes while they are introduced. The majority of these requirements concern online
participation processes in general, with very few, such as offering alternatives, related to specific

tools.

Table 16: Summary of requirements for the implementation of online participation in the second phase
of the study

GLZ::S Angtrri:;\:s- Befragung|Begehren| Overall

‘S . Usability 2 4 2 1 41
*g %’ Security and Data Protection 0 2 0 0 28
z Alternative Routes 0 2 0 0 3
'S Trying things out 0 0 2 8 36
E Adapting to party processes 0 3 0 0 16
é Gradual Introduction 0 2 1 0 13
=  [Strategy 0 1 2 0 11
E Allow feedback 0 0 0 0 6

, < [Educating Members 3 1 0 2 35
g '4% Raising awareness 0 3 1 2 22
~ £ |Visibility or potential impact 0 0 5 4 19

Source: Datasets D (observation of workshops and assemblies between April 2017 and September
2018), E (second wave of interviews, conducted between November 2017 and March 2018), F (Focus
Group, conducted in January 2018) and 0O (interviews conducted in 2015 for MSc project).

Columns for tools (Griines Netz, Antragsgriin, Befragung, Begehren) are a binary count of the code
per participant or observation. Column ‘Overall’ contains total count of references, which may
include multiple references by the same participants, as well as references that were not linked to
specific tools.

6.4.1. Functionality of the Tools

Participants, especially those with technical expertise, felt that usability was key if the tools were
to be adopted by members. They should function, as expected, reliably, and be easy to use in the

process.

“It has to work. There’s nothing worse than bad software being thrown on the market,
that does not work, and then fifty percent of the users are gone and do not believe that it
works.” (E06, an IT expert)

This was a key issue for others as well, primarily because of the experience the party has made
with the introduction of the Wurzelwerk, which was perceived as unintuitive, and subsequently

not adopted by members (Heinrich and Spitz, 2014).
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Something that came up throughout the data collection period was that when technology is used
in processes, it needs to be made easy to use, and accessible for all members, regardless of age or
skills, so that as many people as possible can participate, not only in terms of content, but also
with regards to the technology itself. Easy-to-use and accessible tools are most important if the
diversity and inclusion was to be achieved, and exclusion to be prevented. The diverging
assumptions about time as a factor that influences participation could be considered as another
motivation to make sure the tools are as easy and efficiently useable as possible, so that
participation does not take much time regardless of occupation, and thus relieve the worry of

workers that they could be left behind.

Another aspect that was brought up across the whole data collection period was that there
should be no replacement of existing participation routes. Alternatives should always be available,
so that the requirement to use technology cannot reinforce disadvantages. Whenever an online
opportunity is introduced, a parallel offline method is expected, to prevent exclusion: “It should
not replace anything, that’s important” (EQ7). Replacement suggests a change in behaviour, not in
opportunity. Users replace one behaviour with another. Organisations replacing processes may
enforce this behaviour change. In some ways, the Begehren could lead to a form of replacement,
since — as some participants have pointed out — there was always a route to address the board
directly, simply by writing to them: “Most people who write to the executive board receive a
response, even if they are on their own” (E14, a women with a position at federal level). An
equivalent that another participant mentioned are ‘open letters’, which could be signed by a list
of supporters and then made public. However, this was seen as “more of an affront, rather than

being welcomed” (E12, a women with a position at national level).

To a large extent, the concerns participants had were not for themselves, but for their peers, who
may not be able to use online tools. Some even perceived the non-availability of advantages as a
disadvantage. For example, if some members were not to use the Antragsgriin, sending proposals
by post would take longer, real-time communication would not be possible, and therefore
members who used this option would have a disadvantage. Participants wanted to actively
prevent the reinforcement of existing (dis-)advantages, instead aiming for mobilisation, so that
those who want to participate online can do it, and those who cannot, do not have to: “You
cannot give people tools that they cannot use. It would be a misconception that that would be

positive for participation” (EQ7, a grass-roots member and IT expert).

Following on from the potential issues discussed, particularly around gender and skills,

participants agreed that this would need to be addressed, but were unsure especially about how a
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gender balance could be achieved. One thing some participants thought would be useful to

achieve that was to involve a variety of relevant people in the development process:

“Some to think about the political process, others for the technical process, and some
who think about the psychology of the tool, so that all in all, it is user oriented and well
thought through.” (EQ7, a grass-roots member and IT expert)

The tools should not be too complex, not only for users, but also for administrators — because
they should be usable across branches, rather than just at the federal level. Participants across all
datasets saw it as the role of the party to provide tools centrally, to enable participation of
members and in branches. The financial arrangement alone makes this a requirement: the party
uses a financial distribution system, where all state branches contribute towards costs of the tools
developed at federal level, with the understanding that they will be developed in a way that
allows the branches to use the tools for their local purposes as well. If that is to work, the tools
need to be easy to use and easy to administer, as otherwise only centrally trained experts would

be able to set up a new survey, for example.

“You have those huge tools, where people who really only wanted to ask three questions
don’t see the wood for the trees. That is often lost from sight, this ‘featuritis’.” (E09, an
employee)

On a more technical level, participants thought that the tools needed to be well documented,
enabling all members to understand how they function: “It should be transparent, so that it’s not
an elite thing, (...) that only the clever ones who know how it works can use, and nobody else”
(E21, a women with a position at state level). It should also be neutral in its design, so that users
are not directed in their political choices through the design: “So you can see, for example, where

is which proposal, so that you have a clean process” (E28, a male employee).

Lastly, many participants highlighted a need for security — of the platform against hacking, as well
as the personal data on the system. This was brought up by participants from all backgrounds, and

argued more fiercely the more technical expertise the participants had:

“Of course certain standards of IT security must be adhered to: Who has the data, where
are the servers, is the transmission encrypted, and so on, classic aspects of IT security,
data protection and data security.” (E08, a man with a position at federal level)

In combination, the requirements for the functionality of the tools are well suited to address the
potential inequalities of the digital divide, as well as enable adoption of the tools by a variety of
members. Rather than focussing on who adopts the tools, is mobilised or replaces behaviour, the
intention is to prevent non-use, and make sure the tools are used at all. While these are
necessary, conditions for adoption, they are not sufficient, as specific encouragement is also

necessary.
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6.4.2. Information about the Tools and Processes

The overall perception of participants was that if participation in general is not taken seriously, or
no feedback is given post-participation, this has a demotivating effect. Also, the availability of
participation opportunities alone is not sufficient for members to participate. They need to know
these opportunities exist, and they need to be willing and engaged enough to use them. This is
corroborated by findings from Gerl et al. (2016) that differences in awareness of tools correlated
with internal positions and internet use habits. This is why information was a major area of
concern for participants’ requirements: Members needed to be made aware that the tools exist in
the first place. As mentioned above, even many of the participants were not aware of the
Begehren until they heard about it from me. It appears that this was the rule rather than the
exception in the grass-roots, as one participant stated: “We have a lot of tools, but members do
not know they exist, that makes participation hard” (E04, a male IT expert). While members do
use the internet for participation, they are not necessarily aware of the party’s own tools, even
those that already exist: “It’s astonishing how little members at the grass-roots know about these

'”

things. (...) Email is the state of the art there!” (E26, a man with a position at federal level). Thus,
there was a very broad consensus that members needed to be informed about the tools, and

guided towards using them:

“We have to advertise these processes, so that members are encouraged to use them.
What are the benefits for them?” (Workshop Participant, observation notes D5,
manifesto launch event April 2018)

Furthermore, the party should clarify how the tools work together, but also how they are
different from the Wurzelwerk, to prevent the negative connotation the name ensues. This would
be particularly important not just to increase adoption of the tools, but also their general
acceptance and legitimacy. Only if members are aware of what is coming and why, would they

accept them:

“Nobody should be offended when a new participation format launches, and we can only
ensure that by clearly stating the benefits and downsides, provide information about the
thinking behind the process and why we want them.” (E17, a women with a position at
state level)

Further to simply informing members, they would also need to be educated about what the tools
are, what they can do with them, and how they fit into the existing party processes: “An
introduction, not only about the functionality, but also what the tools do in relation to the party,
and how they can influence things” (EO1, a male IT expert). This was a need perceived by both
grass-roots members as well as leaders on different levels, who felt they needed to enable their

branch members to use the tools:
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“Maybe through training courses, or information materials. But if people sit in front of
these tools and don’t know what they are supposed to do with it, this does not help.”
(E03, a female IT expert)

This information and education was perceived as necessary not just during the introduction of the
tools, but continuously, as new members join, existing members want to adopt, or remind
themselves: “You have to explain these things, not just once, but all the time” (E28, a man with a
position at local level). This aligns with research on online activities, showing that enthusiasm was

a major motivator (Niehaves and Plattfaut, 2014).

Rather than just explaining what the tools do and how they function, to address the potential
issue with perceived impact, members also needed to be made aware of the outcomes of the
tools, and the results of their participation efforts, again reflecting the requirements known from

citizen participation (Smith, 2009; Huber et al., 2011):

“Those who do participate must know what happens with the output, (...) that their
views are heard, and their input has led to changes, or new ideas, whatever it is, that it
has consequences.” (E17, a women with a position a state level)

Lastly, to achieve actual impact, the tools and processes themselves must be underpinned by
working processes that flow through the hierarchy of the party, so that the participation process
for members is directly and consistently linked to the processes that happen in committees and
boards: “It’s a question of continuity: Is it only done if it fits in with whatever suits at the time, or
is there a connection to regular decision-making processes?” (E08, a man with a position at
federal level). Participants by and large agreed that, whatever the party did online, it must not be
a ‘simulation’, but ‘real participation’. This is underlined by earlier findings that online processes

must fit into the wider cultural and organisational context (Kersting, 2014; Thuermer et al., 2016).

Like with the functionality requirements, the need for information is intended to increase
adoption in general, and prevent non-use. However, since members are more likely to know
about tools if they are more active (Gerl et al., 2016), the intended target group are the less-
informed, and thereby less-active members. Therefore, the primary intention is mobilisation of

those who are currently less active.

6.4.3. Implementation of the Tools and Processes

In addition to functional tools and an informed member base, there are a few things participants
thought the party needed to do during the actual implementation. To increase their acceptance
and legitimacy of the tools, the executive board should allow feedback, discuss the introduction

itself, hear criticism and react to it. Rather than engaging members only in the participation
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process itself, they should do so throughout their implementation: Essentially, the introduction of
online participation processes should itself be a participatory process, showing the influence of
grass-roots participation in all areas of the party. The overall perception, particularly from
members with positions in which they would need to communicate the new processes to their
members, was that if things were decided over their heads, members would not follow and use

the tools:

“These things need to be discussed at an assembly, to make sure that everyone
understands it, and also give an opportunity to debate it — there are surely opposing
views about online participation processes. Those must be heard, (...) so that we can
address fears of members”. (E17, a women with a position at state level)

Participants thought that this form of feedback, especially if it was built into the process, would

also benefit those who run these processes, so long as they are willing to listen to it:

“If the tools are planned with a two-way channel, so that suggestions and a debate
about them are possible, then position holders can also learn from it, and | think that is
very valuable.” (E13, a male employee)

While the tools should be well discussed, they should also only be introduced gradually, to give
members the opportunity to learn, and not be overwhelmed. This would also increase acceptance
of the tools in the grass-roots: “I think the Greens are rather conservative, and critical of

technology, but if you introduce things slowly, it’s generally accepted” (E05, a male IT expert).

The development of these tools in general is seen as a gradual process, and the tools that are
introduced now are seen as a starting point rather than the end of the journey. Participants felt
that online participation should be seen as a process of continuous development: “The tools are
not yet what | envision, but | think they’re a good way to gradually introduce new processes”
(E08, a man with a position at federal level). This gradual development must be slow, and ideally

the tools should be tested with a small sample before they are launched for the whole party:

“If you really want these tools to be used, you should start with a small group, (...) and
find out what works for them, and what does not. And maybe try to improve the tool
before it is made available to everyone.” (E03, a female IT expert)

In all this, participants were very willing indeed to just ‘try things out’, to learn what worked for
the party through trial and error, and adapt tools or processes as needed. They were mostly not
worried about the ‘error’ part of ‘trial and error’, as they felt that failure was part of the learning
process: “If they are not adopted, then they were not right in the first place” (E03). The successful
tools from this learning process could then be further developed: “Try out what the people want

to use, what works, and then build on that” (E03).
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One participant even suggested that this process was part of the party’s political philosophy, and
that in a process of prefiguration (Maeckelbergh, 2011), the party could be seen as a laboratory

where online participation processes were tested that would be beneficial for society at large:

“We see ourselves as an internet-savvy party, and we want to use the opportunities of
technology, but see them as a societal challenge. Everything we do, we do with a view to
make the party democratic, but also, to encourage a wider debate about how we can use
this technology to improve democratic processes in the society.” (E19 a female MP)

While participants were very happy to learn by trial and error about what works and what does
not, they did feel that there should be an underlying strategy that binds all of the trials together.
All online participation tools should be aligned to achieve a common goal, which should also be

visible and discussed in the wider party:

“There should be an aligned process, people should think about what the outcome
should be, not just give people a pad and tell them to just do things. That won’t lead
anywhere.” (E06, a male IT expert with a position at state level)

This strategy should be based upon the problems that members currently have with participation,
and try and address them, to solve them in the long-term (E10, a man with a position at state
level). Furthermore, how tools function, especially the Antragsgriin which is so central for a
statutory process, should be well aligned to the party’s requirements. This affects legal
requirements: “It needs to fit in with our statutes and our political and legal framework,” (E08, a
man with a position at national level), administrative requirements: “The work processes must be
recognised. (...) It’s really important for the party headquarters that their processes are reflected”

(E16, a male IT expert), and political requirements:

“You have no control over who supports your proposal. Maybe you do not want support
from a certain person, because that would damage the cause.” (E20, a man with a
position at state level)

“It’s really hard to rank proposal supporters, but it’s really important from a political
point of view. This is political capital, and we are not all equal, and it does matter who is
on that list.” (E02, a women with a position at federal level)

Participants were again uncertain how this could be addressed, though some suggested a
technical solution. In the specific case of Antragsgriin, some suggested that users could bring
proposal supporters into a specific order before they submitted the proposal on the tool.
However, other participants saw the limited control over supporters as a feature, rather than an

issue, as it did make members more equal if the ‘namedropping’ were no longer possible.

The way participants thought online participation tools should be introduced was very closely
aligned with the culture and specific context of the Green Party. This is a good reflection of earlier

findings that this culture and context need to be recognised for tool implementations to be
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successful (Kersting, 2014; Thuermer et al., 2016). While for the requirements around
functionality and information the focus was on adoption, and the prevention of non-use, the
requirements for the implementation concern the acceptance and legitimacy of the tools and
their results. Only if members felt they were part of the process would they use the tools, and

accept their results.

6.5. Strategies applied by the Party Leadership in the Introduction of

Online Participation®

Some, but not all of the requirements identified with participants are already being addressed by
the group of people involved in the development and implementation of the new online
participation tools, or even implemented in practice. The most relevant strategies are
summarised in Table 17. With regards to functionality, participants have already described
extensive experience with the tools, summarised in Table 18. Both strategies and experience will
now be discussed in combination, to show where the strategies address requirements, and to

which degree they are perceived as successful, or not.

Table 17: Summary of strategies applied in the introduction of online participation in the second phase

of the study
Grines Antrf:\gs- Befragung | Begehren Overall
Netz grin
Clear communication 0 5 2 1 13
Alternative Routes 0 5 1 0 10
Listening to feedback 0 0 0 0 8
Long-term strategy 0 1 1 0 8
Limit barriers 0 0 1 1 5

Source: Datasets D (observation of workshops and assemblies between April 2017 and September
2018), E (second wave of interviews, conducted between November 2017 and March 2018), F (Focus
Group, conducted in January 2018) and 0 (interviews conducted in 2015 for MSc project).

Columns for tools (Griines Netz, Antragsgriin, Befragung, Begehren) are a binary count of the code
per participant or observation. Column ‘Overall’ contains total count of references, which may
include multiple references by the same participants, as well as references that were not linked to
specific tools.

5> Because this section addresses discussions or decisions that only a small group of individuals were
involved in, | will quote interviews and observations without referencing participants, to protect their
anonymity.
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Table 18: Summary of experiences with existing or newly introduced online participation in the second

phase of the study
G;:ert":s Angtr?:s- Befragung | Begehren Overall
Adoption 2 17 7 0 43
Impact 0 1 9 0 29
Efficiency 1 10 0 0 19
Transparency 0 8 0 0 18
Barriers 0 1 2 0 15
Inclusion 0 1 0 0 6
Legitimacy 0 3 0 0 4
Inequality 0 0 2 0 3
Missing Impact 0 0 2 0 3

Source and details as for Table 17 above

6.5.1.  Functionality of the Tools

The main strategy in the implementation and use of the tools that addresses inclusion is the
consistent opportunity of alternative routes to participation. The requirement has been
recognised, and implemented. The participation statute stipulates that members are invited to
participate in the Befragung via email, and through ‘appropriate means’ if they have no email
address registered with the party (Bundesvorstand Biindnis 90 / Die Grlnen, 2018, §2). It also
clarifies that offline participation should remain possible (Bundesvorstand Bindnis 90 / Die
Griinen, 2018, §4). This is visible in practice when it comes to the proposal submission in
Antragsgrin:

“Experience has shown that nobody is cut off. We receive a few proposals by fax for each

assembly, from people who say they don’t get along with the technology, but want to
support proposals regardless. And that just works.” (a male employee)

However, it is unclear how and to which degree members do participate in the Befragung or
Begehren offline. An intriguing, but not further analysed detail from the data collection process
concerned the participants in the panel survey who were invited by post due to lack of an email in
their membership record: Though a good number of them indeed did not use the internet, or did
not use it frequently, some of the participants indicated that they do use it as much as most other
members. Thus, members who do not provide their email address to the party do not necessarily
do this because they do not have one, or use the internet — but because they do not want the

party to contact them by email.
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To ensure that all members have the option to participate online, the invitation for the first
Befragung was sent to all members along with a poll card for the general members vote about the

top candidate for the German election in 2016. Subsequent surveys were invited by email only.

In terms of equality, while no solutions are implemented, participants were very positive that this

would not become an issue, and any issues would be addressed:

“I think there is a strong lobby against exclusion in the Green Party, that is a base-
consensus, and there is no question about it. That’s why people always look out for this,
and that it does not happen.” (a male IT expert)

However, there are no strategies, either in the party or the research field, to successfully and
consistently prevent exclusion through the digital divide. The one discussion in this area that took
on some significance over the course of the project was that about the participation of women.
This is also the one discussion where my research has had significant impact. It may well be partly
due to my research that the issue has become so prominent. Following publication of the first
paper from this thesis (Thuermer, 2017), which highlighted a potential gender bias through the
new online participation methods, the party leadership has begun to take this issue into
consideration. This was also reflected in the subsequent data collection, where a member of the
executive board told me in an interview how they had ‘learned from a scientist that women’s
participation was an issue’. | was later invited to discuss my findings with the women’s council in
September 2018, to help the party’s beginning discussion about potential solutions to this
problem. As of the national delegate assembly in November 2018, the Antragsgriin includes a
breakdown of supporters by gender per proposal (‘Frauenanteil’) — a first step to raise awareness

of the issue.

This appears to be the beginning of the party’s efforts to achieve gender balance online. It is
unlikely to be sufficient on its own, however, as voluntary quotas are less effective than
mandatory ones (Krook and Norris, 2014). If no more advanced policy for gender balance online
were adopted, the party would risk experiencing the combination of the gender divide in both
political and online participation, potentially leading to a significant reduction on women’s

participation as compared to offline — this will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 7.

Several participants highlighted how the Antragsgriin had already improved transparency,
enabling all members to see proposals early on, understand what changes are made, and thus

making it easier to follow the proceedings at assemblies:

“I cannot imagine assemblies without it, having the whole proposal process in front of
you, the ease of use, submitting proposals, seeing others’ proposals, and changes. It
make the whole process transparent and clear” (a man with a position at state level)
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During the implementation of the online verification process, many options for technical solutions
were discussed, fully aware that while verification was necessary, it would by definition create a
barrier that some members might struggle with. The consensus was a combination of username
and password, which was felt to be the lowest common denominator, creating a required

threshold to participation, but at the lowest possible level:

“If we had asked for ID numbers or who-knows-what, (...) that would have gone too far.
(...) | think even requiring a username and password is a barrier for some, to submit or
support proposals. If we had asked for any more than that, | would have criticised that
very strongly.” (a women with a position at federal level)

Even with this highly disputed verification process, most members seemed to be reconciled today.
My data collection progressed alongside the introduction of the verification process, spanning
some time before it was introduced, the assemblies that decided about its introduction, where it
was first used, and three subsequent ones. The longer | collected data on the process, the less it
was raised as an issue. While in 2016 it was seen as a major barrier, and early on in 2017 there
were significant doubts about its usefulness, towards the end of the data collection in 2018, most
participants simply stated that the process has been widely adopted, and there were very little
issues and complaints. While a very small number of participants described that their peers
struggled to support proposals, the majority had personal and positive experience of using the
tools. Some even stated explicitly how they had been worried about potential exclusion, but their

doubts had been dispelled:

“I thought initially that the people would be cut off. (...) But experience has shown plain
and simple that that does not happen. (...) It just works, and | have heard no
complaints!” (a male employee)

The wide adoption and absence of major issues or complaints suggests that the verification
process has indeed been widely adopted. This must, by definition, be a replacement process, as
the previous process — to confirm support in an email or on social media —was no longer an
option. This replacement may however have led to some reinforcement, where members who are
unfamiliar with the Antragsgriin are less likely to adopt it, at the cost of not participating in the
proposal process. On the other hand, there seems to have been some mobilisation as well, where

members who would not have used the tool before are now frequent and able users.

For the other tools, although there is some awareness of potential exclusion, processes to address
and prevent these from materialising are still in their infancy, and the longer these take to

implement and have effects, the more likely reinforcement processes will be.
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6.5.2. Information about the Tools and Processes

Those involved with the implementation of the participation process were throughout very aware
of the necessity to inform and educate members about the new processes, albeit potentially not
about the extent of this requirement. The main thing that is done to achieve adoption of the tools
is to “talk about the new opportunities, talk about how they are additions and not replacements,”
and also find members to help spread the message, who are enthusiastic and willing to
experiment (‘participation pilots’, Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2018b). Participants described how

they had themselves been enrolled to help spread the message among the grass-roots:

“When it came to informing members about [the new tools], the managers, state
executive boards, from the federal board down, were supplied with materials and
information, so that they could carry this into the grass-roots.” (a women with a position
at state level)

To support the adoption of Antragsgriin, the party headquarters also offered a hotline that
members could call in order to get support with their proposals. This was used, especially by
members of the ‘Green Elderly’ group, which ultimately “knew better how to use it than some
MPs!” However, the best effort to inform members is of little value, if members do not listen, as

one grass-roots participant described:

“I always receive the emails from Michael Kellner, and | think they are cute and well
meant, and okay — but | only ever scroll through them. | am very, very, very certain that
they meticulously inform about the progress with regards to participation.” (a male IT
expert)

This indicates that the processes must be important enough for members to engage with them

(Vowe, 2014).

The topic that was possibly the most discussed was the impact of the new participation tools.
Participants described especially how they had used the results of the Befragung, discussed them
and formed policy proposals on their basis. The Befragung specifically was perceived as already
making an impact, as it informed decision-makers about views that they had not previously

known about. The potential impact of the tool is constantly under discussion:

“We discuss what the impact is every time. The questions, why do we run this survey,
who benefits, and what do we do with it, that’s a question we discuss every single time.
And that will remain the case for every Befragung that the executive board initiates, that
this must be discussed.” (a women with a position at federal level)

Those involved with the Befragung are very aware that the way questions are asked can influence
the results, and intend to address this through the participation statutes, which were agreed at
the state council in April 2018. There is also a lot of awareness for the necessity to make members

feel that they have influence — underlined by research on the effect of efficacy, which shows that
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perceived influence increases acceptance of process outcomes and thus legitimacy (Leggewie,
2011). This is done, in the view of those involved, by consistently feeding back to members what

has happened with their contributions.

However, as seen in the quote above, this is not necessarily what the members receive. Other
participants described how they read the results, but did not do anything about it, nor had the
impression that anybody else did. In combination, this discussion suggests that while the party
leadership and those involved with core policy decisions are very aware of and actively seeking to
use the new data that the Befragung provides, and ensure that members’ participation is indeed
impactful, this is not well communicated to the grass-roots. Rather than being a simulation that
pretends to have impact while it does not, the Befragung simulates to not have impact while it
does. The lack of knowledge of actual impact may hold members back from actually adopting the
tools, while those who are familiar with, and approve of, what happens with the results would be
more likely to participate. Informing the grass-roots better may thus improve the likelihood of

mobilisation.

6.5.3. Implementation of the Tools and Processes

The concept for the new online participation processes is itself the result of a long-standing
process. The party had set up a committee to review the structural development of the party,
which looked at a variety of topics concerning the party structure, between 2014 and 2015. One
of the results of this committee was the necessity to look at online participation, which was
subsequently done, between 2015 and 2016, in a special task force for participation. This task
force developed the strategy paper which was accepted by the delegate assembly in November
2016, at the beginning of this project, and introduced the Befragung and Begehren. This in turn
led to the creation of the participation statute, with the intention to define processes and
regulate the relationship between online and offline participation, in the long term, and especially
where they run parallel. The statute was seen as necessary to ensure that both online and offline
routes would be balanced. In the very long term, the intention is to not only modernise, but also
to change the culture in the party, and encourage more participation from members who, to date,

do not engage.

Feedback was part of this entire process, from the selection of committee members, where
members could apply through technical discussions, to the tool implementation. Especially

members who held positions between the local and state level felt that this was necessary — and
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all of them also stated that they were either explicitly asked for feedback, gave it regardless, or

could have if they had wanted to.

All interview participants were in some way or another involved with the groups that are in turn
involved with the discussion, development or implementation of the new online participation
processes — those were the sample criteria, as discussed in 3.3. Unfortunately, due to the
difficulties in recruiting focus group participants, this cannot be contextualised with views from
the grass-roots apart from those who are already involved. However, the participants of the one
focus group seemed to expect to be informed of the results, rather than be involved in the

process.

Like feedback, ‘trying things out’ is very much part of the implementation process. A participant
involved with the process described how they “very consciously try things out. This is a learning

|”

process, and it is not final.” They were also very aware that this was a gradual process that would

be slow and cumbersome.

Regarding the alignment with party processes, this was primarily done with the Antragsgriin,
which was built to the requirements of the party. Similarly, there is a focus on tools being
developed specifically for the party, as opposed to buying software packages, which is why the
Begehren is based on the same software as Antragsgriin. This is done with the intention that the

tools really fit into the party culture, and are recognisable for users making them easier to use.

By and large, apart from a handful of exceptions discussed above, all participants were indeed
very happy with how the requirements they felt were relevant were addressed during the

implementation process, so that the results can indeed be expected to be legitimate.

6.6. Conclusion: Process Development, or Building for Inclusion

This chapter evaluated the status quo in the party ahead of and during the implementation of
new tools and processes, and identified assumptions about opportunities and risks seen by
participants in that process. This lead to the definition of requirements for both the tools
themselves and the implementation process, which were then compared to the strategies that
were actually applied during the implementation processes, with an assessment of how well the
requirements were addressed. Overall this chapter responds to research questions 2, 3, and 4 and

the corresponding hypotheses:

2. How are participation preferences translated into processes?
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H2a Assumptions about direct participation underpin process design and

implementation.

3. How are inequalities identified and addressed?
H3a: Inequalities specific to the party are not formally identified; only well known

‘digital divide’-issues are addressed.

4. To which degree are preferences realised in processes, and are expectations of party

members and leadership met? If not, why?

In their online process introduction, the party followed two goals: Engaging a broader portion of
their grass-roots, and including members who currently do not participate. The internet allows
them to reach out to their grass-roots, but does not foster diversity. The two goals are thus
reflected in the digital divide: The party can either include everyone, or include everyone — give
everyone the opportunity to engage online, or ensure the opportunity is used equally. In this

instance, inclusion was their primary goal.

Analysis showed a wide range of assumptions about the potential effects of online participation
processes and what they could mean for the party. Equality in these processes was initially seen
as a critical element. And it was, but it turned out to be one of many elements which were equally
important to participants. While the participation preferences identified in Chapter 5 were
reflected in the data, they were not the only guiding principles in the discussions and decisions

about online participation.

The main benefits participants expected from online participation were that it would enable more
and different members to participate. While this was underpinned by assumptions based on the
participation divide, such as the exclusion of parents in offline processes, participants did not see
the goal in participation becoming equal, and balance out inequalities in offline participation. The
goal was rather an increase in both numbers and diversity. Of course more diversity would entail
more equality, e.g. when underrepresented groups are better represented as a result, but this
was considered as a side effect rather than the main goal. Aiming for equality instead might have
entailed, for example, that participation by certain over-represented groups would be capped, to
prevent reinforcement — an idea that was not entertained until the debate about women'’s

exclusion online in September 2018.

The assumptions participants had about which members would be enabled to participate broadly
reflected the general knowledge about the party: Members with disabilities or few resources,

parents and others with little control over their daily routines, or those with a smaller network or
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in rural areas were targeted. One aspect of the digital divide that was distinctively
underrepresented was participation of women. While this was raised as a potential issue by some
participants, this awareness did not scale, with survey participants assuming men and women
would equally benefit. On the other hand, several participants in conversations assumed that

online participation would enable women specifically to participate more.

Participation was also assumed to become more equal in political terms, as a ‘neutral’ online
platform could balance out some of the benefits that members of the party elite would otherwise
have, thus enabling the grass-roots to gain more influence in comparison. Also, members could
use the Begehren especially to hold the party leaders to account. As such, the assumption was
that online participation would counteract oligarchisation processes in the party. This would also
mean that introducing a new actor, in the form of new online participation tools, would lead to
more equality between grass-roots and elite. The technology was assumed to mediate between
the two groups, and thereby change the existing relationship. This change could only be caused by

technology if some level of agency is ascribed to it.

Aside from changing who participates, study participants saw a big opportunity in how
participation was conducted: Online tools were seen as more modern, and there was a perception
that the party would renew itself and potentially even its political culture by adopting modern
technology. It would also make participation easier and potentially more efficient, by automating
previously manual processes. Lastly, because the tools were new, they would also allow entirely
new forms of participation, which were seen as something of a wild card: they could be

successful, or they could evaporate without effect.

Matching the potential benefits, participants talked at length about potential negative
implications of online participation. Where the online tools were seen as enabling for some
members, they were perceived as a barrier for others, especially for older members and those
who were less familiar with technology — indeed these were often seen as the same group,
following the popular digital immigrant/native divide by Prensky (2001). This was especially
obvious in the discussions about the Antragsgriin, where technology was used to supplement an
existing process, without changing the process itself. It was the new tool, the new actor that
would make it harder for members to engage, particularly those that did not frequently interact

with such tools. The process would become more difficult because of the technology.

Apart from potentially excluding some members, the main issues were seen with potential
negative results of the new process: They could demotivate members if they were not sufficiently

impactful; they could be hijacked for partisan interests, and thus de-valued for non-partisan users;
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they could be disregarded, or on the other hand, overrated, with survey results effectively
becoming decisions, rather than leading to discussions. There was a small amount of worry about
potential abuse from the top, such as party leaders framing surveys in their favour. All of these
potential effects depend very much on how the new processes are embedded in the existing

culture (Kersting, 2014; Thuermer et al., 2016) and Actor-Networks (Latour, 1987; Nielsen, 2009).

To gain the benefits and prevent the negative consequences, participants thought that first and
foremost, the tools needed to be well built — only a functional platform would be used by
members, let alone previously inactive ones, in the first place. Naturally, only if tools were used,
could they increase participation. Simultaneously, functional and accessible tools were also seen
as the answer to potential exclusion: The more accessible and easy to use online participation

tools are, the larger the opportunity for them to be used by those with lower skills.

Apart from functionality — which was very much treated as a baseline requirement — information
about the tools and processes was seen as key to adoption. Only if members knew about the
tools, about what they did, and how they could be used, would there be a chance of adoption.
Lastly, to achieve acceptance and prevent negative impact on the political processes underpinning
the tools, there would need to be a broad discussion about not just the results of the processes,
but the very processes and tools themselves. Only if members had a say, participants felt, would
they accept the tools as legitimate — similar to what Rothschild-Whitt (1979) found in collectivist

organisations, reflecting the social movement roots of the party.

Some, but not all of these requirements were addressed during the implementation. Functionality
was ensured through custom-developed tools for the particular purposes of the party, though
apparently with limited user testing. Specific features were added as the need arose, for example
to visualise the gender balance of proposal supporters. Information was and continues to be
provided, although there was a distinct lack of information about the outcome of the processes:
Not because it was not there, but because it was not communicated — potentially because it was
not sufficiently tangible. Lastly, the implementation was conducted in small steps, allowing for
time to discuss and adapt as necessary. Nearly all participants were content that their

requirements were met.

If staff bring in their expertise on administrative processes, the political leaders have an eye on
the political elements of the process, the technical experts bring in their views on technical issues
of tools, and experts on women’s issues look out for equality, and all of them have the impression
to be heard and their views to be considered and the final product to be fulfilling their needs,

then this promises to be a successful implementation process. The successful implementation can
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be seen as the result of the strategy by the people in charge, who created an open environment

where different voices could be heard, not only for the participation itself, but the meta-process

of development and implementation. However, the one group that does not seem to be involved

are the actual users. Whether this is a gap in my data, due to the lack of grass-roots involvement,

or a gap in the strategy, cannot be determined. Participation leads to acceptance, it creates buy-in

for the tools and processes, as well as legitimacy of its results — not only in the political process

itself, but also in the technical implementation of these processes.

In conclusion, the hypotheses can be partly confirmed:

H2a

H3a:

can be partly confirmed: There was a general assumption that online participation would
lead to more direct participation in decisions in the long term. However, since this is not
currently the intention, this did not translate into implementation per se. All of the new
tools enable participation on an individual level, and allow more direct interactions
between grass-roots and leaders.

Responding to the wider question, participation preferences were reflected in the
implementation process: Roughly half of the party members felt that discussions were
more relevant than voting, and all tools to date have a strong focus on enabling discussions
within the party. The frequent discussions about online voting imply that there is another
area of preferences that will need addressing in the future. The preference for equality over
uncapped participation on the other hand was not well represented. To the contrary, the
new online tools may enable more participation without yet offering sufficient controls for

inequalities.

can be confirmed: Initially, mainly well-known digital divides were considered, especially
age and skills. Further inequalities were identified throughout the process — although it was
to some degree this very project that helped to identify them. However, they are not yet

well addressed.

can be answered: The expectations and requirements participants had for online
participation were by and large met. However, those were not solely based on participation
preferences, but on an array of considerations ranging from equality through information

to recognition of political necessities.
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Chapter 7 Effects of Online Participation Processes

After discussing members’ expectations of how participation would change and for whom, in this
chapter, | am turning my attention to the actual effects of online participation processes on
members’ participation. My analysis is based on the panel surveys (C3a & C3b), which, in
combination, allow me to show the change of participation over time. In a series of regression
models which predict the Institutional Activity (the factor score discussed in section 3.4.2) of
members, and their anticipated and actual use of the Antragsgriin, Befragung, and Begehren, |
focus on demographics and variables for participation preferences, to predict either an in- or
decrease in participation for each tool, and to identify where, to which degree, and for whom,

mobilisation, reinforcement, replacement, or non-use are visible effects.

As described in Chapter 6, the core assumption of Green Party members and leaders is that more
and different people will participate online than offline: Study participants want to achieve a
mobilisation effect. This does not necessarily affect ‘equality’ per se, but rather contribute to
more diversity: They want more, and different people to engage, and involve a wider portion of
their members. While equality is important to participants, the goal is not to have a
representative sample of members participate online. Ideally they want to mobilise previously
inactive members without reinforcing existing advantages for members who are already active,
and influential. However, most of the party leaderships’ strategies in the implementation of these
processes are focussed on adoption in general, rather than adoption for currently

underrepresented or inactive groups.

The intended and actual use of the tools are rather different though: The statistical analysis of the
surveys indicates that the likelihood for members to increase their own participation through the
new online methods varies, following at least some of the expected lines of the digital divide —
such as age and gender (Hargittai, 2008; Emmer et al., 2011) — and not the expectations of
members discussed in 6.2. There are also exceptions, such as the effect of education, which
surprisingly appears to be the reverse of the digital divide. My analysis will focus on who
participates in general, who participates online through the different tools, and how their
behaviour changes. The statistical analysis is supplemented with a series of Actor-Networks
(Latour, 2005), which were generated from the qualitative data. These will be used to
contextualise the changes in participation, and show how participation itself has changed at each

step of the implementation process.
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Figure 17 shows the status quo of online participation in the party in 2016, at the beginning of this
project. The Griines Netz, as the umbrella platform, was well established, and gave members

access to a variety of tools, such as the Wurzelwerk, applications for cloud storage and calendars.

Figure 17: Actor-Network 1: Status Quo before new online processes were introduced
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One of the applications accessible through the Griines Netz was the Antragsgriin, where grass-
roots members, as well as boards and committees, could submit proposals. This was done, as
described in 4.4, by one person, who uploaded a text through an online form. The proposal was
either submitted on behalf of an eligible group (such as a task force, board, etc.), or a group of
individuals, in which case the one person uploading it needed to supply a list of the necessary 19
supporters. The proposal committee would then work through the submitted proposals and
negotiate what would be included, or voted upon. The Antragsgriin itself replaced an offline

process, where supporters had to sign proposals on paper.

7.1. Institutional Activity of Members

Table 19 shows a summary of three regression model: The linear models include criteria that
predict activity in the two surveys, C3a conducted in 2017, and C3b conducted in 2018,
respectively. The ‘B’ given is the regression coefficient. The logistic model includes criteria that
predict an increase of institutional activity between the two surveys in 2017 and 2018. The ‘Odds’
given are odds ratios. Comparison categories are provided in brackets. The first thing that is
obvious from this summary is that the criteria are not consistent. There is not a single variable
that is significant in all three models. Two variables are significant for activity in both 2017 and

2018: Network in party wings, and education.

Members who are associated with either of the party wings are more active than those who have
no association. This aligns well with the qualitative data, which suggested that, the more active
members are, the more necessary it becomes for them to associate with a wing, as this will give
them access to informal networks and information, as well as provide support required to get
elected into positions. Thus, the significance of wing associations is likely to be a result, rather

than a cause, of increased activity.

In comparison to members who hold a university degree, members who hold a PhD are slightly
less active, while those with GCSEs become slightly more active in 2018. Higher cultural capital —
measured in education — is usually an indicator of more participation, rather than less (Norris,
2001; Emmer et al., 2011). However, this does not have to be negative, as it aligns active
members with the voters of the party, and German society, where only 31% hold a university
degree (Statistisches Bundesamt (Destatis), 2017), as opposed to 68% of members of the Green

Party (Niedermayer, 2017c)(see also Table 4, p. 52).
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Table 19: Linear and binary logistic models for 'Institutional Activity'
Linear Logistic
2017 2018 Increase
B Sig B Sig| N Odds Sig

Constant 1.045 ** 0.693 **
Network in party wings (None)

Left 0.638 ** 0.782 **

Reformer 0.881 ** 0.820 **
Network above state level: yes 64  2.495 **
Gender: female 0.129 *
Age 18-75 159 0.988 **
Expected effect of online participation on "
members like the participant (Likert) -0.065
Preference of Participation Type: Vote -0.113 *
Education (University Degree)

Vocational Training 0.084 -0.120

GCSE -0.123 0.297 *

A-Levels 0.029 0.135

PhD -0.213  ** -0.181 *
Residence (Rural)

Directly within a city -0.181 *

In the suburbs of a large city 0.055

In a small town 0.047
Occupation (employees)

Full Time Education -0.187

Self Employed -0.051

Civil Service -0.208 * 22 2909 *

Pensioner -0.032

Housemaker -0.154

Unemployed 0.364

N 359 378 159
(Nagelkerke’s) R-Square 0.228 0.187 0.103
p 0.000 0.000 0.005

Women were more active than men in 2017, but not in 2018 (cf. Brock et al., 2010; Kerr and

Waddington, 2014). The mode of participation seems to interact with gender, which may be due

to different perceptions of skill, as women generally underestimate their abilities in this regard

(Martinez-Cantos, 2017).

Participants who expect that online participation will benefit members like themselves were

slightly less active in 2017, but had no significantly different activity in 2018; the same is true for

members with a preference for voting over discussions. In 2017, members who lived in cities were

less active than their peers in rural areas. City dwellers usually have better access to online

170




Effects of Online Participation Processes

participation opportunities — which is both suggested by participants in the qualitative data, as
well as supported by literature (Correa and Pavez, 2016; Blank and Lutz, 2018). Thus, at the
baseline of participation, the members of the Green Party already behave rather differently from

common digital divide assumptions (Emmer et al., 2011).

Looking at the predictors for an increase in participation, it is important to note what changed in
the period between the two panel surveys. This was summarised in Table 2 (p. 92): between the
first panel survey (C3a) in November 2017 and the second survey (C3b) in June 2018, both the
proposal tracking in Antragsgriin, which allows members to see the results of the proposal
committee in real time, and the Begehren were launched. Moreover, there were two federal
delegate assemblies (one to discuss the results of the national election in 2017, another to elect a

new executive board in 2018), and one convention to launch the re-write of the manifesto.

Only three predictors were significant for an increase in participation in this period: having a
national network, age, and an occupation in civil service. The only one of these that overlaps with
activity is civil servants — they were less active as compared to employees in 2018, but three times
more likely to increase their activity than others. Why this change would have occurred during
this specific timeframe is uncertain — there is no obvious reason why civil servants specifically
should have become so much more active. However, the sample not sufficient to investigate this

question — the difference would warrant more observation and research in the future.

Members with a network above state level — who have regular contact with federal groups or
committees, or more political capital — are significantly more likely to have increased their
activity. This is likely more related to the three events at federal level than to online participation:
Members who engage at this level are likely to attend these events, and in addition will have had

to prepare for them, leading to more activity.

The one predictor that is interesting with regards to online participation is age: For each year in
age, participants were 1% less likely to increase their participation. There is no obvious reason
why the events themselves would have caused increased participation by younger members —
unless it is combined with the use of digital tools these events entail. If older members were less
prone to use both the Antragsgriin and Begehren, (which they are, as | will explain in the next
section), this is well in line with the digital divide literature, which poses that, while higher age is a
positive predictor for political participation, this effect is reversed for online political participation
(Ward et al., 2002; Oser et al., 2013; Vowe, 2014). The difference in age can therefore be
considered as an indicator for mobilisation of younger, and a higher chance of non-use for older

members.
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7.2. Use and Effects of Antragsgriin

Figure 18 shows the change in participation through the introduction of the online verification
process in Antragsgriin. Rather than one member submitting a proposal on behalf of 20, now
each of the 20 members has to log in to support the proposal. In theory, this should not change
much about the way proposals are written, though — as discussed in section 6.2.2 — there is an
expectation that it will lead to more discussion and awareness of the content of proposals, as well
as more legitimacy of the process. In practical terms, the new process means that up to twenty
times as many logins to the tool are required per proposal. The barrier that was always there for
the submission of the proposal — a login for the tool — was extended from one member to twenty.
In addition, proposals are now visible as soon as they are uploaded as drafts, rather than when

they are submitted.

These drafts are a new type of data that was never available before: Members can now see what
proposals their peers are working on before they are submitted. This leads to a merge between
discussion stages two and three, discussed in Chapter 5: as members can now see un-submitted
proposals, they can start discussions earlier. The party administration and proposal committee on

the other hand have visibility of proposals to come, and can adapt their negotiations accordingly.
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Figure 18: Actor-Network 2: Changes to process due to Online Verification
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Table 20 summarises six models concerning Antragsgriin. The models for ‘Current Use’ predict the
participants in surveys C3a and C3b who stated that they had used the tool, ‘Intention’ refers to
the anticipated effect members said the tools would have on their participation in survey C3a, and

‘Actual’ refers to the effect participants said it did have in survey C3b.

Both models for current use show age and institutional activity as significant predictors for use of
the Antragsgriin, with the addition in 2018 of having or not having a university degree. In both
models, compared to 18-25 year-olds, all other age groups are less likely to use the Antragsgriin,
with a tendency indicating that the older a participant is, the less likely they are to do so. This,
again, aligns with the assumptions of the digital divide (Ward et al., 2002; Oser et al., 2013; Vowe,
2014). Looking at the effect that the Antragsgriin has had on members’ participation, younger
members were significantly more likely to say that they did not change behaviour, while each year
in age made members 3% less likely to say they had increased their participation. This also reflects
the model for increase in institutional activity in Table 19 above, where age, although not an
indicator of activity per se, was a significant negative predictor for an increase in participation.
Young members are active and do not change that, and older members do not catch up with this
development. This confirms some of the worries discussed in Chapter 6, where members thought
that online processes would make it harder for older members to engage. The party fails to
mobilise the older age groups, both online and in general. Although older citizens tend to be more
active politically in international studies (Jensen, 2013), Vowe (2014) has shown that in the
German population, age is a negative predictor for political interest. However, since younger
members do not increase their participation, this cannot be considered to be a reinforcement
effect either. It is more likely to be evidence of either a replacement or mobilisation process that
happened before the survey data was collected, when younger members adopted the online tool,
while older members did not: A divide that is now maintained, but not changed as the tool or

process is developed further.

Participants who were more active were far more likely to have used the Antragsgriin, both in
2017 (Odds Ratio=6.260) and in 2018 (Odds Ratio=4.874). The tool is clearly most used by highly
active members. This is not unexpected, as it is part of the processes that participants can be

active in.
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Table 20: Binary Logistic Regression models for current, intended and actual use of Antragsgriin
Use of Antragsgriin Anticipated Change in Use Actual Change in Use
2017 2018 No Change Increase No Change Increase
N Odds Sig| N @ Odds Sig Odds Sig| N Odds Sig] N Odds Sig| N  Odds Sig

Age 0.968 **

18-25 22 ok 43 ok 15 1495 **

26-35 53 1 0.112 **| 19 0.284 * 40  4.172 **

36-45 80 0.040 **| 52 0.391 * 45 2.688 *

46-55 103  0.056 **| 63  0.358 ** 56 1.748

56-65 128 1 0.047 ** 81 0.277 ** 77 | 1.805

Above 65 40 0.049 ** | 98 0.221 ** 20 ok
Institutional Activity 6.260 ** 4.874 ** 0.722
University Degree: has degree 257 0.366 ** 186 : 2.031 * 1214  0.402 **
Rating Antragsgriin for BDK (Likert) 7.284 ** 0.381 **
;EE(iEE::)ed effect on members like participant 5939 * 0676 **
Year of first party entry 0.998 **
Use of Antragsgriin: has used 97  2.007 **] 95 0.410 ** | 109 4.845 **
Preference of Participation Type: Vote 180 @ 0.551 *
Gender: Female 86 4.711 * 1107 0.342 **
Institutional Activity by Gender 0.277 *
Rating Antragsgriin (Likert) by Expected
effectgon mefnﬁers I(ike pal)’ticyipar?t (Likert) 0.632 ** 1.334 %

N 426 348 354 316 243 294
Nagelkerke's R-Square 0.554 0.355 0.131 0.257 0.360 0.637
p 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
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While institutional activity on its own was not significant for the models for increase in
participation, an interaction between institutional activity and gender is. Gender was not significant
in current use of the tool, but it was for changes in actual behaviour: Women are nearly four times
more likely to not change behaviour than men, and also 65% less likely to increase their
participation, leading to a mobilisation or reinforcement effect for men. The more active women
are, the more unlikely they become to increase participation, at a higher rate than their male peers,
as shown in Figure 19. While it is not unexpected that already active members do not intend to do
even more, the difference by gender points to an underlying reason preventing women from

reaching the same level of activity as men.

Figure 19: Interaction effect between Institutional Activity and Gender for 'Actual — No Change' through
Antragsgriin

=== \ale

==fe=Female

Effect on 'No Change'
O RBP N W b U1 O N

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5

Institutional Activity

Source: Second panel survey (C3b)

This is dangerous for the Green Party, who pride themselves on gender equality both as an external
and internal policy: Women currently use the tool to the same degree as men (i.e. no significant
difference), but while they do not change their behaviour as new tools are introduced, men
increase their participation. If this trend continues, it may eventually lead to a gender-imbalance in
use of the Antragsgriin. This is very much not what the members expected, as highlighted in
Chapter 6: participants assumed that online participation would be equally beneficial to both men
and women. From a digital divide perspective, this result is not surprising, as gender is consistently
shown as a relevant factor for political participation and use of online tools, with women being less
active in either (Emmer et al., 2011; Niedermayer, 2017a). An initially lower participation of women
has also been shown to be mediated over time (Kerr and Waddington, 2014), however, the
direction of the effect works the other way around in this case: It is not visible in usage yet, but

given the direction of behaviours, likely to be so in the future.
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In 2018, members who held a university degree were over 60% less likely to have used the
Antragsgriin. Similar to the above described models for institutional activity, the effect of education
on the use of online tools is the reverse of the digital divide (Norris, 2001; Emmer et al., 2011). This
is rather spectacular, given that 68% of the party members (Niedermayer, 2017c) and 70% of the
sample hold such a degree. This should alleviate some of the worries of party members discussed in
Chapter 6, that online participation, specifically the online verification in Antragsgriin, would
exclude less educated members. This is unlikely to be the case. On the contrary, there might be an
issue with exclusion of higher educated members, especially if compared with the models for actual
effects: Members with a university degree were twice as likely to say that they had not changed
their behaviour, and 60% less likely to say that they had increased their participation through the
tool. Not only are these members less active, as shown Table 19 in section 7.1, but they are also
unlikely to change this. This in turn reinforces the participation of members with lower education
levels. This effect differs with the tool in question, as | will show in the next section: the

Antragsgriin is not the right tool to motivate academics to participate.

The last significant predictor in the ‘Actual’ models is current use of Antragsgriin: Participants who
have used the tool already were 59% less likely to say they did not change their behaviour, and
nearly four times more likely to say they increased their participation. This reflects a trend that was
already visible in the models for ‘Intended’ changes in behaviour, where the rating, expected
benefit and use of the tool were the strongest predictors. The actual effect is more than twice as
strong as the anticipated one. Members who liked the Antragsgriin and expected online tools in
general to make participation easier for members like themselves were more likely to intend no
change in their behaviour, and less likely to increase their participation. The rating of Antragsgriin
and the expected effect on ‘members like you’, both on a Likert scale, interacted, for both models,
as shown in Figure 20 and Figure 21 respectively: The more participants liked and thought they
might benefit from the tool, the stronger the effect. The direction of the effect — positive ratings
leading to increased odds for no anticipated change, and decreased odds for an anticipated
increase in participation — seems counterintuitive at first. However, these are likely —and in the
case of increase, definitely — members who are already actively using the tool, so that there is no
need for either change or increase in participation: They can just keep doing what they are already
doing. In summary, members who like the tool are likely to use it, and members who do not, are

not. This mirrors findings by Chang (2017), who found that positive attitudes improved adoption.

As with age, this is not a case of reinforcement, since there is no intended increase — there is
already a divide, but its dimensions are unlikely to change. The party may want to bridge this divide

though, to achieve their goal of mobilising new and more members. This is underlined by the
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requirement for communication about the existence and use of the tools, which was highlighted in
6.4. As many members are currently not very aware of the tools, raising awareness may also
increase the opinion members have of them, which can then increase adoption.

Figure 20: Interaction Effect between 'Rating Antragsgriin (Likert)' and 'Expected benefit for members

through online participation (Likert): Members like the participant' for 'Anticipated — No
Change' through Antragsgriin
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Figure 21: Interaction Effect between 'Rating Antragsgriin (Likert)' and 'Expected benefit for members
through online participation (Likert): Members like the participant' for 'Anticipated — Increase'
through Antragsgriin
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7.3. Use and Effects of Befragung

The executive board (at federal, or as planned in the future, any level) can decide to run a

Befragung, create a survey, and send it to their respective members (see 4.4). Members can then
respond to this survey, providing their opinion and feedback. The response data is then received
and processed by the board, or their respective staff. Depending on the nature of the survey, the

results are either kept confidential (and may or may not influence the future decisions of the board,

178



Effects of Online Participation Processes

see 6.5), or published, distributed and presented internally, so that they can form the basis for a

discussion in the party or branch.

Figure 22 shows the change in participation through the introduction of the Befragung. As this is an
entirely new process, it creates new possibilities of interaction for both the executive board and the
members, and also a new type of data that was previously not available. In terms of the actor-
network, this change has expanded the size of the network — there are more and different
interactions between members and leaders, as well as a brand new actor: the data, which may in
turn influence both discussions and decisions in the party. The newness of this process makes it
hard to predict what effect it will have, although members are hardly worried that it will have
negative effects. Since it is a new form of participation, the general assumption is that it will

increase and broaden engagement and draw in new participants — a mobilisation effect is expected.

Table 21 summarises six models concerning the Befragung. As above, the models for ‘Current Use’
predict the participants in surveys C3a and C3b who stated that they had used the tool, ‘Intention’
refers to the effect members anticipated the tool would have on their participation in survey C3a,

and ‘Actual’ refers to the effect participants said it did have in survey C3b.

Opposed to all other tools and models, for the Befragung, participants with lower educational
attainment were less likely to intend to increase their participation, while those who hold a PhD are
most likely to intend an increase, followed by participants with university degrees. Given that, as
discussed above, members with (any type of) university degree are currently /ess active than
others, the Befragung — arguably a rather academic activity — seems to be able to draw these
members in, thus mobilising a currently underrepresented group. In the long term, this might mean
that the Befragung brings some of the digital divide into participation, if higher educated
participants would indeed increase activity and benefit from the online tool (Ferro et al., 2007;
Hargittai, 2008). However, given that this is the only tool that shows any sign of an increase in
participation for highly educated members, while all others indicate no change, this is unlikely to
become a problem. Following worries about the interpretation of survey results (6.3.2), the rather
academic audience should however be taken into consideration when results are discussed, as well
as in comparison to other data from the population, where the proportion for university degrees is
less than half of that for members of the Green Party (Statistisches Bundesamt (Destatis), 2017).
The party should consider what the goal of their mobilisation is: Participation being more
representative of the party members, of voters, or society? If in the long term the recruitment of
more new members from different layers of society were the goal, the Befragung is unlikely to be

the tool that achieves this.
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Figure 22: Actor-Network 3: Changes to process due to Befragung
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Table 21:

Binary Logistic Regression models for current, intended and actual use of Befragung

Effects of Online Participation Processes

Current Use

Intention

Actual

2017

2018

No Change

Increase

No Change

Increase

Odds

Sig| N

Odds

Sig

N Odds

Sig

Odds

N Odds

Sig| N

Odds Sig

Gender: Female

118

2.195

169 1.734

*

133

0.568

130  1.559

*

Care for dependents

161 A 0.592

*

Institutional Activity

7.737

* ¥

4.441

* %

Age (18-25)

18

* %

23  0.682

26-35

53

2.374

64  0.211

k%

36-45

61

2.020

86 0.342

* %

46-55

84

2.043

127  0.604

56-65

99

1.852

156 @ 0.667

Above 65

43

4.285

* %

52

Network above state level: yes

145  2.039

* %

116

0.456

* ¥

Rating Befragung

0.636

* %

2.273

% %k

Use of Befragung

0.287 *

Rating Antragsgriin

0.721

Expected effect on members like participant (Likert)

0.843

k%

* %

0.495

Preference of Participation Intensity: Equal

255 1.887

* %

0.547 *

Daily Internet Use

490 3.217

Residence: Directly within a city

195

1.415

Highest education qualification (PhD)

41

Vocational Training

14

0.306

GCSE

35

0.277

* %

A-Levels

64

0.236

k¥

University Degree

226

0.309

Occupation: Self Employed

61 1.954

Gender: Female by Residence (Directly within a city)

0.315

*

Exp. effect on m. like participant by Use of Befragung

* %

3.044
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Current Use Intention Actual
2017 2018 No Change Increase No Change Increase
N 413 358 508 380 354 352
Nagelkerke's R-Square 0.497 0.577 0.359 0.290 0.097 0.143
p 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
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More important than education is participation of women though: Gender on its own was not a
significant predictor for current use of the Befragung in either 2017 or 2018. There was however a
significant interaction effect between gender and residence in cities (above 100.000 residents) in
2017, showing that women living in cities were more likely to be users than men. In terms of
changes to behaviour though, women said that they intended to increase their participation 40%
less often than men, and were 70% more likely to have no intention of changing behaviour. This has
continued into the model for actual change: Although there was no significant difference for an
increase in participation, women were 56% more likely to not have changed behaviour. This
corresponds to the digital divide literature, where women are still less likely to use the internet and
engage in political activity online (Emmer et al., 2011), as well as women’s overall lower
participation and representation in politics (Busse et al., 2015). Moreover, this result also
corresponds to participation in the first survey (C1) — which was part of a Befragung — where only

30% of respondents were women.

While there are certainly other factors that warrant differentiation (e.g. race, class), gender is
particularly important in the Green Party, as gender equality is one of their founding principles.
Consequently, the gender difference in participation through the Befragung is highly problematic,
especially as it directly contradicts members’ assumption that online participation tools would
make participation easier for men and women at the same rate. This may be a result of the wording
of this particular question, in that participation ‘becoming easier’ does not necessarily mean that
the opportunity to participate, regardless of barriers, will be used. However, the opportunity being

used so significantly less by women is a matter of gender inequality.

Men adopted the Befragung and intended to participate more, while women, even if they adopted
the tool, did not change their level of activity as a result. They replaced existing activities, but were
unlikely to do more. This cannot be classed as ‘reinforcement’ for men, as there is no current
difference in use; men do not have an advantage. On the contrary, the linear model for Institutional
Activity indicates that women are slightly more active in the party overall. In the short term,
increased participation by men could in this case be seen as positive mobilisation (if men are indeed
seen as underrepresented), or negative mobilisation, as the imbalance between men and women
participating online far outweighs the current over-representation of women. This may eventually
lead to a reinforcement effect for men, if they become more active on the tool than women, as

their intention indicates they will.

That members have such a skewed assumption about participation opportunities being equal,

when this clearly translates neither into intentions nor effects, may make it hard for the party to
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properly address this issue — although, as described in section 6.5, they have already started this

process, and awareness of the issue is being raised.

Another indicator for use and no intended change in behaviour was age. Participants over 65 were
least likely, and participants between 26 and 35 most likely to use the Befragung in 2018. The
younger members also intended to change their participation behaviour at a higher rate. The
average age of party members is 50 years (Niedermayer, 2017a), which was reflected in both
samples. The higher use of younger members, and intention of older members to not change
behaviour, could point to members being right in their assumption that online tools make it harder
for ‘older members’ to participate. Since habits form over the life-course (Vowe, 2014), older
members are less likely to be familiar with online tools. On the other hand, when political
socialisation determines the common action repertoires of a generation (Grasso, 2014), and
younger members are more used to the activity of responding to online surveys, they are more
likely to use them in the party as well. Older members did not intend to change their behaviour in
2017, and were less active than their younger peers in 2018. If this trend continues, the divide
between age groups in use of the tool is likely to increase, potentially reinforcing the existing
difference in activity by age. However, there is currently no significant difference in age for an

actual change in behaviour — if intentions are turned into action, this is not visible yet.

The preferred participation ‘Intensity’ is a strong predictor for actual changes to participation, with
members preferring equal to uncapped participation being half as likely to say they increased, and
twice as likely to say they did not change their participation through the Befragung. In reverse,
members who think participation should be uncapped were more likely to say they changed, and
increased, their participation. This is consistent with the qualitative data: Where participants were
sceptical about online systems, they referred to the systems’ performance against the party’s ideal
of equal participation (6.3.1). Participation preferences are not yet part of either the digital divide
or mobilisation and reinforcement literature — but this may count as evidence that they should be,

with a preference for uncapped participation indicating a higher degree of mobilisation.

Internet use on the other hand is by definition well established in the digital divide (Norris, 2001;
Carpentier, 2015). Daily internet use was by far the strongest predictor for no intended change in
participation: Respondents who used the internet every day were more than three times as likely to
intend to participate the same as members who were online less than daily. Possibly, these
members were already using the Befragung, and thus had no need to change their behaviour.
However, since internet use did not come up as a significant predictor in any of the other models,

there is no evidence for this assumption.
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Participants with a network on national level were half as likely to intend to change behaviour as
their peers without such networks. This is the polar opposite of the respondents’ assumption that
participation becomes easier for members who have an extended network. Similar to the model for
Antragsgriin, this may be due to the fact that these well networked members were already highly
active; they did significantly increase their activity between 2017 and 2018. That they did not
intend to increase their participation also means that there is an opportunity for less connected
members to catch up with them, and thus balance out some of the currently existing inequalities.
The inverse of members with networks being less likely to increase their participation is that
members without these networks were more likely to do so. As shown in Figure 22, members do
not need a network to participate in the Befragung — each of them is invited and may respond on
their own. The Befragung is an opportunity to mobilise the grass-roots, surpass existing networks,

and express the collective grass-roots opinions regardless of their position in the party.

A group of indicators reflect the influence of the current views and use of online tools: Higher
ratings for Antragsgriin reduce the odds for an intended increase in participation, potentially
because members who like the tool are already using it, thus being highly active, with little capacity
for an increase in participation. They were more likely to replace activities than to increase their
already high activity. A high rating for the Befragung made members less likely to intend to
participate the same — this is aligned with those members being more likely to increase their
participation. Members who liked the tool increased their participation — if possible — while those
who did not, did not. This is further evidenced by an interaction effect between the expected effect
on members like the participant, and use of the Befragung: Participants who liked the tool already

used it were much more likely to increase their participation, as shown in Figure 23.

Figure 23: Interaction Effect between ‘Expected benefit for members through online participation (Likert):
Members like the participant’ and ‘Use of Befragung’ for ‘Actual — Increase’ through Befragung
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This seems to be a self-fulfilling prophecy, and may limit the use of the tool to those members who
already approved of it. As with the Antragsgriin, increasing awareness and approval of the

Befragung may help alleviate this.

7.4. Use and Effects of Begehren

Figure 24 shows the changes in participation processes due to the introduction of the Begehren.
Like the Befragung, it is a new type of participation, enabling new interactions. Unlike the
Befragunag, it builds on existing technology, namely the Antragsgriin and the online verification
processes in the Antragsgriin. As explained in section 4.4, a Begehren is a petition to the executive
board, and works on a technical level like a proposal with 50 instead of 20 supporters. Unlike a
regular proposal, it has two phases: A discussion stage, lasting 21 days, where potential supporters
can comment or suggest amendments, and the initiator can react and/or amend the text; and a
supporter stage, where the (amended) proposal can gather supporters. If it reaches 50 supporters,
it can be submitted, and the executive board has to respond to it, on the same platform, within

another six weeks.

The Begehren allows members to set items on the agenda of the executive board, in a structured
process that is visible to all party members. Since it requires a discussion process, it enables
discussions on a party-internal platform — something that has not successfully been done in the
party in the past. Since each Begehren is by design visible to all users of the tool, there is no need
for supporters to know one-another, enabling new forms of networking between party members.
With the executive board being obliged to respond, this is a new form of control over what the
board does, and might even lead to anticipatory obedience, where the board addresses issues
before they are “forced’ upon them (cf. Rudzio, 2015). Similar to the Befragung, because the
Begehren is a new process, members expect the Begehren to engage new and different members,

and lead to a mobilisation effect.

Table 22 summarises five models concerning the Begehren. The model for ‘Current Use’ predicts
the members in 2018 who stated that they had used the tool. There is no model for 2017 because
the tool has only been introduced in April 2018, a few months ahead of the second panel wave.
‘Intention’ refers to the anticipated effect members said the tools would have on their participation

in 2017 (C3a), and ‘Actual’ refers to the effect participants said it did have in 2018 (C3b).
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Figure 24: Actor-Network 4: Changes to process due to Begehren
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Table 22:

Binary Logistic Regression models for current, intended and actual use of Begehren

Current Use Intention Actual
2018 No Change Increase No Change Increase
N Odds Sig| N Odds Sig| N Odds Sig| N Odds Sig| N Odds  Sig

Expected effect on members like participant (Likert) 1.598 ** 0.759 * 1.429 * 0.828 * 1.479 **
Daily Internet Use: yes 370 7.902 ** 314 0.054 **
University Degree: has degree 232 2.128 ** | 232 0.514 *
Institutional Activity 4.014 **
Rating Begehren (Likert) 0.753 ** 1.718 **
Use of Antragsgriin: has used 85 1.753 *
Rating Online Verification (Likert) 0.647 **
IT Skills (Likert) 0.113  **
Network in party wings (None) 298 ok

Left 16 0.185 **

Reformer 11 0.263 *
Age (Above 65) 40 33 ok

18-25 - 15 31.223 **

26-35 51 0.002 * 45 3.019 *

36-45 60 1.884 60 4.01 **

46-55 77 7.072 73 2.563 *

56-65 95 5.402 99 2.826 **
Exp. effect on members like participant (Likert) by Age *

by Age (26-36) 4085 *

by Age (36-45) 0.654

by Age (46-55) 0.494

by Age (56-65) 0.486  *

N 339 381 335 325 325
Nagelkerke's R-Square 0.653 0.098 0.126 0.247 0.570
p 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
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The model for ‘current use’ by definition describes the early adopters of the Begehren, as the tool
had only been available for three months at the time of the survey. Participants who were very
active in the party were most likely to have already adopted the tool: Each point increase in
Institutional Activity made them four times more likely to be users. However, as there is no effect
for an increase in participation, neither in the models for anticipated nor for actual change, this
does not seem to be a reinforcement effect: Active members adopt the tool, but they did not
increase their participation as a result of it. As they are clearly using the Begehren, and since it is a
new process that they must have added to their participation portfolio, chances are that they use
the Begehren instead of other activities. This would indicate a replacement effect. Participants in
datasets D-F suggested that Begehren could be used instead of open letters or regular proposals for
assemblies. Given the functionality of the tool described above, the most likely replacement is for
informal communication: Rather than using informal networks to discuss and influence policy,
Begehren could be used to formalise the process — thereby also increasing the transparency of

these discussions, making them visible to all (online) party members.

Participants who thought that the new participation processes would benefit members like
themselves were 50% more likely to use the Begehren, further supporting the previously discussed
possibility that members who are enthusiastic about online participation are more likely to adopt it.
There is also an interaction effect between the expected effect and age: In comparison to members
older than 65, those aged 26-35 are significantly less likely to use the Begehren, unless they have a
high expectation that online tools are going to benefit them. Members aged 56-65 on the other
hand were more likely to have used the Begehren, but the benefit they expected from online tools
had a much lower impact on their adoption. This can be seen as evidence of the digital divide
(Emmer et al., 2011), or an effect of enthusiasm for technology: members who are younger and

more enthusiastic adopt tools at a higher rate even than older enthusiasts.

This is further supported by the intentions to change behaviour with adoption of the tool, shown in
Figure 25: participants who rated the Begehren highly were 25% less likely to intend no change to
their participation, and 72% more likely to intend to increase it. Equally, a higher expectation of
benefits from online participation made them 24% more likely to change their participation
behaviour, and 43% more likely to intend to increase it. In combination, this, again, has the
appearance of a self-fulfilling prophecy: if members like the tool and think it will help them, they’ll
use it. If not, then they won’t. This poses a danger for the party that a subset of partisan members
who are ‘enthusiasts’ uses the tool to their own advantage, at the expense of other members —a
worry that did come up in the interviews, as discussed in 6.3.2. It also underlines the lack of
awareness of the tool that was highlighted in the qualitative data (6.4.2): Members who were not

involved in the discussion or implementation of the Begehren were hardly aware of the concept, let
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alone the plans for its use. Information and training for members on a broader scale may thus

alleviate the influence of ‘insider-knowledge’ and increase adoption.

Figure 25: Interaction Effect between ‘Expected benefit for members through online participation (Likert):
Members like the participant’ and ‘Age’ for ‘Current Use’ of Begehren

30
25
20
15

10

Effect on 'Current Use'

1 2 3 4 5

Expected effect on members like participant (Likert)
e=fil==Age 26-35 === /Age 56-65

Source: Second panel survey (C3b), conducted June 2018; N = 565
Reference category for Age = ‘Above 65’

Members who rated the online verification process highly, as well as those with higher IT skills,
intended to increase their participation through the Begehren significantly less than their peers
with opposing views and skills. This speaks against some of the worries members discussed in the
qualitative data, that the tools might be too complicated: If lower skilled members intend to
increase their participation through the online tool, then this allows the party to mobilise a group
that maybe they did not even think they could reach. Also, given that the online verification was
highly debated, the fact that those who do not like it now intend to increase their participation
through a tool that uses it indicates what was also stated in interviews: That the process has been

seamlessly adopted into common practice (6.5.3).

Another measurable effect of the digital divide is internet use: Participants who used the internet
every day were seven times more likely to say they did not intend to change their participation
through the Begehren than those who used it less frequently, and 95% less likely to say that they
have increased their participation. This can be seen as evidence against the effect of the digital
divide for the Begehren, as those who are already familiar with the internet should have been more
likely to use it to their own advantage (Lusoli et al., 2002; Vowe, 2014). This in turn points to a
mobilisation effect for those who use the internet less frequently. The Begehren may be sufficiently

motivating for less savvy members to go online.
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A further diversion from the expectations of the digital divide is the reiteration of the effect of
formal education. Just like for the Antragsgriin, holding a university degree makes members both
less likely to change behaviour, and less likely to increase their participation. Highly educated
members are not only less active, but they are also less likely to change that. This contradicts some
of the worries raised in the qualitative analysis, where participants felt that online tools could
exclude lower educated members. It seems to be the other way around — members with higher
education seem to have no intention to increase their engagement, while those without university

education do!

7.5. Conclusion: Differentiated Online Participation Effects

This chapter discussed the effects of the new processes on participation, and the characteristics of
groups that were likely to use the tools, and change or not change their participation behaviour as a

result. This broadly responds to research questions 5 and 6, and corresponding hypotheses:

5. Isthere evidence for mobilisation, reinforcement, replacement, or non-use? Are these
effects mutually exclusive or do they occur simultaneously?
H5a There is evidence for all four effects.

H5b All effects happen simultaneously for different groups.

6. What characteristics of participants correlate with each of these effects?

H6a: Behaviour differs by age: Younger members are more likely to show
reinforcement.

H6b: Behaviour differs by familiarity with technology: Members who are less familiar
with technology are more likely to show replacement; Members with average
technology skills are most likely to be mobilised.

H6c: Behaviour differs by socio-economic status (e.g. income, occupation): Members
with higher status are more likely to show replacement.

H6d: Behaviour differs based on participation preferences: Members with a

preference for voting are more likely to be mobilised.

My results indicate that the party’s goals to overcome the participation and digital divide are
unlikely to be achieved. The literature on participation and the digital divide tells us that there are
still clear distinctions in terms of who participates, and to which effect: All forms of capital: social /
political, financial and cultural, in the form of social class, available resources and time, gender and
education, play a role in determining how likely a person is to be active, both politically, and on the
internet (Brady et al., 1995; Lijphart, 1997; Emmer et al., 2011). These differences lead to different

effects, such as the mobilisation of inactive members (Ward et al., 2002), reinforcement of existing
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advantages (Norris, 2001), replacement of existing practices (Jensen, 2013), or non-use of the tools
(Lutz and Hoffmann, 2017). There was however no unique effect of any one of the tools. All of them
instead led to different effects for different people, as the ‘Differentiated online participation

effects-model’ suggested. The effects are summarised in Table 23.

Table 23: Overview of effects of tools by characteristics

Mobilisation Reinforcement Replacement Non-Use
var \' E var V E var V E var V E
Age + - | Education - | + | Age -+ | Age + o+
. | Gender male + Effect -+
Antragsgrin : o
Education + - Opinion | - +
Opinion - -
Education + + | Age - 1+ | Opinion  + + | Age + o+
Gender male + Opinion - +
Befragung :
Intensity = uncapped | +
Network - +
Internet i N Opinion + + | Activity | + | + | Opinion | -  +
Begehren Use
Education - +

For each combination of tools (major rows) and effects (major columns), the set of variables
moderating the effect is given on the left. The details given on the right of each variable signify the
type of effect, with ‘V’ indicating the variable value, and ‘E’ the effect. ‘Age + +‘ can be read as ‘when
Age is higher, the effect is more likely’.

This means that the effects vary by group as well as by tool, and indicates that a number of factors
need to be considered when assessing the impact of the introduction of online decision making

tools.

The Antragsgriin mobilises men, reinforces participation for members with lower educational
attainment, replaces other participation methods for younger members, and is likely used less by

members who are older, or less convinced of the benefits of the tool.

The Befragung mobilises men, members with higher educational attainment, those who prefer
uncapped participation, and members without extensive networks. It reinforces existing benefits
for younger members, replaces other forms of participation for those who believe in the benefits of
online tools, and is likely used less by those who do not believe in these benefits, as well as older

members.

The Begehren mobilises members who do not use the internet every day, as well as those with
lower educational attainments. It reinforces use for members who believe in the benefits of online
tools, and replaces existing participation for active members. Members who have a low opinion of

the tool are unlikely to adopt it.
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Although members expected all kinds of benefits, especially for their less-privileged peers, the
members who are likely to benefit most from online participation tools are not those the Green
Party had hoped to engage. This is problematic as, although the goal of increasing participation may
be met, the goal of holding participation equal will likely not be. Even if more participation

happens, it will mostly be ‘more of the same’.

The party is also well known for their focus on gender equality, and their high female
representation (Heinrich, 2002; Frankland, 2008). Although women are still underrepresented in
the party in comparison to the German population (Niedermayer, 2017a), they were more active
than men, at least in 2017. This balance however is now in danger, with both the Antragsgriin and
Befragung mobilising men at a higher rate. In practical terms, there might be room to re-think
some of the processes in order to change this, for example by introducing quotas, or addressing
and supporting underrepresented members. For example, the party could develop methods to
increase women'’s participation online that correspond to their offline processes. They could also

offer explicit training to increase members’ skills and thus confidence to participate.

There are some exceptions though. The results for education, which is a negative predictor for both
participation and online participation through two of the three tools, not only contradict some of
the participation and digital divide literature (Brady et al., 1995; Lijphart, 1997) but also the ‘urban
knowledge’ about the Green Party. The party is well known for having the highest proportion of
university educated members (Andersen and Woyke, 2008, p. 38; Niedermayer, 2017a). My
analysis has shown that this is commonly misinterpreted: The higher proportion of university-
educated members does not translate into more contributions from these educated members. To
the contrary, members who are not university educated are much more active, and more likely to
mobilise through the Begehren, and even reinforce their existing over-representation through
Antragsgriin. The party is not the ‘academics’ party’ after all. There is only one exception to this
rule: Members with university degrees intend to increase their participation through the Befragung
at a higher rate than members with lower educational attainments. This suggests that academics
are only motivated by specific types of participation, which cost comparably little time, and are, at

least for some, familiar from practice. In other words: Academics like surveys.

A detail that all models for intended use share is the significance of variables that indicate
enthusiasm for online participation: ratings of the different tools, regularity of internet use, and the
expected effect on members like the participants. Participants with a positive outlook on the tools
generally intended to participate more. However, these largely remain intentions, as the factors
that moderate current activity, tool use, and changes in participation behaviour, are aligned with
the digital divide. While a low the opinion of all of the tools indicates non-use, demographics like

gender, age, and education are more common factors for mobilisation and reinforcement effects.
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Age and gender moderate these effects in expected ways: Men are more likely to be mobilised,
older members are less likely to adopt tools, while younger members use new tools to either

replace their existing activities, or reinforce their advantage.

As expected, Actor-Network Theory was a useful framework to understand the complex
interactions alongside these changes. The co-construction of the processes by both human and
non-human actors, the members and party bodies and the new technology, contributed to a
change not only in processes, but also in perceptions. The technology was not only a tool to be
added to a portfolio of participation processes, but required a rethinking of the very processes it
was embedded into. This was visible in the role technology played in the re-definition of legitimacy
for proposal supporters, but also in the new opportunities for interactions between human actors
that the tools enabled. As shown in Figure 26, the new participation processes result in both new,
and more structured data, as well as new interactions between tools and members, grass-roots
members and party leaders, in either direction, as well as between grass-roots members who may
not previously have known one-another. As a result, the Antragsgriin, Befragung and Begehren

enable networking and discussions, but also efficiencies through automation.
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Figure 26: Actor-Network 5: New Status Quo after all new online processes are introduced
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In conclusion, the hypotheses can be partly confirmed:

H5a: can be confirmed: There was indeed evidence for all four effects.

H5b: can be confirmed: There was evidence for all four effects for all three tools, but affecting

different, in some instances contradicting groups.

H6a: can be partially confirmed: Behaviour did differ by age for the Befragung, with younger
members indeed showing reinforcement; however, for Antragsgriin, younger members were

more likely to show replacement behaviour, while older members showed non-use.

H6b: can be confirmed in principle, but must be rejected in particulars: IT skills were not significant
for any of the identified behaviours. While the views of the tools and their benefit were
indeed highly significant, their effects work in different directions: Familiarity indicated
replacement for the Befragung, but reinforcement for the Begehren. Less familiarity

indicated non-use for all tools.

H6c: must be rejected: Neither income nor occupation were significant predictors for use of any of

the tools, let alone effects.

H6d: can be confirmed in principle, but must be rejected in particulars: While participation
preferences were indeed linked to a mobilisation effect in the Begehren, this was members

who preferred uncapped participation intensity, rather than the participation type of votes.



Conclusion

Chapter 8 Conclusion

This thesis makes a major contribution to our understanding of the impact of the introduction of
online participation processes on political participation. Based on an analysis of the introduction of
online participation processes in the Green Party Germany, it developed a differentiated model of
effects of online participation tools. This was applied to participation processes that happen within
political parties, thereby making an important contribution to a field that has so far focussed
primarily on citizen participation. Using Actor-Network Theory as a framework has proven useful in
the development of this model. The thesis has further introduced the concept of vogonism in a
social science context, as the inability of participants to find relevant information due to the
amount of it being made available on online platforms; and shown how grass-roots democracy in
the Green Party is not a unified term, but rather a boundary object that binds party members

together despite their different views.
The thesis has made three major contributions to knowledge:

1. Ideveloped and operationalised participation preferences as an indicator for the effects of
online participation

2. | provided an in-depth case-study of participation in the Green Party Germany, and the
assumptions that underpinned the implementation of their online participation processes

3. lintegrated four potential effects of online participation processes (mobilisation,
reinforcement, replacement and non-use) in the Differentiated online participation effects-
model (DOPE-model), and tested it on the case study using an extensive dataset. Using this

model, | have shown that effects differ by both groups and tools.

8.1. Differentiated online participation effects-model

One core goal of this thesis was to re-conceptualise how the mobilisation and reinforcement
theories are used, and combine them with replacement and non-use, to achieve a more
wholesome picture of the effect that online participation methods can have. Existing theoretical
models are limited because they neither identify the differences between mobilisation and
reinforcement with sufficient clarity, nor do they represent the whole spectrum of possible effects.
The terminology of studies around online participation effects has been disjointed, with the use of
terms overlapping or even contradicting one-another. According to the DOPE-model introduced in
2.4.6, which was operationalised in Chapter 3, and then applied throughout Chapters 5-7, the

following definitions can be made:
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¢ Mobilisation is an increase of participation through online participation tools, moderated
by specified criteria, such as age, education, gender, or participation preferences. It can be
measured twofold, either by comparing two models, and identifying whether odds for use
have increased, (‘are more people in group x using the tools now than were using them
before’), or through a question about participation levels (‘has participation increased?’). If
participation has gone up, participants were mobilised.

o Reinforcement is an increase of participation through online participation tools, moderated
by specified criteria, such as age, education, gender, or participation preferences, in a
situation where these criteria were already indicative of higher participation.
Reinforcement cannot be measured in a single model, because it would look the same as
mobilisation. It can only be identified in comparison between models: If a group was
already significantly more active, and increased their participation in subsequent models,
this can be classified as reinforcement. Because reinforcement requires an increase in
participation, it would be hard for the most active members to reinforce their advantage:
they are already so active that they can hardly do more. This is a natural limit to
reinforcement, as a behaviour that cannot be intensified cannot be reinforced either. The
main question then becomes whether participating through new online tools is more
effective or influential than other forms of participation. If that were the case, in the long-
term, replacement of inefficient offline with more efficient online processes might lead to
reinforcement, where previously unavailable resources are freed up.

e Replacement is the adoption of online participation tools instead of previously applied
practices, moderated by specified criteria, such as age, education, gender, or participation
preferences. Replacement cannot be measured per se, because it is impossible to identify
(at least with data available in this thesis) which practices are replaced through the new
online tools. What can be said is that if participants adopt an online participation tool,
without changing the intensity of their participation, they must have replaced something,
as otherwise participation levels would have gone up along with the adoption: If it's not
adding, it must be replacing. Future work could collect data in a format that allows to
compare both overall and relative participation by channels, to make this effect more
visible.

e Non-use is the non-adoption of online participation tools, moderated by specified criteria,
such as age, education, gender, or participation preferences. Non-use can be measured by
implication, where one group adopts at a significantly higher rate than another, which
allows statements about the group that does not adopt. If participants are not using the
new tools, this can be classified as non-use, regardless of whether they have or have not

been active before. More important than identifying which groups do show non-use is the
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question why this behaviour occurs. As Lutz & Hoffman (2017) have shown, not all non-use
is negative. In future work, this should therefore be measured through questions like 'Did

you participate in this way before? Do you do it today? Why (not)?'

These effects can be distinguished through comparisons of different indicators, namely the activity
of participants, their use / adoption of online participation tools, and changes in their activity.
Although developed in a context of online participation within political parties, this model should
hold for research in wider organisational or governmental contexts. As such, it can help researchers
in the interdisciplinary field of web science, but also in more traditional research in sociology or
political science, to understand the effects of online participation tools on participation behaviour.
Using this model will make future studies richer, by providing a more holistic and context-based
picture of online participation effects. This model will make studies more comparable, by aligning
terms through data-driven and clearly distinguishable definitions. It also shows that effects of

online participation vary for different groups and tools.

8.2. Limitations and Future Work

The Green Party may be a good case study to investigate the effects of the introduction of online
participation, but it is still only a single case. As such, it can only give indications of what to look out
for when new online participation tools are introduced. The results presented here would benefit
from validation of the identified effects through comparisons with other parties, countries, and
political cultures. Comparing online participation in a less progressive party would allow to see how
the preferences and subsequent implementation differ: While for example factors like diversity
may be perceived as less relevant in other parties, individual members will still need to be

mobilised, which will be dependent on their individual — diverse — perceptions.

More comparison would also allow to test the reliability of the participation preferences,
distinguishing between intensity and type, and to identify whether the boundaries drawn here are
applicable in other contexts. They could also be closer aligned to democratic theory, potentially by
selecting better matched pairs of statements. Given sufficient data, it should further be possible to
identify who holds these preferences. If it is not possible through regression models, then maybe
some form of cluster analysis will yield better results. Data covering a longer period of time might
also allow to track whether the participation preferences themselves change over time. On a finer
grained level, it would be interesting to find out why civil servants behave so very different than

every other occupation group, and whether this is a wider effect, or limited to the Green Party.

Linking these effects within a party to the engagement of parties with supporters or the wider

public would be equally interesting. This could involve, for example, to find out whether these
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effects would apply in a context of government petitions, or discourse on social networks. Would
parties offering citizens to get involved in discussions online be as engaging as engaging them in

door to door canvassing?

In the context of the Green Party, more data on political leaning, and a broader spectrum on
demographic criteria, as well as more detailed measurements for factors like IT skills and digital
literacy (Eshet-Alkalai, 2004; van Deursen and Mossberger, 2018) would improve the analysis
conducted here. For example, more and broader data could identify clearer which elements of
digital literacy contribute to the described effects. Similarly, the predicted variable in most of the
models — the response to the question ‘How do you intend to / did you change your participation
behaviour through [tool]?’ is a rather crude measure, and could be improved upon, by developing
better, clearer measurements for change of participation behaviour. Asking participants what they
did is good, validating it objectively would be better. A change in the factor score used to measure
institutional activity, or indeed a change to the composition of the score, might be a good indicator.
This could be further supplemented by looking at actual use of tools through system data, rather
than relying on self-reported usage. Ethical considerations about (consent for) use of this data,
which is sensitive because political discussions are happening on these platforms, would need to be

addressed.

As the Green Party has only just starting to use online tools, the whole introduction process could
be followed further into the future. More tools are being introduced, such as a distinct discussion
platform, and progress will likely gather speed as new tools arrive. There is a case for more
research into the specific adoption process, to differentiate between short- and long-term effects,
similar to what Kerr and Waddington (2014) have done for Unison. This could be accomplished by
simply continuing and developing this project, e.g. running more panel surveys and interviews as
future implementation and adoptions come along, maybe even talking to the same participants in
intervals, to develop a better picture of adoption over time. This would also allow to investigate
whether some of the effects that were predicted as likely or unlikely in this thesis do or do not
come to pass, and also whether their perceptions and preferences change through experience with
the tools. This could further be supported by comparing predictions of the development based on

the findings in these thesis with future findings about actual effects.

A good deal of the effect that the Befragung, but also of other tools, entail that the party needs to
develop strategies on what to do, or not to do, with the additional data that these tools generate.
The surveys are the most obvious example as their whole purpose is to create data that can be
used to guide discussions. But this also applies to the verification process and the Begehren, where
drafts are visible to a wider audience much earlier than before, allowing for more discussion. The

automation of these processes offers even more new opportunities: Where at an assembly, a
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‘women’s vote’ is by necessity a separate step, in an online process a push of a button is sufficient
to provide a gender split for the supporters of every single proposal or Begehren. This may
influence how the party apply their gender statutes. Are the current measures to achieve gender
equality, which used to be necessary in an offline world — through the women’s vote, and gender-

divided speakers’ lists — still required when technology may be able to automate equality?
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Appendix A

Green Party Data Sharing Agreement

MUTUAL NONDISCLOSU.RE AND DATA SHARING AGREEMENT

THIS  MUTUAL NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT  (this
‘Agreement’) is dated 01.11,2016 and is entered into by and
betweon the University of Southampton (“University’), as
represented by the Faculty of Social, Human and Mathematical
Sciences, whose administrative address I8 al University Road,
Highfield, Southampton, SO17 18J, United Kingdom, and [Bundnis
90/Die Grunen] whose admimnstralive offices are at Platz vor dom
Nouen Tor 1, 10115 Berlin

("Die Granen”).

Background

Tha parties wish o discuss and exchange information in order to
facilitate a PhD student (the “Student”) access to Die Griinen
employees and registered members, and to conduct activities
around the introduction of online participation methods Die Griinen
(the “Purpose”), as outlined in Appendix A and incorporated
herein.

In consideration of the mutual benefits of disclosing and receiving
the Confidential Information, the parties have agreed to comply
with the following terms in connection with the use and disclosure
of Confidential Information.

1.Confidentiality. Each party and their respective employees,
officers, directors, contractors, agents and advisors (collectively,
“Representatives’) are willing to fumish the other party and/or its
Representatives with certain information which s non-public,
confidential or proprietary in nature. This oral, wntten, graphic,
elecironic or other information, in whole or in par, furnishod after
the date hereol, relating to the Purpose including, but not limited to

Confidential Information to any other pary, save for its
Hepresentative, and then only on & need-to-know basis, whe havo
been made aware of the confidential nature of the information and
to whom disclosure Is necessary for the Putpose. The receiving
party will p 0 an undertaking from each individual recipient 1o
be bound by the obligation of confidentiality contained herein

Should the receiving party have reason to believe that any
Conlidential Intormation has been disclosed to a person not
authorized lo receive such information, the raceiving party shall
inform the disclosing party in wnling as promptly as practicable.
Under such circumstances, the receiving party shall use
reasonable efforts to limit any damage that may be caused lo the
disclosing party as a result of the disclosure. The receiving pary
also agrees to promptly notify the disclosing party in writing of any
breach by it or its Representatives of this Agreement of which the
receiving party becomes aware, and in any event, the receiving
party shall be responsible for any breach of this Agreement by any
of its Representatives.

4. Publication and Theses. This Agreement shall not prevent or
hinder registered students of the University from submilting theses
based on findings obtained during the course of the discussions
for degrees of the University, or from (ollowing the University's
procedures for examinations and for admission lo postgraduate
degree status. In accordance with normal academic practice, all
employees or students of the University shall be permitted,
following the notice procedure laid down below, to publish or
discuss findings obtained during the course of the discussions,
always subjecl to the obligations of confidentiality under clause 3.
The University will submit to Die Grinen, In writing, a draft which
any employee or student of the University intends to publish, at
loast 30 days bofore the date of the proposed submission for

bl on. Die Granen may, by giving notice to the University (a

intellectual property, know-how, data, formulae, p
dasigns, photographs, drawings, specifications and samples
provided by the disclesing party or on behalf of the disclosing part

15 collectively referred 1o in this Ag 1t as "Confid
Information.” Each party agrees to sateguard Confidential
Information received under this Agreement with at least the same
degree of care as il normally uses to protect Its own similar
Conlidential Information. Each parly also warrants that it has the
right 1o disclose the Confidential Infermation to the receiving party
and to authonze the receiving party to use such Confidential
Information for the Purpose.

2 Excluslons. Confidential Information does not include
informatian that (a} is or becomes generally available to the public
other than as a result of direct or indirect disclosure i breach of
s Agreement by the receiving party or any of its
Rep ives; (b)is or b available 1o the receiving pany
on a non-confidential basis from a source other than the disclosing
party or its Representatives who is not known by the receiving
party to be bound by a confidentiality agreement with the
disclosing party or by any other legal or fiduciary obligation of
secrecy to, or for the benefit of, the disclosing pany; (¢} was known
by the recenng party or in its possession on a non-confidential
basis prior to the date of disclosure by or on behalt of the
disclosing party, (d) was or is independently developed by the
recoiving party or any of its Representatives without use of, or
reference to, Confidential information, as demonstrated by tangible
evidence; or (e) is furnished by the disclosing party to others with
written confirmation that such information is not Confidential
Information and may be disclosed.

3. Restriction in Use/Access. Subject to Seclion 7 of this
Agreement and unless otherwise agreed 1o in writing by the
disclosing pary, the receiving party agree to keep Confidential
Information strictly confidential and will only use Confidential
Information in connection with this Agreement and will not disclose

"Confidentiality Notice"), roquire the University to dolay the
proposed publication for a maximum of 1 month after receipt of the
Contidentiality Notice, if, In the reasonable opinion of Die Griinen
that delay is necessary in order lo seek patent or similar
protection, or to modify the publication in order to protect
information deemed confidential by Die Granen. Die Grinen must
give that Confidentiality Notice within 10 days after Die Griinen
receives details of the proposed publication. If the University does
not receive a Confidentiality Notice within thal period, its employee
or student may proceed with the proposed publication.

5.Data Protection. Each Party agrees that. where required by
applicable data protection laws, any personal data disclosed lo the
receiving party has been obtained with the appropriate consent
from individuals and ethical approval in place, and each party will
comply with all applicable laws, regulations and codes of practice
from time 1o time in force in ralation to data protection.

6.No License. Each party agrees that Confidential Information
provided by or on behalf of the disclosing party shall at all times
remain the exclusive property of the disclosing party. Neither party
is granting a license to the other party to use any of the disclosing
party's Confidential Information or intellectual property, except as
may be specifically required for the Purpose of this Agreement,
and then only for such Purpose.

7.Return/Destruction.  Upon the disclosing party's written
request, the receiving party agrees to use reasonable efforts to
return or destroy (at the receiving party's discretion) the
Confidential Information and any copies or extracts thereof in its
possession or in the p on of its Repi . The
receiving party and its Representatives may retain  any
Confidential Information that (a) it is required fo keep for
compliance purpeses under a document retention pelicy or as
required by a court or regulatory agency or by applicable law,
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rules, ragulations or professional standards, (b) consists of
analyses. compilations. studies or other documents prepared by
the receiving party or its Representatives; or (c) have been crsaled
electronically pursuant to automatic or ordinary course archiving,
back-up, security or d [{ ¥ | or procedures, If
the receiving party elects to destroy Canﬂdenual Information
(subject ta any retention rights provided in this Agroemant), the
disclosing party may requaest that the receiving party provide it with
wrlten confirmation of destruction in compliance with this
paragraph. Each parly agrees to promptly inform the other party in
witing il it believes that it erroneously or unintentionally disclosed
Confidential Information to the other party, and in any such
instance, the recewving party will dispose of or return such
Contidential Information as insiructed by the disclosing party.

8 Legal Disclosure. The receiving party may disclose
Confidential Information to the extent such Confidential Information
is required 1o be disclosed by law, by any governmental or other
regulatory authority, or by & court or other authority of competent
jurisdiction provided that, to the extent it is legally permitted to do
s0. it gives the disclosing party as much notice of this disclosure
as possible and, where notice of disclosure is nol prohibited and is
given in accordance with this clause 7. it takes into account the
reasonable requests of the disclosing party in relation to the
content of this disclosure.

9.No Representations. NEITHER PARTY NOR TS
REPRESENTATIVES HAVE MADE OR MAKE ANY EXPRESS
OR IMPLIED REPRESENTATION OR WARRANTY IN THIS
AGREEMENT AS TO THE ADEQUACY, ACCURACY,
COMPLETENESS OR FITNESS FOR PURPOSE OF THE
CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION AND NONE OF THEM SHALL
HAVE ANY LIABILITY OR OTHERWISE UNDER THIS
AGREEMENT TO THE OTHER PARTY, ANY OF I[TS
HEPRESENTATIVES OR ANY OTHER PERSON RELATING TO
OR RESULTING FROM USE OF THE CONFIDENTIAL
INFORMATION OR FOR ANY ERRORS THEREIN OR
OMISSIONS THEREFROM.

10.Relationship of the parties. Nothing in this Agreement shall
create, imply or evidence any parnership, joint venture or
relationship of pnncipal and agent between the parties,

11.Choice of Law. This Agreement will be govemed by and
construed under the laws of England and Wales and the parties
agree to submit to the jurisdiction of the English courts.

UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHAMPTON

Wy PR
Name: M LENC PL/ /

Title: WEAD OF fESeAfild FunPIVE DVELOPHT
Date: 5, | !2[/16

&"o« Tévlfm gf

12.Entire  Agreement. This Agreement ropresents the enlire
understanding and agreement of the parties regarding the subject
matter of this Agreement and supersedes all prior agraements and
understandings relating to the subject matter of this Agreement.
This Agreement may not be modified or amended, except by a
written documen! duly executed by both parties.

13 Assignment. Noither parly may assign this Agreement without
the prior written consent of the other party {which shall not be
unreasonably Withheld or delayed).

14. Term. This Agreement shall take effect from 01.11,2016 (the
“Effective Date") and shall automatically terminate 3 years after the
Effective Date unless extended in writing by both parties, This
Agreement shall be terminable by either party by 30 days written
nelice or by mutual wiitten agreement or immediately if either party
has reason to belleve that the other is In breach of any of the
obligations contained herein. Confidential Information disclosed
pursuant to this Agreement shall be subject to the terms of this
Agreement for five {5) years following the termination date of this
Agreement, excepl that Confidential Information that constitutes
personally identifiable information, as identified by the disclosing
parly, shall be subject to the terms of this Agreement forover,
without expiration.

15. Severability. |f any provision of this Agreement is determined
to be invalid or unenforceable, it will not affect the validity or
enforceability of the other provisions of this Agreement, which shall
remain in full force and effect,

16. No Waiver. It is further understood and agreed that any failure
by the disclosing party In exarcising any nghL power or privilage
under this Agreement shall not act as a waiver hereunder nor shall
any single or partial exercise thereof preciude any further exercise
of any right, power or privilege.

17. Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in
counterpart signature pages, each of which when executed shall
constitute a duplicate original, but all the counterparts shall
logether constitute the one agreement. Transmission of an
executed counterpart of this agreement (but for the avoidance of
doubt not jus! & signature page (a) by fax or (b) by e-mail {in PDF,
JPEG or other agreed format) shall take effect as delivery of an
of this ag 18

executed counterp,

Tile: GENERAC Mavatewr
Date: O, 14,10t ¢

«..[name], the Student harein acknawledge thal | have read and understocd the terms of this Agreement and
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Appendix A
“Purpose™

Background -

The Student’s project is to investigate the introduction of online participation methods in Die Griinen. Its aim is 1o understand how Die
Griinen can use the internet effectively in their docision-making processes,

Die Grunen is currently the third largest political party in Germany. It has a strong grounding in grass-rools paricipation: each membar
can participate in decisions through proposals, and locally elected delegates. The Die Griinen leadership is keen to expand the use of
the internet in their decision-making processes, to give more participation opportunities to the members. and ideally to involve more
members in their policy decisions.

Outline and Methodology of Accessing the Data

Dala will be collected using a combination of observations, interviews, focus groups, and surveys. Observation data will be collected
during working meetings and Die Grinen assemblies. Interviews will be held with Die Grinen officials, and focus groups with
grassreols members. Surveys will be conducted by Die Griinen through their own systams. The Student will have the opportunity to
add some questions 1o surveys that aro senl to the entire member base, and will have access 1o the survey data, but no personal
details of members of Die Grinen.

The research will be undertaken by Gefion Thuemer (‘the Student’), who is currently studying for a PhD in Web Science at the
University. The Student will conduct interviews and focus groups with staff and registered members from Die Griinen to support her
research in online participation precess. Die Griinen will agree this list of interviews with the Student in advance and will facilitale the
introductions to enable the nterviews to be scheduled, Die Grinen will enable access to ecither a specific or a random sample of
members, and, if required by the Student, provide data from their oniine participation platform,

The key contacts / stakeholders are:

. Gefion Thuermer (PhD Student from University of Southamplon).

. Silke Roth, Kieron O'Hara & Steffen Staab comprise Gefion Thuermer's Supervisory team (University of Southampton)
. Michael Kellner (General Secretary, Die Granen)

. Emily Buning (General Manager and Signatory, Die Griinen)

The Student will provide:
* An analysis of the views of members of Die Griinen on democratic and anline participation, Including a breakdown by their
position in the party hierarchy.
* Ananalysis of observation, interview and focus group data, to inform the development of the process, specifically entifying
potential issues.

* An analysis of the changes in member's views on online participation through the process, including & breakdown by their
position in the party hierarchy.

*  Attendance of project meetings to contribute expert knowlodge in the development process.

Academic outputs, Subject to the conditions sat oul in the NDA. the Student may author conference / journal papers and
Incorporate findings from the research into her PhD Thesis, Any academic outputs based on data gatherod during the project,
which mention Die Grlnen by name, will be subject 10 a review and a possible edit or anonymisation request. Where academic
material is passed to Die Grunen for review purposes no transfer of ownership, know-how or IP is Implied and all rights in the
works remain with the Student and any co-authors lisled,

For each proposed extemnal academic output, the Student will prepare a synthesis / abstract in German which will establish in
clear non-academic language how her research makes use of Die Grinen -owned data and the general argument of the
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proposed output. in order to facilitate the assessment of potential sensitivities and to reduce the burden of detailed review of
multiple academic papers. b

Fees:

All the research described hereby will be performed at no cost to Die Grilnen. Die Griinen agrees to pay the Unwvarsity for the
roasonable travel expenses of the Student, but these mus| be pre-approved by a Die Grinen senior manager before any cost has
been incurred. These costs shall not exceed €1000 in aggragate, or €250 per journay with up 10 four journeys. The University of
Southampton will send an invoice to Die Grinen, which wiil be duo within 30 days of invoice.

Notices:
Notices to University of Southampton must be sent to: Notices to Die Griinen must be sent to:
Unweersity of Southampton Emil ;
Research and Innovation Services mily Bning
Building 37. Room 4107 BUNDNIS 90/DIE GRUNEN
umqrsuty Road Platz vor dem Neuen Tor 1
Highfield 10115 Berlin
Southampton Germany
SC1718J
United Kingdom
Attention: Director, RIS
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Appendix B Interviews

B.1 Interviewee Profiles Dataset B

Participant B1 is a women in her thirties. She lives in a city in Western Germany, and has no

children. She holds a PhD, and held a position at state level in the past.

Participant B2 is a man in his fifties. He lives in the countryside in Western Germany, and is a

parent. He holds a position at state level.

Participant B3 is a woman in her fifties. She lives in a city in Western Germany, and is a parent. She

holds a communal mandate.

Participant B4 is a woman in her sixties, and the oldest member in the sample. She lives in Berlin,

and is a parent. She holds a position on national level.

Participant B5 is a man in his forties. He lives in a city in Western Germany, and is a parent. He

holds a position on national level.

Participant B6 is a woman in her thirties. She lives in a city in Western Germany, and is a parent.

She holds several positions at state level.

Participant B7 is a man in his fifties. He lives in a city in Eastern Germany, and is a parent. He holds

a position on local level, as well as a local mandate.

Participant B8 is a man in his fifties. He lives in a suburb in Western Germany, and has no children.

He holds a position on state level, as well as a local mandate.

Participant B9 is a woman in her thirties. She lives in a city in Eastern Germany, and has no

children. She holds position at national level.

Participant B10 is a man in his teens, and the youngest person in the sample. He lives in a city in

Western Germany, and has no children. He holds several local positions in the party.

Participant B11 is a man in his thirties. He lives in a city in Western Germany, and has no children.

He holds several positions at state level, and also works for the party.
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Interview Recruitment Email Activity E

Thuermer G.

From: Thomas Kinstler <thomas.kuenstler@gruena.des
Sent: 12 October 2017 08:39

To:

Cc Thuermer G.

Subject: Anfrage flr ein Interview zu Beteiligung in der Partei

Lieke Freundinnen und Freunde,

auf der BDE in Minster haben wir 201¢& besachlossen, parteiinterne Beteiligung online
wie offline zu st&rken. Als Bundeaverband haben wir dieasen Prozess auch neben dem
Wahlkampf weitergefilhrt. Unter anderem entwicklen wir unsere Antragsplattform
Antragsgrin weiter und wir werden mit dem Mitgliederkegehren eine neue Miglichkeit
vorachlagen, wie sich Mitglieder beteiligen kénnen.

Bei diesem Prozess werden wir wisasenachaftlich won Gefion Thuermer, Doktorandin an
der Universit&t wvon Southampton, kegleitet, die sich die Effekte bei der
Einfithrung von Cnlinebsteiligungsm&glichkeiten bei uns genauer anschauen und im
Rahmen ihrer Doktorarbeit wisenschaftlich analysieren will. Wir unterstiitzen
Geficn gerne bei ihrer Arbeit, weil wir uns genauere Erkenntnisse erhoffen, die
uns helfen, unsere Partei besser aufrzustellen und noch mehr Menschen
mitzunehmen bei unserer politischen Arbeit.

Ein wichtiger Bestandteil der Datenerhebungen sind sogenannte Expert*innen-—
Interviews, die Geficn germe mit euch esinzeln fihren michte. Dakei geht e=
unter anderem um das Versténdnis von Demckratie und der innerparteilichen
Prozesse innerhalb der Grinen, insbescndere im Hinbklick auf Onlinebeteiligung.

Ein Interview dauert erfahrungsgemfl zwischen 30 und 45 Minuten per Skype. Es
wAre toll, wenn ihr euch diese Zeit nehmen wirdet.

Geficn wird euch in der nachsten Zeit per E-Mail kontaktieren, um einen Termin
abzusprechen. Ihr k&nnt euch aber auch gerne direkt bei Gefion melden unter
gefion.thuermer@scton.ac.uk.

Bitte gebt mir eine kurze Rickmeldung, wenn ihr nicht interviewt werden
méchtet. Die Interviews sind im iibrigen auch nach den Verhandlungen m&glich. :)

Vielen Dank und herzliche Grifie

Thomas

Thomas Eiinstler
Beferent fiir Beteiligung und Digitales

Bindnis 90/Die Griinen
Platz vor dem MNeuen Tor 1
10115 EBerlin

Tel.: + 49 (0) 30 - 28 442 179
Mobil: + 49 (0) 151 - 424 144 g6

thomas. kuenstler@dgruens.de
WwwW . gruene.de
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B.3 Interviewee Profiles Dataset E

Participant E1 is a man in his thirties. He lives in Berlin, and has no children. He is an IT consultant,

and does not hold any positions.

Participant E2 is a women in her thirties. She lives in a city in Western Germany, and is a parent.

She holds a position at national level.

Participant E3 is a woman in her twenties. She lives in a city, and has no children. She is an IT expert

and holds a position at state level.

Participant E4 is a man in his fifties. He lives in Berlin, and is a parent. He is an IT expert and holds a

position at state level.

Participant E5 is a man in his thirties. He lives in a city in Western Germany, and has no children. He

is an IT expert, and does not hold any positions.

Participant E6 is a man in his thirties. He lives in Berlin, and has no children. He is an IT expert, and

holds a position at state level.

Participant E7 is a man in his thirties. He lives in a city in Western Germany, and has no children. He

is an IT expert, and does not hold any positions.

Participant E8 is a man in his thirties. He lives in a Berlin, and is a parent. He holds a position at

national level.

Participant E9 is a man in his thirties. He lives in Berlin, and does not have children. He is an IT

expert working for the party.

Participant E10 is a man in his thirties. He lives in a city in Eastern Germany, and is a parent. He

works for the party and holds a position at state level.

Participant E11 is a man in his fifties. He lives in Berlin, and is a parent. He works for the party.

Participant E12 is a women in her thirties. She lives in Berlin, and is a parent. She holds a position at

national level.

Participant E13 is a man in his thirties. He lives in Berlin, and is a parent. He works for the

parliamentary group of the party.

Participant E14 is a women in her thirties. She lives in Berlin, and is a parent. She holds a position at

national level.
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Participant E15 is a man in his forties. He lives in a rural area in Western Germany, and is a parent.

He is an MP for the party.

Participant E16 is a man in his thirties. He lives in a city in Western Germany, and does not have

children. He is an IT expert working for the party, and holds a position at local level.

Participant E17 is a women in her fifties. She lives in a town on Western Germany, and is a parent.

She holds a position at state and national level.
Participant E18 agreed to be interviewed, but the interview failed due to technical problems.

Participant E19 is a woman in her thirties. She lives in a city in Western Germany, and does not

have children. She is an MP for the party.

Participant E20 is a man in his thirties. He lives in a city in Eastern Germany, and is a parent. He

holds a position at state level.

Participant E21 it a woman in her fifties. She lives in a town in Western Germany, and is a parent.

She holds a position at state level.

Participant E22 is a man in his thirties. He lives in a city in Western Germany, and is a parent. He is

an IT consultant and works for the party.

Participant E23 is a women in her thirties. She lives in a rural area in Western Germany, and is a

parent. She holds a position at national level.

Participant E24 is a women in her thirties. She lives in Berlin and is a parent. She works for the

party, and held a position at state level.

Participant E25 is a man in his forties. He lives in Berlin and does not have children. He works for

the party, and held a position at local level.

Participant E26 is a man in his sixties. He lives in a rural area in Western Germany, and is a parent.

He holds a position at national level.

Participant E27 was interviewed, but did not provide their signed consent form. The data was

discarded.

Participant E28 is a man in his thirties. He lives in a city in Eastern Germany and does not have

children. He works for the party, and held a position at local level.

Participant E29 is a man in his forties. He lives in Berlin and is a parent. He holds a position at

national level.
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Appendix C  Codebook 1 (Dataset A&B)

Name Description Sources  References
Attitudes Attitudes that relate to (democratic) participation processes; attitudes of organisations, bodies, stakeholders or
participants. 0 0
Adaptability Flexibility, ability of organisation to adapt to changing circumstances 5 1
Esteem Esteem towards participants' contributions of any kind 3 12
Expectation Expectations of participants in participation processes 5 10
Fairness Fairness in participation processes 1 2
Familiarity Familiarity in interactions between participants 3 8
Intuition Intuition of participants in participation processes 2 2
Neutrality Neutrality of persons involved in processes 1 1
Openness Listening to (different) opinions; possibility for unexpected things to happen e 15
Pragmatism Pragmatism of participants in participation processes; as opposed to idealism 4 5
Trust Trust between participants, or participants and bodies / organisations; trust in processes 5 8
Democracy Factors that define (necessary, not sufficient) or influence democracy in general (not specifically in the Green Party) 5 11
Consensus Consensus as part of a democratic process; examples of existing consensus, or consensus-development; perceptions of s .
consensus.
Diversity Diversity as an aspect of what democracy entails 1 1
Majority The role of the majority in democracy 2 2
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Name Description Sources  References

Representation Examples and effects of, and views on, representation within democratic processes 5 3
Factors for Participation Factors that are relevant, enable or inhibit participation 0 0
#Classification 0 0
Balancing Factors that make participation more equal 10 23

Enabling Factors that are inclusive, or make participation easier, in general (also if it cannot be distinguished whether the .
speaker would be affected or not) > 50
Enabling Others  Factors that are inclusive, or make participation easier for others, in the view of the speaker 12 47
Enabling Self Factors that are inclusive, or make participation easier for the speaker themselves 12 28

Inhibiting Factors that are exclusive, or make participation more complicated, in general (also if it cannot be distinguished

whether the speaker would be affected or not) 15 38
Inhibiting Others  Factors that are exclusive, or make participation more complicated for others, in the view of the speaker 13 51
Inhibiting Self Factors that are exclusive, or make participation more complicated for the speaker 8 23
Access Access to tools, events, or networks (and discussions in those networks) 9 22
Age Age as a factor in or consideration for choices in regards to participation 7 19
Anonymity How anonymity, especially online, influences how party members perceive participation 4 9
Children Having children as an inhibiting factor for participation 3 4
Disability Active steps taken to allow participation for disabled persons 3 5
Full-time politicians Perception of how being a full-time politician enables participation 4 6
Gender Gender as a consideration for or influencing participation 4 17
Internet access Internet access as a factor for online participation 5 8
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Name

Money
Network
Personal Network
Place-based network
Participation Opportunities
Regional Differences
Rural Areas
Skills

IT Skills

Time

Shift-workers

Timing of meetings

Forms of Participation

Agenda setting
General Members Vote
Informal participation
Non-Participation

Online participation

Description

Financial means as a factor for participation of individual members, or for party bodies

Network of a person, factors that influence this network, and that are influenced by it

Personal network that members establish and rely on, built over time and through different channels
Network of members in a local community, such as local branches

Opportunities for members to participate in party processes; Actual use of these opportunities
Factors for participation that differ between areas or area types in Germany

Specificities for participation of members in rural areas

Any type of skills as a prerequisite for participation in general

IT Skills as a factor for participation, especially online participation

Time as a factor for participation, either as time a person has or needs, or as time a thing or participative action
requires

Shift-workers as a group that has special requirements for participation

Timing and duration of meetings where discussions or votes occur.

Ways in which party members currently can, would like to, or not like to, participate

Ways in which the agenda, the policy decisions that are discussed and made in the party, is influenced
Description and views on the general members vote for the top candidates

Participation that is not regulated by statutes or other rules

Participation that could but does not happen; members explicitly no participating

Discussion of how members participate online, or may or may not want to participate online

Sources

7

18

14

Appendix C

References
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53

10

10

31

13

18

33

15

15
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Name

1 Assumptions about
online participation

2 Experience with
online participation

3 Plans for online
participation

4 Expectations of
online participation

5 Issues with online
participation

Online Voting

Participation in elected
positions

Participation in
employment

Participation in local group

Participation in mandate

Participation in party wings

Participation in task forces

Green Party

214

Description

What people think is currently happening with regards to online participation; assumptions about what online
participation does or does not do; current, but not experienced

Actual experience with online participation; participants using it, descriptions of this experience or opinions about
things that people have themselves experienced

What people know is going to happen with regards to online participation, actually formulated plans, and opinions
about these plans

What people think could / would / should be happening in the future with regards to online participation; assumptions
about what online participation may or may not do in the future and the effects it may or may not have

Things that can go wrong, potential problems that occur with online participation, with regards to the users (not the
technology)

Discussions of online voting; reasons why online voting is not wanted

Discussion of how members participate in elected positions, in the party, in party bodies or task forces.

Discussion of how members participate when they are employed in a party context; advantages to participation
through employment

Discussion of how members participate in their local branches

Discussion of how members participate in mandates; difficulties with this kind of participation, and recruitment of
candidates for these positions

Discussion of how members participate in party wings

Discussion of how members participate in task forces; the types of activities they engage in as members or speakers of
task forces

Views on what the party is, how it functions

Sources

12

10

11

References

23

24

38

11

20

16
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Name Description Sources  References
Comparison to other Perceived, explicitly stated differences between the Green Party and other parties in Germany; may be positive or
parties negative; also includes examples the party sets, or should strive for 12 27

Positive and negative role models; examples in comparison to other parties that the GP should strive for, or steer away

Rol del
ole models from 3 5

Examples of the Green Party being described or implied as better than other parties; mostly due to different views or

Where GP is better
implementation of participation 10 18

Examples of the Green Party being described or implied as similar to other parties; similarities are perceived as

Where GP is similar . 3 3
negative

Governmental
Effects that governmental responsibility of party mandate holders has on participation processes within the part
Responsibility g P V7 @i[eEIg particip P party 5 12

Definition of the grass-roots ('Basis'); What they do, think, say, could or should do; Grass-roots as an actor, an acting

Grass-roots
entity 5 13

Discussion of the direction in which decision-making in the party happens; description of how grass-roots should hold

Top-down Bottom-u
o P power 6 7

The concept of democracy that unifies the Green Party in the views of members and stakeholders. Idealised form of
Green Democracy

democracy that members believe they share 18 60
Green |dentity Aspects of the shared identity of the party; what makes the Green Party what it is in the view of their members 10 24
Hierarchy Perceptions of hierarchy within the party; notable through absence, hierarchies perceived as flat and not relevant 3 4
Party Structure Aspects of party structure, such as bodies, and their relevance for participation 3 z

Role of local branches for participation; motion proposition and immediate network; importance for elections of
Local branches (KVs)

candidates, delegates etc. 9 17
Party Wings Role of party wings for participation 3 12
Task Forces Role of task forces for participation 5 8
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Name

Information

Awareness

Expertise

Transparency

Vogonism

Proposals

Amount of proposals

Maintaining low
barriers to proposal
submission

Manageability

Reducing the amount
of proposals

Improving the
quality of

proposals

Proposition vs. discussion

Proposal Supporters

216

Description

Role of information in participatory processes; Access to and availability of information; information as a prerequisite
for participation, and effects of different levels of information among members

Party members being aware (or not) of issues concerning participation; awareness as a consideration for actions
Expertise among members for specific topical areas; use of expert knowledge in participation processes

Transparency as availability of information, requirement for participation, different views on what transparency is or
should be

Lack of transparency due to information overload; there is so much information that it is no longer possible to
consume it

The role of proposals at assemblies; typically problematised as a trade-off between the amount of proposals and their
discussion

Views on the amount of proposals for assemblies, and whether this is a problem or not; and if so, of which kind; and if
not, why not

Value of low barriers to proposal submission (as opposed to reducing the amount of proposals by making it harder to
propose them)

(Im-)possibility to manage an assembly due to the amount of proposals

Reducing the amount of proposals by making it harder to propose them (as opposed to maintaining low barriers to
proposal submission)

Improving the quality of the content of individual, change, and completed proposals, in order to reduce their number;
Prioritise longer, broader, and qualitative better proposals over sheer volume

Weighing the possibility to easily submit proposals with the possibility to discuss all proposals

Support for proposals as a factor for participation; how many should be required, how are they canvassed, how
important are they

Sources

11

11

13

References

19

41

32

45

12

12

46
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Name Description Sources  References

Motivation The importance / role of motivation of and through participation 0 0

When participation is not taken seriously, or participation opportunities are being restricted, this is perceived as

Discouragement
g demotivating by members and on their behalf > 8

Participation as Motivation  Participation motivates members, encourages them to join / stay in the party, and do things in and for the party 4 9

Stages of the decision-making process, what happens in these stages, who are actors, how do members perceive what

Process
is happening 3 10
Assemblies Any type of assembly or formal decision-making body of the party Factors that influence assemblies and their decisions 10 28
Assembly Chair . .
. Role of the committee at assemblies 2 4
Committee
Assembly length Duration of assemblies; considerations in regards to this duration 2 2
. Audience at assemblies. Behaviour, effects of and considerations in regards to this audience. Distinct from attendees in
Audience . . ] 2 2
that it refers to the difference between speaker and audience.
Language Language used at assemblies, especially by speakers at these assemblies. 4 8
. Specific type of assembly in which all members of the respective party branch can attend and vote; distinct from
Members assemblies . 3 3
delegate assemblies
Motion Proposer
. P Role of the motion proposer meeting; how members perceive it, what is being discussed 4 7
Meeting
Speakers Influence and role of speakers at assemblies 6 10
Candidates Selection of candidates for elections; critique of process, issues with the process 2 9
Deleates The role of delegates, differences between delegates, how they are elected, the influence they have and how they
. typically behave 8 20
Discussion Process Different stages of discussion during the decision-making process; from informal to formal 0 0
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Name

1 Discourse
2 Pre-discussion
3 Proposal Discussion

4 Negotiation

5 Debate

Influence

Motion committee

Process
recommendation

Statutes

Technology

Antragsgrlin

Changes

Communication
Digitization

Speed

Online Security

218

Description

Generic conversations about politics within the party
Specific discussion for the purpose of proposal development
Specific discussion about proposals after submission; seen as preparation for (vote at) assembly

Negotiations of the motion committee; What they do, how this is perceived

Specific form of discussion centred around pro and contra arguments; strongly formalised; used at assemblies or ahead

of general members' votes
Influence in the decision-making process; of or on individuals and bodies; different forms or weight of influence

Role of the motion committee, what it does, how that is perceived

Views on the process recommendations as one of the key tasks of the motion committee

Discussion of statutes as influencing participation (not as the subject of a participatory process, e.g. at assembly);
evidence of awareness of relevance of statutes

Technology that currently is or could be used in the Green Party; views on this technology and its use

Views on the Antragsgriin motion proposition tool and process

Changes in participation processes; Things that have changed, or instances, examples of this change happening
Changes in and due to communication

Change towards using more technology, and technology in more processes

Speed at which society or the party changes; speed at which things happen

Considerations regarding security in and of online participation processes; with regards to the technology (not the
users)

Sources

5

10

10

References

13

14

20

25

19

27

27

12

18

10

10



Name

Online Verification

Opinion Poll

Paper

Parallel online and offline

Social Media
Streaming
Tech as a solution in itself

Variety

Wurzelwerk

Theoretical Concepts

Equality

Legitimacy
Mobilisation
Oligarchisation
Prefiguration

Reinforcement

Description

Views on the newly introduced process for motion supporters to verify themselves online

Views on polls in the decision-making process; including the grass-roots survey as a tool and process; using polls to
survey existing opinions and help members form an opinion

Current and past use of paper in processes; Paper used for signatures, as print-outs to allow discussion; reasons why
using paper is not a good solution

Views on using online and offline processes in parallel; not replacing one with the other; benefits and downsides of
mixing them

Use of social media in decision-making processes; to distribute information into ones network, or get feedback from it
Use of streaming to enable members' participation from a distance

Discussion of where technology is seen as a solution in itself; opinion that that cannot be the case

References to the variety of tools that are available; view on the range of things that technology does

References to the internal social media tool; what it does or does not do (not all of which seems to be what it is
actually supposed to do); expectations and criticism

Evidence of or allusions to relevant theoretical concepts

Equality of participants in participation processes; instances where (the possibility of) equality is, or should be,
considered

Legitimacy of a decision or process; ways in which legitimacy is created and assured

Creating active members, recruiting new members, necessity for active members to maintain the party
Examples or mention of oligarchisation within the party.

Examples of members wanting to prefigure; act internally on their own policy preferences

Reinforcing advantages in participation by already active groups

Appendix C

Sources References
12 25
7 20
7 13
13 22
5 9
2 2
2 4
5 6
8 22
0 0
10 19
3 4
4 8
3 4
3 3
1 2
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Appendix D Codebook 2 (Dataset D-F)

Name Description Sources References
S Summary of preferences, perceptions, demonstrations or discussions of democracy, both within the Green Party and in
general. 0
Green Party Summary category for codes relating to what the party is, how it functions 0
St Evid.er.1ce t.)r discussion gatekeeper roles. A gatekeeper is a person or groups who can either enable or prevent others' 10 19
participation.
Grass-roots Discussion of who the grass-roots are, what they do, want, or don't want, and how they are or should be involved. 20 34
Green Democracy Definitions of democracy specific to the Green Party. Grass-roots democracy. Interpretations of the term. 31 52
Green ldentity Ideals of the party; what makes the party what it is; what is distinctive about their identity. 9 12
Hierarchy Perceptions of hierarchy within the party; different ways of doing things depending on role in the party. 30 61
Party Wings Role of party wings for participation; demonstration of or comments on how party wings see participation. 12 26
Process Description, demonstration or discussion of the role of different elements of the democratic process 0
Consensus Perceived or demonstrated consensus in or about participation processes. 9 18
Deliberation Demonstration or discussion of the role of information in the democratic process 22 65
Information Demonstration or discussion of the role of information in the democratic process. 13 39
Representation Demonstration or discussion of the role of representation or representatives in the democratic process. 15 21
Votes Demonstration or discussion of the role of votes in the democratic process. 14 32
Factors for Participation Factors that are relevant for, enable or inhibit participation 5
Demographics Summary category for demographic factors 0
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Name Description Sources References

Age Effect of age on participation 17 22
Children Effect of children or other care work on participation 12 18
Disability Effect of (dis)ability on participation 10 14
Gender Effect of gender on participation 22 51
Residence Effect of residence on participation 5 11
Resources Summary category for demographic factors, broadly following Bourdieu's capitals. 0 0
Internet access Effect of internet access on participation 13 19
Money (Financial) Effect of financial resources on participation 12 16
Network (Social) Effect of personal networks on participation 21 32

Skills (Cultural) Effect of skills or education on participation 21 42
Time Effect of time on participation 20 32
Online participation Discussion of how members participate online, or may or may not want to participate online 0 0
1 Experience Actual experience with online participation; descriptions of what participants have themselves experienced 0 0
Adoption Experience of tool adoption 23 43
Barriers Experience of barriers 7 15
Efficiency Experience of efficiency 15 19
Impact Experience of impact 13 29
Inclusion Experience of inclusion or accessibility 4 6
Inequality Experience of inequality; only inequality explicitly experienced is with regards to gender. 3 3
Legitimacy Experience of an increase in legitimacy of processes 3 4
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Name
Missing Impact

Transparency
2 Opportunities
Adoption
Agenda Setting
Bottom-up
Discussion
Efficiency
Equality, Diversity, Inclusion
Feedback
Finding allies
Influence
Legitimacy
Mobilisation
Modernisation
Motivation
Transparency
3 Issues

Accidentally Binding
Decisions

222

Description Sources
Explicit mentions of no perceived impact where impact should have been visible. 2
Experience of increased transparency 10
Potential positive effects of online participation. 0
Members start using tools 7
Members can influence or set agenda in the party 10
Specific opportunities for grass-roots members 3
More discussions 7
Processes become more efficient 14
Participation becomes more equal / diverse / inclusive; broader participation 19
Increased opportunity to give or receive feedback 14
Finding allies online that would not have been found offline; especially for members without extended networks. 12
Influence on further processes or decisions 5
Increased legitimacy of outcomes 10
More members participate 14
Processes are modernised, 'mit der Zeit gehen' 15
Increased motivation 7
Increased transparency 12
Potential issues that can arise as a result of online participation 0
When results of online participation are turned into decisions not by process but by perception 5

References

18

10

14

15

19

34

25

19

17

36

25

19



Name

Barriers
Demotivation
Directed Discourse
Inequality

Lack of Discussion
Missing Impact
Necessity
Overload

Reinforcement

4 Requirements

Adapting to party processes
Allow feedback

Alternative Routes
Educating Members
Gradual Introduction
Raising awareness

Security and Data Protection
Strategy

Trying things out

Usability

Description
New barriers are introduced

Members are demotivated

Undue influence on what is discussed

Participation becomes (more) unequal; specific (groups of) members are excluded
Discussion does not happen, or not happen sufficiently

Results do not materialise, or do not exert influence

Doubts about the necessity of the processes

Too much traffic or content overloads processes or bodies

Existing divides are deepened

Requirements that should be met for successful introduction of online participation.

New processes must fit in with what the party already does

Feedback should be heard

Enable alternatives, do not make online the only option

Inform members about processes and enable them to use them through training, education
Introduce new processes step by step, so members and processes can adapt

Inform disseminators and members about the new processes; disseminate / advertise within the party
Ensure platform security and data protection; protection from manipulations

Have an overall strategy in place

Try things, allow for failure, trial and error to get processes right

Platforms / processes must be user friendly / easy to use / accessible / usable across branches

Sources

17

10

15

13

11

16

15

20

Appendix D

References
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30

10

16

21

10

20

11

35

13

22

28

11

36

41
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Name

Visibility or potential impact

5 Strategies
Alternative Routes
Clear communication
Limit barriers
Listening to feedback
Long-term strategy

Other Effects

Non-Use

Replacement
Tools
Griines Netz
Antragsgrin
Befragung
Begehren
Wurzelwerk

Online Decisions Voting

224

Description
Make clear what impact processes can or will have

Strategies implemented during actual introduction. What the party does to meet requirements or address issues.
Alternative routes are offered / used, e.g. letters, paper surveys

Processes are communicated, disseminated into the party; clear descriptions and guidance is provided for users
Steps are taken to prevent exclusion

Feedback is considered, taken seriously

Processes are included in a long-term strategy

Members do explicitly not adopt tools. This may be intentional or unintentional, a result of voluntary self-exclusion or
lack of inclusion. Not all non-use is negative, and it is often due to considerations of the role of the person that does
not participate.

Where online processes may, or do, replace existing processes in the party

Discussions about Griines Netz (umbrella platform), and single-sign-on concept

Discussion about Antragsgriin, and online verification

Discussion about the Befragung

Discussion about Begehren

Discussion about Wurzelwerk (knowledge management platform, once intended as party-internal social media)

Discussions of online voting; all theoretical, as this is not currently done.

Sources

9

0

8

11

22

12

30

16

41

36

35

21

20

References

19

0

10

13

42

18

57

29

177

136

136

36

40
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Appendix E Ethics Application

E.1 Application Form

UNIVERSITY OF
Southampton
This version updated December 2013

SSEGM ETHICS SUB-COMMITTEE APPLICATION FORM

Please note:

« You must not begin data collection for your study until ethical approval has been
obtained.

« [t is your responsibility to follow the University of Southampton’s Ethics Policy and any
relevant academic or professional guidelines in the conduct of your study. This includes
providing appropriate information sheets and consent forms, and ensuring confidentiality
in the storage and use of data.

« [t is also your responsibility to provide full and accurate information in completing this

form.

1. Name(s): Gefion Thuermer

2. Current Position: PhD candidate

3. Contact Details:
Division/School: Sociology
Email: gefion.,thuermer@soton.ac.uk
Phone: 07580752244

4, Is your study being conducted as part of an education qualification?
Yes X No O

5. If Yes, please give the name of your supervisor
Silke Roth

6. Title of your project:

Use of the internet in participation processes in the Green Party Germany

7. Briefly describe the rationale, study aims and the relevant research questions of your
study

The study aims to understand how the Green Party, a political party in Germany adopts online decision-
making methods. This goal will be achieved through a combination of surveys, interviews and
observations around the implementation of an online system or process. The goal is to study the
perception of members and elites, and impact of online tools of political participation in the Green
Party.

8. Describe the design of your study
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stratified sample of about 4000 party members. The members will be contacted by the party, and the
survey will be run both on paper and on an online system. Which survey system will be used is not yet
confirmed at this stage. The cost for the postal survey will be covered by the party. The goal will be to
find out about the perception and adoption of the process introduced in the party. This data will be
analysed statistically and in comparison to the data gathered both in the first two surveys and the
qualitative data, to identify changes in perception and measure the success of the intervention.

Since these panel surveys will be conducted purely for my research and not as part of a party activity,
the participants will be informed about the purpose and process of the surveys, allowing them to give
informed consent.

ACTIVITY D: Participant Observation (during implementation)

The third stage of the study will consist of the introduction of three new online participation process
within the national branch of the party. In this stage, data will be collected through participant
observation. | will take observation notes at party assemblies, as well as during meetings with the party
leadership and / or working group. If allowed, the meetings will also recorded and transcribed. | will
seek consent from meeting attendees at each instance, and for assemblies from the party leadership,
while | will ask those leaders to make the participants aware of my presence. | will also use typical
communication channels, such as Facebook and Twitter, the party website, and media reports, to follow
what is happening in the implementation process.

ACTIVITY E: Semi-structured Interview (during implementation)

I will conduct interviews with decision-makers within the party, and party members. | will identify
participants during the preparation of the new process (Activity D). | will interview members of the party
leadership, and members who are sceptical of focus groups, to allow for an environment in which they
can talk about potentially critical views. | will record the discussions and later transcribe it for analysis.
In addition, | will take notes during the conversation. | will analyse the data thus collected using
qualitative content analysis. The goal will be to identify and compare themes, in and between
discussions and actions of stakeholders. The results will also be compared to the data gathered from
members in stage one, to identify differences.

Consent will be sought from each participant prior to participation.
ACTIVITY F: Focus Groups

In addition, | will conduct focus groups with grass-roots members of the party. | will approach
appropriate local branches of the party after discussion with the party leadership. Party members will be
invited to participate in focus groups, either by the national or local party leadership, or by myself. The
focus groups will be scheduled alongside local party events, to discuss their views on the online
participation process, and flush out potential differences in these views. | will record and later
transcribe the discussions. In addition, | will take notes during the conversation. | will also ask members
to fill in a small survey with questions about themselves and their membership and role in the party.
The data thus collected will be analysed using qualitative content analysis. The goal will be to identify
and compare themes, between discussions and actions of grass-roots members and stakeholders. The
results will also be compared to the data gathered from members in stage one, to identify differences.

Consent will be sought from each participant prior to participation.

9. Who are the research participants?
ACTIVITY A: Participant Observation (during general assembly 2016)
The participants are the party leadership, delegates and guests attending the delegate assembly.

ACTIVITY B: Semi-structured Interviews (following the general assembly 2016)

The participants are the party leadership and delegates attending the delegate assembly, especially
those who actively participate in the debate about online participation.
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ACTIVITY C1: Survey (all party members)

The participants are all members of the party. The survey will be sent by the party executive board to all
members who have registered an email address with the party (~53k).

ACTIVITY C2: Survey (all tool users)

The participants are all members who have used the parties’ newly developed motion proposal and
approval tool to propose or support motions for the national delegate assembly in June 2017. The
survey will be sent by the party executive board to all members who fall into this category. The survey
will be sent by email only.

ACTIVITY C3: Panel Surveys

The participants are a stratified sample of members, selected by their place of residence in urban /
rural areas. The selection will be done by the party based on their membership database, to which | will
not be given access. The survey will be sent by the party executive board on my behalf, by email to
about 3000 members, and to an additional 1000 members by post, for those who do not use email to
communicate with the party, and some who do use email, who will receive the survey on paper instead
of online.

ACTIVITY D: Participant Observation (during implementation)

The participants are the party leadership, staff, delegates and guests attending meetings or delegate
assemblies. For party assemblies, all participants of the assembly will be observed, though the focus
will be on those interacting in and around discussions relating to online participation methods, such as
speakers in debates.

For smaller meetings, | will observe all participants for the duration of the meeting.

ACTIVITY E: Semi-structured Interview (during implementation)

The participants are the party ‘elite’, i.e. MPs, MEPs, executive board members, and others who are key
decision makers in the party, as well as members who prefer interviews over focus groups.

ACTIVITY F: Focus Groups

The participants are grass-roots members of the party, which may include local politicians. Local
branches of the party will be selected in discussion with the party executive board. The local party
leaders will be contacted and all members of the local branch will be invited to participate through
official party channel, either by the party leadership or by myself.

10. If you are going to analyse secondary data, from where are you obtaining it?

The surveys the party is conducting (Activities C1 and C2), is secondary data, since | am not involved in
the data collection. The party will provide me with an anonymised dataset, which will include responses
to socio-demographic questions, as well as responses to questions | have provided, and which were
approved by the party. The party may include responses to other questions that they asked the
members, which are neither socio-demographic nor provided by me, at their discretion.

As part of the participant observation, | may be given access to documents from a party-internal court
of arbitration case which involves the online participation platform | am investigating. This data would
either be non-confidential (by German Data Protection and Political Parties Act), or disclosed to me
under the regulations set out in the contract with the party.

11. If you are collecting primary data, how will you identify and approach the participants to
recruit them to your study?
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Please upload a copy of the information sheet if you are using one - or if you are not using one
please explain why.

ACTIVITY A: Participant Observation (during general assembly 2016)

The participants are the party leadership, delegates and guests attending the delegate assembly.

ACTIVITY B: Semi-structured Interviews (following the general assembly 2016)

The participants are the party leadership and delegates attending the delegate assembly, especially
those who actively participate in the debate about online participation.

ACTIVITY C1: Survey (all party members)

The participants will be all party members who have provided an email address to the party. The
executive board of the party will send an email to all these members, inviting them to participate in the
survey. Since the survey is run by the party, and the party leadership wants to ensure consistent
information, members will not be informed about my use of the data for my project.

ACTIVITY C2: Survey (all tool users)

The participants are all members who used the parties’ newly developed motion proposal and approval
tool to propose or support motions for the national delegate assembly in June 2017. The executive
board of the party will send a survey to all these members, inviting them to participate in the survey.
Since the survey is run by the party, and the party leadership wants to ensure consistent information,
members will not be informed about my use of the data for my project.

ACTIVITY C3: Panel Surveys

The participants will be a stratified sample of about 4000 members. The executive board of the party
will contact these members on my behalf. The selection itself will be made by the party based on their
membership database, using their place of residence in rural or urban areas as strata. The letter or
email accompanying the invitation to participate will include an information sheet (attached), telling the
prospective participants about the purpose of the study.

ACTIVITY D: Participant Observation (during implementation)

The participants of assemblies comprise the party leadership, delegates and guests attending the
delegate assembly. The participants of meetings comprise the attendees of these meetings, who are
selected based on their roles in the party.

ACTIVITY E: Semi-structured Interview (during implementation)

| will identify potential participants during the observations in Activity D. | will approach them
personally, either during meetings, by email, or over the phone, and potentially ask for introductions by
the party board or shared acquaintances.

ACTIVITY F: Focus Groups

The focus groups will be aligned with party events of local branches. The branches will be selected in
discussion with the national executive board, and local party leaders will be contacted initially. If they
agree to hold a focus group in their branch, members of that branch will be invited to participate in the
focus group alongside the selected party event.

12. Will participants be taking part in your study without their knowledge and consent at the
time (e.g. covert observation of people)? If yes, please explain why this is necessary.

Yes, partially. To ensure consistency, the party will send the two separate surveys (Activity C1 and C2),
including some questions for my research project, to the members without explicitly stating that some
of the questions are for my project. This is a decision the party has made to ensure consistency of their
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own communication with members, which | cannot influence. Members will be informed of the results
of the study through party channels.

13. If you answered ‘no’ to question 13, how will you obtain the consent of participants?

Please upload a copy of the consent form if you are using one - or if you are not using one
please explain why.

ACTIVITY A: Participant Observation (during general assembly 2016)

Consent for the observation has been given by a party representative. Attendees of the assembly will be
informed of my presence. Since all participants relevant for my observation are delegated for their local
branch, or hold elected positions within the party, all of them are accountable for their positions, so
that there should be no issues with sensitive political positions during this event. Moreover, the entire
assembly will be recorded by the party, and covered in the media through attending journalists.

ACTIVITY B: Semi-structured Interviews (following the general assembly 2016)

Consent for the interviews will be sought in a personal conversation, and captured in a consent form
signed by each participant.

ACTIVITY C1: Survey (all party members)

Members will not be aware that some of the questions in the survey are related to my PhD research. |
will only be given a secondary dataset from the party.

ACTIVITY C2: Survey (all tool users)

Members will not be aware that some of the questions in the survey are related to my PhD research. |
will only be given a secondary dataset from the party.

ACTIVITY C3: Panel Surveys

Members will receive an invitation to participate in the panel, either by email of by post. The letter or
email accompanying the invitation will include an information sheet (attached), telling the prospective
participants about the purpose of the study. Participants will check a box underneath the information
sheet before they progress to the online survey, and on the first page of the paper survey, to confirm
their consent.

ACTIVITY D: Participant Observation (during implementation

Consent for the observation of party assemblies will be given by a party representative, The party
leadership will also inform attendees of the assembly of my presence. Since all participants are
delegated for their local branch, or hold elected positions within the party, all of them are accountable
for their positions, so that there should be no issues with sensitive political positions during this event.
Moreover, the entire assembly will be recorded by the party, and covered in the media through
attending journalists.

Where | observe smaller meetings, | will inform attendees of my presence and gain their consent
through a consent form signed by all participants.

ACTIVITY E: Semi-structured Interview (during implementation

| will seek consent for the interviews in a personal conversation, and capture it in a consent form signed
by each participant.

ACTIVITY F: Focus Groups

| will seek consent for the focus groups in a personal conversation, and capture it in a consent form
signed by each participant.
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14. Is there any reason to believe participants may not be able to give full informed consent?
If yes, what steps do you propose to take to safeguard their interests?

No.

15. If participants are under the responsibility or care of others (such as parents/carers,
teachers or medical staff) what plans do you have to obtain permission to approach the
participants to take part in the study?

n/a

16. Describe what participation in your study will involve for study participants.

Please attach copies of any questionnaires and/or interview schedules and/or observation topic
list to be used

ACTIVITY A: Participant Observation (during general assembly 2016

Attendees of the assembly will be observed in their regular activity during the assembly, especially
during the debate around online participation.

ACTIVITY B: Semi-structured Interviews (following the general assembly 2016)

Participants for short interviews will have a short discussion based on a semi-structured interview
schedule, which will ask questions about their views towards democratic (online) participation.

ACTIVITY C1: Survey (all party members

Participants in this survey will respond to questions during a survey sent to them by the party executive
board. Members will be sent an email with a link to the survey, which will be run on the online system
of the party.

ACTIVITY C2: Survey (all tool users)

Participants in this survey will respond to questions during a survey sent to them by the party executive
board. Members will be sent an email with a link to the survey, which will be run on the online system
of the party.

ACTIVITY C3: Panel Surveys

Participants in the panel survey will respond to questions sent out by the party executive board on my
behalf. This survey can be responded to in two ways: 3000 members will be sent an email with a link to
the survey; a further 1000 members will receive a letter inviting them to participate in the survey, either
online or on paper.

ACTIVITY D: Participant Observation (during implementation)
| will observe attendees of the assembly in their regular activity during the assembly.

| will observe attendees of smaller meetings for the duration of the meeting, and potentially audio-
record during these meetings.

ACTIVITY E: Semi-structured Interview (during implementation)

| will have a discussion with interview participants, based on a semi-structured interview schedule,
which will include questions about their views towards democratic (online) participation.

ACTIVITY F: Focus Groups

Participants for focus groups will have a group discussion about their views towards democratic (online)
participation, which | will facilitate. He discussion will take place alongside a local party event.
Participants will also fill out a short survey to capture their demographic data.
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17. How will you make it clear to participants that they may withdraw consent to participate
at any point during the research without penalty?

There is no explicit consent of all participants for the observations at party assemblies, as this is given
by the party leadership for the assembly in general. Should individual members not wish to be
observed, they will be able to tell me at the event.

I will provide participants who are observed at meetings, or who participate in interviews or focus
groups, with a participant information sheet, which will also explain how they can withdraw from their
participation, or withdraw their consent to the use of the data after their participation.

Participants of the surveys in activity C1 and C2 will not be able to give explicit consent due to the data
collection process through the party as described above.

Participants of the panel survey in activity C3 will be informed about the purpose and process of the
study. The information sheet will include details on how they can withdraw their consent. All
participants will be assigned an ID that will be sent to them along with the survey, which can be used to
identify their data if they wish to withdraw consent.

18. Detail any possible distress, discomfort, inconvenience or other adverse effects the
participants may experience, including after the study, and you will deal with this.

No adverse effects are expected.

19. How will you maintain participant anonymity and confidentiality in collecting, analysing
and writing up your data?

ACTIVITY A: Participant Observation (during general assembly 2016)

The main actors of the debate will be named speakers on the assembly agenda, which will make
anonymity impossible.

ACTIVITY B: Semi-structured Interviews (following the general assembly 2016)

Interview participants will be given a choice whether they wish to be named or not in the results of the
study. This will be part of the consent form. | foresee little issues even if this results in a mixture of
anonymous and named participants, as the total number of potential participants is very large, making
it hard to identify individuals if they wish to stay anonymous.

ACTIVITY C1: Survey (all party members)

It will not be possible to give participants full anonymity during the data collection. Since the collection
will be done by the party, | have no influence over how this is done, and no access to the backend in
which the data is aggregated. Administrators within the party who have access to both the membership
database and the backend of the used survey tool may be able to identify individual members. However,
these administrators will have a duty to keep this data confidential, both through their employment by
the party, as well as legally through the German Data Protection Act.

The dataset | will be given by the party will contain no personal information of members. In my analysis
and write-up, | myself will not be able to identify any members, or breach their confidentiality.

All data will be kept confidential both by myself and by the party. The confidentiality of the data is also
part of the agreement between myself and the party for this project, which | attach to this application.

ACTIVITY C2: Survey (all tool users)

It will not be possible to give participants full anonymity during the data collection. Since the collection
will be done by the party, | have no influence over how this is done, and no access to the backend in
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which the data is aggregated. Administrators within the party who have access to both the membership
database and the backend of the used survey tool may be able to identify individual members. However,

these administrators will have a duty to keep this data confidential, both through their employment by
the party, as well as legally through the German Data Protection Act.

The dataset | will be given by the party will contain no personal information of members. In my analysis
and write-up, | myself will not be able to identify any members, or breach their confidentiality.

All data will be kept confidential both by myself and by the party. The confidentiality of the data is also
part of the agreement between myself and the party for this project, which | attach to this application.

ACTIVITY C3: Panel Surveys

Given the nature of panel surveys, all participants of the panel will be assigned an ID. | will not be able
to give participants full anonymity during the data collection, since the selection of the sample and
distribution of surveys will be done by the party. | have limited influence over how this is done. | will
have access to the backend in which the data is aggregated, but this backend will only include IDs and
no personal identifiable information. Administrators within the party who have access to both the
membership database and the backend of the used survey tool may be able to identify individual
members. However, these administrators will have a duty to keep this data confidential, both through
their employment by the party, as well as legally through the German Data Protection Act.

In my analysis and write-up, | will not be able to identify any members, or breach their confidentiality.

All panel data will be kept confidential both by myself and by the party. The confidentiality of the data
is also part of the agreement between myself and the party for this project, which | attach to this
application.

ACTIVITY D: Participant Observation (during implementation)

Some actors will be named speakers on the assembly agenda, which will make anonymity impossible.
However, | will anonymise the data | use during the write-up of the analysis. All participants of
observed meetings will be anonymised during write-up.

ACTIVITY E: Semi-structured Interview (during implementation)

Interview participants’ identity will be anonymised in the results of the study. This will be part of the
consent form. | foresee no issues with this, as the total number of potential participants is large enough
to make it hard to identify individuals. Any identifying information will be removed.

ACTIVITY F: Focus Groups

Focus group participants’ will be invited to use pseudonyms during the group discussion, to prevent
the collection of personal data. Their identity will be anonymised in the results of the study. This will be
part of the consent form, and all participants will be asked to respect each other’s anonymity, and not
reveal who participated in the focus group, or what was said.

20. How will you store your data securely during and after the study?

The University of Southampton has a Research Data Management Policy, including for data
retention. The Policy can be consulted at http.//www.calendar.soton.ac.uk/sectionlV/research-
data-management.htm/

All files, including audio recordings and their transcriptions, consent forms and contact details of
participants, as well as the survey data, will be stored on a password protected computer.

It will be deposited on the university systems in accordance with the universities policies when | leave
the university.
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21. Describe any plans you have for feeding back the findings of the study to participants.

The results of the study will be shared with the party leadership, with the goal to inform their members.

22, What are the main ethical issues raised by your research and how do you intend to
manage these?

ACTIVITY A: Participant Observation (during general assembly 2016)

The main issue with this activity is that it will not be possible to gain consent from all attendees of the
assembly. | plan to manage this by making sure that the attendees are informed of my presence,
through an announcement at the beginning. That way, if individual participants do not wish to be
observed, they can approach me, and | can exclude their actions from my data collection. | do not
foresee this to be a major issue, since the participants are mostly delegates who are used to be being
under scrutiny of their actions through the party members they represent.

ACTIVITY B: Semi-structured Interviews (following the general assembly 2016)

The main issue in this activity is confidentiality. | will endeavour to keep conversations | have with
members confidential, but this may not always be possible in the environment of the assembly.

As for Activity A, | do not foresee this to be problematic, since the participants | intend to speak to will
be selected exactly because they are vocal about their views on the issue | am interested in.

Equally, | will keep participants who do not wish to be named in my work anonymous. This may require
also anonymising participants who have waived their anonymity; whether this will happen will depend
on the amount and variety of participants. | will carefully consider and discuss this with my supervisors
at the time of analysis and write-up.

ACTIVITY C1: Survey (all party members)

The main issue with this activity is that | do not have any control over the data collection process.
Because | will be working with a party with a very large (>53k) member base, | cannot be given, nor
would | want to ask for, data on all their members. An agreement has been signed between the party
and the university, which covers the terms under which data for this project can be shared. The process
described for the survey in this application is part of this agreement. The agreement also ensures that
data is kept confidential.

The fact that | do not control the data collection process means that | can neither promise full
anonymity to my participants, nor can | collect informed consent. In this, the data should be seen as
secondary data. | have little control over - though some influence on - how my questions will be framed
as part of the survey. My assumption is that party members will be more inclined to respond to a survey
sent to them by their executive board, than they would be to respond to an unknown researcher. Some
members may not want to respond to some questions in the survey - which they will not have to in
order to participate in the rest of the survey and thus exercise their membership rights.

One danger is that because there will be additional questions in the survey, members will be put off
from responding to the survey altogether, which would in turn potentially influence the policy decisions
the party takes. | assume this risk to be minimal, since members who would be put off by optional
questions are likely to have wider reservations about the process in the party which are not related to
my research.

All in all, this is not an ideal situation, but it is the only situation under which the required data can be
collected at all.

ACTIVITY C2: Survey (all tool users)

The main issue with this activity is that | do not have any control over the data collection process. An
agreement has been signed between the party and the university, which covers the terms under which
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data for this project can be shared. The process described for the survey in this application is part of
this agreement. The agreement also ensures that data is kept confidential.

The fact that | do not control the data collection process means that | can neither promise full
anonymity to my participants, nor can | collect informed consent. In this, the data should be seen as
secondary data. | have little control over - though some influence on - how my questions will be framed
as part of the survey. My assumption is that party members will be more inclined to respond to a survey
sent to them by their executive board, than they would be to respond to an unknown researcher. Some
members may not want to respond to some questions in the survey - which they will not have to in
order to participate in the rest of the survey and thus exercise their membership rights.

There is a possibility that members will be put off from responding to the survey by some additional
questions. However, since the responses to this survey will only inform future tool development and not
be used for policy decisions, even if this were the case, the influence would be minimal, since members
who would be put off by optional questions are likely to have wider reservations about the process in
the party which are not related to my research.

All in all, this is not an ideal situation, but it is the only situation under which the required data can be
collected at all.

ACTIVITY C3: Panel Survey

The main issue with this activity is that | need to link the two panel waves, which means that the data
collection cannot be completely anonymous. Participants will need to be identified in order to contact
them for both panel waves. This will be mitigated in two ways: First, the party selects the sample and
distributes the survey, and | will not have access to personal data of members. An agreement has been
signed between the party and the university, which covers the terms under which data for this project
can be shared. Second, the participants will be fully informed about the purpose of the study and the
use of their data, and can thus give informed consent. There are no negative consequences if they
choose not to not participate.

ACTIVITY D: Participant Observation (during implementation)

The main issue with this activity is that it will not be possible to gain consent from all attendees of the
delegate assembly. | plan to manage this by making sure that the attendees are informed of my
presence, through an announcement at the beginning. That way, if individual participants do not wish
to be observed, they can approach me, and | can exclude their actions from my data collection. | do not
foresee this to be a major issue, since the participants are mostly delegates who are used to be being
under scrutiny of their actions through the party members they represent.

During meetings with the party leadership, it may not be possible to record the conversations, as the
content is sensitive, and it may not be possible to speak openly if recordings are made. In that case, |
will not record, take notes instead, and confirm with the persons involved which of the information that
is shared during the meeting can be used for publication. This is also what was agreed with the party in
the attached project agreement.

ACTIVITY E: Semi-structured Interview (during implementation)

The main issue in this activity is confidentiality. Since the participants will be recruited from a distinct
group, members or others who know the party very well may be able to identify the participants based
on their statements. This will be mitigated by keeping profiles of the participants vague, and not
publishing overall quotes from any interview that will make the identity of my participants obvious. A
small risk remains, which | assume the participants will accept, as this is due to their own elevated
position within the party.

ACTIVITY F: Focus Groups
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The main issue in this activity is also confidentiality. | will endeavour to keep conversations | have with
members confidential, but given the size of a focus group, and the requirements for these to be face-
to-face, and most likely held in party rooms, it may not be possible to keep confidential who
participated in the focus groups. It will however be possible to keep confidential who said what within

these groups, and anonymise their identity during the write-up. Each participant will sign a consent
form, which will also include that they will keep the conversation confidential.

23. Please outline any other information you feel may be relevant to this submission.

In a previous study for my MSc thesis (ERGO #15464), | have conducted several interviews with
members of the Green Party. This study builds on the first study, as | am researching similar themes
(internal decision-making processes).

During my MSc project, | have established a working relationship with the party leadership. This allows
me to now work closer with the party, and gives me access to discussions and processes which would
not typically be accessible.

The project requires to be conducted in multiple stages described above, as each stage builds on the
previous. The previous stage, covering activities A and B, has been approved under ERCO #20777 on
the 28" October 2016. A second application Activities C to F has been approved under ERGO #20777 on
the 7" March 2017, and a third for Activities C1 and C2 on 2™ May. In this application, approval is
sought only for activity C3. All additions or amendments are highlighted.
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UNIVERSITY OF
Southampton
January 2016

Risk Assessment Form

« Flease see Cuidance Notes for completing the risk assessment form at the end of this document.

Researcher’s name: GCeficn Thuermer

Part 1 - Dissertation/project activities

What do you intend to do? (Please provide a brief description of your project and details of your

proposed methods.)

adopts onling decision-making methods.
L interviews and observations arcund the

The study aims to understand how the Green Party Germam
This goal will be achieved through a combination of surve
implementation of an online system or process.

'|.'.u'ill this involve colleqtion of infprmation from other people? (In the case qf projects involving
fieldwark, please provide a description of your proposed sample/case study site))

Yes. The study will follow several, consecutive stages, the second and third of which approval is sought
for in this application.

ACTIVITY A

| will be a participant observer at the delegate assembly of the party, which will be between 117 and 13
November 2018, in Minster, Germany. | will follow the discussions about the introduction of online
participation methods, and take chservations notes throughout the assembly.

ACTIVITY B

| will interview some of the delegates and other attendess about their views of democratic participation.
| aim for about ten interviews over the course of the weekend. Curing the interviews, | will record the
conversation and also take notes. | may also conduct interviaws over the phane or via Skype after the
aszembly.

ACTIVITY €1-3

| will run a set of surveys, before and after the introduction of a new online participation method in the
party.

ACTIVITY D

| will be a participant observer at the meetings of the party, most importantly including the delegate
assembly between 16" and 18" June 2017, in Berlin, Germany. | will follow the discussions about the
introduction of anline participation methods, and take observations notes throughout the meetings.
ACTIVITY E

| will interview some of the members, especially those who hold impartant positions in the party
hierarchy about their views of democratic and online participation. | aim for about ten interviews but
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may do maore to achieve a balanced sample. During the interviews, | will record the conversation and
also take notes. Interviews will be conducted gither in person, over the phone, or via Skype.

ACTIVITY F
1 will conduct focus groups some of the grass-roots members of the party about their views of
demaocratic and online participation. | aim for two 1o three focus groups with five to six participants, but

may do maore to achieve a balanced sample. During the focus groups, | will record the conversation and
also take notes. All focus groups will be conducted in person, in different locations in Cermany.

If relevant, what location/s is/are involved?

Berlin, and patentially other locations in Germany
Skype or phone interviews would be conducted either from my office in the University of Scuthampton,
or from my home in Winchester.

Wwill you be working alone or with others?

1 will mainly be working alone, but may on cccasion work with representatives of the party.

Part 2 - Potential safety issues / risk assessment.

Potential safety issues arising from proposed activity?

Risk of data exposure

Person/s likely to be affected?

Members of the party

Likelihood of risk?

Unlikely.

Part 3 - Precautions / risk reduction

During focus groups, participants will sign a consent form including a statement that they should keep
the identity of fellow participants and the content of the discussion confidential.

Existing precautions:

Data will be saved on a password-protected laptop and university server.

Proposed risk reduction strategies if existing precautions are not adeguate:

Interviews or focus groups and personal details of members will be stored separately.

CONTINUED BELOW
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Part 4 - International Travel

If your activity involves international travel vou must meet the Faculty's reguirements for Business
Travel which are intended to:

1. Inform managers/sugervisers of the travel plans of staff and students and identify whether
risk assessment is reguired.
2. Provide contact information te staff and students whilst travelling (insurance contact details,

University contactin case of emergency eic.)

Full details are provided in the Faculty H&S Handbook in the Business Travel section. Selecting
Business Travel from the Contents list will take vou straight to the relevant section.

Risk Assessment Form for YES / NO* (Delete as applicable)
International Travel attached

“ Will be submitted for each trip once travel plans are confirmed!
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Activity A — Participant Observation

Participant Information

Participant Information — Activity A — Participant Observation

Ethics referance number: ERGO/FSHMS/ /20777 WVersion: 1 Date: 2016-03-22

Study Title: Use of the internat in decision-making processas in the Green Party Germany anc the
role of ideology and inequality in their development

Investigator: Gefion Thuermer

Please read this information carefully before deciding to take part in this research. If you are happy
to participate you will be asked to sign 2 consent form. Your participation is completaly voluntary.

What is the research about?

Wy project aims to understand how Biindnis 0 / Die Griinen usas the internet in their decision-
making processes, | am aspecially interested in understanding how members of the party currently
see decision-making processas and the use of the intarnet.

| 'am a research student at the University of Southampton in the UK. This project forms part of my
education and will lead to a doctoral degree in Web Science.

If you are interested, | will send you a digital copy of the completed study so you can see how your
data was used.

Why have | been chosen?

The participants in this project are members of the Green Party Germany. | am especially interested
in those who actively participate in the discussion around enline participation at this assembly.

What will happen to me if | take part?

If you agree to take part, | will participate as a guest in the delegate assembly, and observe the
proceedings, This will be especially during the discussion of the meotions about online participation
{'strengthen Participation: Merging on- and offling’). | would ask you to please inform the
participants of the assembly of my prasance, so that they can let me know if they do not want their
activities to be observed, | would then exclude these individuals from my data collection. My
ohservations will not create any costs for you.

Are there any benefits in my taking part?

| hope that you will find taking part an interesting experience. The results of this research may be
useful to your party and other organisations who want to improve their decision making proceszes
and / or adoption of the web for these processes,

Are there any risks involved?

There are no risks associated with your participation. My participation in the assembly will not go
beyond what other guests or journalists would do at assemblies like this,
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Will my data be confidential?

Ma. Since the event is public, | will not be able to guarantae confidentiality. Should individua
participants of the assembly not wish their activity to be observed, they can let me know, and | will
not include them in my data collection.

The results will be stored on 2 password protected computer so that they cannot be accessed by
anyone else. Information will be used only in accordance with the Data Protection Act (1398).
The DFA makes provision for an appropriate authority, such as the Police, to access data held by the
study for the purpose of safeguarding national security; preventing or detecting crime; prosecuting
or apprehending offenders; assessing or collecting tax; or protecting the vital interests of the
participant or anyone else.

If you would like to know mare about how you can access, amend or retract your data, pleasze
contact the investigator [e-mail: gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk).

What happens if | change my mind?

You may withdraw your consent, access or change your data for any reason at any time and for any
reasan,

What happens if something goes wrong?

Should you have any concern or complaint, contact me if possible (gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk),
otherwise please contact one of the project supervisors (e-mail: Silke.Roth@soton.ac.uk, or

S.R.Staab@soton.ac.uk). For complaints, you may also contact the head of research governance

(rgcinfo@soton.ac.uk)
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Teilnehmerinformationshlatt — Aktivitit A — Teilnehmende Beobachtung

Ethikkommissionsreferenznummer: ERGOJFSHMS/20777 Version: 1 Datum: 2016-09-22

Titel der Studie: Nutzung des Intarnats in Entscheidungsprozessen bei Bindnis 30 / Die Griinen,
und die Rolle von Ideologie und Ungleichheit in ihrer Entwicklung

Forscherin: Gefion Thuarmer

Bitte lesen Sie diese Informationen sorgfiltig durch, bevor Sie sich zur Teilnahme an diesem
Forschungsprojet entscheiden. Wenn Sie der Teilnahme zustimmen bitte ich Sie die
Einverstandnizerkldrung zu unterzeichnen. Ihre Teilnahme ist vollkommen fraiwillig.

Worum geht es in dieser Studie?

Ziel meines Projektes ist es zu verstehen, ob bzw. wie Blndnis 90 / Die Grinen das Internet in ihren
Entscheidungsprozessen verwenden. Inshasondere interessieren mich die Ansichten der Mitglieder
von Blindnis 50/ Die Grilinen zu diesen Entscheidungsprozeszen und der Nutzung des Internets.

Ich bin Studentin an der Universitdt von Southampton in GroBbritannien. Digses Projekt ist Teil
meiner Promotionsarbeit fir 2inen Doktorgrad in Web Science.

Wenn Sie daran interessiert sind, werde ich Ihnen schald die Studie beendet ist, eine digitale Kopie
der fertigen Arbeit zur Verflgung stellen, so dass Sie sehen kdnnen wie ich Ihre Daten verwendet
habe.

Warum wurde ich ausgewdhlt?

Alle Teilnehmer diesar studie sind Mitglieder von Biindnis 50 / Die Griinen. Besonders interessiert
bin ich an denjenigen Mitgliedern, die auf diesem Parteitag aktiv an der Diskussion um
Onlinebeteiligung in der Partei teilnehmen.

Was geschieht wenn ich teilnehme?

Wenn Sie der Teilnahme an dieser Studie zustimmen, werde ich als Gast an der
Bundesdelegiertankonferenz teilnehmen, und den Verlauf beabachten. Dies wird inshesondere
wahrend der Diskussion der Antrage zu Onlinebeteiligung (“Beteiligung stdrken: On- und Offline
verschmelzen”) sgin. Ich bitte Sie, die Teilnehmer der Veranstaltung Uber meine Anwesenheit und
Tatigkeit zu informieren, so dass diese der Beobachtung Ihrer Aktivitdten widersprachen kénnen, so
sie das machten, Es entstehen flr Sie keine Kosten durch meine Baobachtungen.

Was habe ich davon wenn ich an der Studie teilnehme?

lch hoffe dass Sie die Teilnahme interassant finden werden. Die Ergebnisse dieser Studie kénnen fir
Sie und Ihre Partel nltzlich sein, um die Entscheidungsprozesse, und dia Internetnutzung bei
Bundnis 30/ Die Grinen, zu varbessarn,

Gehe ich ein Risiko ein wenn ich teilnehme?
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Die Teilnahme birgt keine Risiken. WMeine Teilnahme an der Veranstaliung wird nicht Gber das
hinausgehen, was andere Giste oder Pressevertreter auf der Versammlung tun.

Ist lhre Teilnahme vertraulich?

Mein. Da die Veranstaltung &ffentlich ist, kann ich eine Vertraulichkeit der Bechachtungen nicht
garantieren. Sollten einzelne Teilnehmer keine Beobachtung Ihrer Aktivitaten winschen, kénnen
diese mich das wissen lassen, und ich werde Sie nicht in meine Daten aufnehmen.

Die Ergebnisse werden auf einem passwartgeschitzten Computer gespeichert, sa dass sie
niemandem sonst zugénglich sind. Die Daten werden ausschliellich in Uberginstimmung mit dem
Datenschutzgesetz (1958) von Grofbritannien verwendet. Dieses Gessetz erlaubt es zustandigen
Behdrden, wie beispielsweise der Palizei, auf die Daten der Studie zuzugreifen um die nationale
Sicherheit zu gewzhrleisten, Straftaten auszudecken oder zu verhindern, Straftdter zu verfolgen und
fastzunshmen, Steuern zu ermitialn oder einzuziehean, oder lebenswichtige Interessen des
Teilnehmers oder anderer Personen zu schiitzen.

Wenn Sie mehr Uber das Projekt, die Datensammlung und den Datenschutz wissen méchtan,
kontaktieren Sie mich hitte unter Gefion. Thusrmer@soton.ac.uk.

Was passiert wenn ich es mir anders Giberlege?

Sie k&nnen ihr Einverstdndnis zur Teilnahme ohne Angabe von Grinden jederzeit zurlickziehen, lhre
Daten einsehen oder andern.

Was passiert wenn etwas schief [3uft?

Sollten Sie Sorgen oder eine Beschwerde haben, kontaktieren Sie bitte mich,
(gefion.thuermer@scton.ac.uk), oder die Projekibatrevandean Silke Roth (Silke.Roth@soton.ac.uk)

oder steffen Staab {S.R.Stazb@soton.ac.uk). Im Falle von Beschwerden kénnan Sie sich auch an die

Leitung von Research Governance (rgoinfo@soton.ac.uk) wenden.
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Consent Form

Consent Form — Activity A — Participant Observation

Ethics referance number: ERGO/FSHMS/ 20777 Version: 1

Date: 2014-05-23

role of ideclagy and inequality in their development

Study Title: Use of the internet in decision-making processas in the Green Party Germany and the

Appendix E

Investigator: Gefion Thuermer

Please inftial the boxes if you agree with the statements:
| have read and understood the Participant Information (version 1
dated 2016-09-22) and have had the opportunity to ask

questions about the study.

I agree to take part in this research project and agree for my data
to be recorded and used for the purpose of this study

I understand my participation is voluntary and | may access,
change or withdraw my data for any reason at any time.

I understand that my data will be used in reports of the research

Data Protection

I understand that information collected during my participation in this study will be stored
on @ password protected computer and that this information will only be wsed in accordance
with the Data Protection Act (1998). The DPA (1598) requires data to be processed fairly
and lawfully in accordance with the rights of participants and protected by appropriate
security. In addition, the DPA [1998) makes provision for an appropriate authority, such as

the Police, to access data held by the study.

Name af participant (Print Namel e

Signature of PartiCipant. ...

DAt
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Consent Form (German)

Einverstindniserkldrung — Aktivitdt A — Teilnehmende Beobachtung

Ethikkommissionsrefrenznummer: ERGO/FSHMS/20777 | Wersion: 1 Datum: 2016-09-23

Titel der Studie: Nutzung das Internats in Entscheidungsprozessen bei Bindnis 90 / Die Griinen,
und die Rolle von Ideologie und Ungleichheit in ihrer Entwicklung

Forscherin: Gefion Thuarmer

Bitte markieren Sie die Satze denen Sie zustimmen mit thren nitialen:

Ich habe das Teilnehmerinformationsblatt (Version 1, datiert 2016-09-22)

gelesen und hatte die Gelegenheit Fragen zu der Studie zu stellen.

Ich stimme meiner Teilnahme an diesem Forschungsprojekt und der
Aufzeichnung und Verarbeitung meiner Daten zu diesem Zweck zu.

Ich verstehe dass meine Teilnahme freiwillig ist und dass ich meine
Daten jederzeit chne Angabe von Criinden einsehen, andern oder
zuriickziehen kann.

Ich werstehe dass die gewaonnen Daten in der Publikation der
studie verwendet werden.

Datenschutz

Ich verstehe, dass informationen die wihrend meiner Tellnahme an dieser Studie
aufgezeichnet werden guf efinem passwortgeschiitzten Computer gespeichert werden, und
dass diese Informationen nur in Ubereinstimmung mit dem Datenschutzgesetz [1998) von
Grofibritannien verwendet werden. Digses Gesetz besagt dass Daten sozialvertraglich und
gesetzlich in Ubereinstimmung mit den Rechten dev Teilnehmer verwender und angemessen
geschiitzt werden musse. Zusdtzlich bestimmt das Gesetz das zustdndige Behdrden, wie
befspielsweise die Polizel, auf die i Rahmen der Studie gespeicherten Daten zugreifen
Konnen.

Name des Teilnehmers (in Druckbuchstaben) ...

Unterschrift des Teilnehmers....
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DPA Plan

DPA Plan — Activity A — Participant Observation

Ethics referance number: ERGO/ESHMS/20777 Varsion: 1 Date: 2016-05-22

Study Title: Use of the internet in decision-making processes in the Green Party Germany and the
role of ideclogy and inequality in their development

Investigator: Gefion Thuermer

The data collection comprises ohservation notes.

The data is required to understand how members of the Green Party Germany view anline
participation in the party, and what expectations they have of an only onling system or process for
democratic decision-making.

The data is adequate because it will cover exactly what is reguired to analyse this guestion, and the
data iz not excessive because no mare information than what is required will be collectad.

The data will be processad fairly because the participants will be aware of the observations taking
place.

The data’s accuracy is ensured because it will consist of observation notes, and may be
supplemented through protocols or recordings of the event.

Data will be stared on the Investigator's laptop and backed up on university servers. The laptop will
be protected by 2 password known only to the researcher, The data will be held in accordance with
University policy on data retention.

The data will be destroyed by the researcher, ten years after publication of the PhD dissartation
{expected Winter 2018) through deletion.

The data will be pracessed in accordance with the rights of the participants because thay will have
the right to access, correct, and/or withdraw their consent for any reason. Participants will be able
to exercise their rights by contacting the investigator (e-mail: gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk) or the

project supervisors (e-mail: Silke.Roth@soton.ac.uk or 5.R.Staab@soton.ac.uk). For complaints, they

will also be given the contact details for the head of research governance (rgoinfo@soton.ac.uk).
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E.4 Activity B - Semi-Structured Interviews

E.4.1 Participant Information

Participant Information — Activity B — Semi-Structured Interviews

Ethics referance number: ERGO/FSHMS/ 20777 Wersion: 1 Date: 2016-03-22

Study Title: Use of the internat in decision-making processas in the Green Party Germany and the
role of ideclogy and inequality in their development

Investigator: Gefion Thuermer

Please read this information carefully before deciding to take part in this research. If you are happy
to participate you will be asked to sign 2 consent form. Your participation is completely voluntary.

What is the research about?

Wy project aims te understand how Biindnis 0 / Die Griinen usas the internet in their decision-
making processes, | am aspecially interested in understanding how members of the party currently
see decision-making processas and the use of the intarnet.

| 'am a research student at the University of Southampton in the UK. This project forms part of my
education and will lead to a doctoral degree in Web Science.

If you are interested, | will send you a digital copy of the completed study so you can see how your
data was used.

Why have | been chosen?

The participants in this project are members of the Green Party Germany. | am especially interested
in those who actively participate in the discussion around online participation at this assembly.

What will happen to me if | take part?

If you agree to take part, you will participate in an interview about the decision-making processes in
tha Green Party Germany. | will ask quastions concerning your opinion about these processes, your
understanding of democracy and anline participation. Of course, it will not cost you anything to taks
part.

Are there any benefits in my taking part?

| hope that you will find taking part an interesting experience. The results of this research may be
useful to your party and other organisations who want to improve their decision making processes
and / or adoption of the web for these processes.

Are there any risks involved?

There are na risks associated with your participation. You are not obliged to respond to any
guestions if you do not want fo.

will my data be confidential?
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Yes. Unless you give explicit consent to be named, your name will be anonymised in publications.
The names of anyone else you mention (such as fellow party members) will ba anonymised in any
case,

The results will be stored on 2 password protected computer so that they cannot be acceszed by
anyone else. Information will be used only in accordance with the Data Protection Act (1398).
The DPA makes provision for an appropriate autharity, such as the Police, to access data held by the
study for the purpose of safeguarding national security; preventing or detacting crime; prosecuting
or apprehending offenders; assessing or collecting tax; or protecting the vital interests of the
participant or anyone else.

If you would like to know moare about how you can access, amend or retract your data, please
contact the investigatar {e-mail: gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk).

What happens if | change my mind?

You may withdraw your consent, access or change your data for any reason at any time and for any
reason.

What happens if something goes wrong?

Should you have any concern or complaint, contact me if possikle (gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk),

otherwise pleaze contact one of the project supervisors (e-mail: Silke.Roth@soton.ac.uk, or
S.R.Staab@soton.ac.uk). For complaints, you may also contact the head of ressarch governance

(rgoinfo@soton.ac.uk)
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E.4.2 Participant Information (German)

Teilnehmerinformationshlatt — Aktivitdt B — Leitfadengestitzte Interviews

Ethikkommissionsreferenznummer: ERGOJFSHMS/20777 Version: 1 Datum: 2016-09-22

Titel der Studie: Nutzung des Intarnats in Entscheidungsprozessen bei Bindnis 30 / Die Griinen,
und die Rolle von Ideologie und Ungleichheit in ihrer Entwicklung

Forscherin: Gefion Thuarmer

Bitte lesen Sie diese Informationen sorgfiltig durch, bevor Sie sich zur Teilnahme an diesem
Forschungsprojet entscheiden. Wenn Sie der Teilnahme zustimmen bitte ich Sie die
Einverstandnizerkldrung zu unterzeichnen. Ihre Teilnahme ist vollkommen fraiwillig.

Worum geht es in dieser Studie?

Ziel meines Projektes ist es zu verstehen, ob bzw. wie Blndnis 90 / Die Grinen das Internet in ihren
Entscheidungsprozessen verwenden. Inshasondere interessieren mich die Ansichten der Mitglieder
von Blindnis 50/ Die Grilinen zu diesen Entscheidungsprozeszen und der Nutzung des Internets.

Ich bin Studentin an der Universitdt von Southampton in GroBbritannien. Digses Projekt ist Teil
meiner Promotionsarbeit fir einen Doktorgrad in Web Science.

Wenn Sie daran interessiert sind, werde ich Ihnen schald die Studie beendet ist, eine digitale Kopie
der fertigen Arbeit zur Verflgung stellen, so dass Sie sehen kdnnen wie ich Ihre Daten verwendet
habe.

Warum wurde ich ausgewdhlt?

Alle Teilnehmer diesar studie sind Mitglieder von Biindnis 50 / Die Griinen. Besonders interessiert
bin ich an denjenigen Mitgliedern, die auf diesem Parteitag aktiv an der Diskussion um
Onlinebeteiligung in der Partei teilnehmen.

Was geschieht wenn ich teilnehme?

Wenn Sie der Teilnahme an dieser Studie zustimmen, werde ich mit Ihnen gin kurzes Interview zu
den Entscheidungsprozessen bei Blindnis 30 / Die Grinen fiihren. Ich werde lhnen Fragen zu lhrer
Nainung zu diesen Prozessen, Ihrer Auffassung von Demokratie sowig von Onlinebateiligung stallen.
Selbstvearsténdlich entstehen flr Sie keine Kosten durch die Teilnahme.

Was habe ich davon wenn ich an der Studie teilnehme?

Ich hoffe dass Sie die Teilnahme interassant finden werden. Die Ergebnisse dieser Studie kénnen fir
Sie und lhre Partei nltzlich sein, um die Entscheidungsprozesse, und die Internatnutzung bei
Bindnis 90/ Die Griinen, zu verbessarn,

Gehe ich ein Risiko ein wenn ich teilnehme?
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Die Teilnahme birgt keinerlei Risiken. 5ie sind nicht verpflichtet Fragen zu beantworten, die Sie nicht
beantworten méchten.

Ist lhre Teilnahme vertraulich?

la. Scfern S nicht explizit zustimmen namentlich genannt zu werden, wird |hr Name in
Publikationen anonymisiert werden. Die Identitat etwaigar weiterer Personen, die Sie im Rahmen
des Interviews erwdhnen [wie beispielsweise andere Parteimitglieder), wird in jedem Fal
anonymisiert,

Die Ergebnisse werden auf einem passwartgeschitzten Computer gespeicheart, sa dass sie
niemandam sonst zugénglich sind. Die Daten werden ausschliellich in Uberginstimmung mit dem
Datenschutzgesetz {1958) von Grofbritannizn verwendet, Dieses Gesatz erlaubt es zustindigan
Behdrden, wie beispielsweise der Paolizei, auf die Daten der 5tudie zuzugreifen um die nationale
Sicherheit zu gewzhrleisten, Straftaten auszudeckan oder zu verhindern, Straftster zu verfolgen und
fastzunshmen, Steuern zu ermittaln ader einzuzighen, oder lebenswichtige Interessen des
Teilnehmers oder anderer Personen zu schiitzen.

Wenn Sie mehr Uber das Projekt, die Datensammlung und den Datenschutz wissen mdchten,
kontaktieren Sie mich hitte unter Gefion. Thuermer@soton.ac.uk.

Was passiert wenn ich es mir anders Gberlege?

Sie k&nnen ihr Einverstdndnis zur Teilnahme ohne Angabe von Grinden jederzeit zurlickziehen, lhre
Daten einsehen oder andern.

Was passiert wenn etwas schief [5uft?

Sollten Sie Sorgen ader eine Beschwerde haben, kentaktieren Sie Litte mich,
igefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk), oder die Projektbetrevenden Silke Roth (Silke.Roth@soton.ac.uk)}

oder Steffen Staab {S.R.Stazsb@soton.ac.uk). Im Falle von Beschwerden kdnnen Sie sich auch an die
Leitung von Research Governance (rgeinfo@soton.ac.uk) weanden.
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E.4.3 Consent Form

Consent Form — Activity B — Semi-Structured Interviews

Ethics referance number: ERGO/FSHMS/ 20777 Varsion: 1 Date: 2014-05-23

Study Title: Use of the internat in decision-making procassas in the Green Party Germany and the
role of ideology and inequality in their development

Investigator: Gefion Thuermer

Please initial the boxes if you agree with the statements:

I have read and understood the Participant Information {version 1
dated 2016-09-22) and have had the opportunity to ask
guestions about the study.

| agree to take part in this research project and agree far my data
to be recorded and used for the purpose of this study

I understand my participation is valuntary and | may access,
change or withdraw my data for any reason at any time.

I understand that my respanses will be anonymised in reports of
the research

{Optionall. | cansent to be named in publications about this
research

Data Protection

| understand that information collected during my participation in this study will be stored
on & passward protected computer and that this information will only be used in accordance
with the Data Protection Act {1598). The DFA (1898} requires data to be processed fairly
and lawfully in accordance with the rights of participants and protected by appropriate
security. la addition, the DPA (1998) makes provision for an appropriate authority, such as
the Folice, to access data held by the study.

Mame of participant (print name)..

Signature of Participant. . .

DA e

250



E.4.4

Consent Form (German)

Einverstiandniserkldrung — Aktivitdt B — Leitfadengestiitzte Interviews

Ethikkommissionsrefrenznummer: ERGO/FSHMS/20777 | Wersion: 1

Datum: 2016-039-23

und die Rolle von Ideologie und Ungleichheit in ihrer Entwicklung

Titel der Studie: Nutzung das Internats in Entscheidungsprozessen bei Bindnis 90 / Die Griinen,

Forscherin: Gefion Thuarmer

Bitte markieren Sie die Satze denen Sie zustimmen mit thren nitialen:

Ich habe das Teilnehmerinformationsblatt (Version 1, datiert 2016-09-22)
gelesen und hatte die Gelegenheit Fragen zu der Studie zu stellen.

Ich stimme meingr Teilnahme an digsem Forschungsprojekt und der
Aufzeichnung und Verarbeitung meiner Daten zu diesem Zweck zu.

Ich werstehe dass meine Teilnahme freiwillig ist und dass ich meine
Daten jederzeit chne Angabe von Criinden einsehen, andern oder
zurlickziehen kann.

Ich werstehe dass meine Antworten in anenymisierter Form in der
Publikation der Studie verwendet werden.

(Optionall: lch stimme zu, in Publikationen zu der Studie
namentlich genannt zu werden

Ich verstehe, dass Informationen die wihrend meiner Teilnahme an dieser Studie
atfgezeichnet werden auf einem passwartgeschiitztesn Computer gespeichert wevden, und
dass diese Informationen nur in Ubereinstimmung mit dem Datenschutzgesetz [1998) von
Grofibritannien verwendet werden. Digses Gesetz besagt dass Daten sozialvertraglich und
gesetzlich in Ubereinstimmung mit den Rechten der Teilnehmer verwendet und angemessen
geschiitzt werden musse. Zusdtzlich bestimmt das Gesetz das zustdndige Behorden, wie
belspielsweise die Polizel, auf die im Rahmen der Studie gespeicherten Daten zugreifen

KOMHMERn.

Name des Teilnehmers (in Druckbuchstaben) e,

Unterschrift des Teilnehmers.
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E.4.5

252

Interview Guide

Interview Guide

Introduction

Thank you agreeing to participate in this interview. As you know, | am interestad in decision making
processas in the Green Party, and your responses today will help me to understand what matters to
party members just as yourself.

The geal of my project is to understand how members of the party perceive democratic processes,
and which considerations are important for them when it comes to online participation.

Understanding of democracy
First of all, 1 am interested in what your personal preferences are when it comes to democratic
decisions.

What is impartant to you when it comes to participation in Blndnis 30 / Die Grinan?

How do you currently participate in decision-making processas?

If you could change anything about decizion-making processes, is there anything that you would
like to change? What should change?

W

4. How is democracy understood in Bindnis 30 / Die Grunen, and how do you think this
understanding of democracy has been realised?

Online Participation
Let us now turn to internat-use in dacision making procassas of BUndnis 50 / Die Grunen.

5. Do you think Blndnis 90 / Die Grinan should use the internat in their decision-making
processes?
6. Which advantages and disadvantages do you sae in regards to online participation?
7. Areyou aware of the motions for online participation [‘Strengthen Participation: Merging on-
and offline’) that is being discussad at this assembly?
a. |If so: What are your views on this proposal?

Interviewee details

Finally, | would like to know 2 little bit more about your membership and position in Biindnis 50/ Die
Grinen, and some demagraphic details.

& When did you join the Green Party?

2. When did you become an active member of the party?

10. Do you identify with one of the wings of the party?

11. Do you or did you ever hold an office in the party? (\Which)
2. Do you or did you ever hold a mandate? (Which)

13. In which federal state do you live?

14. Do you live inan urban, suburban, or rural area?

15. How would you rate you IT skills?

16. How would you describe your internet-use?

17. What is your highest gualification?

18. What is your current occupation?

15. May | ask how old are you?
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20. What is your gender?
21. Do you have children? (How many, how old?)
22. What is your annual income?
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E.4.6 Interview Guide (German)

Interview Guide

Einleitung

Viglen Dank fur Ihre Bereitschaft an diesem Interview teilzunehmen. Wie Sie wissen bin ich an den
Entscheidungsprozessen bei Blindnis 90 / Die Grinen interessiert, und Ihre Antworten werden mir
helfen zu verstehen was Parteimitglieder wie Sie an diesen Prozeszen wichtig ist.

Das Ziel meinas Forschungsprojektes ist zu verstehean, wie Parteimitglieder demaokratische Prozasse
wahrnehmen, und welche Aspekte Ihnen wichtig sind wenn es um Partizipation geht.

Auffassung von Demokratie
Zunachst interessiere ich mich fur 1hre persénlichan Praferanzen im Hinblick auf demokratische
Entscheidungsprozesse.

Was ist Ihnen wichtig im Hinblick zuf Beteiligung bei Bundnis 30 / Die Griinen?

Wie sind Sie im Moment an Entscheidungsprozassen beteiligt?

Wenn Sie die Entscheidungsprozesss dndern konnten, gibt es etwas dass Sie gern dndern
wiirden? Was sollte sich &ndern?

W

4, Wie wirden sie das Demokratieversténdnis von Bindnis 50 / Die Griinen beschreiben, und in
wie weit halten sie es fir verwirklicht?

Onlinebeteiligung
Lassen Sie uns nun auf die Nutzung des Internets in den Entscheidungsprozessen von Biindnis 50/
Die Grinen zu sprechen kommen.

3. Denken Sie das Bundnis 50/ Die Grinen das Internet in ihren Entscheidungsprozessen nutzen
sollte?
6. Welche Vor- und Nachteile sehan Sie im Hinblick auf Onlinebetziligung?
7. Sind Sie mit den Antrdgen zu Onlinebetailigung {“Beteiligung starken: On- und Offline
verschmelzen”), die auf dieser BDK behandelt werden, vertraut?
a. Wenn ja: Wie schatzen Sie diese Antrage ein?

Details Uber Teilnehmer
Zuletzt wisste ich gern noch etwas mehr Gber ihre Mitgliedschaft und Rolle bei Bindnis 20 / Die
Grinen, sowie eine demografische Informationen.

8, Wann sind Sie Bindnis 30/ Die Grinen beigetreten?

S, Seitwann sind Sie in der Partei aktiv?

10. Wirden Sie sich einer politischen Strémung innerhzlb dar Partei zuordnen?

11. Fullen Sie ein Amt aus, oder haban Sie das in der Vergangenheit getan? wWelche(s)?
12. Haben Sie ein Mandat, oder haben Sie in der Vergangenheit einas gehabt? Welche(s)?
13. In welchem Bundasland leben Sie / sind Sie Mitglied?

14. Leben Sie in der Stact, in einem Yorstadtgehiet, oder in einer 13ndlichen Gegend?
15. Wie wiirden Sie ihre IT-Kenntnisse einordnen?

16, Wie wirden Sie Ihre Nutzung des Internets beschreiben?

17. Was ist ihr héichster Bildungsabschluss?

18. Was ist ihr Beschaftigungsstatus?
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13,
20.
21.
2. Was ist ihr jahrliches Einkammen?

Darfich fragen wie alt Sie sind?
Welchem Geschlecht ordnen Sie sich zu?
Haben Sie Kindar? (Wie vial / wie alt?)
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E.4.7
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DPA Plan

DPA Plan — Activity B — Semi-Structured Interviews

Ethics referance number: ERGO/FSHIMS/20777 Varsion: 1 Date: 2016-05-22

Study Title: Use of the internet in decision-making processas in the Green Party Germany and the
role of ideclogy and inequality in their development

Investigator: Gefion Thuermer

The data collection comprises semi-structured interviews. The interview schedule provides the list of
guastions participants will respond to.

The data is required to identify how members of the Green Party Germany perceive democratic
decision-making in the party, and what expectations they have of an only online system or process
for democratic decision-making.

The data is adequate because it will cover exactly what is reguirad to analyse this guestion, and the
data iz not excessive because no maore information than what is required will be collected.

Th

m

data will be processed fairly because the participants will have given explicit consent.
The data’s accuracy is ensured because it will consist of recording of conversations,

Data will be stared on the Invastigator's laptop and backed up on univarsity servers. The laptop will
be protected by 2 password known only to the researcher, The data will be held in accordance with
University palicy on data retention.

The data will be destroyed by the rezearcher, ten years after publication of the PhD dissartation
{expected Winter 2018} through deletion.

The data will be processad in accordance with the rights of the participants because thay will have
tha right to access, carrect, and/or withdraw their consent for any reason. Participants will be able
to exercise their rights by contacting the investigator (e-mail: gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk) or the

project supervisors {e-mail: Silke.Roth@scton.ac.uk or 5.R.5taabi@soton.ac.uk). For complaints, they

will also be given the cantact details for the head of research governance (rgoinfo@soton.ac.uk).
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E.5 Activity C1 - Survey (all party members)

E.5.1 Survey

Activity C1 (all members survey)

1. Survey Questions

Question 1.

The delegate assembly in Muenster decided to introduce three new forms of
participation. How do you think your own participation is going to change due to
these new processes?

Will participate

in different

ways (e.g. do Don't know
more online, do

different things)

Will participate 'WII participate  Will participate
more just the same less

Online
verification
CGirass-roots
survey
grass—roots
demand

Question 2.

How often have you participated within the party in these ways in the last six
months?

More than

. Don't know
ten times

Not at all Once 2-5 times 6-10 times

Discussed
topics
relevant to
the party
Wrote
proposals
for
assemblies
Supported
proposals
for
assemblies
Discussed
proposals
for
assemblies
Contributed
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to lead
proposals
for
assemblies

Voted as a
2rass-rools C
member

Voted as a
delegate

Worked in
party C
bodies

Question 3.
Through which channels did you do these things?

[ Atlocal meetings or assemblies
[ At national meetings or assemblies
At non-localised meetings (Skype telephone conference)
Via Mail / Fax
On Social Media(Facebook Twitter etc.)
On party owned platforms online (Antragsgr?n Wurzelwerk etc.)

«  Other

How else did vou participate?

Question 4,
How would you like to be involved in party-internal decision making processes?

Discuss topics relevant to the party

Write proposals for assemblies

Support proposals for assemblies

Discuss proposals for assemblies
Contribute to lead proposals for assemblies
Vole as grass-roots member

Volte as a delegate

Work in party bodies

¥ Other

How else would you like to be involved in decision making processes?
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Question 5.

Please rate the below statements in order of how important they are for you in regards to party-
internal democracy:

Ij All members can participate as much as possible
lj All members can participate equally

[= v All members can participate in voles

[— v All members can participate in discussions

Save and Continue
You haven't answered all the questions on this page Save and Continue Anyway
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Activity C1 (all members survey)

2. Demographical Questions

Question 1.
When did vou join the Green Party?

Question 2.

When did you become an active member of the party?

Question 3.
Where would you locate yourself on the political spectrum within the party?

Left 1 2 3 4 5 Realists Not at all

Question 4.
Do you or did you ever hold a mandate or an office in the party?

Hold a mandate party office at the moment
Held a mandate or party office in the past
Never held a mandate or party office

At which level?

Europe
National
State

Region

Local (Kreis)

Local (Ort)

Question 5.

In which federal state do vou live?

Please select v
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Question 6.

Da vou live in an urban. suburban, or rural area?

| Please select ¥

Question 7.
How would you rate you IT skills?

Very Bad | 2 3

Question 8.

How regularly do you use the internet?

Not at all Monthly Weekly

Question 9.
What is your highest qualification

| Please select v

Question 10,
What is your current occupation?

| Please select v

Question 11.
How old are you?

Question 12,
What is your gender?

[Please select ¥ |

Question 13.

Do vou have children?
O Yes
2 No

0 Prefer not to tell

Daily

Very
Good

All the time

Appendix E

Don't know

Don't know
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Question 14,
What is your gross annual income?

Back a page

Save and Finish
Onee this button is pressed you will not be able edit your responses

You haven't answered all the questions on this page | Save and Finish Anyway
Once this button is pressed you will not be able edit your responses
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E.5.2 Survey (German)

Activity C1 (all members survey) DE

1. Umfrage

Question 1.

Auf der BDK in Miinster wurden drei neue Beteiligungsformen beschlossen. Wie
denkst Du wird sich Deine Beteiligung durch diese neuen Prozesse verindern?

Werde mich
auf andere Art
Werde mich  Werde mich  Werde mich  beteiligen

mehr genau gleich  weniger (z.B. mehr We]]ii_ﬁ“g’
beteiligen beteiligen beteiligen online tun

andere Dinge

tun)

Onlineverifikation
Basisbefragung
Basisbegehren

Question 2.

Wie oft hast Du Dich in den letzten sechs Monaten innerhalb der Partei auf diese
Arten beteiligt?

Garnicht 1 Mal 2-5 Mal 6-10 Mal  Ofter Weill nicht

Parteirelevante
Themen
diskutiert
Antrige fiir
einen Parteitag
geschrieben
Antriige fiir
einen Parteitag
unterstiitzt
Antriige fiir
einen Parteitag
diskutiert
Leitantriige [iir
einen Parteitag
mitgeschrieben
Als
Basismitglied
an einer
Abstimmung
teilgenommen
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Als ]
Delegierter an

einer

Abstimmung

teilgenommen

In Gremien ) ) . N )
mitgearbeitet . O O

Question 3.

Uber welche Kaniile hast Du Dich dabei beteiligt?

Auf Treffen oder Mitgliederversammlungen vor Ort
[ Awf tiberregionalen Treffen oder Parteitagen
[ Auf nicht ortsgebundenen Treffen (Skype, Telefonkonferenzen)
[ Per Post/ Fax
In Sozialen Medien (Facebook, Twitter etc.)
Auf Parteiplattformen im Internet { Antragsgriin, Wurzelwerk etc.)
¥ Anderes

Wie hast Du Dich noch beteiligt?

Question 4.
Wie mochtest Du gern an Entscheidungsprozessen beteiligt werden?

Parteirelevante Themen diskutieren

Antriige fiir einen Parteitag schreiben

Antriige flir cinen Parteitag unterstizen

Antriige flir einen Parteitag diskutieren

Leitantriige fiir einen Parteitag mitschreiben

Als Basismitglied an einer Abstimmung teilnehmen
Als Delegierter an einer Abstimmunt teilnehmen

In Gremien mitarbeiten

Gar nicht

#  Anderes

Wie mochtest Du noch an Entscheidungsprozessen beteiligt sein?

Question 5.
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Bitte ordne die folgenden Sitze nach ihrer Wichtigkeit in Bezug auf innerparteiliche
Demokratie

{Bitie wehle fiir jede Aussage eine Zahl aus, je nachdem wie wichiig dir die Aussage fiir Beteiligung
innerhalb von Biindnis 90/ Die Griinen ist; I ist am wichiigsien)

[ ¥ Alle Mitglieder koennen sich so viel wie moeglich beteiligen

— v Alle Mitglieder kiinnen sich gleichberechiigt beteiligen

— v Alle Mitglieder koennen sich an Abstimmungen beteiligen

— v Alle Mitglieder koennen sich an Diskussionen beteiligen

Save and Continue
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Activity C1 (all members survey) DE

2. Demografische Fragen

Question 1.
Wann bist Du Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen beigetreten?

Question 2.

Seit wann bist Du in der Partei aktiv?

Question 3.
Wo verortest Du Dich innerhalb des politischen Spektrums der Partei?

Linke 1 2 3 4 5 Realos

Question 4,
Bekleidest Du ein Amt oder Mandat, oder hast Du das in der Vergangenheit getan?

¢/ Habe aktuell ein Amt oder Mandat
Hatte in der Vergangenheit ein Amt oder Mandat

Hatte nie ein Amt oder Mandat

Auf welcher Ebene?

¥ Luropa

¥ Bund
Land
Region
Kreis

Ort

Question 5.
In welchem Bundesland bist Du Mitglied?

Please select v
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Question 6.
In was fiir einer Gegend lebst Du?

| Please select v

Question 7.
Wie wiirdest Du Deine [T-Kenninisse einordnen?

Sehr

Schlecht 2 3 4 5 Sehr gut  Weil nicht

Question 8.

Wie regelmiBig nutzt Du das Internet?

Gar nicht Monatlich Wichentlich  Taglich Durchgehend  Weil nicht

[ (] [ ] {
L — -_J

Question 9,
Was ist Dein héchster Bildungsabschluss?

| Berufsausbildung v |

Question 10,
Was ist Dein Beschiftigungsstatus?

| Please select v

Question 11.
Wie alt bist Du?

Question 12,
Welchem Geschlecht ordnest Du Dich zu?

[Please select v

Question 13.
Hast Du Kinder?

o Ja
® Nein

0 Keine Angabe
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Question 14,
Etwa wie hoch ist Dein jihrliches Bruttoeinkommen?

Back a page

| Save and Finish
Onee this button is pressed you will not be able edit your responses
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Appendix E

Green Party Survey (as sent April 2017)

GreenSurvey = Girilner Monitor https:/umfrage.gruene.de/index php/admin/printablesurvey/sa/index/s...

I von 12

Gruner Monitor
Liebes Mitglied,

in einem halben Jahr findet die Bundestagswahl statt. Heute wollen wir von Dir im Griinen Monitor wiszen, wie Du die aktuelle
Lage siehst. Deine Einschatzungen rund um Palitik, Themen und Menschen werden in unsera Kampagnenplanung einflielan,
Neban Umfragen in der Bevilkerung sind wir auch sehr an Deiner Meinung als Parteimitglied interessiert. Aktuell

interessiert uns vor allem, wie Du die aktuelle Lage einschétzt, welche Teile des Programmeantwurfs Dir besonders wichtig sind und
wig genau Du in der Partei aktiv bist.

Warum mache ich das? Es hilft bei der Entwicklung unserer Wahlkampagne und beim gréfleren Thema der Parteireform. Die
Ergebnisse sind ein Baustein von mehreren. Da as explizit eine interne Befragung und kein Mitgliederentscheid ist, werden wir die
Ergebnisse nicht verdffentlichen. Damit wir unsere Planungen aber auf einer moglichst breiten Datengrundlage machen

konnen, freue ich mich sehr, wenn Du mitmachst und mich so unterstutzt.

Diese Umfage endet am Freitag, den 07, April um 13:00 Uhr. Das Ausfiillen davert nur rund 13 Minuten, Zum Starten klicke bitte
urten auf "Weiter”,

Die Umfrage dient rein internan Zwecken und wird gemall des Bundesdatenschutzgesetzes (BDSG) durchgefuhrt. Alle Angaben
werden nurin anonymisierter Form ausgewertet, Die Antworten werden nicht detailliert versffentlicht. Die erhobenen Daten werden
nicht an unbefugte Dritte weitergegeben. Falls Du Fragen hast, schreibe eine kurze Email an: umfrage@aruene.de
(http-//gruene.de) eder rufe unter 030 - 28 44 2 - 103 an.

Vielen Dank fur Deine Teilnahme!
Herzliche Grule,
Michael Kellner

Palitischer Bundesgeschaftsfihrer
Diese Umfrage enthalt 27 Fragen.

Gruner Monitor

1]
Wie zufrieden bist Du ganz allgemein mit der Arbeit von Blindnis
90/Die Grinen im Bund?

*

Bitte wéhle nur eine der folgenden Antworten aus:
() sehr zufrieden

() zufrieden

(" weniger zufrieden

() gar nicht zufrieden

(3 keine Angabe

Bitte wahle nur eine der Antworten aus,

2 []

Wie beurteilst Du die Geschlossenheit der griinen Partei?
*

Bitte wahle nur eine der folgenden Antworten aus:

() grolt

02.05.17. 12:03
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(") eher grol
() eher gering
(" gering

() keine Angabe

Bitte wéhle nur eine der Antworten aus.

3]

Wie stark willst Du Dich persénlich im anstehenden Wahlkampf
einbringen?

*

Bitte wahle nur eine der folgenden Antworten sus:
(") sehr stark

(7 stark

() schwach

(» gar nicht

(C) keine Angabe

Bitte wahle nur eine der Antworten aus.

4[]

Bitte gib an, ob Du der jeweiligen Aussage voll und ganz zustimmst,
eher zustimmst, eher nicht zustimmst oder Uberhaupt nicht
zustimmst.

*

Bitte wihle die zutreffende Antwort aus:

Stimme
Stimme voll Stimme eher Stimme eher Uberhaupt
und ganz zu zZu nicht zu nicht zu keine Angabe
Es braucht starke
Grilne, um unsere
Demokratie gegen o o o o o

Naticnalismus und
Populismus zu
verteidigen.

Es braucht starke
Griine, damit die
Menschen in unserem O O O O g
Land auch in Zukunft

frei leben kénnen.

Die Grunen setzen sich

am konsequentesten

fiir den Schutz unserer O 0 O s e
naturlichen

Lebensgrundlagen ein.

2wvon 12 02.05.17,12:03
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Stimme
Stimme voll Stimme eher Stimme eher Uberhaupt
und ganz zu Zu nicht zu nicht zu keine Angabe

Es braucht starke

Grine, um zu mehr

Chancengerechtigkeit @] O a &} &
in Deutschland zu

kommen.

Die Griinen haben die

besten ldeen fur die

Zukunft unseres o O O O C
Landes.
Die Grunen sollten an
der nachsten
Bundesregierung
O O O O C

beteiligt sein, um die
grofle Koalition
abzuldsen.

511
Welche Aussage vermittelt mit Blick auf die Bundestagswahl 2017
fur Dich die wichtigste Botschaft?

Bitte wahle nur eine der folgenden Antworten aus:

Es braucht starke Griine, damit die Menschen in unserem Land auch in Zukunft frei leben kénnen.

Es braucht starke Griine, um zu mehr Chancengerechtigkeit in Deutschland zu kommen.

Es braucht starke Grine, um unsere Demokratie gegen Nationalismus und Populismus zu verteidigen.
Die Grunen soliten an der nachsten Bundesregierung beteiligt sein, um die grolle Koalition abzuldsen,
Die Grinen setzen sich am konsequentesten fur den Schutz unserer natirlichen Lebensgrundlagen ein.

Die Grinen haben die besten ldeen fur die Zukunft unseres Landes.

6 [1Denke jetzt bitte nur an die Situation bei Dir vor Ort: Welche
Themenfelder sorgen derzeit am meisten fur Gesprachsstoff? *

Bitte wahle maximal 3 Antwoarten aus.

COO0O0DO0

Bitte wahle alle Punkte aus, die zutreffen

[] Arbeit

Bildung, Schule, Kita

Demokratie, Birger*innenrechte, Blrger'innenbeteiligung
Energieversorgung

Erndhrung und Landwirtschaft

Familie, Vereinbarkeit von Beruf und Familie
Finanzen, Haushalt, Steuern
Fremdenfeindlichkeit und Rechtsextremismus
Gesundheit und Pflege

Gleichberechtigung von Mann & Frau

Handel, z.B. Ceta und TTIP

Innenpolitik, Kriminalitat

COO0O0OOooOogooad

3wvon 12 02.05.17,12:03
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[] Integration, Flichtlinge, Einwanderung
[] Internationales

|:| Klimaschutz, UmweltMNatur

[] Kultur

[[] Léndlicher Raum

[] Mieten, Wohnungsbau

[] Metzpolitik

[[] Politikierjverdruss

[] Rente, Alterssicherung

[[] Sozialer Zusammenhalt

[] Verbraucher‘innenschutz

[] Verkehr, Infrastruktur

[] Wirtschaft

[[] ‘Wissenschaft, Forschung, Hochschule

[] Zusammenhalt in Europa

Bitte wahle maximal 3 Antworten aus.

7 [IMan spricht in der Politik immer wieder von ,links" und , rechts™.
Wo wurdest Du Blindnis 90/Die Griinen auf einer Skala von 1-11
einordnen, wobei 1 bedeutet, dass die Partei ,links"™ ist und 11
bedeutet, dass die Partei ,rechts" ist. Mit den Werten dazwischen
kannst Du Deine Einschatzung abstufen. *

Bitte wahle die zutreffende Antwort aus:

Keine
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 10 1 Antwort

O O O O O C @] O @] O 1§ O
8 [JUnd wie ist das mit Dir selbst? Wo wurdest Du Dich auf einer
Skala einordnen, bei der 1 ,links" bedeutet und 11 ,rechts"? *
Bitte wahle die zutreffende Antwort aus:

Keine
5] 7 8 9 10 1 Antwort

1 2 3 4 5

© 0 0O 0O 0 ¢ ¢ O O o ¢ O
9 [JWenn man den Bundeskanzler direkt wéhlen kénnte, fir wen
wurdest Du Dich entscheiden: fir Angela Merkel oder fur Martin
Schulz? *

Bitte wéhle nur eine der folgenden Antworten aus:
() Fur Angela Merkel

(3 Fur Martin Schulz

() Fur keinen von beiden

(O keine Angabe

EBitte nur eine Antwort auswahlen.

4von 12 02.05.17,12:03
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Wichtigkeit der Themen im Wahlprogrammentwurf

10 []Welches Thema im Bereich "Umwelt im Kopf" des
Wahlprogrammentwurfs soll fir uns im Wahlkampf die hdchste
Wichtigkeit haben? *

Bitte wahle nur eine der folgenden Antworten aus:

(O Wir erhalten unsere MNatur

() Wir machen Deutschland zum Vorreiter beim Klimaschutz

(O Wir begriinen unsere Wirtschaft fir Umweltschutz, Lebensqualitat und neue Arbeitsplatze
() Wir sorgen fir gesunde Lebensmittel ohne Gift und Tierqualerei

O Wir steigen um - komplett auf grine Energien

(") Wir sorgen fir saubere, bezahlbare und bequeme Mobilitat

11 []Welches Thema im Bereich "Welt im Blick" des

Wahlprogrammentwurfs soll fir uns im Wahlkampf die hochste
Wichtigkeit haben? *

Bitte wiéhle nur eine der folgenden Antworten aus:

() Wir kémpfen um Eurapas Zusammenhalt

Ty Wir stehen ein fur Frieden und Menschenrechte

(O Wir machen den Welthandel fair

() Wir bekampfen die Fluchtursachen und schitzen Fllchtlinge

(") Wir gestalten unser Einwanderungsland

12 []

Welches Thema im Bereich "Freiheit im Herzen" des
Wahlprogrammentwurfs soll fir uns im Wahlkampf die hochste
Wichtigkeit haben?

#

Bitte wéahle nur eine der folgenden Antworten aus:

() Wir streiten fir Toleranz, Vielfalt und Selbstbestimmung

() Wir schaffen endlich Gleichberechtigung und Lohngleichheit
(" Wir sorgen fir Sicherheit und erhalten die Freiheit

(T Wir starken die Demokratie

(3 Wir machen Verbraucherinnen und Verbraucher stark

(") Wir machen das Internet frei und sicher

{73 Wir sergen fir bezahlbare Wohnungen und lebenswerte Kommunen

13 []
Welches Thema im Bereich "Gerechtigkeit im Sinn" des

Wahlprogrammentwurfs soll fir uns im Wahlkampf die hochste
Wichtigkeit haben?

*

Bitte wihle nur eine der folgenden Antwerten aus:

Swvon 12 02.05.17. 12:03
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Wir investieren in Kindertagesstatten, Schulen und Universitaten
Wir teilen den Wohlstand gerechter

Wir machen den Sozialstaat sicher und zukunftsfest

Wir holen Kinder aus der Armut und férdern Familien

Wir kdmpfen fir gute Arbeit und bessere Vereinbarkeit

C0QCO0O0O0

Wir gestalten die Digitalisierung

Gvon 12 02.05.17,12:03
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Beteiligung an der Parteiarbeit

14 T]

Auf der BDK in Mlinster wurden verschiedene Beschliisse dazu
getroffen, wie Mitglieder sich einbringen kénnen. Dabei wurden zwei
neue Beteiligungsformen (Mitgliederbegehren* und
Mitgliederbefragung**) eingefihrt. Wie denkst Du, werden sich
diese Beschliisse auf Deine Beteiligung in der Partei auswirken?

=

Bitte wéhle die zutreffende Antwort aus:

Werde mich mehr Werde mich genau Werde mich
beteiligen gleich beteiligen weniger beteiligen Weilk nicht
Mitgliederbefragung [z O [€2] (&
Mitgliederbegehren O O O ¢

* Ein Mitgliederbegehren auf Bundesebene bedautet, dass 250 Mitglieder gemeinsam die Behandlung eines Themas im
Bundesvorstand erzwingsn kénnen. Die Antragsstellertinnen erhalten verpflichtend in der Regel innerhalb einer Frist von vier
Wachen eine Stellungnahme des Bundesvorstandes zu ihrem Anliegen.

** Der Bundesvorstand will die Mitglieder durch frihzeitige Mitgliederbefragungen starker in die programmatische
Weiterentwicklung sinbezishen. Zu mindestens einem der Themen wird einmal im Jahr eine Online-Umfrage durchgefihnt, um
Meinungen einzuholen und Debatten vorzubereiten. Die Befragung erganzt politische Debatten, ersetzt sie aber nicht.

15 ]
Wie oft hast Du Dich in den letzten sechs Monaten innerhalb der
Partei auf diese Arten beteiligt?

*

Bitte wahle die zutreflende Antwort aus;

Gar nicht 1 Mal 2-5 Mal G-10 Mal Ofter Weilt nicht
Parteirelevante Themen
diskutiert O o O O O
Antrige fir einen
Parteitag geschrieben
Antrage fur einen
FParieitag unterstiizt
Antrége fur einen
Parteitag diskutiert
Als Mitglied an einer
Abstimmung in einer LAG
oder
Mitgliederversammlung
teilgenommen
Als Delegierte®r an einer
Abstimmung z.B. bei
einer LDK, BDK oder O O O o G O
BAG teilgenommen
In Gremien mitgearbeitet O (&) O [&] 5] 4 ]
16 []

Uber welche Kanale hast Du Dich dabei beteiligt?

Bitte wihle alle Punkte aus, die zutreffen:

O © O
O 0 O O

O (@] O O
O (@] O o
O @) O O

C

O O @)

C
C

Twvon 12 02.05.17,12:03
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[[] Auf Treffen oder Mitgliederversammiungen vor Ort
[] Auf iberregionalen Treffen oder Parteitagen
[[] Awuf nicht ortsgebundenen Treffen (Skype, Telefonkonferenz)
[] PerPost/Fax
[1In sozialen Medien (Facebook, Twitter, etc.)
[[] Auf Plattformen im Internet (Antragsgriin, \Wurzelwerk, etc.)
| Andar&r::| |
17 []

Bitte ordne die folgenden Satze nach ihrer Wichtigkeit in Bezug auf
innerparteiliche Demokratie (héchste Bewertung oben)

*

Alle Antworten milssen unterschiedlich sein und du musst sie ordnen,

Bitte nummeriere jede Box in der Reihenfolge Deiner Praferenz, beginnend von 1 bis 4

|

Alle Mitglieder kénnen sich so viel wie mdglich beteiligen

B

Alle Mitglieder kénnen sich gleichberechtigt beteiligen

|

Alle Mitglieder kénnen sich an Abstimmungen beteiligen

|

Alle Mitglieder kénnen sich an Diskussionen beteiligen

8 wvon 12 02.05.17,12:03
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Soziodemographie
18 [JWelchem Geschlecht ordnest Du Dich zu? *

Bitte wahle nur eine der folgenden Antworten aus:
(") weiblich

"y mannlich

() anderes

() keine Angabe

19 []Wie alt bist Du? *

Bitte wiahle nur eine der folgenden Antworten aus:
() unter18

O 1829

(O 30-39

40-49

50-59

650-69

70+

(ONONONONS

keine Angabe

20 []In welchem Bundesland wohnst Du? *
Bitte wahle nur eine der folgenden Antwarten aus:
Baden-Wirttemberg

Bayern

Berlin

Brandenburg

Bremen

Hamburg

Hessen

Mecklenburg-Vorpommern
Niedersachsen

MNordrhein-Westfalen

Rheinland-Pfalz

Saarland

Sachsen

Sachsen-Anhalt

Schleswig-Holstein

Thiringen

CoO0COO0OCOOOCOOOCQO

Ausland

(O keine Angabe

21 []Wo lebst Du? *

Ywvon 12 02.05.17,12:03
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Bitte wahle nur eine der folgenden Antwaorten aus;

("y Direktin einer Grofstadt (Uber 100.000 Einwohner*innen)

(" Im Speckglrtel einer GroBstadt (Uber 100.000 Einwohner®innen)
(O In einer Kleinstadt (zwischen 10.000 und 100.000 Einwehner‘innen)
(7 Aufdem Land (Gemeinde mit weniger als 10.000 Einwohner*innen)

() keine Angabe

22 [IWas ist Dein hochster Schulabschluss? *
EBitte wéhle nur eine der folgenden Antworten aus:

() Noch in der Schule

Wolks-Hauptschule

Realschule oder gleichwertig

Fachhochschul- oder Hochschulreife

Fachhochschule- oder Hochschulabschluss

Promaotion/Habilitation

Kein Schulabschluss

COO00CQCO0O0

keine Angabe

23 [IWas ist Dein derzeitiger beruflicher Status (bitte
Hauptbeschaftigung)? *

Bitte wahle nur eine der folgenden Antworten aus:
() Schuler*in/Student*in/Azubi

Arbeitslos

Angestellt

BeamteR

Selbststandig

Rente/Pension

Hausfrau oder -mann

OCcoQCcOoCO

keine Angabe

24 []Wie regelmaBig nutzt Du das Internet? *
Bitte wéhle nur eine der folgenden Antwerten aus:

(O gar nicht

(" manatlich

(") wéchentlich

(O taglich

() durchgehend

() keine Angabe

25 []Bekleidest Du ein Amt oder Mandat oder hast Du das in der

Vergangenheit getan? *

Bitte wahle maximal eine Antwort aus.

10 von 12
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Bitte wahle alle Punkte aus, die zutreffen:

[] Habe aktuell ein Amt oder Mandat
[] Hatte in der Vergangenheit ein Amt oder Mandat
[] Hatte nie ein Amt oder Mandat

26 [JAuf welcher Ebene? *
Beantworte diese Frage nur, wenn folgende Bedingungen erfillt sind:

====== Scanario 1

Antwort war bei Frage ‘26 [code24] (Bekleidest Du ein Amt oder Mandat oder hast Du das in der Vergangenheit getan?)
mmmmmmem QBT SCENAMD 2 =eemmeem

Antwort war bei Frage '256 [code24] (Bekleidest Du ein Amt oder Mandat oder hast Du das in der Vergangenheit getan?)

Bitte wahle alle Punkte aus, die zutreffen:

[[] Europa

[] Bund

[] Land

[ ] Region

[] Kreis

[] ort

27 []Vielen Dank fur Deine Antworten bis hier. Falls Du uns noch

etwas mitteilen moéchtest, nutze bitte dieses Feld. Ansonsten klicke
unten ein letztes Mal auf "Weiter" und beende damit die Umfrage.

EBitte gib hier Deine Antwort ein:

Il von 12 02.05.17,12:03
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Vielen Dank for Deine Teilnahme!
07.04.2017 = 13.00

Absenden der Umfrage.

Vielen Dank fur die Beantwortung des Fragebogens.

12von 12
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DPA Plan (Activity C1-C3)

DPA Plan — Activity C1-C3 — Surveys

Ethics reference number; ERGO/FSHMS/20777 Warsion: 1 Date:; 2017-03-29

Studhy Title: Use of the internet in decision-making procassas in the Green Party Germany and the
role of idealogy and inequality in their development

Investigator: Gefion Thuermer

The data cellection comprises twao panel surveys.,

Th
participation in the party, and what expectations they have of an only online system or process for

m

data is required to understand how mambers of the Green Party Germany view and use anline

democratic decision-making.

The data is adequate because it will cover exactly what is reqguired to analyse this question, and the
data iz not excessive because no mare information than what is required will be collectad.

The data will be processed fairly because the participants will be informed about the collection and
use of their data.

The data’s accuracy is ensured because it will consist of data collected directly from membersin a
sUrvey.

Data will be stared on the Investigator's laptop and backed up on university servers, The laptop will
be protected by 2 password known only to the researcher. The data will be held in accordance with
University policy on data retention.

The data will be stored on university systems in accordance with university guidelines, when the
researcher leaves the institution.

The data will be processed in accordance with the rights of the participants because they will have
tha right to access, correct, and/er withdraw their consent for any reason. Participants will be able
to exercise their rights by contacting the investigator {e-mail: gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk) or the
project supervisars, Dr Silke Roth and Prof Dr Steffen Staab (e-mail: Silke.Roth@soton.ac.uk or

S5.R.5taab@soton.ac.uk). For complaints, they will also be given the contact details for the head of
research governance (rgeinfo@soton.ac.uk).
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E.6  Activity C2 — Survey (all tool users)

E.6.1 Survey

Activity C2 (all tool users survey)

1. Survey

Question 1.

For which national delegate assembly did you first use the Antragstool?

27 | 2016 (Musnster

{FPlease select one assembly from the list) T 1501 e
- 4 v | 2014 iHamburg,
2017 (Berlin) v S

6 ¥ | 2013 {Febmuar - Berdin
* | 2012 {Hanmawer
Question 2. B v 201 (Kiel)

9 * | Do mok know

How did you use the Antragstool for the national delegate assembly 20177
{Please select all applicable options)

Logged in

Submitted proposal for a party body or committee
Created an individual members' proposal

Read an individual members' proposal

Supported an individual members' proposal
Submitted an individual members' proposal

Read a submitted proposal

Commented on a submitted proposal

¥ Other

How else did you use the Antragstool?

(Please give a short explanation)

Question 3.
Did you have support for the use of the Antragstools?

(Please seleci one option)

No I did not need support
No but I would have liked to have support

Yes I contacted the headoflice
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Yes someone [ know helped me

s Other

Which other form of support did you have?

(Please explain brieflv)

Question 4.

If you created but did not submite a proposal: Why was it not submitted?

(Please give a brief explanation of the reson(s)

Question 5.

How often have you participated within the party in these ways in the last six
months?

(Flease respond for every row, how often you participated in the corresponding way)

More than  Dond&amp;#039:t

Not atall Once 2-5 times  6-10 times . o
ten times know

Discussed
topics
relevant to
the party

Wrote
proposals
for
assemblies
Supported
proposals
for
assemblies
Discussed
proposals
for
assemblies
Contributed
to lead
proposals
for
assemblies
Voted as a
BTass-rools
member
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284

Voted as a
delegate

Worked in
party
bodies

Question 6.

Through which channels did you do these things?

(Please select all channels you wsed 1o participate)

Al local meetings or assemblies

At national meetings or assemblies

At non-localised meetings (Skype telephone conference)

Via Mail / Fax

On Social Media{Facebook Twitter etc.)

On party owned platforms online (Antragsgr™n Wwrzelwerk ete.)
On other online platforms

¥ Other

Not at all

How else did you participate?

(Please explain brieflv)

Question 7.

How would you rate you IT skills?

(Please select the option that best reflects your self-assessment)

. - Very
Very Bad 1 2 3 4 5 Good
Question §.
How regularly do you use the internet?
fPlease select the oprion that best fits vour typical use)
Not at all Monthly Weekly Daily All the time

Dond&#039:t
know

Don&#039:t

know
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Question 9.

What do you do on the internet, when you use it?
(Please select the five options that are most important for you)

[ E-Mails

[ Social Media

[ Use online media (e.g. watch films, listen to music)
[l Look for Informationen

[ Read news

[/ Shopping

[ Gaming

[ Telephone calls (z.B. per Skype)

#  Other

What else do you to online?

(Please explain briefly)

j Save and Continue
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Activity C2 (all tool users survey)

2. Demographical Questions

Question 1.

When did you join the Green Party?

(Please select the year from the list) Options:
20017-1980 + prefer not to say
2017 v
Question 2.

When did you become an active member of the party?

(Please select the year from the list) Options:

2017-1980 + prefer not to say + not an active member
| 2017 v

Question 3.

Where would you locate yourself on the political spectrum within the party?
(Please select the option that most fis your own political orientation)

Not on this

Realists 2
Spectrum

Left 1 2

2
N
wh

Question 4.
Do you or did you ever hold a mandate for or an office in the party?
(Please select all applicable options)

Hold a mandate or party office at the moment
¥ Held a mandate or party office in the past

Never held a mandate or party office

At which level?

(Please select all applicable options)
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¥ Europe

# National
State
Region
Local (Kreis)
Local (Ort)

Question 5.

In which federal state do you live?

(Please select the state from the list)
Options: List of federel states in

Germany

Please select v

Question 6.

Do you live in an urban, suburban, or rural area?
(Please select one option from the lisi)

| Please select ¥

Question 7.

What is your highest qualification?

(Please select the most appropriate option from the list)
| Please select v |
Question 8.

What is your current occupation?

(Please select the most appropriate option from the list)

Please select v |

Question 9.

How old are you?

(Please select the correct category from the lisi)

Please select ¥
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Question 10,
. 1 * Female
What is your gender?
2 v |Male
{Please select the most appropriaie category from the list) 3 v | Dot
4 ¥ Neither
Please select * 5 ¥ |Other

Question 11.

Do you regularly look after someone in your household (e.g. your children, partner,
parent)?

(Please select one response)

0 Yes
o No
®  Prefer not to tell

*  More than 4.000 €

1

. 2 ¥ (3500 - 4000 €
uestion 12,
& 3 v 3000 - 3500 €
4 v+ 2500 - 3000 €
. . »
What is your monthly net income? T
. . 6 v |1500 - 2000 €
Please select the appropriate category from the list

f pprop sony ) 7 ¥ 1000 - 1500 €
| Please select ¥ 8 v [500- 1000 €

9

* Less than 500 €
) _Keine Ang_abe

-
(=]
/A

Back a page
. Save and Finish |
Once this button is pressed you will not be able edit your responses
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Survey (German)

Activity C2 (all tool users survey) DE

1. Umfrage

Question 1.

Fiir welche Bundesdelegiertenkonferenz hast Du das Antragsto

benutzt?

(Weihle eine BDK aus)

2017 (Berlin) v

Question 2.

Wie hast Du das Antragstool fiir die BDK 2017 genutzt?
(Klicke alle Optionen an die zutreffen)

Mich eingeloggt

Einen Antrag fuer ein Gremium eingereicht
Einen Einzelantrag angelegt

Einen angelegten Einzelantrag gelesen
Einen Einzelantrag unterstuetzt

Einen Einzelantrag eingereicht

Einen eingereichten Antrag gelesen

Einen eingereichten Antrag kommentiert

¢ Anderes

Wie hast Du das Antragstool noch genutzt?
(Bitte erkidre in Stichworten)

tralala :)

Question 3.

1w
2"
iw
aw
Ew
G
7w
B
9w

Hast Du bei der Nutzung des Antragstools Unterstiitzung gehabt?

(Bitte wéithle eine Antwort aus)

Nein, ich habe keine Unterstuetzung gebraucht

Appendix E

ol zum ersten Mal

2017 (Berlin

2016 (Muenster

2015 (Halle)

2014 (Hamburg)

2013 (Oktober - Barlin)
2013 (Februar - Berin)
2012 (Hannover)

2011 (Kial)

Weiss nicht
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Nein, aber ich haette gerne Unterstuetzung gehabt
Ja, ich habe die Bundesgeschaefisstelle kontaktiert
Ja, jemand aus meinem Bekanntenkreis hat mir geholfen

*  Anderes

Welche andere Art der Unterstiitzung hattest Du bei der Nutzung des Anstragstools?

(Bitte erlduiere kurz)

dumdidum

Question 4.

Wenn Du einen Antrag angelegt, ihn aber nicht eingereicht hast: Warum wurde der
Antrag nicht eingereicht?

(Bitte erlduiere kurz den oder die Griinde)

blubb

Question 5.

Wie oft hast Du Dich in den letzten sechs Monaten innerhalb der Partei auf diese
Arten beteiligt?

(Bitte gib in jeder Zeile an wie oft Du Dich auf die entsprechende Avt beteiligt hast)

Garnicht 1 Mal 2-5 Mal 6-10 Mal  Oefier Weiss nicht

Parteirelevante
Themen
diskutiert
Antriige fiir
cinen Parteitag
geschrieben
Antriige fiir
einen Parteitag
unterstiitzt
Antriige fiir
einen Parteitag
diskutiert
Leitantriige fiir
einen Parteitag
mitgeschrieben
Als
Basismiiglied
an einer
Abstimmung
teilgenommen

Als
Delegierter an
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einer
Abstimmung
teilgenommen

In Gremien
mitgearbeitet

Question 6.

Uber welche Kaniile hast Du Dich dabei beteiligt?
(Bitte wahle alle Kanéle aus (iber die Du Dich beteligt hast)

[ Auf Treffen oder Mitgliederversammlungen vor Ort

[ Awfiiberregionalen Treffen oder Parteitagen

[ Auf nicht ortsgebundenen Treffen (Skype, Telefonkonferenzen)
Per Post / Fax
In Sozialen Medien (Facebook, Twitter etc.)
Auf Parteiplattformen im Internet { Antragsgriin, Wurzelwerk etc.)
Auf anderen Onlineplattformen

« Anderes
Gar nicht

Wie hast Du Dich noch beteiligt?

Question 7.

Wie wiirdest Du Deine I'T-Kenntnisse einordnen?
(Bitte wahle die Option die am ehesten Deiner eigenen Einschétzung entspricht)

Schr ) o —
Schlecht 1 2 3 B 5 Sehr gut  Weiss nicht

Question §.

Wie regelmiBig nutzt Du das Internet?
(Bitte wéahle die Option die am ehesten Deiner tblichen Nutzung entsprichf)

Gar nicht Monatlich Wichentlich Taglich Durchgehend — Weidszlig: nicht

Question 9.
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Was tust Du im Internet, wenn Du es nutzt?
(Bitte wéihle die fiinf Optionen aus die fiir Dich am wichtigsten sind)

E-Mails
[ Social Media
[ Medien nutzen (z.B. Filme ansehen Musik hoeren)
Informationen suchen
[ Machrichten lesen
[ Einkaulen
[ Spielen
[ Telefonieren (z.B. per Skype)

#  Anderes

Was tust Du noch im Internet?

{Ritie erklcire in Stichworten)

_ Save and Continue
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Activity C2 (all tool users survey) DE

2. Demografische Fragen

Question 1.

Wann bist Du Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen beigetreten?

(Bitte withle das entsprechende Jahr aus der Liste aus)

Optionen:

2017 v 1980-2010 + Keine Angabe

Question 2.

Seit wann bist Du in der Partei aktiv?
Optionen:
(Bitte wiihle das entsprechende Jahr aus der Liste auy) 1980-2010 + Keine Angabe

[2017 v

Question 3.

Wo verortest Du Dich innerhalb des politischen Spektrums der Partei?

(Bitte wiihle die Option die am ehesten Deiner politischen Orientierung entspricht)

Nicht auf
Linke 1 2 3 4 5 Realos diesem
Spektrum
Question 4.

Bekleidest Du ein Amt oder Mandat, oder hast Du das in der Vergangenheit getan?
(Bitre withle alle zutreffenden Optionen aus)

# Habe aktuell ein Amt oder Mandat
# Hatte in der Vergangenheit ein Amt oder Mandat

Hatte nie ein Amt oder Mandat

Auf welcher Ebene?

(Bitte wéhle alle zutreffenden Optionen aus)
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Europa

Bund
« Land
# Region
¥ Kreis

Ort

Question 5.

In welchem Bundesland bist Du Mitglied?

(Bitte withle das entsprechende Bundesland aus der Liste qus)

Bayemn v

Question 6.

In was fiir einer Gegend lebst Du?

(Bitte withle die zutreffende Option aus der Liste aus)

[In der Stadt v

Question 7.

Was ist Dein hichster Bildungsabschluss?

(Bitte wahle die am besten zutreffenden Option aus der Liste aus)

| Berufsausbildung v

Question §.

Was ist Dein Beschiiftigungsstatus?

(Bitte wahle die am besten zutreffenden Option aus der Liste aus)

[Verbeamtet v

Question 9.

Wie alt bist Du?
{Bitte wiihle die zutreffende Kategaorie aus der Liste aus)

26-35 v

iv
2w
v
4w
5w

B

B~

Unter 18
19-25
26-35
36-45
4555
56-65
B6-75
Ueber 75



Question 10,

Welchem Geschlecht ordnest Du Dich zu?

(Bitte wahle die zutreffende Kategorie aus der Liste aus)

Weiblich v

Question 11.

Ubst Du regelmiiBig die Fiirsorge fiir jemanden in Deinem Haushalt aus (z. B.

Kinder, Partner, Elternteil)?

(Bitte wéhle die zutreffende Antwort aus)

Ja
® Nein

Keine Angabe

Question 12,

Etwa wie hoch ist Dein monatliches Nettoeinkommen?

(Bitte withle die zutreffende Kategorie aus)

|Ueber 4,000 € ¥

| Back a page

v ||3500

¥ ||2000
1500
v ||1000

== 0e) o O e G A=
-

v | (3000 -
v ||2500 -
- 2500 €
- 2000 €
- 1500 €
¥ ||500 - 1000 €

¥ ||Unter 500 €

v | Ueber 4000 €
- 4000 €

3500 €
3000 €

0 v |Keine Angabe

Appendix E

Save and Finish |
Once this button is pressed you will not be able edit your responses
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E.7

E.7.1
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Activity C3 — Survey (panel)

Survey

BZ2m7 iSurvey - Online Questionnaire Generation from the University of Southam plon

Activity C3 (Panel surveys)

. Response data will not be saved in this preview mode.This will affect any section logic you have applied
as previous response data cannot be viewed and verified.

Please read this information carefully before deciding to take part in this research. Your participation is of
course completely voluntary.

What is the research about?

My project aims to understand how Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen uses the internet in their decision-making
processes. | am especially interested in understanding how members of the party currently see decision-
making processes and the use of the internet.

[ am a research student at the University of Southampton in the UK. This project forms part of my education
and will lead to a doctoral degree in Web Science.

If you are interested, I will send you a digital copy of the completed study so you can see how your data was
used.

Why have I been chosen?

The participants in this project are members of the Green Party Germany. They have been randomly selected
from two groups (those living in rural and urban areas).

What will happen to me if I take part?

If you agree to take part, you will respond to two connected surveys. which are expected to be sent out in
summer 2017 and spring 2018. Both will comprise questions about your participation in decision-making
processes within Blindnis 90 / Die Griinen, and your views on online participation processes. You may
respond to all. some, or none of the questions. The surveys should take no longer than an hour to complete.

Are there any benefits in my taking part?

I hope that you will find taking part an interesting experience. The results of this research may be useful to
your party and other organisations who want to improve their decision making processes and / or adoption of
the web for these processes.

Are there any risks involved?

There are no risks associated with your participation. You are not obliged to respond to any questions if you
do not want to.

Will my data be confidential?

Everyone who has access to the survey data, either within the party or at the University, will have signed a
confidentiality agreement. Your responses to both surveys will be connected using an [D. At no point will T
have access to your personal details, since the distribution of the surveys is handled by the head office of’
Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen.

The results will be stored on a password protected computer so that they cannot be accessed by anyone else.
Information will be used only in accordance with the British and German Data Protection Acts. The British
DPA makes provision for an appropriate authority, such as the Police, to access data held by the study for the

hitps-www.isurvey sofon.ac.ukistart php?id=235128preview=yes
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BH22NT iSurvey - Online Cuestionnaire Generation from the University of Southampton

purpose of safeguarding national security; preventing or detecting crime: prosecuting or apprehending
offenders; assessing or collecting tax; or protecting the vital interests of the participant or anyone else.

If you would like to know more about how vou can access, amend or retract your data, please contact the
investigator (e-mail: gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk).

What happens if | change my mind?

You may withdraw your consent, access or change vour data for any reason at any time and for any reason.
Please use the below contact details and state your individual 1D,

What happens if something goes wrong?

Should you have any concern or complaint, contact me if possible (gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk). otherwise
please contact one of the project supervisors, Dr Silke Roth (Silke. Roth@soton.ac.uk). or Prof Dr Steffen
Staab (S.R.Staabi@soton.ac.uk). For complaints, you may also contact the head of research governance
(rgoinfo@isoton.ac.uk). or call them at 02380 595058.

¥ Please tick (check) this box to indicate that you consent to taking part in this survey

Click here to start this survey |

hitps:ifww isurvey. sofon.ac.ukistart. phpTid=235128preview=yes 22
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GRE20T iSurvey - Orline Questionnaire Generation from the University of Southam plon

Activity C3 (Panel surveys)

1. Panel 1 (June 2017)

In this survey some terms from processes in Biinsnis 90 / Die Griinen woll be used
frequently. These are referring to:

‘Antragsgriin’. The Antragsrin is the currently used platform at https:/fantraege.gruene. de/, which is used for proposal
submissions to delegate assemblies.

'‘Onlineverification”. The verification of proposal supporters through Grines Metz. The delegate assembly in 2016 in
Minster has decided that those who support proposals have to log in to the Antragsgriin and verify their support through
a click for each proposal.

'‘Grass-roots survey. The executive board wants to involve members more and earlier in policy development, For at least
one topic there will be an annual online survey, to poll opinions and prepare debates. The survey supplements political
debates but does not replace them.

'Grass-roots demand” A grass-roots demand at national lebel means that 250 members can collectively force the
executive board to deal with a topic or issue. The proposers have to receive a response from the executive board within
four weeks.

Question 1.

In the last months, several processed in the party have changed and
new processes have been introduced. How would you rate ...

(Please select the option that best fits your opinion for each process)

Very Very Do not
Bad : 2 3 4 3 Good know

.. the

proposal

tool for

national

delegate

assemblies?

... the '
changed

process for

proposal

supporters
(verification

of motion

hitps:ifww isurvey.sofon.ac ukiquastions php 19
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GE2MT iSurvey - Online Quasiionnaire Gereration from the University of Southam plon

supporters
through
Gruenes
Netz)?

... that
regular
grass-roots
surveys are
happening?
...that a
grass-roots
demand is
introduced?

Question 2.

When did you start using ...

(Please select the applicable response for each question)

.. the Antragstool Please select v
.. the online verification on the Antragstool Please select v
.. the grass-roots survey Please select v
.. the grass-roots demand Please select v

Question 3.

How do you think will your own participation change due to these
new processes?

(For each process, please select the response that vou find most likely)

Will
participate

will Vu’ll' . will in d'iff't:rcnl

articipate participate participate ways (e.g. Do not
P just the do more know
more less .
same online, do
different
things)
Proposal
hitps:ifww isurvey.sofon.ac ukiquastions php 29
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GRE20T

tool for
national
delegate
assemblies

Changed
process for
motion
supporters
(online
verification)
Regular
grass-roots
survey
Newly
introduced
2rass-roots
demand

Question 4.

iSurvey - Online Quasiionnaire Gereration from the University of Southam plon

How often have you participated within the party in these ways in
the last six months?

(Please respond for each line how offen you participated in the corresponding way)

6-10 More Don't

Not at all Once 2-5 times than ten

Discussed
topics
relevant to
the party
Wrote
proposals
for
assemblies
Supported
proposals
for
assemblies

Discussed
proposals

hitps:ifww isurvey.sofon.ac ukiquastions php
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GE2MT iSurvey - Online Quasiionnaire Gereration from the University of Southam plon

for
assemblies

Voted as a
grass-
roots
member

Voted as a
delegate

Worked in

party
bodies

Question 5.

Through which channels did you do these things?
(Please select all channels you used to participate in the party)

At local meetings or assemblies

At national meetings or assemblies

At non-localised meetings (Skype telephone conference)

Via Mail / Fax
— On Social Media(Facebook Twitter etc.)

On party owned platforms online (Antragsgr’n Wurzelwerk etc.)
¥ Other

Not at all

How else did you participate?

(Please explain briefly)

Question 6.

How do you think extended opportunities to participate online will
influence the participation opportunities for the below groups?

hitps:ifww isurvey.sofon.ac ukiquastions php L)
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GE2MT iSurvey - Online Quasiionnaire Gereration from the University of Southam plon

(For each group, please select the value on the scale that best expresses how you would rate
the change in their their participation opportunities)

Participation Participation
becomes 1 2 3 4 5 becomes
easier harder

Do not
know

Older
members

Younger
members

New
members

Members
that have
been
active in
the patzy
fora
while
Members
who have
lots of
time
Members
who have
little time
Position
or
mandate
holders

Grass-
roots
members
without
positions
or
mandates

Members
who
know
many
people

hitps:ifww isurvey.sofon.ac ukiquastions php
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GE2MT iSurvey - Online Quasiionnaire Gereration from the University of Southam plon

Members
who
know

few
people
Members
in
sparsely
populated
areas
Members
in
densely
populated
areas
Members
with

carer
duties

Members
who do
not have
CAarer
duties
Female
members
Male
members

Members
like you

Question 7.

How would you rate your own influence on decisions that are taken
in the Green Party?

{Please select the option that best fits your view)

Very 1 5 3 4 5 Very Do not
weak strong  know
hitps:ifww isurvey.sofon.ac ukiquastions php =12
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GE2MT iSurvey - Online Quasiionnaire Gereration from the University of Southam plon

Question 8.

With how many party members are you in contact regularly (at
least once a month)?

(Please select the category that best representsthe number of party members that you
are connected with)

weniger als 5 Mitglieder

5-10 Mitglieder

11-20 Mitglieder

21-50 Mitglieder

mehr als 50 Mitglieder

Do not know

Question 9.

There are several groups in the structure of the party that enable
participation. Which of these groups are you actively participating
in, or have regular contact with

(Please select all groups with which you have regular confact (at least once a month)
or in which you are actively participating)

Local branch

State branch

National branch

Left Wing

Realo-Wing

State task force

National task force

Communal parliamentary group

State parliamentary group

National parliamentary group

Green Youth

hitps:ifww isurvey.sofon.ac ukiquastions php
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GRE20T iSurvey - Orline Questionnaire Generation from the University of Southam plon
Green Elderly
European Greens
Other organsations that are affiliated with the party
* Other

With other groups within the party are you
participating in?
(Please explain briefly)

Question 10,

How would you rate you IT skills?
(Please select the option that best reflects vour self~assessment)

Very | Very Don&amp;#039;t
Bad Good  know

Question 11.

How regularly do you use the internet?

(Please select the option that best fits your typical use)

Notatall Monthly  Weekly  Daily All the time DOn&amp:#039:t
know
Question 12.
What do you do on the internet, when you use it?
(Please select the five options that are most important for you)
E-Mails
Social Media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter, Blogs)
hitps:ifww isurvey.sofon.ac ukiquastions php -1
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GE2MT iSurvey - Online Quasiionnaire Gereration from the University of Southam plon

Use online media (e.g. watch films, listen to music)
Look for Informationen
Read news
Shopping
Gaming
Telephone calls (z.B. per Skype)
* Other

What else do you to online?

(Please explain briefly)

Question 13.

Please rate the below statements in order of how important they are
for you in regards to party-internal democracy:

(Please select a number for each statements, depending on how important the
statement is for you; 1 is the most important)

- v | All members can participate as much as possible
- v | All members can participate equally

- *| All members can participate in votes

= v/ All members can participate in discussions

Save and Continue

hitps:ifww isurvey.sofon.ac ukiquastions php
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BAE201T iSurvey - Online Quesbionnaire Generation from the University of Southam plon

Activity C3 (Panel surveys)

2. Panel 2 (Spring 2018)

In this survey some terms from processes in Blnsnis 90 / Die Grinen woll be used frequently. These are referring to:

‘Antragsgriin. The Antragsrin is the currently used platform at https:/fantrasge.gruene.de/, which is used for proposal
submissions to delegate assemblies.

'Onlineverification’. The verification of proposal supporters through Grilnes Netz, The delegate assembly in 2016 in
Minster has decided that those who support proposals have to log in to the Antragsgrin and venfy their support through
a click for each proposal.

'‘Grass-roots survey: The executive board wants to involve members more and earlier in policy development. For at least
one topic there will be an annual online survey, to poll opinions and prepare debates. The survey supplements palitical
debates but does not replace them.

'‘Grass-roots demand'; A grass-roots demand at national lebel means that 250 members can collectively force the
executive board to deal with a topic or issue. The proposers have to receive a response from the executive hoard within
four weeks.

Question 1.

In the last months, several processed in the party have changed and
new processes have been introduced. How would you rate ...

(Please select the option that best fits your opinion for each process)

Very Very Do not
E'lalcll 2 3 4 > Good know

.. the
proposal
tool for
national
delegate
assemblies?

... the '
changed

process for

proposal

supporters
(verification

of motion

supporters

through

hitps:ifww isurvey.sofon.ac ukiquastions php 17
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GE2MT iSurvey - Online Quasiionnaire Gereration from the University of Southam plon

Gruenes
Netz)?

... that
regular
grass-roots
surveys are
happening?
... thata
arass-rools
demand is
introduced?

Question 2.

When did you start using ...

(Please select the applicable response for each question)

.. the Antragstool Please select v
.. the online verification on the Antragstool Please select v
.. the grass-roots survey Please select v
.. the grass-roots demand Please select v

Question 3.

If you have not used one or several of these new or changed
processes - why not?

(Please explain briefly for each process you did not use)

Antragstool

Online verification on the Antragstool
Grass-roots survey

Grass-roots demand

Question 4,
How did your own participation change due to these new processes?

Participated Participated Participated Participated Don't

hitps:ifww isurvey.sofon.ac ukiquastions php
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GE2MT iSurvey - Online Quasiionnaire Gereration from the University of Southam plon
more just the same less in different  know

ways (e.g.
do more
online do
different
things)

Antragstool

Online

verification

(Grass-roots
survey
(Grass-roots
demand

Question 5.

How often have you participated within the partyin these ways in
the last three months?

Mor
Not at . 6-10 O Don&#039:t
Once 2-5 times . than ten
all fimes . know
times

Discussed
topics
relevant to
the party
Wrote
proposals
for
assemblies

Supported
proposals
for
assemblies
Discussed
proposals
for
assemblies

Voted as a
grass-

hitps:ifww isurvey.sofon.ac ukiquastions php a7
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GE2MT iSurvey - Online Quasiionnaire Gereration from the University of Southam plon

roots
member

Voted as a
delegate

Worked in

party
bodies

Question 6.
Through which channels did you do these things?

At local meetings or assemblies

At national meetings or assemblies

At non-localised meetings (Skype telephone conference)

Via Mail / Fax

On Social Media(Facebook Twitter etc.)

On party owned platforms online (Antragsgr?n Wurzelwerk etc.)
On other online platforms

Other

Not at all

Question 7.

With how many party members are you in contact regularly?

(Please select the category that best representsthe number of party members that you
are connected with)

weniger als 5 Mitglieder

5-10 Mitglieder

11-20 Mitglieder

21-50 Mitglieder

mehr als 50 Mitglieder

Do not know

hitps:ifww isurvey.sofon.ac ukiquastions php
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GE2MT iSurvey - Online Quasiionnaire Gereration from the University of Southam plon

Question 8.

There are several groups in the structure of the party that enable
participation. Which of these groups are you actively participating
in, or have regular contact with

(Please select all groups with which you have regular contact or in which you are
actively participating)

Local branch

State branch

National branch

Left Wing

Realo-Wing

State task force

National task force

Communal parliamentary group

State parliamentary group

National parliamentary group

Green Youth

Green Elderly

European Greens

Other organsations that are affiliated with the party

Other

Question 9.

How would you rate you IT skills?

(Please select the option that best reflects vour self~assessment)

Very I 5 - 4 5 Very Dond&amp;amp;#039;t
Bad ° Good  know
Question 10.
hitps:ifww isurvey.sofon.ac ukiquastions php a7
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GE2MT iSurvey - Online Quasiionnaire Gereration from the University of Southam plon

How regularly do you use the internet?
(Please select the option that best fits your typical use)

All the Don&amp;amp;#039;t

Notat all Monthly Weekly Daily .
otata onthly eekly aily time know

Question 11.

What do you do on the internet, when you use it?
(Please select the five options that are most important for you)

E-Mails
Social Media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter, Blogs)
Use online media (e.g. watch films, listen to music)
Look for Informationen
Read news
Shopping
Gaming
— Telephone calls (z.B. per Skype)
Other

Question 12.

Please rate the below statements in order of how important they are
for you in regards to party-internal democracy:

(Please select a number for each statements, depending on how important the
statement is for vou; | is the most important)

- v | All members can participate as much as possible
- v/ All members can participate equally

- v | All members can participate in votes

= v | All members can participate in discussions
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Back a page
Save and Continue

You haven't answered all the questions on this page | Save and Continue Anyway |
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Activity C3 (Panel surveys)

3. Demographical Questions

Question 1.

When did you join the Green Party?
(Please select the year from rhe lisr)

Please select v

Question 2.

Do you or did you ever hold a mandate for or an office in the party?
(Please select all applicable options)

Hold a mandate or party office at the moment
Held a mandate or party office in the past

Never held a mandate or party office

At which level?
(Please select all applicable options)

Europe
National
State

Region

Local (Kreis)
Local (Ort)

Question 3.
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In which federal state do you live?

(Please select the state from the list)

| Please select v

Question 4.

Do you live in an urban, suburban, or rural area?

(Please select one option from the list)

'Please select v |

Question 5.

What is your highest qualification?

(Please select the most appropriate option from the list)

Flease select v

Question 6.

What is your current occupation?

(Please select the most appropriate option from the list)

Flease select r

Question 7.

How old are you?

(Please select the correct category from the list)

Please select v |

Question 8.

What is your gender?
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(Please select the most appropriate category from the list)

Please select v

Question 9.

Do you regularly look after someone in your household (e.g. your
children, partner, parent)?

(Please select one response)

Yes
No

Prefer not to tell

Question 10,

What is your monthly net income?

(Please select the appropriate category from the list)

Please select v

Question 11.

Is there anything else about this survey that you want to let us

know?
| Back a page ]
| Save and Finish
Once this button is pressed you will not be able edit your responses
You haven't answered all the questions on this page | Save and Finish Anyway
Once this button is pressed you will not be able edit your responses
hitps:ifww isurvey.sofon.ac ukiquastions php 3
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Activity C3 (Panel survey) DE

Bitte lesen Sie diese Informationen sorgfiltig durch, bevor Sie sich zur Teilnahme an diesem
Forschungsprojekt entscheiden. lhre Teilnahme ist selbstverstiindlich vollkommen freiwillig.

Worum geht es in dieser Studie?

Ziel meines Projektes ist es zu verstehen, ob bzw. wie Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen das Internet in ihren
Entscheidungsprozessen nutzen. Insbesondere interessieren mich die Ansichten der Mitglieder von Biindnis
90 / Die Griinen zu diesen Entscheidungsprozessen und der Nutzung des Internets.

Ich bin Studentin an der Universitit von Southampton in GroBbritannien. Dieses Projekt ist Teil meiner
Promotionsarbeit fiir einen Doktorgrad in Web Science.

Wenn Sie daran interessiert sind, werde ich [hnen sobald die Studie beendet ist (voraussichtlich 2019). eine
digitale Kopie der fertigen Arbeit zur Verfiigung stellen, so dass Sie sehen kinnen wie ich Ihre Daten
verwendet habe.

Warum wurde ich ausgewiihlt?

Alle Teilnehmer dieser Studie sind Mitglieder von Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen. Sie wurden zufiillig aus zwei
Gruppen ausgewiihlt (nach ihrem Wohnort in stiidtischen und lindlichen Gegenden).

Was geschicht wenn ich teilnehme?

Wenn Sie der Teilnahme an dieser Studie zustimmen, werden Sie an zwei zusammenhiingenden Umfragen
teilnehmen, die voraussichtlich im Sommer 2017 und Friithjahr 2018 stattfinden werden. Beide werden
Fragen zu ihrer Beteiligung an Entscheidungsprozessen bei Biindnis 90/ Die Griinen, und ihrer Meinung zu

Onlinebeteiligungsprozessen beinhalten. Sie konnen alle, einige, oder keine dieser Fragen beantworten. Die
Beantwortung der Umfrage dauert nicht linger als eine Viertelstunde.

Was habe ich davon wenn ich an der Studie teilnehme?

Ich hofte, dass Sie die Teilnahme interessant finden werden. Die Ergebnisse dieser Studie kisnnen {iir Sie und
Thre Partei niitzlich sein, um die Entscheidungsprozesse und die Internetnutzung bei Biindnis 90 / Die
Griinen zu verbessern.

Gehe ich cin Risiko ein wenn ich teilnehme?

Die Teilnahme birgt keinerlei Risiken. Sie sind nicht verpflichtet Fragen zu beantworten, die Sie nicht
beantwaorten méchten.

Ist Thre Teilnahme vertraunlich?

Ia, Thre Teilnahme ist vertraulich.,

Jede Person, die Zugang zu den Umfrageergebnissen hat, hat eine Datenschutzerkldrung unterzeichnet, und
ist verpflichtet diese Daten vertraulich zu behandeln. Thre Antworten zu beiden Umfragen werden mittels
einer ID miteinander verbunden. Ich werde zu keinem Zeitpunkt Zugriff auf ihre persénlichen Daten haben,
da der Versand der Umfrage von der Bundesgeschiiftsstelle von Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen gehandhabt wird.
Die Ergebnisse werden auf einem passwortgeschlitzien Computer gespeichert, so dass sie niemandem sonst

zugiinglich sind. Die Daten werden ausschlieBlich in Ubereinstimmung mit den Datenschutzgesetzen von
Grofibritannien und Deutschland verwendet. Dieses Gesetz erlaubt es zustéindigen Behdrden, wie
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beispielsweise der Polizei, auf die Daten der Studie zuzugreifen um die nationale Sicherheit zu
gewithrleisten, Strafiaten aufzudecken oder zu verhindern, Straftéiter zu verfolgen und festzunchmen, Steuern
zu ermitteln oder einzuzichen, oder lebenswichtige Interessen des Teilnehmers oder anderer Personen zu
schiltzen,

Wenn Sie mehr iiber das Projekt, die Datensammlung und den Datenschutz wissen méichten, kontaktieren Sie
mich bitte unter Gefion. Thuermer@soton.ac.uk.

Was passiert wenn ich es mir anders iiberlege?
Sie kitnnen ihr Einverstiindnis zur Teilnahme ohne Angabe von Griinden jederzeit zuriickziehen, Thre Daten

einschen oder dndern. Bitte nutzen Sie dazu die unten stehenden Kontaktdaten und geben Sie ihre
individuelle 1D an.

Was passiert wenn etwas schief Liuft?

Sollten Sie Sorgen oder eine Beschwerde haben, kontaktieren Sie bitte mich, (gefion.thuermer(@soton.ac.uk).
oder die Projektbetreuenden Dr Silke Roth (Silke.Rothi@soton.ac.uk) oder Prof Dr Steffen Staab
(S.R.Staabi@soton.ac.uk). Im Falle von Beschwerden kiinnen Sie sich auch an die Leitung von Research
Governance (rgoinforsoton.ac.uk) wenden. Diese ist auch telefonisch unter 0044 2380 595058 erreichbar.

_ Bitte bestitigen Sie durch das anklicken des Kistchens, dass Sie der Teilnahme an dieser Studie
Zustimmen.

| Klicken Sie hier um die Umfrage zu beginnen |
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Activity C3 (Panel survey) DE

1. Panel 1 (Juni 2017)

In dieser Umfrage werden regelmiBig einige Begriffe aus den Prozessen von Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen
auftauchen. Damit ist jeweils gemeint:

'Antragsgriin’ Das Antragsgriin ist die derzeit unter https://antraege.gruene.de/ genutzte Plattform, tiber die
Antrige fiir BDK'en gestellt werden kénnen.

'‘Onlineverifizierung': Die Verifikation von Antragsinterstiitzern durch das Griine Netz. Die BDK2016 in
Miinster hat beschlossen, dass Antragssteller sich im Antragsgriin einloggen und ihre Unterstiitzung dort per
Mausklick zu dem jeweiligen Antrag verifizieren miissen.

‘Mitgliederbefragung’: Der Bundesvorstand will die Mitglieder durch frithzeitige Mitgliederbefragungen
stiirker in die programmatische Weiterentwicklung einbeziehen. Zu mindestens einem der Themen wird
einmal im Jahr eine Online-Umfrage durchgefiihrt, um Meinungen einzuholen und Debatten vorzubereiten.
Die Befragung ergiinzt politische Debatten, ersetzt sie aber nicht.

‘Mitgliederbegehren': Ein Mitgliederbegehren auf Bundesebene bedeutet, dass 250 Mitglieder gemeinsam
die Behandlung eines Themas im Bundesvorstand erzwingen kénnen. Die Antragssteller®*innen erhalten
verpflichtend in der Regel innerhalb einer Frist von vier Wochen eine Stellungnahme des Bundesvorstandes
zu ihrem Anliegen.

Question 1.

In den letzten Monaten haben sich einige Prozesse in der Partei verindert, und neue
Prozesse sind hinzugekommen. Wie finden Sie ...

{Bitte withlen Sie die Option, die am ehesten Threr Meinung entsprichi)

Weiss
Sehr | Sehr nicht /
Schlecht b Gut  Kenne
ich nicht
... das Antragsgriin flir Antriige
an
Bundesdelegiertenkonferenzen?
... die Onlineverifikation fiir
Antrige an ) {
Bundesdelegiertenkonferenzen?
... die regelmifig
stattfindenden
Mitgliederbefragungen?
... das neu eingefiihrte
Mitgliederbegehren?

Question 2.

Wann haben Sie zum ersten Mal ...
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(Bitte weihlen Sie zu jeder Frage eine Antwort aus der Liste aus) 19 |[Noch nle ’
2 v | Vor weniger als drel Mong C
... das Antragsgriin genutzt? |Please select 3 v | |Vor mehr ais drei Monater!D
... die Onlineverifikation genutzt? Please select 8.7, VEENS W SRChE Mona
2 e R i 3 5 v | Vor mehr als einem Jahr ([
... an einer Mitgliederbefragung teilgenommen? |Please select

6 ¥ | \Vor mehr als zwei Jahren|[
... ein Mitgliederbegehren angeregt oder unterstiitzt? Please select 7 v | \Vor mehr als drei Jahren |0

8 v | [Keine Angabe

Question 3.

Wie denken Sie wird sich durch diese neuen oder geiinderten Prozesse Ihre eigene
Beteiligung veriindern?

(Bitte wahlen Sie fiir jeden Prozess die Antwort aus, die fiir Sie am ehesten zutrifft)

Werde mich
, . . . . auf andere
Werde mich  Werde mlf:h \M:rfic mich Art beteiligen  Wei
mehr genau gleich  weniger (Gh. ek nicht
beteiligen beteiligen beteiligen =
online, andere
Dinge tun)
Antragsgriin fiir o ‘
BDK'en :
Onlineverifikation fiir '
BDK'en

Mitgliederbefragungen © © ( >
Mitgliederbegehren 2] 0 G 2) C

Question 4.

Wie oft haben Sie sich in den letzten sechs Monaten innerhalb der Partei auf die
folgenden Arten beteiligt?

(Bitte geben Sie in jeder Zeile an, wie oft Sie sich auf die entsprechende Art beteiligt haben)

Gar nicht 1 Mal 2-5 Mal 6-10 Mal  Ofter Weil} nicht

Parteirelevante
Themen
diskutiert
Antrége fur
einen Parteitag
geschrieben

Antrige fiir
einen Parteitag
unterstiitzt

Antriige fiir

einen Parteitag C
diskutiert

Als [
Basismitglied
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an einer
Abstimmung
teilgenommen
Als
DelegierteR
an einer
Abstimmung
teilgenommen

In Gremien
mitgearbeitet

Question 5.

Welche Kommunikationswege haben Sie fiir Ihre Beteiligung genutzt?
(Bifte wéhlen Sie alle Kommunikationswege aus (iber die Sie sich beteiligt haben)

Auflokalen Treffen oder Mitgliederversammlungen (z. B. Stammtisch, KMV)

Auf ueberregionalen Treffen oder Parteitagen (z. B. L/BDK, AG-Treffen, Fraktionssitzung)
Auf micht ortsgebundenen Treffen (z. B. Skype, Telefonkonferenzen)

Schriftlich (z. B. Post, Fax)

Ueber Soziale Medien (z. B. Facebook, Twitter)

Auf Parteiplattformen im Internet (z. B. Antragsgruen, Mailinglisten etc.)

Auf anderen Onlineplattformen (z. B. private Blogs)

Anderes

Gar nicht

Question 6.

Wie denken Sie werden sich mehr Miglichkeiten sich im Internet zu beteiligen auf
die Beteiligung dieser Personengruppen auswirken?

(Bitte wéhlen Sie fiir jede Gruppe auf der Skala einen Wert dafir aus, ob Beteiligung
eher vereinfacht oder eher schwieriger gemacht wird)

Beteiligung Beteiligung .
wird | 2 3 4 5 wird Weiss
- _— nicht
einfacher schwieriger
liingere Mitglieder
Altere Mitglieder
Neue Mitglieder
Mitglieder die
schon linger in der
Partei aktiv sind

Mitglieder die
wenig Zeit fiir
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Politik haben

Mitglieder die viel

Zeit fur Politik D C o 9
haben

Amits- und/oder
Mandatstrigerlnnen
Basismitglieder
ohne Amiter und
Mandate

Gut vernetzte
Mitglider

Schlecht vernetzie
Mitglieder
Mitglieder in dilnn
besiedelten
Gebieten

Mitglieder in dicht
besiedelten
Gebieten

Mitglieder mit
Kindern

Mitglieder ohne
Kinder

Weibliche
Mitglieder
Minnliche
Mitglieder
Mitglieder wie Du

Question 7.

Wie schiitzen Sie [hren persinlichen Einfluss auf die Entscheidungen der Partei ein?

{Bitte withlen Sie die Option, die am ehesien Threr eigenen Einschéitzung entsprichi)

Sehr Sehr L
schwach 1 2 3 4 5 stark Weiss nicht
Question §.

Mit wie vielen anderen Parteimitgliedern haben Sie regelmiiBlig (mindestens ein Mal
pro Monat) Kontakt?

{Bitie wihlen Sie die Kaiegorie, die am ehesten die Zahl dev Parieimiiglieder wiederspiegelf, mit denen
Sie verneizi sind.)

weniger als 5 Mitglieder
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5-10 Mitglieder
11-20 Mitglieder
21-50 Mitglieder
mehr als 50 Mitglieder

Weiss nicht

Question 9.

In der Parteistruktur gibt es verschiedene Gruppen, die Beteiligung ermiglichen. In
welchen dieser Gruppen sind Sie aktiv beteiligt, oder haben Sie regelmaessigen
Kontakt?

{Bitte wiihlen Sie alle Gruppen aus in denen Sie aktiv sind oder mit denen Sie regelndifig (mindestens ein
Mal pro Monat) Kontakt haben)
KV / Ortsgruppe
Landesverband
Bundesverband

Linker Fliigel
Landesarbeitsgemeinschatt
Realo-Fligel
Bundesarbeitsgemeinschafi
Kommunale Fraktion
Landtagsfraktion
Bundestagsfraktion

Griine Jugend

Griine Alte

Andere parteinahe Verbiinde

Anderes
Question 10.
Wie wiirden Sie Thre I'T-Kenntnisse einordnen?

(Bitte wéhlen Sie die Qption die am ehesten lhrer eigenen Einschélzung entspricht)

Sehr

Schlecht | 2 3 4 5 Schrgut  Weiss nicht

Question 11.
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Wie regelmiiBig nutzen Sie das Internet?
(Bitte wihlen Sie die Option die am ehesten lhrer (iblichen Nutzung entspricht)

Gar nicht Monatlich Wiichentlich Tiglich Durchgehend  Weiss nicht

Question 12.

‘Was tun Sie im Internet, wenn Sie es nutzen?
{Bitte wihlen Sie die fimf Optionen aus, die fiir Sie am wichtigsten sind)

E-Mails

Soziale Medien (Facebook, Twitter, Blogs etc.)
Medien nutzen (z.B. Filme ansehen Musik hoeren)
Informationen suchen

Nachrichten lesen

Einkaufen

Spielen

Teletonieren (z.B. per Skype)

Anderes

Question 13.

Bitte ordnen Sie die folgenden Siitze nach ihrer Wichtigkeit in Bezug auf
innerparteiliche Demokratie

{Bitte wéthlen Sie filr jede Aussage eine Zahl aus, je nachdem wie wichtig Thnen die Aussage fiir
Bereiligung innerhalh von Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen ist; 1 ist am wichtigsien)

[= v | Alle Mitglieder koennen sich so viel wie moeglich beteiligen
[= v | Alle Mitglieder kiinnen sich gleichberechtigt beteiligen

- v | Alle Mitglieder koennen sich an Abstimmungen beteiligen
j- v | Alle Mitglieder koennen sich an Diskussionen beteiligen

.. Speichern und weiter
You haven't answered all the questions on this page | Save and Continue Anyway |
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Activity C3 (Panel survey) DE

2. Panel 2 (Friihjahr 2018)

In dieser Umfrage werden regelmagig einige Begriffe aus den Prozessen von Bundnis 90 / Die Grinen auftauchen. Damit
ist jeweils gemeint:

'‘Antragsgriin’ Das Antragsgriin ist die derzeit unter https://antraege.gruene. def genutzte Plattform, Ober die Antrage fir
BDK'en gestellt werden kénnen.

'Onlineverifizierung” Die Verifikation von Antragsinterstitzem durch das Grine Netz. Die BOK2016 in Mlnster hat
beschlossen, dass Antragssteller sich im Antragsgrin einloggen und ihre Unterstitzung dort per Mausklick zu dem
jeweiligen Antrag verifizieren missen.

'Mitgliederbefragung": Der Bundesvorstand will die Mitglieder durch friihzeitige Mitgliederbefragungen stérker in die
programmatische Weiterentwicklung einbeziehen. Zu mindestens einem der Themen wird einmal im Jahr eine Online-
Umfrage durchgefihrt, um Meinungen einzuholen und Debatten vorzubereiten. Die Befragung ergénzt politische
Debatten, ersetzt sie aber nicht.

'Mitgliederbegehren': Ein Mitgliederbegehren auf Bundesebene bedeutet, dass 250 Mitglieder gemeinsam die
Behandlung eines Themas im Bundesvorstand erzwingen kinnen. Die Antragsstellerinnen erhalten verpflichtend in der
Regel innerhalb einer Frist von vier Wochen eine Stellungnahme des Bundesvorstandes zu ihrem Anliegen.

Question 1.

In den letzten Monaten haben sich einige Prozesse in der Partei veriindert, und neue
Prozesse sind hinzugekommen. Wie finden Sie ...

{Bitte wahlen Sie die Option, die am ehesten Threr Meinung entspricht)

Weiss
Sehr  nicht /
Gut  Kenne
ich nicht

Sehr | -
Schlecht

[
L

=
o

... das Antragsgriin fiir Antriige
an Q O 9] O 9
Bundesdelegiertenkonferenzen?

... die Onlineverifikation fiir
Anlriige an O a &) O O
Bundesdelegiertenkonferenzen?

... die regelmiliig
stattfindenden ¢ O Q o @]
Mitgliederbetragungen?

... das neu eingefiihrie — ;
Mitgliederbegehren? - - -

Question 2.

‘Wann haben Sie zum ersten Mal ...
{Bitte weihlen Sie zu jeder Frage eine Antwort aus der Liste aus)

... das Antragsgriin genutzt? |Please select v

hitps Jwww isurvey sofonac ukiquestions. php 16

325




Appendix E

Moch mw

6122017 iSurvey - Online Cuestionaire Generation rom the Uriversily of Southampton 1 —
... die Onlineverifikation genutzt? | Please select T Vo mabe s cow Monat
... an einer Mitgliederbefragung teilgenommen? Please select Tt
... ein Mitgliederbegehren angeregt oder unterstiitzt? [Please select e V: T:“ :: l._“.,h: .
B Ko Angebe
Question 3.

Wenn Sie einen oder mehrere der neuen oder verinderten Prozesse nicht genutzt hast
- warum nicht?

{Bitte schreiben Sie zu jedem Prozess, den Sie nicht genutzt haben, eine kurze Antwort)

Antragsgruen
Verifikationsfunktion im Antragsgruen
Regelmaessig stattfindende Basisbefragungen

Neu eingefuehries Basisbegehren

Question 4.

Wie denken Sie hat sich durch diese neuen oder geiinderten Prozesse Thre cigene
Beteiligung verindert?

(Bitte wéhlen Sie fiir jeden Prozess die Antwort aus, die fiir Sie am ehesten zutrifft)

Habe mich
auf andere
. Art beteiligt
Habe mich Habr mich Habe mich (z.B. mehr L
genau . . Weil
mehr . weniger online
. gleich e
beteiligt s beteiligt getan,
beteiligt :
andere
Dinge
gelan)

nicht

Antragsgruen fuer
Bundesdelegiertenkonferenzen

Gedindertes Verfahren fiir
Antragsunterstiitzer
(Onlineverifikation)

RegelmiiBig stattfindende
Basisbelragungen

Neu eingefiihries
Basisbegehren

Question 5.

Wie oft haben Sie sich in den letzten sechs Monaten innerhalb der Partei auf die
folgenden Arten beteiligt?

(Bitte geben Sie in jeder Zeile an, wie oft Sie sich auf die entsprechende Art beteiligt haben)
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Gar nicht 1 Mal 2-5 Mal 0-10 Mal  &Ouml;fier Weild nicht
Parteirelevante
Themen
diskutiert

Antriige fir
einen Parteitag
geschrieben

Anirdge flr
einen Parteitag
unterstiitzt

Antriige fiir
einen Parteitag
diskutiert

Als
Basismitglied
an einer
Abstimmung
teilgenommen

Als
DelegierteR
an einer
Abstimmung
teilgenommen

In Gremien
mitgearbeitet

Question 6.

Welche Kommunikationswege haben Sie fiir Ihre Beteiligung genutzt?
(Bifte wéhlen Sie alle Kommunikationswege aus (iber die Sie sich beteiligt haben)

Auflokalen Treffen oder Mitgliederversammlungen (z. B, Stammtisch, KMV)
Auf ueberregionalen Treffen oder Parteitagen (z. B. L/BDK. AG-Treffen, Fraktionssitzung)
Auf nicht ortsgebundenen Treffen (z. B. Skype, Telefonkonferenzen)
— Schriftlich (z. B. Post, Fax)
Ueber Soziale Medien (z. B. Facebook, Twitter)
Auf Parteiplattformen im Internet (z. B. Antragsgruen, Mailinglisten etc.)
Auf anderen Onlineplattformen (z. B, private Blogs)
Anderes

Gar nicht

Question 7.

Mit wie vielen anderen Parteimitgliedern haben Sie regelmiiBBig (mindestens ein Mal
pro Monat) Kontakt?
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{Bitte wahlen Sie die Kategorie, die am ehesten die Zahl der Parteimitglieder wiederspiegelt, mit denen
Sie vernetzt sind)
weniger als 5 Mitglieder
5-10 Mitglieder
11-20 Mitglieder
21-50 Mitglieder
mehr als 50 Mitglieder

Weiss nicht

Question §.

In der Parteistruktur gibt es verschiedene Gruppen, die Beteiligung ermiglichen. In
welchen dieser Gruppen sind Sie aktiv beteiligt, oder haben regelmaessigen Kontakt?

{Bitte wahlen Sie alle Gruppen aus in denen Sie aktiv sind oder mit denen Sie regelmdfiig (mindesiens ein
Mal pro Monat) Kontakt haben)
KV / Ortsgruppe
Landesverband
Bundesverband

Linker Fliigel
Landesarbeitsgemeinschaft
Realo-Fliigel
Bundesarbeitsgemeinschaft
Kommunale Fraktion
Landtagsfraktion
Bundestagsfraktion

Griine Jugend

Griine Alte

Andere parteinahe Verbiinde

Anderes

Question 9.
Wie wiirden Sie Thre IT-Kenntnisse einordnen?
(Bifte wéhlen Sie die Option, die am ehesten lhrer eigenen Einschétzung entspricht)

Sehr

. e
Schlecht 2 3 4 5 Sehrgut  Weiss nicht
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Question 10.

Wie regelmiiliig nutzen Sie das Internet?
(Bitte wéhlen Sie die Option, die am ehesten lhrer (iblichen Nutzung entspricht)

Gar nicht Monatlich Woechentlich  Taeglich Durchgehend — Weiss nicht

Question 11.

Was tun Sie im Internet, wenn Sie es nutzen?
{Bitte wéahlen Sie fiinf Optionen aus die fiir Ste am wichtigsten sind)

E-Mails

Soziale Medien (Facebook, Twitter, Blogs etc.)
Medien nutzen (z.B. Filme ansehen Musik hoeren)
Informationen suchen

Nachrichten lesen

Einkaufen

Spielen

Telefonieren (z.B. per Skype)

Anderes

Question 12.

Wie schiitzen Sie Thren persinlichen Einfluss auf die Entscheidungen der Partei ein?
(Bitte wéhlen Sie die Option, die am ehesten Threr eigenen Einschdizung entsprich)

Sehr Sehr s
schwach I 3 4 5 stark Weiss nicht

[

Question 13,

Bitte ordnen Sie die folgenden Siitze nach ihrer Wichtigkeit in Bezug auf
innerparteiliche Demokratie

(Bitte wahlen Sie fiir jede Aussage eine Zahl aus, je nachdem wie wichtig Thnen die Aussage fiir
Bereiligung innerhalb von Biindnis 90/ Die Grimen ist; 1 ist am wichtigsten)

= v | Alle Mitglieder koennen sich so viel wie moeglich beteiligen
hitps Jwww isurvey sofonac ukiquestions. php 56
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B2ZMT iSurvey - Online Cuestionnaire Generation from the Univer sity of Southamipton

(= v | Alle Mitglieder k&ouml:nnen sich gleichberechtigt beteiligen
- ¥ | Alle Mitglieder koennen sich an Abstimmungen beteiligen
[= v | Alle Mitglieder koennen sich an Diskussionen beteiligen

Eine Seite zurick

| speichern und weiter |
You haven't answered all the questions on this page Save and Continue Anyway |

hitps Jwww isurvey sofonac ukiquestions. php 215
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BM22mT iSurvey - Online Cuestionnaire Generation from the University of Southampion

Activity C3 (Panel survey) DE

3. Demografische Fragen

Question 1.

Wann sind Sie Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen beigetreten?

(Bitte wéihlen Sie das entsprechende Jahy aus der Liste aus)

|Please select 7 | Years 1980 - 2017 + 'Keine Angabe'

Question 2.

Bekleiden Sie ein Amt oder Mandat, oder haben Sie das in der Vergangenheit getan?
{Bitte wahlen Sie alle zutreffenden Optionen aus)

Habe aktuell ein Amt oder Mandat
Hatte in der Vergangenheit ein Amt oder Mandat
Hatte nie ein Amt oder Mandat
Auf welcher Ebene?
(Bitie wehlen Sie alle zutreffenden Optionen aus)
Europa
Bund
Land
Region
Kreis

Ort

Question 3.

In welchem Bundesland sind Sie Mitglied?
{Bitte wahlen Sie das entsprechende Bundesland aus der Liste aus)

[ Please select v 16 Bundeslinder + 'Keine Angabe’

Question 4.

hitps Jwww isurvey sofonac ukiquestions. php 173
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B2ZMT iSurvey - Online Cuestionnaire Generation from the Univer sity of Southampton

In was fiir einer Gegend leben Sie? Please select =
Please select

. . Lo . . - Direkt in einer Grossstadt (ueber 100.000 Einwohner*innen
(Bitte waihlen Sie die zutreffende Option aus der Liste | jm Spackquene! siner Grossstadt (usber 100 000 Einwohnilar'innen}
-

In einer Kleinstadt (zwischen 10 000 und 100 000 Einwohner'innen)

| Please select | Auf dem Land (Gemeinde mit weniger als 10.000 Einwohner‘innen)
Keine Angabe
Ko - 0w e omr U e R RUTES
Question 5, e =
Please select
‘Was ist IThr hochster Bildungsabschluss? | Nach in schulischer Ausbildung

o Kein aligemeiner Schulabschiuss
Haupt-(Volks-jschulabschiuss
(Bitte wéhlen Sie die am besten zutreffenden Oplion aus der Liste au | Realschul- oder gleichwertiger Abschluss
; Berufsaushildung
| Please salect v | Fachhochschul- oder?Hochschulreife
= Fachhochschul- oder Hochschulabschluss
Promation/Habilitation

. Keine Angabe
Question 6. .
Please select i
Please select .
Was ist Ihr Beschiiftignngsstatus? { Schiler'in / Student’in
o Arbaitslos/-suchend

{Bitte wahlen Sie die am besten zutreffenden Option aus der Liste aus) m:;:‘mmm
If Angestellt (Vollzeit) -

| Please select v | Verbeamtet
— Freibenufler  Selbsistandig —

Pensioniert F

. Please select v Keine Angabe
Question”.

Unter 18
J 18-25

Wie alt sind Sie? 2535 a2
3645 |
{Bitte wéhlen Sie die zutreffende Kategorie aus der Liste aus) j E [
- I
|Please select ¥ | SG—LbeS [L] =
Keine Angabe n
Q“ﬂtmn 8. Please select ¥
Please select
Welchem Geschlecht ordnen Sie sich zu? { Weelbiich
Maennlich
. o i 3 Sowohl als auch
(Bitte wihlen Sie die zutreffende Kategorie aus der Liste aus) | Weder noch
i Anderes .
[l S |
Question 9.

Uben Sie regelmiiBig die Fiirsorge fiir jemanden in Threm Haushalt aus (z. B.
Kinder, Partner, Elternteil)?

(Bitte wahlen Sie die zulreffende Antwort aus)

O Ja
0 Nein
O Keine Angabe

hitps Jwww isurvey sofonac ukiquestions. php 213
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6122017 iSurvey - Online Questionnaire Generation from the University of Southampton

Question 10.

Please select ¥

. . N . | Ueber 4 000
Etwa wie hoch ist Ihr monatliches Nettoeinkommen? 13500 - 4000 €
3000 - 3500 € |
i ik S5 g z | 2500 - 3000 €
(Bitte wihlen Sie die zutreffende Kategorie aus) 12000 - 2500 €
S 11500 - 2000 €
Please select v | 11000 - 1500 €
500-1000€
Unter 500 €
Question 11. Lok 28
Maéchten Sie uns noch etwas zu dieser Umfrage sagen?
fEine Seite zuriick |
| Speicher und beenden
Once this button is pressed you will not be able edit your responses
You haven't answered all the questions on this page | Save and Finish Anyway |
Once this button is pressed you will not be able edit your responses
hitps /iwww.isurvey.soton.ac.ukiquestions.php 33
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BM22mT iSurvey - Online Cuestionnaire Generation from the University of Southampion

2 Activity C3 (Panel survey) DE

Unique Participant Number : 2349771
Vielen Dank fiir Ihre Teilnahme an dieser Umfrage.

Bitte notieren Sie sich die 1D dieser Umfrage - diese wird beniitigt wenn Sie Thre Daten einsehen oder dndern
michten!

hitps Jfwww isurvey sofonac.ukdfinishuphp
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E.7.3 Panel Survey 1 (as sent November 2017)

[Briefkopf]

[Vorname] [Name]
[Strale]
[PLZ] [Stadt]

Betr.: Umfrage zu Beteiligung in der Partei

Guten Tag [Varname] [Nachname],

auf der BDK in Minster haben wir 2016 beschlossen, parteiinterne Beteiligung online wie offline zu starken. Als
Bundesverband haben wir diesen Prozess auch neben dem Wahlkampf weitergefihrt. Unter anderem entwickeln wir
unsere Antragsplattform Antragsgriin weiter und wir werden mit dem Mitgliederbegehren eine neue Méglichkeit
varschlagen, wie sich Mitglieder beteiligen konnen.

Bei diesem Prozess werden wir wissenschaftlich von Gefion Thuermer, Doktorandin an der Universitdt von
Southampton, begleitet, die sich die Effekte bei der Einfihrung von Onlinebeteiligungsmaoglichkeiten bei uns genauer
anschauen und im Rahmen ihrer Doktorarbeit wissenschaftlich analysieren will. Wir unterstiitzen Gefion gerne bei ihrer
Arbeit, weil wir uns genauere Erkenntnisse erhoffen, die uns helfen, unsere Partei besser aufzustellen und noch mehr
Menschen mitzunehmen bei unserer politischen Arbeit.

In Rahmen dieser Studie méchten wir Dich einladen, an einem Panel zum Thema Beteiligung teilzunehmen, Das Panel
besteht aus zwei Umfragen, die mit etwas zeitlichem Abstand beantwortet werden sollen. Beide Umfragen werden
durch eine ID verbunden, so dass Verdnderungen in den Antworten identifiziert werden kdnnen. Die erste Umfrage l5uft
jetzt, zwischen dem 1. und 30. Novernber 2017, die zweite ist fir Sommer 2018 geplant. Die Umfragen kénnen sowohl
online als auch auf Papier beantwortet werden.

Durch Deine Teilnahme hast Du die Maglichkeit, die Gestaltung und Einfihrung von Onlinebeteiligungsmaoglichkeiten zu
beeinflussen, Die Analyse der Ergebnisse wird dabei helfen zu verstehen, wie die Onlinebeteiligungsprozesse von
Mitgliedern aufgefasst und genutzt werden. Mehr Details zu der Studie und der Umfrage findest Du in dem beiliegenden
Informationsblatt.

Wir wiirden uns freuen, wenn Du an der Studie teilnimmst! Wenn Du Fragen hast, kannst Du Dich an Thomas Kinstler,
den Referent fir Beteiligung und Digitales, oder direkt an die Forscherin, Gefion Thuermer, wenden, Thomas ist in der
BGS, oder per E-Mail unter thomas kuenstler@gruene.de erreichbar, Gefion erreichst Du unter der E-Mail
gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk oder per Telefon unter +49 157 8835 3956.

Teilnehmen kannst Du entweder iiber diesen Link: [Link]/[Token]
ader schriftlich, indem Du die beiliegende Umfrage ausfiillst und an die BGS schickst.

Deine Teilnehmer-10 ist [ID]

Herzliche Griike,
XHX
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Informationen tber diese Umfrage

Bitte lesen Sie diese Informationen sorgfaltig durch, bevor Sie sich zur Teilnahme an diesem Forschungsprojekt
entscheiden. lhre Teilnahme ist selbstverstandlich vollkommen freiwillig.

Worum geht es in dieser Studie?

Ziel meines Projektes ist es zu verstehen, ob bzw. wie Bindnis 90 / Die Griinen das Internet in ihren
Entscheidungsprozessen nutzen. Insbesondere interessieren mich die Ansichten der Mitglieder von Blindnis 90 /[ Die
Grinen zu diesen Entscheidungsprozessen und der Nutzung des Internets.

Ich bin Studentin an der Universitat von Southampton in Grofbritannien. Dieses Projekt ist Teil meiner Promotionsarbeit
fur einen Doktorgrad in Web Science.

Wenn Sie daran interessiert sind, werde ich |hnen sobald die Studie beendet ist (voraussichtlich 2019), eine digitale
Kopie der fertigen Arbeit zur Verfligung stellen, so dass Sie sehen kiinnen wie ich lhre Daten verwendet habe.

Warum wurde ich ausgewihlt?

Alle Teilnehmer dieser Studie sind Mitglieder von Blindnis 90 / Die Griinen. Sie wurden zuféllig aus zwel Gruppen
ausgewdhlt (Mitglieder die mit der Partei per E-Mail kommunizieren, oder dies nicht tun).

Was geschieht wenn ich teilnehme?

Wenn Sie der Teilnahme an dieser Studie zustimmen, werden Sie an zwei zusammenhdngenden Umfragen teilnehmen,
die voraussichtlich im Herbst 2017 und Sommer 2018 stattfinden werden. Beide werden Fragen zu ihrer Beteiligung an
Entscheidungsprozessen bei Blindnis 90 / Die Grinen, und ihrer Meinung zu Onlinebeteiligungsprozessen beinhalten. Sie
konnen alle, einige, oder keine dieser Fragen beantworten. Die Beantwortung der Umfrage dauert nicht langer als eine
Viertelstunde.

Was habe ich davon wenn ich an der Studie teilnehme?

Ich hoffe, dass Sie die Teilnahme interessant finden werden. Die Ergebnisse dieser Studie kdnnen fir Sie und lhre Partei
nitzlich sein, um die Entscheidungsprozesse und die Internetnutzung bei Blndnis 90 / Die Grinen zu verbessern.

Gehe ich ein Risiko ein wenn ich teilnehme?

Die Teilnahme birgt keinerlei Risiken, Sie sind nicht verpflichtet Fragen zu beantworten, die Sie nicht beantworten
machten.

Ist lhre Teilnahme vertraulich?

la, Ihre Teilnahme ist vertraulich.

lede Person, die Zugang zu den Umfrageergebnissen hat, hat eine Datenschutzerklarung unterzeichnet, und ist
verpflichtet diese Daten vertraulich zu behandeln. Ihre Antworten zu beiden Umfragen werden mittels einer ID
miteinander verbunden. lch werde zu keinem Zeitpunkt Zugriff auf ihre persénlichen Daten haben, da der Versand der
Umfrage von der Bundesgeschiftsstelle von Blindnis 80 / Die Griinen gehandhabt wird.
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Die Ergebnisse werden auf einem passwortgeschiitzten Computer gespeichert, so dass sie niemandem sonst zuganglich
sind. Die Daten werden ausschlieRlich in Ubereinstimmung mit den Datenschutzgesetzen von GroBbritannien und
Deutschland verwendet. Dieses Gesetz erlaubt es zustandigen Behdrden, wie beispielsweise der Polizei, auf die Daten
der Studie zuzugreifen um die nationale Sicherheit zu gewahrleisten, Straftaten aufzudecken oder zu verhindern,
Straftater zu verfolgen und festzunehmen, Steuern zu ermitteln oder einzuziehen, oder lebenswichtige Interessen des
Teilnehmers oder anderer Parsonen zu schitzen.

Wenn Sie mehr liber das Projekt, die Datenerhebung und den Datenschutz wissen méchten, kantaktieren Sie mich bitte
unter Gefion. Thuermer@soton.ac.uk.

Was passiert wenn ich es mir anders iiberlege?

Sie kéinnen ihr Einverstandnis zur Teilnahme ohne Angabe von Grinden jederzeit zurlickziehen, lhre Daten einsehen
oder dndern. Bitte kontaktieren Sie dazu mich (gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk), oder die Projektbetreuenden Dr Silke
Roth (Silke.Roth@soton.ac.uk) oder Prof Dr Steffen Staab [5.R.5taab@soton.ac.uk). Bitte geben Sie zur Anderung oder
Loschung lhrer Daten ihre individuelle 1D an.

Was passiert wenn etwas schief |duft?

Sollten Sie Sorgen oder eine Beschwerde haben, kénnen Sie sich an die Leitung von Research Governance der
Universitit Southampton wenden. Diese ist unter rgoinfo@soton.ac.uk oder telefonisch unter 0044 2380 595058
erreichbar.

Genutzte Begriffe

In dieser Umfrage werden regelmiRig einige Begriffe aus den Prozessen von Biindnis 90 / Die Grinen auftauchen. Damit
ist jeweils gemeint:

'Antragsgriin’: Das Antragsgrin ist die derzeit unter https://antraege.gruene.de/ genutzte Plattform, ber die Antrage
fir BDK'en gestellt werden kénnen.

'Onlineverifizierung’: Die Verifikation von Antragsunterstitzern durch das Grine Netz. Die BDK2016 in Minster hat
beschlossen, dass Antragssteller sich im Antragsgrin einloggen und ihre Unterstitzung dort per Mausklick zu dem
jeweiligen Antrag verifizieren miissen,

'Mitgliederbefragung': Der Bundesvorstand will die Mitglieder durch frihzeitige Mitgliederbefragungen stirker in die
programmatische Weiterentwicklung einbeziehen, Zu mindestens einem der Themen wird einmal im Jahr eine Online-
Umfrage durchgefihrt, um Meinungen einzuholen und Debatten vorzubereiten, Die Befragung ergédnzt politische
Debatten, ersetzt sie aber nicht.

'Mitgliederbegehren': Ein Mitgliederbegehren auf Bundesebene bedeutet, dass 250 Mitglieder gemeinsam die
Behandlung eines Themas im Bundesvorstand erzwingen kinnen. Die Antragssteller*innen erhalten verpflichtend in der
Regel innerhalb einer Frist von vier Wochen eine Stellungnahme des Bundesvarstandes zu ihrem Anliegen.
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Panelumfrage Beteiligung
lhre Teilnehmer-ID ist: [ID]
Bitte notieren Sie sich diese 1D — sie wird bendtigt wenn Sie thre Daten einsehen oder dndern mochten!

1. Ich habe die Informationen iiber diese Umfrage gelesen und stimme der Teilnahme zu

Bitte kreuzen Sie dos Kdstchen an, nachdem Sie die einleitende Information gelesen hoben

O

Neue Beteiligungsprozesse

2. Inden letzten Monaten haben sich einige Prozesse in der Partei verdndert, und neue
Prozesse sind hinzugekommen. Wie finden Sie ...
Bitte wihlen Sie jeweils die Option, die threr Meinung entspricht, wobei 1 'Sehr Schiecht’ und 5 'Sehr Gut' bedeutet

Sehr Sehr Weild nicht /
Schlecht Gut Keine Angabe

O

... das Antragsgriin fir Antrage an D

Bundesdelegiertenkonferenzen?

Mitgliederbefragungen?

2
L]
.. die Onlineverifikation fiir Antrage an |:| |:|
Ol
O

Bundesdelegiertenkonferenzen?
.. die regelmiRig stattfindenden D

3. Wie denken Sie wird sich durch diese neuen oder gednderten Prozesse lhre eigene
Beteiligung verindern?

I
I
I O

... das neu eingefiihrte D D

Mitgliederbegehren?

Bitte wahlen Sie fir jeden Prozess die Antwort aus, die nach lhrer persénlichen Einschiitzung am ehesten zutrifft

Werde mich IWerde We.rde Werde mich E_“:'f WeiR
mehr mich genau mich andere Art beteiligen  picht /
betailizen gleich weniger (z.B. mehr online, Keine
g beteiligen  beteiligen andere Dinge) Angabe

Antragsgrun fir BDK'en

Onlineverifikation fiir BDK'en

Mitgliederbefragungen

gy
O 0 0o
O oo
0o oo
OO 0O O

Mitgliederbegehren

Seite 1von 8

338



Appendix E

4. Wie denken Sie werden sich mehr Moglichkeiten sich im Internet zu beteiligen auf die
Beteiligung dieser Personengruppen auswirken?
Bitte wiihlen Sie fiir jede Gruppe auf der Skala aus, ob Beteiligung ber das internet schwieriger oder einfacher wird
Beteiligung wird Weilk nicht /

Schwieriger Einfacher keine Angabe

lingere Mitglieder

Altere Mitglieder

Neue Mitglieder

Mitglieder die schon langer in der Partei aktiv
sind

Mitglieder die wenig Zeit fiir Politik haben

Mitglieder die viel Zeit fur Politik haben

Amts- und/oder Mandatstragerinnen

Basismitglieder ohne Amter und Mandate

Gut vernetzte Mitglieder

Schlecht vernetzte Mitglieder

Mitglieder in diinn besiedelten Gebieten

Mitglieder in dicht besiedelten Gebieten

Mitglieder mit Kindern

Mitglieder ohne Kinder

Weibliche Mitglieder

Mannliche Mitglieder

O0O0000000000oo ooono
O0O0000000000o000 o oono
O0Oo000000b00Oo0ooo Oooo:o
O000000000:000 00000
O0O00000000o0ooo Ooo:o
O0O000000000000o0o O oo0o:no

Mitglieder wie Sie

Seite 2von 8
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5. Wie lange ist es her, dass Sie zum ersten Mal...
Bitte wiihlen Sie zu jeder Frage eine Antwort aus der Liste aus

03 36 612 12 23 Uber3 Noch W;:{i_'i‘r‘;h‘
Monate Monate Monate lahre Jahre Jahre nie Angabe

... das Antragsgrun genutzt haben?

... die Onlineverifikation genutzt
haben?

... an einer Mitgliederbefragung
teilgenommen haben?

... an einem Mitgliederbegehren
teilgenommen haben?

OO 0.
HI
HIEE
HInE
HIEE
O O O O
HIgE g
O O 0O C

Eigene Beteiligung

6. Wie schitzen Sie lhren persdnlichen Einfluss auf die Entscheidungen der Partei ein?

Bitte wdhlen Sie die Option, die am ehesten lhrer eigenen Einschdtzung entspricht

Sehr I:I I:I I:I I:I I:I Sehr D Weil nicht /

Schwach Stark Keine Angabe

7. Wie oft haben Sie sich in den letzten sechs Monaten innerhalb der Partei auf die
folgenden Arten beteiligt?
Bitte geben Sie in jeder Zeile an, wie oft Sie sich auf die entsprechende Art beteiligt haben

Gar 2-5 6-10 .. Weilk nicht /
nicht DL Mal  Mal sl Keine Angabe
Parteirelevante Themen diskutiert D

Antrage fiir einen Parteitag geschrieben

Antrage fir einen Parteitag unterstiitzt

Antrdge fir einen Parteitag diskutiert

Als DelegierteR an einer Abstimmung teilgenommen

OoooOoojgono
OoooOoojoono
Oo0oojgogno
OoooOoojooo

[
L]
[
Als Basismitglied an einer Abstimmung teilgenommen O
O
H

In Gremien mitgearbeitet

Seite 3von 8

340



Appendix E

8. Uber welche Kommunikationswege haben Sie sich auf die folgenden Arten beteiligt?
Bitte wiihlen Sie alle Kemmunikationswege aus Gber die Sie sich beteiligt haben

Partei-
relevante
Themen
diskutiert

Antrige flr
ainen
Parteitag
geschrie-
ben

Antrage flr
einen
Parteitag
unter-
stitzt

Antrage fur
einen
Parteitag
diskutiert

In Gremien
mitge-
arbeitet

Als Basis-
mitglied an
einer
Abstim-
mung teil-
genommen

Als
DelegierteR
an einer
Abstim-
mung teil-
genommen

Auf lokalen
Treffen oder
Mitgliederversam
mlungen (z. B.
Stammtisch, KMVY)

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

Auf
iberregionalen
Treffen oder
Parteitagen (z. B.
BOK, AG-Treffen)

|

|

O

|

M|

O

|

Auf nicht
ortsgebundenen
Treffen (z. B.
Skype, Telefon-
konferenzen)

Schriftlich (z. B.
Post, Fax)

Per E-Mail {inkl.
Mailinglisten)

Uber Soziale
Medien (z. B.
Facebook, Twitter)

O ogl d

O ag d

O agal d

O ogl d

O ogl d

O ogl d

O ogl d

Auf
Parteiplattformen
im Internet (z. B.
Grunes Netz,
Antragsgriin}

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

Auf anderen
Onlineplattformen
(z. B. private Blogs)

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

Gar nicht

Andere, und zwar:

Seite dvon 8
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9. Mit wie vielen anderen Parteimitgliedern haben Sie regelmaRig (mindestens einmal pro
Monat) Kontakt?
Bitte wiihlen Sie die Kategorie, die am ehesten die Zohl der Parteimitglieder wiederspiegelt, mit denen Sie vernetzt sind.

D weniger als 5 Mitglieder I:] 21-50 Mitglieder
D 5-10 Mitglieder D mehr als 50 Mitglieder
|:| 11-20 Mitglieder |:] WeiR nicht / Keine Angabe

10. In der Parteistruktur gibt es verschiedene Gruppen, die Beteiligung ermdglichen. In
welchen dieser Gruppen sind Sie aktiv beteiligt, oder haben Sie regelmiRigen Kontakt?
Bitte wdhlen Sie alle Gruppen aus in denen Sie aktiv sind oder mit denen Sie regelmdfiig (mindestens einmal pro Monat)
Kontakt haben

D KV / Ortsgruppe Bundesarbeitsgemeinschaft

Andere, und zwar:

[
D Landesverband D Kommunale Fraktion
D Bundesverband D Landtagsfraktion
|:| Linker Fliigel D Bundestagsfraktion
D Landesarbeitsgemeinschaft D Griine Jugend
|:| Reformer Fligel D Griine Alte
[

Internetnutzung

11. Wie wiirden Sie lhre IT-Kenntnisse einordnen?
Bitte wdhlen Sie die Option, die am ehesten lhrer eigenen Einschétzung entspricht

Sehr D D D D D Sehr D Weilk nicht /

Schlecht Gut Keine Angabe

12. Wie regelmiRBig nutzen Sie das Internet?

Bitte wdhlen Sie die Option die am ehesten lhrer Gblichen Nutzung entspricht

[] Gar nicht [ Taglich

D Maonatlich D Durchgehend
D Wachentlich D Weil nicht / Keine Angabe
Seite Svan 8
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13. Was tun Sie im Internet, wenn Sie es nutzen?
Bitte wiihlen Sie die fiinf Optionen aus, die fiir Sie am wichtigsten sind

Einkaufen D Nachrichten lesen

E-Mails abrufen und schreiben Soziale Medien nutzen (Facebook, Blogs etc.)

L]
O] ]
D Informationen suchen D Spielen
L J

Medien nutzen (2.B. Filme ansehen Musik hiren) Telefonieren (z.B. per Skype)

Anderes, und zwar:

O

Demokratieverstandnis

14. Bitte ordnen Sie die folgenden S&dtze nach ihrer Wichtigkeit in Bezug auf innerparteiliche
Demokratie:

Bitte ordnen Sie jeder Aussage eine Zahl von 1-4 zu, je nachdem wie wichtig lhnen die Aussage jeweils fiir Beteiligung

innerhalb van Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen ist. 1 ist am wichtigsten, 4 ist am wenigsten wichtig.

Alle Mitglieder kénnen sich so viel wie méglich beteiligen

Alle Mitglieder konnen sich gleichberechtigt beteiligen

Alle Mitglieder kénnen sich an Abstimmungen beteiligen

||

Alle Mitglieder konnen sich an Diskussionen beteiligen

Parteimitgliedschaft

15. In welchem Bundesland sind Sie Mitglied?
Bitte kreuzen Sie daos entsprechende Bundesland an

[[] saden-wirttemberg [[] Hessen [[] sachsen

D Bayern D Mecklenburg-Vorpommern D Sachsen-Anhalt

D Berlin D Niedersachsen D schleswig-Holstein

D Brandenburg D Nardrhein-Westfalen D Thiringen

|:| Bremen |:| Rheinland-Pfalz D Ausland

D Hamburg D Saarland D Keine Angabe
Seite 6von 8
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16. Wann sind Sie Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen beigetreten?
Bitte geben Sie das entsprechende Jahr an. Falls mehrfach bitte Ersteintritt angeben.

[ ]

17. Bekleiden Sie ein Amt oder Mandat, oder haben Sie das in der Vergangenheit getan?
Bitte wéihlen Sie alle zutreffenden Optionen aus

D Habe aktuell ein Amt oder Mandat

|:| Hatte in der Vergangenheit ein Amt oder Mandat

D Hatte nie ein Amt oder Mandat [Bitte fohren Sie mit Frage 19 fort]

18. Auf welcher Ebene haben oder hatten Sie ein Amt oder Mandat?
Bitte wiihlen Sie alle zutreffenden Optionen aus

[] Europa [] Bund [] tand [] Region [] Kreis [ on

Demografie

19. In was fiir einer Gegend leben Sie?
Bitte widhlen Sie die zutreffende Option aus

D Direkt in einer GroRstadt (iiber 100,000 Einwohner*innen)

D Im Speckglrtel einer Grofistadt (Uber 100.000 Einwohner®innen)

D In einer Kleinstadt (zwischen 10.000 und 100.000 Einwohner*innen)

D Auf dem Land (Gemeinde mit weniger als 10.000 Einwohner*innen)

D Keine Angabe

20. Was ist lhr hochster Bildungsabschluss?
Bitte wihlen Sie die zutreffende Option ous

MNoch in der Schule Fachhochschul- oder Hochschulreife

Volks-/Hauptschule Fachhochschul- oder Hochschulabschluss

Realschule oder gleichwertig Promotion/Habilitation

Berufsausbildung Kein Schulabschluss

O0|0.

OQOaO;o

Keine Angabe
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21. Was ist lhr Beschiftigungsstatus?

D Schiller*in/Student*in/Azubi

Appendix E

Bitte wiihlen Sie die zutreffende Option aus

Rente/Pension

D Angestellt

Arbeitslos

D Selbststandig

Hausfrau oder -mann

Odono

|:| BeamteR

Keine Angabe

22. Was alt sind Sie?

unter 18 18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55

o O 0O o0 0O

23. Welchem Geschlecht ordnen Sie sich zu?

[] weiblich [] Mannlich [] Sowohlals auch

Bitte wdhlen Sie die zutreffende Kategorie aus

56-65 66-75 iiber 75 Keine Angabe

O 0O 0O ]

Bitte wéhlen Sie die zutreffende Kategorie aus

Weder Keine
noch D Anderes Angabe

24. Uben Sie regelmiRig die Fiirsorge fiir jemanden in lhrem Haushalt aus (z. B. Kinder,

Partner, Elternteil)?

Dja

Bitte wihlen Sie die zutreffende Antwort aus

D Nein D Keine Angabe

25. Etwa wie hoch ist lhr monatliches Nettoeinkommen?

(Bitte wiihlen Sie die zutreffende Kategorie aus)

|:| Unter 500 £ |:| 2500 - 3000 £ |:| 5000 - 5500 €
|:| 500 - 1000 € |:| 3000 - 3500 € |:| 5500 - 6000 €
|:| 1000 - 1500 € |:| 3500 - 4000 € |:| Uber 6,000 €
|:| 1500 - 2000 € |:| 4000 - 4500 € |:| Keine Angabe
D 2000 - 2500 € D 4500 - 5000 €

26. Mdchten Sie uns noch etwas zu dieser Umfrage sagen?
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Panel Survey 2 (as sent June 2018)

EUNDMIS 5o/DIE GRUNEN - POSTFACH ogoog - 10083 BERLIN Bundesvorstand

An Michael Kellner

Paolitischer Bundesgeschaftsfihrer
buero.keliner@gruens.de

Teststr. 27 030 28452 155

11211 Testhausen

Gefion Thuermer

Thomas Kinstier

Referent fir Beteiligung und Drigitales
thomas. keenstler@gruene.de

o30 28442 175

Berlin, 15. Mai 2018

Umfrage zu Beteiligung in der Partei

Halle,

auf der Bundesdelegiertenkonferenz in MUnster haben wir 2016 beschlossen, parteiinterne Beteiligung online
wie offline zu starken. Als Bundesverband haben wir diesen Prozess auch neben dem Wahlkampf
weitergefihrt. Unter anderem entwickeln wir unsere Antragsplattform Antragsgrin weiter und haben nun
mit dem Mitgliederbegehren eine neve Méglichkeit geschaffen, wie sich Mitglieder beteiligen kénnen.

Bei diesem Prozess werden wir von Gefion Thuermer, Doktorandin an der Universitdt von Southampton,
begleitet, die die Effekte bei der EinfUhrung von neuen Méglichkeiten zur Onlinebeteiligung im Rahmen ihrer
Doktorarbeit wissenschaftlich analysieren will. Wir unterstitzen Gefion gerne bei ihrer Arbeit, weil wir uns
genavere Erkenntnisse erhoffen, die uns helfen, unsere Partei besser aufzustellen und noch mehr Menschen
mitzunehmen bei unserer politischen Arbeit.

Im Rahmen dieser Studie méchten wir Dich herzlich einladen, an einem Panel zum Thema Beteiligung
teilzunehmen. Das Panel besteht aus zwei Umfragen, die mit etwas zeitlichem Abstand beantwortet werden
sollen. Beide Umfragen werden durch eine ID verbunden, so dass Veranderungen in den Antworten
identifiziert werden kénnen. Die erste Umfrage lief im November 2017, die zweite 13uft jetzt, zwischen dem 1.
und 30. Juni 2018. Die Umfragen kdnnen sowohl online als auch auf Papier beantwortet werden.

Durch Deine Teilnahme hast Du die Méglichkeit, die Gestaltung und Einfohrung von Onlinebeteiligung zu
beeinflussen. Die Analyse der Ergebnisse wird dabei helfen zu verstehen, wie die Beteiligungsprozesse von
Mitgliedern aufgefasst und genutzt werden. Mehr Details zu der Studie und der Umfrage findest Du indem
beiliegenden Informationsblatt.
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Wir wiirden uns freuen, wenn Du an der Studie teilnimmst! Wenn Du Fragen hast, kannst Du Dich an mich
oder auch an Gefion Thuermer wenden. Gefion erreichst Du unter der E-Mail gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk
oder per Telefon unter +49 157 8835 3956.

Teilnehmen kannst Du iiber diesen Link: https://umfrage.gruene.defindex.php/9242747ang=de-
informal/Pnn37KyTj3U11u7/.

oder schriftlich, indem Du die beiliegende Umfrage ausfiillst und an die BGS schickst.
Deine Teilnehmer-1D ist 10670001.

Dein Teilnehmer-Token ist: PAn37KyTj3U11u7

Herzliche Grile

o 5
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Informationen Gber diese Umfrage

Bitte lesen Sie diese Informationen sorgfaltig durch, bevor Sie sich zur Teilnahme an diesem Forschungsprojekt
entscheiden, lhre Teilnahme ist selbstverstandlich vollkommen freiwillig.

Worum geht es in dieser Studie?

Ziel meines Projektes ist es zu verstehen, ob bzw. wig Bundnis 90 / Die Griinen das Internet in ihren
Entscheidungsprozessen nutzen. Insbesondere interessieren mich die Ansichten der Mitglieder von Blndnis 90 / Die
Grinen zu diesen Entscheidungsprozessen und der Nutzung des Internets.

Ich bin Studentin an der Universitit von Southampton in GroRbritannien. Dieses Projekt ist Teil meiner Promotionsarbeit

fur einen Doktorgrad in Web Science.

Wenn Sie daran interessiert sind, werde ich |hnen sobald die Studie beendet ist (varaussichtlich 2013), eine digitale
Kopie der fertigen Arbeit zur Verfigung stellen, so dass Sie sehen kénnen wie ich lhre Daten verwendet habe.

Warum wurde ich ausgewahlt?

Alle Teilnehmer dieser Studie sind Mitglieder von Blndnis 90 / Die Griinen. Sie wurden zufallig aus zwei Gruppen
ausgewdhlt (Mitglieder die mit der Partei per E-Mail kommunizieren, oder dies nicht tun).

Was geschieht wenn ich teilnehme?

Wenn Sie der Teilnahme an dieser Studie zustimmen, werden Sie an zwei zusammenhidngenden Umfragen teilnehmen,
die voraussichtlich im Herbst 2017 und Sommer 2018 stattfinden werden. Beide werden Fragen zu ihrer Beteiligung an
Entscheidungsprozessen bei Bundnis 30 / Die Griinen, und ihrer Meinung zu Onlinebeteiligungsprozessen beinhalten, Sie
konnen alle, einige, oder keine dieser Fragen beantworten. Die Beantwortung der Umfrage dauert nicht ldnger als eine
Viertelstunde.

Was habe ich davon wenn ich an der Studie teilnehme?

Ich hoffe, dass Sie die Teilnahme interessant finden werden. Die Ergebnisse dieser Studie kdnnen fir Sie und lhre Partei
nitzlich sein, um die Entscheidungsprozesse und die Internetnutzung bei Bindnis 90 / Die Grinen zu verbessern.

Gehe ich ein Risiko ein wenn ich teilnehme?

Die Teilnahme birgt keinerlei Risiken. Sie sind nicht verpflichtet Fragen zu beantworten, die Sie nicht beantworten
mdchten.

Ist lhre Teilnahme vertraulich?

la, Ihre Teilnahme ist vertraulich.

lede Person, die Zugang zu den Umfrageergebnissen hat, hat eine Datenschutzerklarung unterzeichnet, und ist
verpflichtet diese Daten vertraulich zu behandeln, Ihre Antworten zu beiden Umfragen werden mittels einer |D
miteinander verbunden. |ch werde zu keinem Zeitpunkt Zugriff auf ihre persénlichen Daten haben, da der Versand der
Umfrage von der Bundesgeschaftsstelle von Blindnis 90 / Die Griinen gehandhabt wird.
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Die Ergebnisse werden auf einem passwortgeschiitzten Computer gespeichert, so dass sie niemandem sonst zuganglich
sind. Die Daten werden ausschlieRlich in Ubereinstimmung mit den Datenschutzgesetzen von GroBbritannien und
Deutschland verwendet. Dieses Gesetz erlaubt es zustandigen Behérden, wie beispielsweise der Polizei, auf die Daten
der Studie zuzugreifen um die nationale Sicherheit zu gewahrleisten, Straftaten aufzudecken oder zu verhindern,
Straftater zu verfolgen und festzunehmen, Steuern zu ermitteln oder einzuziehen, oder lebenswichtige Interessen des
Teilnehmers oder anderer Parsonen zu schitzen.

Wenn Sie mehr liber das Projekt, die Datenerhebung und den Datenschutz wissen méchten, kantaktieren Sie mich bitte
unter Gefion. Thuermer@soton.ac.uk.

Was passiert wenn ich es mir anders iiberlege?

Sie kéinnen ihr Einverstandnis zur Teilnahme ohne Angabe von Grinden jederzeit zurlickziehen, lhre Daten einsehen
oder dndern. Bitte kontaktieren Sie dazu mich (gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk), oder die Projektbetreuenden Dr Silke
Roth (Silke.Roth@soton.ac.uk) oder Prof Dr Steffen Staab [5.R.5taab@soton.ac.uk). Bitte geben Sie zur Anderung oder
Loschung lhrer Daten ihre individuelle 1D an.

Was passiert wenn etwas schief |duft?

Sollten Sie Sorgen oder eine Beschwerde haben, kénnen Sie sich an die Leitung von Research Governance der
Universitit Southampton wenden. Diese ist unter rgoinfo@soton.ac.uk oder telefonisch unter 0044 2380 595058
erreichbar.

Genutzte Begriffe

In dieser Umfrage werden regelmaRig einige Begriffe aus den Prozessen von Blindnis 90 / Die Grinen auftauchen. Damit
ist jeweils gemeint:

‘Antragsgriin': Das Antragsgriin ist die derzeit unter https:/fantraege.gruene.de/ genutzte Plattform, Gber die Antrige
fur BDK'en gestellt werden konnen.

'Onlineverifizierung’: Die Verifikation von Antragsunterstiitzern durch das Griine MNetz. Die BDK2016 in Minster hat
beschlossen, dass Antragssteller sich im Antragsgrin einloggen und ihre Unterstitzung dort per Mausklick zu dem
jeweiligen Antrag verifizieren miissen.

'Mitgliederbefragung': Der Bundesvorstand will die Mitglieder durch frithzeitige Mitgliederbefragungen stirker in die
programmatische Weiterentwicklung einbeziehen. Zu mindestens einem der Themen wird einmal im Jahr eine Online-

Umfrage durchgefiihrt, um Meinungen einzuhalen und Debatten vorzubereiten. Die Befragung erginzt palitische
Debatten, ersetzt sie aber nicht.

'Mitgliederbegehren': Ein Mitgliederbegehren auf Bundesebene bedeutet, dass 250 Mitglieder gemeinsam die
Behandlung eines Thernas im Bundesvaorstand erzwingen kéinnen, Die Antragssteller*innen erhalten verpflichtend in der
Regel innerhalb einer Frist wvon vier Wochen eine Stellungnahme des Bundesvorstandes zu ihrem Anliegen. Das
Mitgliederbegehren wird unter den Namen Beteiligungsgriin im Grundsatzprogrammprozess genutzt.
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Panelumfrage Beteiligung
lhre Teilnehmer-ID ist: 10670001
Bitte natieren Sie sich diese ID - sie wird benétigt wenn Sie Thre Daten einsehen oder éindern mdéchten!

1. Ich habe die Informationen iiber diese Umfrage gelesen und stimme der Teilnahme zu

Bitte kreuzen Sie dos Kdstchen an, nachdem Sie die einleitende Information gelesen haben

O]

Neue Beteiligungsprozesse

2. In den letzten Monaten haben sich einige Prozesse in der Partei verdndert, und neue
Prozesse sind hinzugekommen. Wie finden Sie ...
Bitte wdhlen Sie jeweils die Option, die threr Meinung entspricht, wobei 1 Sehr Schlecht’ und 5 'Sehr Gut' bedeutet

Sehr Sehr Weil nicht /
Schlecht Gut Keine Angabe
1 5
... das Antragsgriin fiir Antrége an D D

Bundesdelegiertenkonferenzen?

O

Bundesdelegiertenkonferenzen?

2
O
... die Onlineverifikation fiir Antrige an |:| |:|
1

.. die regelmifRig stattfindenden D
Mitgliederbefragungen?

O

OO0 O
(| W
O 0O O O

... das neu eingeflihrte
Mitgliederbegehren? D D

O

3. Wie denken Sie hat sich durch diese neuen oder gednderten Prozesse lhre eigene
Beteiligung verandert?

Bitte wdhlen Sie fiir jeden Prozess die Antwort aus, die nach lhrer persénlichen Einschétzung am ehesten zutrifft

Habe mich Habe mich Habe mich Habe mu:h_ guf andere  \WeiR
genau . Art beteiligen (z.B. nicht/
mehr . weniger X
beteiligt gleich beteiligt mehr online, andere Keine
beteiligt Dinge getan) Angabe

Antragsgrun fir BDK'en

Onlineverifikation fiir BDK'en

Mitgliederbefragungen

O O Of O
0O O Of O
01 O Of O
OO O O
OO OO

Mitgliederbegehren
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4, Wie denken Sie werden sich mehr Maglichkeiten sich im Internet zu beteiligen auf die
Beteiligung dieser Personengruppen auswirken?
Bitte wihlen Sie fiir fede Gruppe auf der Skala aus, ob Beteiligung ber das Internet schwieriger oder einfacher wird

Beteiligung wird Weik nicht /

Schwieriger iy U

liingere Mitglieder

Altere Mitglieder

Neue Mitglieder

Mitglieder die schon langer in der Partei aktiv
sind

Mitglieder die wenig Zeit fur Politik haben

Mitglieder die viel Zeit fur Politik haben

Amts- und/oder Mandatstragerinnen

Basismitglieder ohne Amter und Mandate

Gut vernetzte Mitglieder

Schlecht vernetzte Mitglieder

Mitglieder in diinn besiedelten Gebieten

Mitglieder in dicht besiedelten Gebieten

Mitglieder mit Kindern

Mitglieder ohne Kinder

Weibliche Mitglieder

Mannliche Mitglieder

O0O000000000000 0000
O000000000000 0000
O0O000000000o00o o O0:mn
O000000000000 O|000
O0O00000000000 O|000n
O0O000000000000 O|000

Mitglieder wie Sie
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5. Wie lange ist es her, dass Sie zum ersten Mal...
Bitte wihlen Sie zu jeder Frage eine Antwort ous der Liste aus

0-3 36 612 12 23 Uber3 Noch W;:Cm;ht
Monate Monate Monate Jahre Jahre Jahre nie Angabe

... das Antragsgriin genutzt haben?

... die Onlineverifikation genutzt
haben?

... an einer Mitgliederbefragung
teilgenammen haben?

... an einem Mitgliederbegehren
teilgenommen haben?

OO O
OO O
OO O
OO Og
OO O
OO 0o
OO Og
O OO0

Eigene Beteiligung

6. Wie schitzen Sie lhren personlichen Einfluss auf die Entscheidungen der Partei ein?
Bitte widhlen Sie die Option, die am ehesten threr eigenen Einschétzung entspricht

Sehr D D D I:l D Sehr D Weil nicht /

Schwach Stark Keine Angabe

7. Wie oft haben Sie sich in den letzten sechs Monaten innerhalb der Partei auf die
folgenden Arten beteiligt?
Bitte geben Sie in jeder Zeile an, wie oft Sie sich auf die entsprechende Art beteiligt haben

Gar 2-5 6-10 . Weild nicht /
. 1 Mal Ofter ,
nicht Mal Mal Keine Angabe
Parteirelevante Themen diskutiert ]

Antrage fiir einen Parteitag geschrieben

Antrage fir einen Parteitag unterstiitzt

Als Basismitglied an einer Abstimmung teilgenommen

Als DelegierteR an einer Abstimmung teilgenommen

In Gremien mitgearbeitet

OoOooOo0oomng
O0Oo0o0o0oomng
O0O00o0oonng
OoOoo0Oo0oomn

[

O O

O O

Antrage fur einen Parteitag diskutiert O 0O
O O

O O

O O
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8. Uber welche Kommunikationswege haben Sie sich auf die folgenden Arten beteiligt?
Bitte wihlen Sie alle Kommunikationswege aus iber die Sie sich beteiligt haben

Antrdge fir | Antrige flr RELTER b5
Partei- , g ) g Antrage fur ) mitglied an | DelegierteR
einen einen ) In Gremien . ;
relevante Parteita parteita ginen mitge- giner an einer
Themen . & 8 Parteitag 8 Abstim- Abstim-
. geschrie- unter- . arbeitet ) )
diskutiert - diskutiert mung teil- | mung teil-
ben stutzt
genommen | genommen
Auf lokalen
Treffen oder
Mitgliederversam | [] O O O O O O
mlungen (z. B,
Stammtisch, KMVY)
Auf
dberregionalen
Treffen oder O] O O] O] O] O] O]

Parteitagen (z. B.
BOK, AG-Treffen)

Auf nicht
ortsgebundenen
Treffen (z. B.
Skype, Telefon-
konferenzen)

Schriftlich (z. B.
Post, Fax)

Per E-Mail (inkl.
Mailinglisten)

Uber Soziale
Medien (z. B.
Facebook, Twitter)

o ogal o
a oo o
a oo o
o ogal o
a oo o
a oo o
o ogal o

Auf
Parteiplattformen
im Internet (z. B.
Grunes Netz,
Antragsgriin}

|
O
O
|
O
O
|

Auf anderen
Onlineplattformen
(z. B. private Blogs)

[
O
O
[
O
O
[

Gar nicht

Andere, und zwar:
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9. Mit wie vielen anderen Parteimitgliedern haben Sie regelmaRig {mindestens einmal pro
Monat) Kontakt?

Bitte wahlen Sie die Kategorie, die am ehesten die Zohl der Parteimitglieder wiederspiegelt, mit denen Sie vernetzt sind.

D weniger als 5 Mitglieder D 21-50 Mitglieder
|:| 5-10 Mitglieder |:] mehr als 50 Mitglieder
|:| 11-20 Mitglieder |:| WeiR nicht / Keine Angabe

10.In der Parteistruktur gibt es verschiedene Gruppen, die Beteiligung ermdéglichen. In
welchen dieser Gruppen sind Sie aktiv beteiligt, oder haben Sie regelmdRigen Kontakt?
Bitte wiéihlen Sie alle Gruppen aus in denen Sie aktiv sind ader mit denen Sie regelmifia (mindestens einmal pro Monat)

Kontakt haben
D KV / Ortsgruppe D Bundesarbeitsgemeinschaft
D Landesverband D Kommunale Fraktion
D Bundesverband D Landtagsfraktion
D Linker Fliigel D Bundestagsfraktion
D Landesarbeitsgemeinschaft D Griine Jugend
D Reformer Fligel D Grine Alte
D Andere, und zwar:

Internetnutzung

11.Wie wiirden Sie lhre IT-Kenntnisse einordnen?

Bitte wahlen Sie die Option, die am ehesten lhrer eigenen Einschdtzung entspricht

Sehr D I:l I:l D I:l Sehr I:I Weilk nicht /

Schlecht Gut Keine Angabe

12.Wie regelmdBig nutzen Sie das Internet?
Bitte wéhlen Sie die Option die om ehesten lhrer (blichen Nutzung entspricht

D Gar nicht D Taglich

D Monatlich D Durchgehend
|:| Wichentlich D Weilk nicht / Keine Angabe
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13.Was tun Sie im Internet, wenn Sie es nutzen?

Bitte wihlen Sie die fiinf Optionen aus, die fiir Sie am wichtigsten sind

O

Einkaufen Nachrichten lesen

L

E-Mails abrufen und schreiben Soziale Medien nutzen (Facebook, Blogs etc.)

O

Informationen suchen Spielen

O

Hm) .

Medien nutzen (z.B. Filme ansehen Musik horen) Telefonieren (z.B. per Skype)

O

Anderes, und zwar:

Demokratieverstindnis

14.Bitte ordnen Sie die folgenden Sitze nach ihrer Wichtigkeit in Bezug auf innerparteiliche
Demokratie:

Bitte ordnen Sie jeder Aussage eine Zahl von 1-4 zu, je nachdem wie wichtig lhnen die Aussage feweils fiir Beteiligung

innerhalb von Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen ist, 1 ist am wichtigsten, 4 ist am wenigsten wichtig.

Alle Mitglieder konnen sich so viel wie miglich beteiligen

Alle Mitglieder konnen sich gleichberechtigt beteiligen

Alle Mitglieder konnen sich an Abstimmungen beteiligen

|

Alle Mitglieder kénnen sich an Diskussionen beteiligen

15.Man spricht in der Politik immer wieder von ,links” und ,rechts”. Wo wiirden Sie Biindnis
90/Die Griinen auf einer Skala von 1-11 einordnen, wobei 1 bedeutet, dass die Partei
Llinks” ist und 11 bedeutet, dass die Partei ,rechts” ist. Mit den Werten dazwischen
kénnen Sie Ihre Einschitzung abstufen.

1

O

Bitte wdhlen Sie die Option, die am ehesten lhrer eigenen Einschdtzung entspricht

3 3 5 6 - 8 9 10 11 Weil nicht /

2 n
{Links) (Rechts) Keine Angabe

O o oo0oo0oo6ogoanf o ]

16.Und wie ist das mit IThnen selbst? Wo wiirden Sie Sich auf einer Skala einordnen, bei der 1
Hlinks” bedeutet und 11 , rechts”?

1

(Links)

O OO0 o0oo0ooo0ooboof0o6ofo d O

Bitte wahlen Sie die Option, die am ehesten Ihrer eigenen Einschitzung entspricht

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 WeiR nicht /

(Rechts) Keine Angabe

2 3
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Parteimitgliedschaft

17.In welchem Bundesland sind Sie Mitglied? Bitte kreuzen Sie das entsprechende Bundesland an
D Baden-Wiirttemberg D Hessen D Sachsen
D Bayern D Mecklenburg-Verpommern D Sachsen-Anhalt
D Berlin D Niedersachsen D Schleswig-Holstein
[[] Brandenburg [[] Merdrhein-westfalen [[] Thiringen
D Bremen D Rheinland-Ffalz D Ausland
D Hamburg D Saarland D Keine Angabe

18.Wann sind Sie Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen beigetreten?
Bitte geben Sie das entsprechende Johr an. Fails mehrfach bitte Ersteintritt angeben.

19.Bekleiden Sie ein Amt oder Mandat, oder haben Sie das in der Vergangenheit getan?
Bitte wiihlen Sie alle zutreffenden Optionen aus

|:| Habe aktuell ein Amt oder Mandat

D Hatte in der Vergangenheit ein Amt oder Mandat

|:| Hatte nie ein Amt oder Mandat [Bitte fahren Sie mit Frage 13 fort]

20.Auf welcher Ebene haben oder hatten Sie ein Amt oder Mandat?
Bitte wdhlen Sie alle zutreffenden Optionen aus

|:| Europa |:| Bund D Land |:| Region |:| Kreis D orn

Demografie
21.Was alt sind Sie? Bitte tragen Sie ihr aktuelles Alter in das Kdstchen ein
22.Welchem Geschlecht ordnen Sie sich zu? Bitte wihlen Sie die zutreffende Kategorie aus
. Weder Keine
. ’ "
D Weiblich D Minnlich D Sowohl als auch noch D Anderes L

23.Uben Sie regelméRig die Fiirsorge fiir jemanden in lhrem Haushalt aus (z. B. Kinder,
Partner, Elternteil)? Bitte wihlen Sie die zutreffende Antwart aus

O = 1 wein [ keine Angabe
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24.1n was fiir einer Gegend leben Sie? Bitte wiihlen Sie die zutreffende Option aus

Direkt in einer GroBstadt (Uber 100.000 Einwohner*innen)

Im Speckglirtel einer Grofistadt (Uber 100,000 Einwohner®innen)

In einer Kleinstadt (zwischen 10.000 und 100.000 Einwohner*innen)

Auf dem Land (Gemeinde mit weniger als 10.000 Einwohner*innen)

Keine Angabe

Wy

25.Was ist Ihr hiochster Bildungsabschluss? Bitte wiihlen Sie die zutreffende Option aus

Noch in der Schule Fachhochschul- oder Hochschulreife

Volks-/Hauptschule Fachhochschul- oder Hochschulabschluss

Realschule oder gleichwertig Promotion/Habilitation

Berufsaushildung Kein Schulabschluss

00|00

O00O0o.

Keine Angabe

26.Was ist lhr Beschiftigungsstatus? Bitte wiihlen Sie die 2utreffende Option aus

Schiler®in/Student®in/Azubi Rente/Pension

Angestellt Arbeitslos

Selbststandig Hausfrau oder -mann

BeamteR Keine Angabe

OO0on;
OOnfon.

27.Etwa wie hoch ist lhr monatliches Nettoeinkommen?  gitte wéhlen Sie die passende Kategorie aus

[] untersooe [] 2s00-3000¢ [ sooo-ssooe
[] soo-1000€ [] 3o000-3500¢€ [[] sso0-6000¢€
[J 1occ-1s00¢€ [ 3s00-4000¢€ [] Ubers.oooe
[] 1s00-2000¢ [] 4oo0-4s00¢ [ keine Angabe
[[] 2000-2s00¢ [J 4soo-so00¢€

28.Méchten Sie uns noch etwas zu dieser Umfrage sagen?

Seite Bvon 8
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E.8 Activity D — Participant Observation

E.8.1 Participant Information

Participant Information — Activity D — Participant Observation - Assemblies

Ethics referance number: ERGQ/ESHMS/ 20777 Wearsion: 1 Date: 2017-01-24

Study Title: Use of the intarnet in decision-making processas in the Green Party Germany and the
role of ideclogy and inequality in their development

Investigator: Gefion Thusrmer

Pleaze read this information carefully before deciding to take part in this research. If you are happy
to participate you will be asked to sign a consent form. Your participation is completaly woluntary.

What is the research about?

v

My project aims to understand how Bundnis S0/ Die Grinen uses the internet in their decision-
making processes, | am especially interested in understanding how members of the party see
decision-making processes and the use of the internet.

| am a research student at the University of Southampton in the UK. This project forms part of my
education and will lead to a doctoral degree in Web Science,

If you are interested, | will send you a digital copy of the completed study so you can see how your
data was used.

Why have | heen chosen?

The participants in this project are members of the Green Party Germany. | am espeacially interestad
in those who actively participate in the development of and discussion around online participation
processes.

What will happen to me if | take part?

If you agree to take part, | will participate as a guestin the above described meeting, and cbserve
the proceedings. If feasible, each participant should be provided with this information sheet and a
consent form to sign. | appreciate that this will be impossible at delegate assemblies. In that case |
would ask you to please inform the participants of the assembly of my presance, so that they can let
me know if they do not want their activities to be observed. | would then exclude these individuals
from my data collection. My chservations will not create any costs for you.

Are there any benefits in my taking part?

| hope that you will find taking part an interesting experience. The resulis of this research may be
useful to your party and other organisations whao want to improve their decision making proceszes
and / or adopticn of the web for these processzes.

Are there any risks involved?
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There are no risks associated with your participation. My participation in the assembly will not go
bayond what other guasts or journalists would do at assamblies like this. If you would grefer specific
parts of an event not to be observed, you may notify me of this at any time.

Will my data be confidential?

As the event is public, | will not be able to guarantee confidentiality. Should individual participants of
the assembly not wish their activity to be cbserved, they can let me know, and | will not include
tham in my data callection.

The results will be stored on a password protected computer so that they cannot be acceszed by
anyone else, Information will be used only in accordance with the Data Protection Act (1598).
The DPA makes provision for an appropriate autharity, such as the Police, to access data held by the
study for the purpose of safeguarding national security; preventing or detecting crime; prosecuting
or apprehending offenders; assessing or cellecting tax; or protecting the vital interests of the
participant or anyonsa elsa.

If you would like to know more about how you can access, amend or retract your data, please
contact the investigator {e-mail: gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk).

What happens if | change my mind?

You may withdraw your consent, access or change your data for any reason at any time and far any
reasan,

What happens if something goes wrong?

Should you have any concern or complaint, contact me if possible (gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk),

otherwise please contact one of the project supervisors (e-mail: Silke.Roth@soton.ac.uk, or
S.R.Staab@soton.ac.uk). For complaints, you may also contact the head of research governance

{rgcinfo(@soton.ac.uk)
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E.8.2
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Participant Information (German)

Teilnehmerinformationsblatt — Aktivitdt D — Teilnehmende Beobachtung —
Mitgliederversammlungen

Ethikkommissionsreferenznummer; ERGO/FSHMS/ 2077 | Version: 1 Datum: 2017-01-24

Titel der Studie: Nutzung des Intarnets in Entscheidungsprozessen bei Blndnis 90 / Die Grinan,
und die Rolle von Ideologie und Ungleichheit in ihrer Entwicklung

Forscherin: Gefion Thuarmer

Bitte lesen Sie diese Informationen sorgfiltig durch, beveor Sie sich zur Teilnahme an diesem
Forschungsprojet entscheiden. Wenn Sie der Teilnahme zustimmen bitte ich Sie dis
Einverstandnizerklarung zu unterzeichnen. thre Tailnahme ist vallkommen fraiwillig.

Worum geht es in dieser Studie?

Ziel meines Projektas ist es zu verstehen, ob bzw. wie Blndnis 30/ Die Grinen das Internet in ihren
Entscheidungsprozeszen verwendan. Inshasondere interessieren mich die Ansichten der Mitglieder
won Blndnis 50 / Die Griinen zu diesen Entscheidungsprozessen und der Nutzung des Internets.

Ich bin Studentin an der Universitat von Southampton in GroRbritannien. Dieses Projekt ist Teil
meiner Premotionsarkeit fir einen Dokiorgrad in Web Science.

Wenn Sie daran interessiert sind, werde ich Ihnen sobald die Studie beendet ist, eine digitale Kopie
der fertigen Arbeit zur Verflgung stellen, so dass Sie sehen kinnen wie ich lhre Daten verwendet
habhe.

Warum wurde ich ausgewdhlt?

Alle Teilnehmer diesar Studie sind Mitglieder von Blndnis 30/ Die Grinen. Besonders interessiert
bin ich an denjenigen Mitgliedern, die aktiv an der Einfithrung von ader Diskussion um
Onlinebeteiligungsprozessan in der Partei teilnehmen.

Was geschieht wenn ich teilnehme?

Wenn Sie der Teilnahme an dieser Studis zustimmen, werde ich als Gast an dem cben genannten
Event teilnehmean, und den Verlauf becbachien. Ich bitte Sig, die Teilnehmer der Veranstaltung lber
meine Anwesanheit und Tatigksit zu informieren, so dass diese der Beobachtung Ihrar Aktivitaten
widersprachen kinnen, so sie das michten. Es entstehen fur 3ie keine Kosten durch meine

Beobachtungen.
Was habe ich davon wenn ich an der Studie teilnehme?

Ich hoffe dass Sie die Teilnahme interessant finden werden. Die Ergebnisse dieser Studie kdnnen fir
Sie und lhre Partei nUtzlich sein, um die Entscheidungsprozesse, und die Internetnutzung bei
Biindnis 50 / Die Griinen, zu verbessarn.

Gehe ich ein Risiko ein wenn ich teilnehme?
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Die Teilnahme birgt keine Risiken. Meine Teilnahme an der Veranstaltung wird nicht Ober das
hinausgehen, was andera Giste oder Pressavertreter auf der Versammlung tun. Sollten Sie
bevorzugen dass bastimmte Teile der Veranstaltung nicht beckachtet werden, teilen Sie mir dias
einfach mit.

Ist lhre Teilnahme vertraulich?

Da dia Veranstaltung &ffentlich ist, kann ich eine Vertraulichkeit der Begbachtungen nicht
garantieren. Sollten einzelns Teilnehmer keine Becbachtung lhrer Aktivitdten winschen, kdnnen
diese mich das wissen lassen, und ich werde Sie nicht in meine Daten aufnehmen.

Die Ergebnisse werden auf einem passwaortgeschiitzten Computer gespeichert, so dass sie
niemandam sonst zuganglich sind. Die Daten werden ausschligllich in Uberginstimmung mit dem
Datenschutzgesetz [1958) von Grofbritannien verwendet. Dieses Gesetz erlaubt es zustandigen
Behdrden, wie beispielsweise der Polizei, auf die Daten der Studie zuzugreifen um die nationale
Sicherheit zu gewihrleisten, Straftaten auszudecken oder zu verhindern, Straftdter zu verfolgen und
fastzunehmen, Steuern zu ermittaln ader sinzuziehen, cder lekenswichtige Interessen des
Teilnehmers oder anderer Personen zu schiitzen.

Wenn Sie mehr Uber das Projekt, cie Datenerhebung und den Datenschutz wissen méchten,
kontaktieren Sie mich bitte unter Gefion. Thuermer@soton.ac.uk.

Was passiert wenn ich es mir anders (berlege?

Sie k&nnen ihr Einverstdndnis zur Teilnahme ohne Angabe von Griinden jederzeit zurlickziehen, lhre
Daten einsehen oder andern.

Was passiert wenn etwas schief luft?

Sollten Sie Sorgen oder eing Beschwerde haben, kontaktieran Sie bitte mich,
{gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk), oder die Projektbetreuenden Silke Roth (Silke.Roth@soton.ac.uk)

oder Steffen Staab (5.R.5tzab@soton.ac.uk). Im Falle von Beschwerden k&nnen Sie sich auch an die
Leitung von Research Governance (rgoinfo@soton.ac.uk} wenden.
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E.8.3 Consent Form

Consent Form — Activity D — Participant Observation - Assemblies

Ethics reference number: ERGO/FSHMS/ 20777 Vearsion: 1 Date: 2017-01-24

Study Title: Use of the intarnat in decision-making procassas in the Green Party Germany and the
role of ideclogy and inequality in their development

Investigator: Gefion Thuermer

Plaase initial the boxes if you agree with the statements:

| have read and understood the Participant Information {version 1
dated 2016-09-22) and have had the opportunity 1o ask
guestions about the study.

| agree to take part in this research project and agree for my data
to be recorded and used for the purpose of this study

I understand my participation iz valuntary and | may access,
changes or withdraw my data for any reason at any time.

I understand that my data will be used in reports of the research

Data Protection

[ understand that information collected during my participation in this study will be stared
on G password protected computer and that this information will only be used in accordance
with the Data Frotection Act (1998). The DFA (15698) reqguires data to be processed faivly
and lawfully in accordance with the rights of participants ana protected by appropriate
security. In addition, the DPA {1998) makes provision for an appropriate authority, such as
the Folice, to access data held by the study.

MName of participant (print name) ...

Signature of ParticiPant. ...

[
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Consent Form (German)

Einverstdndniserkldrung — Aktivitdt D — Teilnehmende Beobachtung - Mitgliederversammlungen

Ethikkommissionsrefrenznummer: ERGQ/FSHMS/2077 | Version: 1 Datum: 2017-01-24

Titel der Studie: Mutzung des Internets in Entscheidungsprozeszen bei Bindnis 90 / Die Grinen,
und die Rolle von Ideologie und Ungleichheit in ihrer Entwicklung

Forscherin: Gefion Thuarmer

Bzobachtetes Event:

Bitte markieren Sie die Satze denen Sie zustimmen mit thien Initialen:

Ich habe das Teilnehmerinformationshlatt (Version 1, datiert 2017-01-24)
gelesen und hatte die Gelegenheit Fragen zu der Studie zu stellen.

Ich stimme der Teilnahme an diesem Forschungsprejekt und der
Aufzeichnung und Verarbeitung von Daten von der Veranstaltung zu
diesem Zweck zu.

Ich verstehe dass die Teilnahme freiwillig ist und dass ich die Daten
jederzeit ohne Angabke von Criinden einsehen, dndern oder meine
Zustimmung zurlckzighen kann.

Ich verstehe dass die gewonnen Daten in der Publikation der
Studie verwendet werden.

Datenschutz

Iich verstehe, dass Informationen die wdhrend meiner Teilnahme an dieser Studie
qufgezeichnet werden auf einem passwortgeschiitzten Computer gespeichert werden, und
dass diese Informationen nur (v Ubereinstimmung mit dem Datenschutzgesetz (1998) von
Grofibritannien verwendet werden. Dieses Gesetz Desagt dass Daten sozialvertraglich und
gesetzlich in Ubereinstimmung mit den Rechten der Teilnehmer verwendet und angemessen
geschiitzt werden musse. Zusdtzlich bestimmt das Gesetz das zustdndige Behdrden, wig
belspielswelse die Polizel, auf die im Rahmern der Studie gespeicherten Daten zugreifen
KONMER.

Mame des Verantwortlichen (in Druckbuchstabenl e

Unterschrift des Teilnehmiers. o e e e

[T {1
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E.8.5 DPA Plan

DPA Plan — Activity D — Participant Observation

Ethics referenca number: ERGO/FSHMS/20777 Varsion: 1 Date: 2017-01-24

Study Title: Use of the intarnat in decision-making procassas in the Green Party Germany and the
role of ideclogy and inequality in their development

Investigator: Gefion Thuermer

The data collection comprises ckservation notes.

The data is required to understand how mambers of the Green Party Germany view anline
participation in the party, and what expectations they have of an only online system or process for
democratic dacision-making.

The data is adequate because it will cover exactly what is reguired to analyse this guestion, and the
data is not excessive because no mare infarmation than what is required will be collected.

The data will be processad fairly because the participants will be aware of the ohservations taking
place.

The data’s accuracy is ensured because it will consist of observation notes, and may be
supplemeanted through protocols or recordings of the avent.

Data will be stored on the Investigator's laptop and backed up on university servers. The laptop will
be protectad by 2 password known only to the researcher, The data will be held in accordance with
University policy on data retention.

The data will be stored on university systems in accordance with university guidelines, when the
researchar leaves the institution.

The data will be processed in accordance with the rights of the participants because they will have
tha right to access, correct, and/or withdraw their consent for any reason. Participants will be able
to exercise their rights by contacting the investigator (e-mail: gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk) or the

project supervisors {e-mail: Silke.Roth@soton.ac.uk or 5.R.5taab@soton.ac.uk). For complaints, they

will also be given the contact details far the head of research governance (rgoinfo@soton.ac.uk).
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E.9 Activity E — Semi-Structured Interviews

E.9.1 Participant Information

Participant Information — Activity E— Semi-Structured Interviews

Ethics referance number: ERGQ/ESHMS/ 20777 Wearsion: 1 Date: 2017-01-24

Study Title: Use of the intarnet in decision-making processas in the Green Party Germany and the
role of ideclogy and inequality in their development

Investigator: Gefion Thusrmer

Pleaze read this information carefully before deciding to take part in this research. If you are happy
to participate you will be asked to sign a consent form. Your participation is completaly woluntary.

What is the research about?

MWy project aims to understand how Biindnis 50/ Die Griinen uses the internet in their decision-
making processes, | am especially interested in understanding how members of the party currently
see decision-making processes and the use of the internet.

| am a research student at the University of Southampton in the UK. This project forms part of my
education and will lead to a doctoral degree in Web Science,

If you are interested, | will send you a digital copy of the completed study so you can see how your
data was used.

Why have | heen chosen?

The participants in this project are members of the Green Party Germany. | am espeacially interestad
in those who actively participate in the development of and discussion around online participation
processes.

What will happen to me if | take part?

If you agree to take part, you will participate in an interview about the online participation processes
in the Green Party Germany. | will ask guestions concerning your opinion about these processes,
your understanding of democracy and online participation. Of course, it will not cost you anything to
take part.

Are there any benefits in my taking part?

| hope that you will find taking part an interesting experience. The results of this reszarch may be
useful to your party and other organisations wha want to improve their decision making processes
and / or adoption of the web for these processes.

Are there any risks involved?

There are na risks associated with your participation. You are not elliged to respond to any
guestions if you do not want to.

Will my data be confidential?
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Yes., Your identity, and the identity of anyone else you mention (such as fellow party members) will
be anonymised.

The results will be stored on a password protected computer so that they cannot be accessed by
anyone else, Information will be used only in accordance with the Data Protection Act (1598).
The DPA makes provision for an appropriate authority, such as the Police, to access data held by the
study for the purpose of safeguarding national security; preventing or detecting crime; prosecuting
or apprehending offenders; assessing or collecting tax; or protecting the vital interests of the
participant or anyone elsea.

If you would like to know more about how you can access, amend or retract your data, pleasze
cantact the investigator [e-mail: gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk).

What happens if | change my mind?

You may withdraw your consent, access or change your data for any reason at any time and for any
reasan.

What happens if something goes wrong?

Should you have any concern or complaint, contact me if possille {gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk),

otherwize please contact one of the project supervisors (e-mail: Silke.Roth@soton.ac.uk, or
S.R.Staab@soton.ac.uk). For complaints, you may also contact the head of research governance

{rgoinfo@soton.ac.uk)
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E.9.2 Participant Information (German)

Teilnehmerinformationsblatt — Aktivitdt E — Leitfadengestiitzte Interviews

Ethikkommissionsreferenznummer: ERGO/FSHMS/ 20777 Varsion: 1 Datum: 2017-01-24

Titel der Studie: Mutzung des Internats in Entscheidungsprozessen bei Bindnis 90 / Die Grinen,
und die Rolle von Ideologie und Ungleichheit in ihrer Entwicklung

Forscherin: Gefion Thuarmer

Bitte lesen Sie diese Informationen sorgfiltig durch, bever Sie sich zur Teilnahme an diesem
Forschungsprojet entscheiden. Wenn Sie der Teilnahme zustimmen bitte ich Sie die
Einverstandnizerklarung zu unterzeichnen. Ihre Teilnahme ist vollkommen freiwillig.

Worum geht es in dieser Studie?

Ziel meines Projektas ist s zu verstehen, ob bzw. wie Blndnis 90/ Die Grinen das Internet in thren
Entscheidungsprozessen verwenden, Inshesondere interessieren mich die Ansichten der Mitglieder
won Blndnis 50 / Die Grinen zu diesen Entscheidungsprozessen und der Nutzung des Internets.

Ich bin Studentin an der Universitdt von Southampton in GroBbritannien. Dieses Projekt ist Teil
meiner Promotionsarbeit fir einen Doktorgrad in Web Science.

Wenn Sie daran interessiert sind, werde ich lhnen sobhald die Studie beendet ist, eine digitale Kapie
der fertigen Arbeit zur Verfigung stellen, so dass Sie sehen kdnnen wie ich Ihre Daten verwendet
habe.

Warum wurde ich ausgewshlt?

Alle Teilnehmer dieser Studie sind Mitglieder von Blundnis S0/ Die Grinen. Besonders interessiert
bin ich an denjenigen Mitgliedern, die aktiv an der Einfihrung von oder Diskussion um
Onlinebeteiligungsprozessen in der Partei teilnehmen.

Was geschieht wenn ich teilnehme?

Wenn Sie der Teilnahme an dieser Studie zustimmen, werde ich mit lhnen ein kurzes Interview zu
den Onlinebeteiligungsprozessen bei Bindnis 30 / Die Grinen fihren. Ich werde lhnen Fragen zu
Ihrar Meinung zu diesen Prozessen, lhrer Auffassung von Demokratie sowie von Onlingbeteiligung
stellen. Selbstverstindlich entstehen fur Sie keine Kosten durch die Tailnahme.

Was habe ich davon wenn ich an der Studie teilnehme?

Ich hoffe dass Sie die Teilnahme interessant finden werden. Die Ergebnisse dieser Studie kinnen fir
Sie und lhre Partei nutzlich sein, um die Entscheidungsprozesse, und die Internetnutzung bei
Bindnis 50 / Die Griinen, zu verbessarn.

Gehe ich ein Risiko ein wenn ich teilnehme?
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Die Teilnahme hirgt keinerlei Risiken, Sie sind nicht verpflichtet Fragen zu beantworten, die Sie nicht
beantworten mochtan,

Ist lhre Teilnahme vertraulich?

la. |hre eigene, und die |dentitzt etwaiger weiterer Personen, die Sie im Rahmen des Interviews

erwahnen (wie beispielsweise andera Parteimitglieder), wird anonymisiert.

Die Ergebnisse werden auf einem passwortgeschiitzten Computer gespeichert, so dass sie
niemandam sonst zuganglich sind. Die Daten werden ausschlizllich in Uberginstimmung mit dem
Datenschutzgesetz [1958) von Grolbritannizn verwendet., Dieses Gesatz erlaubt es zustindigen
Behdrden, wie beispielsweise der Polizei, auf die Daten der Studie zuzugreifen um die nationale
Sicherheit zu gew3hrleisten, Straftaten auszudecken oder zu verhindern, Straftdter zu verfolgen und
festzunzhmen, Steuern zu ermitteln ader einzuziehen, oder lebenswichtige Interessen des
Teilnehmers oder anderer Personen zu schiitzen.

Wenn Sie mehr Gber das Projekt, die Datensammlung und den Datenschutz wissen méchten,
kontaktieren Sie mich bitte unter Gefion. Thuermer@soton.ac.uk.

Was passiert wenn ich es mir anders (iberlege?

Sie k&nnen ihr Einverstdndnis zur Teilnahme ohne Angalbe von Grinden jederzeit zurlickziehen, Ihre
Daten einsehen oder andern.

Was passiert wenn etwas schief lauft?

Sollten Sie Sorgen oder eine Beschwerde haben, kantaktieren Sie kitte mich,
{gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk), oder die Frojektbatrevanden Silke Roth (Silke.Roth@soton.ac.uk)

oder Steffen Staab (S.R.5tasb@soton.ac.uk). Im Falle von Baschwerden kénnen Sie sich auch an die
Leitung von Research Gowvernance (rgoinfo@soton.ac.uk) wenden.
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E.9.3 Consent Form

Consent Form — Activity E — Semi-Structured Interviews

Ethics reference number: ERGO/FSHMS,/ 20777 Vearsion: 1 Date: 2017-01-24

Study Title: Use of the internet in decision-making processes in the Green Party Germany and the
role of ideclogy and inequality in their development

Investigator: Gefion Thuermer

Please initial the boxes if you agree with the statements:

| have read and understood the Participant Information {version 1
dated 2017-01-24) and have had the opportunity to ask
guestions about the study.

| agree to take part in this research project and agree for my data
to be recorded and used for the purpose of this study

I understand my participation is voluntary and | may access,
change cr withdraw my data for any reason at any time.

| understand that my responses will be anonymised in reports of
the research

Data Protection

| understand that information collected during my participation in this study will be stored
on a password protected compuier and that this information will only be used in accordance
with the Data Protection Act (1998). The DPA (1598) reguires data to be processed faivly
and lawfully in accordance with the rights of participants and protected by appropriate
security. In addition, the DPA {1988) makes provision for an appropriate authority, such as
the Police, to aecess data held by the study.

Mame of participant (print name). ...

Signature of PartiCiPant. e

[T
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E.9.4
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Consent Form (German)

Einverstandniserkldrung — Aktivitdt E — Leitfadengestiitzte Interviews

Ethikkommissionsrefrenznummer: ERGQ/FSHMS/20777 | Version: 1 Datum: 2017-01-24

Titel der Studie: Mutzung das Internets in Entschaidungsprozessen bei Bindnis 90 / Die Grinen,
und die Rolle von Ideologie und Ungleichheit in ihrer Entwicklung

Forscherin: Gefion Thuarmer

Bitte markieren Sie die Satze denen Sie zustimmen mit hven nitialen:

Ich habe das Teilnehmearinformationshlatt (Version 1, datiert 2017-01-24)
gelesen und hatte die Gelegenheit Fragen zu der Studie zu stellen.

Ich stimme meiner Teilnahme an digsem Forschungsprojekt und der
Aufzeichnung und Verarbeitung meiner Daten zu diesem Zweck zu.

Ich verstehe dass meine Teilnahme freiwillig ist und dass ich meine
Daten jederzeit ochne Angabe von Grinden einsehen, andern oder
zurlickziehen kann.

Ich verstehe dass meine Antworten in anonymisierter Form in der
Publikation der Studie verwendet werden.

Datenschutz

ich verstehe, dass informationen die wahrend meiner Tellnahme an digser Studie
qufgezeichnet werden auf einem passwortgeschitzten Computer gespeichert werden, und
dass diese Informationen nur (v Ubereinstimmung mit dem Datenschutzgesetz (1998) van
Crofibritannien verwendet werden. Digses Cesetz Desagt dass Daten sozialvertraglich und
gesetzlich in Ubereinstimmung mit den Rechten der Teilnehmer verwendet und angemessen
geschiitzt werden musse. Zusdtzlich bestimmt das Gesetz das zustdndige Behdiden, wie
beispielsweise die Polizel, auf die im Rahmen der Studie gespeicherten Daten zugreifen
KONKERN.

Name des Teilnehmers (in Druckbuchstaben). ..

Unterschrift des Teilnehmers. .

=
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E.9.6 Interview Guide

Interview Guide

Einleitung

Vielen Dank fUr Ihre Bereitschaft an diesem Interview teilzunehmen. Wie Sie wissen bin ich an
COnlinebeteiligungsprozessan bei Bundnis 50 / Die Grinen interassiart. lhre Antworten werden mir
helfen zu verstehan wie Parteimitglieder wie Sie digse Prozesse wahrnehmen,

Onlinebete] g
Lassen Sie uns zundchst Gber die Onlinebetailigungsprozesse sorechen, die auf der BDK in Minster
beschlossen wurden. Dabei handelt es sich um (1) die Onlineverifizierung von Anftragsunterstitzern,
{11} die Basisbefragung, und (Ill} das Basisbegehran.

dalaari=lt=]
ProZesse

a8l al=]
Hl‘

1. Wie finden Sie diese Beteiligungsprozesse?
2. Welche Maglichkeiten ergeben sich lhrer Ansicht nach daraus?
3. Welche Probleme sehen sind mit diesen Prozassen verbunden?
4, Mutzen Sie diese Prozesse aktiv, bzw. haben Sie digs vor?
a. Wie
b, Warum/Nicht?
5. Wi passen digse Prozasse lhrar Ansicht nach zu dem Grinen Demokratieideal?

Implementation
Als nachstes wiisste ich gern etwas mehr Uber die Einfihrung dieser Prozesse.
Was ist |hre Rolle bei der Einflihrung dieser Prozesse?

5]
7. Welche Kriterien sind lhnen bei der Einfihrung dieser Prozesse wichtig?
2. Wis macht sich das bef dar Implementation bemearkbar?

s Uber Teilnehmer

Detai €
Zuletzt wiisste ich gern noch etwas mehr Uber thre Mitgliedschaft und Rallz kel Bindnis 30/ Die

Grinen, sowie eine demaografische Informationen.

8. Wann sind Sie Blndnis S0/ Die Griinen beigetraten?

10. Seit wann sind Sie in der Partei aktiv?

11. Wirden Sie sich einer politischen Strémung innerhalb dar Partei zuordnen?

12, Fillen Sie ein Amt aus, oder haben Sie das in der Vergangenheit getan? Welche(s)?
13. Haben Sie ein Mandat, oder haken Siz in der Vergangenheit eines gehabt? Welche(s)?
14. In welchem Bundesland leben Sie / sind Sie Mitglied?

15. Leben Sie in der 5tadt, in einem Vorstadtgebiet, oder in einer landlichen Gegand?

16. Wie wirden Sie ihre IT-Kenntnisse einordnen? (Skala 1-5, von sehr schlecht bis sehr gut)
17. Wie wirden Sie Ihre Nutzung das Internsts beschreiben?

18. Was ist ihr hichster Bildungsabschluss?

19. Was ist ihr Beschaftizungsstatus?

20. Darfich fragen wie alt Sie sind?

21. Welchem Geschlecht ordnen Sie sich zu?

22. Haben Sie Kindar? (Wie viel / wia alt?)

23. Was ist ifr jAhrliches Einkommen?
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E.9.7 Interview Guide (German)

Interview Guide

Introduction

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview. As you know, | am interested in online
participation processes in the Green Party. Your responses today will help me to understand what
how party members such as yourself percaive these process.

Online Participation Processes

First of all, | would like to talk about the online participation methods that were approved by the
delegate assembly in Minster. That is specifically (1} the online verification grocess far mation
propositions, {Il) the grass-roots survey, and {IIl] the grass-roots demand.

1. What is your opinion of these participation processas?

2. Which oppertunitias arise through them?

3. Which problems are related to these processes?

4. Arsyou actively using these processes, or planning on doing so?
a. How?
b, Why/not?

5.

In your opinian, how do these processes align with the Green Party ideal of democracy?

Implementation
Let us now ture to the implementation of these procaszes
6. What is your role in the implementation of these processes?

7. Which criteria are important to you when implameanting the processes?
8. How dgoes this show in what happens during the implementation?

Finally, 1 would like to know a little bit mare about your membership and position in Biindnis 90 / Die
Grinen, and some demagraphic details.

5. When did you join the Green Party?
10. When did you become an active member of the party?
11. Do you identify with one of the wings of the party?
2. Do you or did you ever held an office in the party? (Which)
13. Do you or did you ever hold a mandate? {\Which)
14. In which federal state do you live?
15. Do you live in an urban, suburban, or rural area?
156. How woaould you rate you IT skills?
17. How would you describe your internet-use?
18. What is your highest qualification?
15, What is your current occupation?
20. May | ask how old are you?
21. What is your gender?
22. Do you have children? {How many, how old?)
23. What is your annual income?
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DPA Plan

DPA Plan — Activity E — Semi-Structured Interviews

Ethics referenca number: ERGO/FSHMS/20777 Varsion: 1 Date: 2017-01-24

Study Title: Use of the intarnet in decision-making procassas in the Green Party Germany and the
role of ideclogy and inequality in their development

Investigator: Gefion Thuermer

The data collection comprises semi-structured interviews. The interview schedule provides an
indication of the questions participants will respand to.

The data is required to identify how members of the Green Party Germany perceive democratic
decision-making in the party, and what expectations they have of an only online system or process
for democratic decision-making.

The data is adequate because it will cover exactly what is reguired to analyse this question, and the
data is not excessive because no mare infarmation than what is required will be collected.

The data will ke processad fairly because the participants will have given explicit consent.
The data’s accuracy is ensured because it will consist of recording of conversations.

Data will be stored on the Invastigator’s laptop and backed up on univarsity sarvers. The laptop will
be protected by 2 password known only to the researcher. The data will be held in accordance with
University policy on data retention.

The data will ke stored on university systems in accordance with university guidelines, when the
researchar leaves the institution.

The data will be processad in accordance with the rights of the participants because they will have
the right to access, correct, and/or withdraw their consent for any reason. Participants will be able
to exercise their rights by contacting the investigator (e-mail: gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk) or the

project supervisors (e-mail: Silke.Roth{@soton.ac.uk or 5.R.5taab@soton.ac.uk). For complaints, they
will also be given the contact details far the head of research governance (rgoinfo@soton.ac.uk).
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E.10 Activity F — Focus Groups

E.10.1
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Participant Information

Participant Information — Activity F — Focus Groups

Ethics referance number: ERGO/FSHIMS/ /20777 Wersion: 1 Date: 2017-01-24

Study Title: Use of the intarnet in decision-making processeas in the Green Party Germany and the
role of ideclogy and inequality in their development

Investigator: Gefion Thusrmer

Pleaze read this information carefully before deciding to take part in this research. If you are happy
10 participate you will be asked to sign 2 consent form. Your participation is completaly voluntary.

What is the research about?

MWy project aims to understand how Biindnis 50/ Die Griinen uses the internet in their decision-
making processas, | am especially interested in understanding how members of the party currently
see decision-making processes and the use of the internet.

| am a research student at the University of Southampton in the UK. This project forms part of my
education and will lead to a doctoral degree in Web Science.

If you are interested, | will send you a digital copy of the completed study so you can see how your
data was used.

Why have | been chosen?

The participants in this project are members of the Green Party Germany. | am espeacially interestad
in those wha actively participate in the development of and discussion around online participation
processss.

What will happen to me if | take part?

If yau agree to take part, you will participate in 2 group discussion about the online participation
processas in the Green Party Germany. You will discuss questions concerning your opinion about
these processes, your understanding of democracy and online participation. You will also be asked
to fill in & short questionnaire about you and your membership and role in Bindnis 90 / Die Griinen.
The discussion will take place in a location near you. Travel costs will not be covered.

Are there any benefits in my taking part?

| hope that you will find taking part an interesting experience. The results of this research may be
useful to your party and other organisations whao want to improve their decision making proceszes
and / or adoption of the web for these processes,

Are there any risks involved?

There are na risks associated with your participation. You are not elliged to respond to any
guestions if you do not want to.
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Will my data be confidential?

Yes. Your identity, and the identity of anycne else you mention (such as fellow party members) will
be anonymised in the write-up of the study. Of course your fellow group participants will know that
you participated and what you said, but each participant, just like you, will sign a consent form that
states that thay will in turn keep the identities of the other participants and their statements
confidential.

The results will be stored on a password protected computer so that they cannot be acceszed by
anyone alse, Information will be used only in accordance with the Data Protection Act (1598).
The DPA makes provision for an appropriate authority, such as the Police, to access data held by the
study for the purpose of safeguarding national security; preventing or detecting crime; prosecuting
or apprehending offenders; assessing or cellecting tax; or protecting the vital interests of the
participant or anyone else,

If you would like to know more about how you can access, amend or retract your data, pleasze
contact the investigator {e-mail: gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk).

What happens if | change my mind?

You may withdraw your consent, access or change your data for any reason at any time and far any
reasan,

What happens if something goes wrong?

Should you have any concern or complaint, contact me if possible (gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk),

otherwise please contact one of the project supervisors (e-mail: Silke.Roth@soton.ac.uk, or
S.R.Staab@soton.ac.uk). For complaints, you may also contact the head of research governance

{regcinfo(@soton.ac.uk)
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Participant Information (German)

Teilnehmerinformationsblatt — Aktivitdt F — Fokusgruppen

Ethikkommissionsreferenznummer: ERGO/FSHMS/ 20777 Version: 1 Datum: 2017-01-24

Titel der Studie: Mutzung das Internets in Entscheidungsprozessen bei Bindnis 90/ Die Grinen,
und die Rolle von Ideologie und Ungleichheit in ihrer Entwicklung

Forscherin: Gefion Thuarmer

Bitte lesen Sie diese Informationen sorgfiltig durch, bever Sie sich zur Teilnahme an diesem
Forschungsprajet entscheiden. Wenn Sie der Teilnahme zustimmen bitte ich Sie die
Einverstandnizerklarung zu unterzeichnen. Ihre Teilnahme ist vollkommen freiwillig.

Worum geht es in dieser Studie?

Ziel meines Projektes ist es zu verstehen, ob bzw. wie Blindnis 90/ Die Griinen das Internet in ihren
Entscheidungsprozeszen verwendan, Inshasondere interessieren mich die Ansichten der Mitglieder
won Blndnis 50 / Die Grinen zu diesen Entscheidungsprozessen und der Nutzung des Internets.

Ich bin Studentin an der Universitat von Southampton in GroBkritannien. Dieses Projekt ist Teil
meiner Promotionsarbeit flir einen Doktorgrad in Web Science.

Wenn Sie daran interessiert sind, werde ich Ihnen sobald die Studie beendet ist, eine digitale Kopie
der fertigen Arbeit zur Verfigung stellen, so dass Sie sehen kdnnen wie ich Ihre Daten verwendet
habe.

Warum wurde ich ausgew3hlt?

Alle Teilnehmear diesar Studie sind Mitgliader vor Bundnis S0/ Die Grinen. Besonders interessiert
bin ich an denjenigen Mitgliedern, die aktiv an der Einflthrung von oder Diskussion um
Onlinebeteiligungsprozessan in der Partei teilnehmen.

Was geschieht wenn ich teilnehme?

Wenn Sie der Teilnahme an dieser Studia zustimmen, werden Sie an einer Gruppendizkussion zu den
Onlinebeteiligungsprozessen bai Bundnis 30 / Die Grinen teilnehmen. Darin wardan Sie Fragen zu
Ihrar Meinung zu diesen Prozassen, lhrer Auffassung ven Demaokratie sowie von Onlinebeteiligung
stellen. Aulierdem werden sie einen kurzen Fragebogen zu sich und ihrer Mitgliedschaft und Rolle
bsi Bundnis 90/ Dia Griinen ausfillen. Die Gruppendiskussion wird an einam Standort in Ihrer Nihe
stattfinden. Reisekosten fur die Teilnahmea kénnen nicht erstattet warden.

Was habe ich davon wenn ich an der 5tudie teilnehme?

Ich hoffe dass Sie die Teilnahme interessant finden werden. Dig Ergebnisze dieser Studie kdnnen fr
Sie und Ihre Partei nitzlich sein, um die Entscheidungsprozesse, und dia Intarnetnutzung bei
Bindnis 90 / Die Griinen, zu verbessarn.

Gehe ich ein Risiko ein wenn ich teilnehme?




Die Teilnahme hirgt keinerlei Risiken, Sie sind nicht verpflichtet Fragen zu beantworten, die Sie nicht
beantworten mochtan,

Ist lhre Teilnahme vertraulich?

la. |hre eigene, und die |dentitzt etwaiger weiterer Personen, die Sie im Rahmen des Interviews
erwahnen (wie beispielsweise andere Parteimitglieder), werden beim Schreiban der Studis
anonymisiert, Natdrlich werden die anderen Teilnehmer der Gruppendiskussion ihre Identitadt und
das was sia sagen erfahren, aber zlle Teilnehmer werden, so wie Sie selbst, aine
Einverstandniserklarung unterschreiben in der sie versichern, die Identitat und Aussagen aller
anderen Teilnehmer ebenfalls vertraulich zu behandeln.

Die Ergebnisse werden auf einem passwaortgeschitzten Computer gespeichert, so dass sie
niemandam sonst zuganglich sind. Die Daten werden ausschlizflich in Ubereinstimmung mit dem
Datenschutzgesetz [1958) von Grofbritannien verwendet. Dieses Gesetz erlaubt es zustandigen
Behdrdan, wis beizpielsweise der Polizei, auf die Daten der Studie zuzugreifen um die nationale
Sicherheit zu gewahrleisten, Straftaten auszudecken oder zu verhindern, Straftdter zu verfolgen und
fastzunehmen, Steuern zu ermittaln ader sinzuziehen, cder lekenswichtige Interessen des
Teilnehmers ader anderar Personen zu schitzen.

Wenn Sie mehr Gber das Projekt, die Datenzammlung und den Datenschutz wissen méchten,
kontaktieren Sie mich bitte unter Gefion. Thuermer@soton.ac.uk.

Was passiert wenn ich es mir anders tiberlege?

Sie k&nnen ihr Einverstindnis zur Teilnahme ohne Angabe von Grinden jederzeit zurickziehen, lhre
Daten einsehen oder andern.

Was passiert wenn etwas schief lduft?

Sollten Sie Sorgen oder eine Beschwerde haben, kantaktieren Sie bitte mich,
{gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk), oder die Projekibetrevanden Silke Roth (Silke.Roth@soten.ac.uk)

oder Steffen Staab (S.R.5taab@soton.ac.uk). Im Falle von Baschwerden kdnnen Sie sich auch an die
Leitung von Research Gowvernance (rgeinfo@soton.ac.uk} wenden.
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Consent Form

Consent Form — Activity F — Focus Groups

Ethics reference number: ERGO/FSHMS/ 20777 Vearsion: 1 Date: 2017-01-24

Study Title: Use of the intarnat in decision-making procassas in the Green Party Germany and the
role of ideclogy and inequality in their development

Investigator: Gefion Thuermer

Please inftial the boxes if yvou agree with the statements:

I have read and understood the Participant Information {version 1
dated 2017-01-24) and have had the opportunity 1o ask
guestions about the study.

| agree to take part in this research project and agree for my data
to be recorded and used for the purpose of this study

I understand my participation iz voluntary and | may access,
change or withdraw my data for any reason at any time.

I will keep the identity of my fellow participants as well as
statements made during this focus group confidential.

I understand that my responses will be anonymised in reports of
the research

Data Protection

[ understand that information collected during my participation in this study will be stored
on G password protected computer and that this information will only be used in accordance
with the Data Protection Act (1998). The DFA (1598) requires data to be processed faivly
and lawfully in accordance with the rights of participants and protected by appropriate
security. In addition, the DPA {1998) makes provision for an appropriate quthority, such as
the FPolice, to aecess data held by the study.

MName of participant (Print Name) ... e

Signature of PArtiCiPant. .
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Consent Form (German)

Einverstdndniserkldrung — Aktivitdt F — Fokusgruppen

Ethikkommissionsrefrenznummer: ERGQ/FSHMS/20777 | Version: 1 Datum: 2017-01-24

Titel der Studie: Mutzung des Internets in Entscheidungsprozeszen bei Bindnis 90 / Die Grinen,
und die Rolle von Ideologie und Ungleichheit in ihrer Entwicklung

Forscherin: Gefion Thuarmer

Bitte markieren Sie die Satze dencn Sie zustimmen miit Ihren Initialen:

ch habe das Teilnehmerinformationsblatt (Version 1. datiert 2017-01-
24) gelesen und hatte die Gelegenheit Fragen zu der Studie zu stellen.

ch stimme meiner Teilnahme an diesem Forschungsprojekt und der
Aufzeichnung und Verarbeitung meiner Daten zu diesem Zweck zu.

ch verstehe dass meine Teilnahme freiwillig ist und dass ich meine
Daten jederzeit chne Angabe von CGrinden einsehen, andern ader
zurlickziehen kann.

ch werde die Identitdt der anderen Teilnehmer sowie alle Aussagen die
im Rahmen digser Fokusgruppe gemacht werden vertraulich behandeln.

ch verstehe dass meine Antworten in ananymisierter Form in der
Publikation der Studie verwendst werden.

Datenschutz

Ich verstehe, dass Informationen die wihrend meiner Teilnahme an dieser Studie
alfgezeichnet werden auf einem passwortgeschlitzien Computer gespeichert werden, und
dass diese Informationen nur (8 Ubereinstimmung mit dem Darenschutzgesetz (1998) van
Crofibritannien verwendet werden. Digses Sesetz besagt dass Daten sozialvertraglich und
geserzlich in Ubereinstimmung mit den Rechten der Teilnehmer verwender und angemessen
geschiitzt werden musse. Zusatzlich bestimmt das Gesetz das zustdndige Behorden, wie
beispielsweise die Polizel, auf die im Rahmen der Studie gespeicherten Daten zugreifen
KONKERN.

Name des Teilnehmers (in Druckbuchstaben). . e

Unterschrift des Teilnehmers. .

[T {1
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E.10.5 Discussion Guide

Focus Group Discussion Guide

Introduction

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview. As you know, | am interested in online
participation processes in the Green Party. Your responses today will help me to understand what
how party membears such as yourself percaive these process.

Online Participation Processes
First of all, | would like to talk about the online participation methods that wers approved by the

2 s in Minster, That i cifi ine verificati cess fo i
delegate assembly in Miinster, That is specifically (1} the online verification arocess for mation
propasitions, (Il) the grass-rocts survey, and (IIl) the grass-roots demand.

1. What is your opinion of these participation processas?

2. Which oppeortunitias arise through them?

3. Which problems do you forasee?

4. Areyou actively using these processes, or planning on doing so?
a. How?
b, Why/not?

3.

In your opinion, how do these processes align with the Green Party ideal of grass-roots
democracy?
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Please fill out this survey containing questions about you, your membership with Bindnis 90 / Die
Grunen, and some demagraphic information. Thiz will enable me to set your views into context to

others.

1. When did you join the Green Party?

2. When did you become an active member of the party?
3. Do you identify with one of the wings of the party?

4. Do vyou or gid you ever hold an office in the party? (Which)
5. Do vyou or gid you ever hold a mandate? (Which)

6. Inwhich federal state do you live?

7. Do vyou live in an urban, suburban, or rural area?

8. How waould you rate you IT skills?

5. How would you describe your internet-use?

10. What is your highest qualification?

11. What is your current occupation?

12. May | ask haw old are you?

13. What is your gender?

14. Do you have children? {How many, how old?)

15. What is your annual income?
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E.10.6 Discussion Guide (German)

Fokusgruppendiskussionsleitfaden

Einleitung

Vielen Dank flr lhre Bereitschaft an dieser Fokusgruppe teilzunehmen. Wie Sie wissen bin ich an
COnlinebeteiligungsprozessan bei Bundnis 50 / Die Grinen interassiart. Die heutige Diskussion wird
mir helfen zu verstehen wis Parteimitglieder wis Sie diese Prozesse wahrnehmen.

Onlinebetei
Lassen Sie uns zundchst Gber die Onlinebetailigungsprozesse sorechen, die auf der BDK in Minster
beschlossen wurden. Dabei handelt es sich um {1} die Onlineverifizierung von Anfragsunterstitzern,

.!'J NOocChrn7occs
gungsprozesse

{11} die Basisbefragung, und (Ill} das Basisbegehran.

1. Wie finden Sie diese Beteiligungsprozesse?
2. Welche Maglichkeiten ergeben sich lhrer Ansicht nach daraus?
3. Welche Probleme sehen Sie damit?
4, Mutzen Sie diese Prozesse aktiv, bzw. haben Sie digs vor?
a. Wie
b, Warum/Nicht?
5. Wia passen digse Prozesse thrar Ansicht nach zu dem Grinen Ideal der Basisdermokratie?
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leilnehmerumfrage

Um ihren Standpunkt zu anderen ins Verhaltnis zu setzen bitte ich Sie, diesen Fragebogzn
auszuflllen. Er beinhaltet Fragen zu Ihnen und Ihrer Mitgliedschaft und Reolle bei Blndnis 30 / Die
Grinen, sowie einige demografische Informationen.

1. Wann sind Sie Blindnis 30/ Die Griinen beaigetraten?
2. Seit wann sind Sie in der Partei aktiv?
3. Wlrden Sie sich einer politischen Strdmung innerhalb der Partei zuordnen?
4, Fillen sie ein Amt aus, oder haben Sie das in der Vargangenheit getan? Welche(s)?
5. Haben Sie ein Mandat, oder haken Sie in der Vergangenheit eines gehabt? Welche(s)?
6. Inwelchem Bundesland leben Sie / sind Sie Mitglied?
7. Leben Sie in der 5tadt, in einem Yorstadtgebiet, oder in einar lAndlichen Gegand?
8. Wie wirden Sie ihre IT-Kenntnisse einardnen?
5. Wie wirden Sie lhre Nutzung des Internats beschreiben?
10. Was ist ihr hichster Bildungsabschluss?
11. Was ist ihr Beschaftigungsstatus?
2. Darfich fragen wis alt Sie sind?
13. Welchem Geschlecht ordnen Sie sich zu?
14. Haben Sig Kindar? [Wie viele / wie alt?)
15. Was ist ihr jahrliches Einkemmen?
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DPA Plan

DPA Plan — Activity F — Semi-5tructured Interviews

Ethics referenca number: ERGO/FSHMS/20777 Varsion: 1 Date: 2017-01-24

Study Title: Use of the intarnat in decision-making procassas in the Green Party Germany and the
role of ideclogy and inequality in their development

Investigator: Gefion Thuermer

The data collection comprises focus groups. The focus group schedule provides an indication of the
guestions participants will discuss,

The data is required to identify how members of the Green Party Germany perceive democratic
decision-making in the party, and what expectations they have of an only onling system or process
for demaocratic decision-making.

The data is adequate because it will cover exactly what is reguired to analyse this question, and the
data is not excessive because no mare infarmation than what is required will be collectad.

The data will be procassad fairly because the participants will have given axplicit consent.
The data’s accuracy is ensured because it will consist of recording of conversations.

Data will be stored on the Investigator’s laptop and backed up on university servers. The laptop will
be protected by a password known only to the researcher, The data will be held in accordance with
University palicy on data retention.

The data will be stared an university systems in accordance with university guidelines, when the
researchar leaves the institution.

The data will be processad in accordance with the rights of the participants because they will have
the right to access, correct, and/or withdraw their consent for any reason. Participants will be ahle
to exercisa their rights by contacting the investigator (e-mail: gefion.thuermer@soton.ac.uk) or the

project supervisors (e-mail: Silke.Roth@soton.ac.uk or 5.R.5taab@soton.ac.uk). For complaints, they
will alsa be given the contact details for the head of research governance (rgoinfo@soton.ac.uk).




List of References

List of References

Abbas, R., Mesch, G., 2018. Do rich teens get richer? Facebook use and the link between offline and
online social capital among Palestinian youth in Israel. Information, Commun. Soc. 21, 63-79.

https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2016.1261168

Acker, J., 1990. HIERARCHIES, JOBS, BODIES: A Theory of Gendered Organizations. Gend. Soc. 4,
139-158. https://doi.org/10.1177/089124390004002002

Ackermann, K., 2017. Old Wine in New Skins? Conceptualizing and Measuring Online Political
Participation in Surveys.

Adams, D., 1995. The Hitchhiker’s Guide to the Galaxy.

Agre, P.E., 2002. Real-Time Politics: The Internet and the Political Process. Inf. Soc. 18, 311-331.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01972240290075174

Andersen, U., Woyke, W., 2008. Handworterbuch des politischen Systems der Bundesrepublik
Deutschland. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-322-80897-4

Bale, T., Webb, P., 2015. Grunts in the ground game: UK party members in the 2015 general
election, in: The 2015 British General Election: Parties, Politics, and the Future of the United
Kingdom. pp. 1-23.

Bauer, P.C., Barber3, P., Ackermann, K., Venetz, A., 2017. Is the Left-Right Scale a Valid Measure of
Ideology? Polit. Behav. 39, 553-583. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-016-9368-2

Beam, M.A., Hmielowski, J.D., Hutchens, M.J., 2018. Democratic Digital Inequalities: Threat and
Opportunity in Online Citizenship From Motivation and Ability. Am. Behav. Sci. 62, 1079-1096.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764218764253

Bieber, C., 2014. Online-Partizipation in Parteien — Ein Uberblick, in: Internet Und Partizipation.

Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden, Wiesbaden, pp. 171-191. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-

658-01028-7 9
Blank, G., Graham, M., Calvino, C., 2018. Local Geographies of Digital Inequality. Soc. Sci. Comput.
Rev. 36, 82-102. https://doi.org/10.1177/0894439317693332

Blank, G., Lutz, C., 2018. Benefits and harms from Internet use: A differentiated analysis of Great

Britain. New Media Soc. 20, 618-640. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444816667135

Blum, C., Zuber, C.1., 2015. Liquid Democracy: Potentials, Problems, and Perspectives. J. Polit.

Philos. 24, 162-182. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopp.12065

BMVI, 2016. Schnelles Internet in landlichen Raumen im internationalen Vergleich, Moro Praxis.
Bolleyer, N., Little, C., von Nostitz, F.-C., 2015. Implementing Democratic Equality in Political Parties:
Organisational Consequences in the Swedish and the German Pirate Parties. Scan. Polit. Stud.

38, 158-178. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9477.12044

Bourdeaux, C., 2008. Politics versus professionalism: The effect of institutional structure on



List of References

democratic decision making in a contested policy arena. J. Public Adm. Res. Theory 18, 349—

373. https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mum010

Bourdieu, P., 1986. The Forms of Capital, in: Richardson, J.G. (Ed.), Handbook of Theory and
Research for the Sociology of Education. Greenwood Press Inc., Westport, CT, pp. 241-258.

Bozdag, E., van den Hoven, J., 2015. Breaking the filter bubble: democracy and design. Ethics Inf.
Technol. 17, 249-265. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10676-015-9380-y

Brady, H.D., Verba, S., Schlozman, K.L., 1995. Beyond SES: A Resource Model of Political
Participation. Am. Polit. Sci. Rev. 89, 271. https://doi.org/10.2307/2082425

Brent Edwards, D., 2010. Trends in Governance and Decision-Making: a democratic analysis with
attention to application in education. Policy Futur. Educ. 8, 111-125.

https://doi.org/10.2304/pfie.2010.8.1.111

Brock, A., Kvasny, L., Hales, K., 2010. Cultiural Appropriation of Technical Capital. Information,
Commun. Soc. 13, 1040-1059. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2010.498897

Bundesvorstand Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2018. GB-01: Beteiligungsordnung.

Bundesvorstand Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2016a. B-01 Beteiligung starken: On- und Offline
verschmelzen.

Bundesvorstand Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2016b. W-01: Verfahren Bundestagswahlprogramm.

Bundesvorstand Biindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2016c. S-01: Anderung der Antragsberechtigung von
Einzelantragsteller*innen.

Blndnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2018a. Satzung.

Bindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2018b. Beteiligungspilot*innen gesucht! Beteiligungsblog. URL

https://www.gruene.de/ueber-uns/2016/blog-beteiligung/beteiligungspilotinnen-

gesucht.html (accessed 23.4.18).

Blndnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2015a. Statut der Bundesarbeitsgemeinschaften.

Blndnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2015b. Griine Regeln (Satzung).

Blndnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2015c. Geschaftsordnung der Bundesversammlungen.

Blndnis 90 / Die Griinen, 2011. Geschaftsordnung der Bundesversammlungen.

Blindnis 90 / Die Griinen, 1986. Frauenstatut.

Burke, E., 1975. Speech to the electors of Bristol (3 november 1774). Edmund Burke Gov. Polit. Soc.
Int. Publ. Serv. New York 157.

Busse, B., Hashem-Wangler, A., Tholen, J., 2015. Two worlds of participation: young people and

politics in Germany. Sociol. Rev. 63, 118—140. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-954X.12265

Campbell, D.E., Wolbrecht, C., 2006. See Jane Run: Women politicians as role models for

adolescents. J. Polit. 68, 233-247. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2508.2006.00402.x

Cantijoch, M., Cutts, D., Gibson, R., 2015. Moving Slowly up the Ladder of Political Engagement: A

‘Spill-over’ Model of Internet Participation. Br. J. Polit. Int. Relations 18, 26—48.



List of References

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-856X.12067

Carpentier, N., 2015. Differentiating between access, interacion and participation. Conjunctions
Transdiscipl. J. Cult. Particip. 2.

Chamberlain, P., 2017. The feminist fourth wave: Affective temporality, The Feminist Fourth Wave:

Affective Temporality. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-53682-8

Chang, W.-C., 2017. Media Use, Democratic Values, and Political Participation: Empirical Evidence
from Taiwan. Japanese J. Polit. Sci. 18, 385—-406.

https://doi.org/10.1017/51468109917000081

Choi, D.-H., Shin, D.-H., 2016. A dialectic perspective on the interactive relationship between social
media and civic participation: the moderating role of social capital. Information, Commun.

Soc. 4462, 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2016.1154586

Cohen, J., 2003. Deliberation and democratic legitimacy, in: Matravers, D., Pike, J. (Eds.), Debates in

Contemporary Political Philosophy. An Anthology. Routledge & The Open University, London
and New York, pp. 342-360. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203986820

Correa, T., Pavez, I., 2016. Digital Inclusion in Rural Areas: A Qualitative Exploration of Challenges

Faced by People From Isolated Communities. J. Comput. Commun. 21, 247-263.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12154

Current, C.B., Tillotson, E., 2017. Hipster racism and sexism in charity date auctions: individualism,
privilege blindness and irony in the academy. Gend. Educ. 1-10.

https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2016.1216952

Dahl, R., 1989. Democracy and its Critics. Yale University Press.

Davidson, R., Poor, N., 2018. Location, location, location: how digital platforms reinforce the
importance of spatial proximity. Information, Commun. Soc. 1-15.

https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2018.1444075

Decker, F., 2013. Parteiendemokratie im Wandel, in: Decker, F., Neu, V. (Eds.), Handbuch Der

Deutschen Parteien. Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden, Wiesbaden, pp. 21-59.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-00963-2 1

Decker, F., Neu, V., 2013. Handbuch der deutschen Parteien, 2nd Editio. ed.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-531-90460-3

Deutscher Bundestag, 2007. Plenarprotokoll 16/119: 119. Sitzung, 12. Oktober 2007.

DiStefano, C., Zhu, M., Mindrila, D., 2009. Understanding and using factor scores: Considerations for
the applied researcher. Pract. Assessment, Res. Eval. 14, 1-11.

https://doi.org/10.1.1.460.8553

Doring, N., 2008. Psychische Folgen der Internetnutzung. Polit. Zeitgesch. 2008, Nr., 41-64.
Eckstein, H., 2000. Case Study and Theory in Political Science, in: Gomm, R., Hammersley, M.,

Foster, P. (Eds.), Case Study Method. Sage Publications, London, pp. 119-164.



List of References

Emmer, M., Vowe, G., Wolling, J., 2011. Birger online: die Entwicklung der politischen Online-
Kommunikation in Deutschland. UVK Verlagsgesellschaft, Konstanz.

Eppler, M.J., Mengis, J., 2004. The concept of information oveload: a review of the literature from
Organization Science, Accounting, MIS, and related disciplines. Inf. Soc. 20, 325-344.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01972240490507974

Eshet-Alkalai, Y., 2004. Digital Literacy: A Conceptual Framework for Survival Skills in the Digital era.
J. Educ. Multimed. Hypermedia 13, 93-106.
Eurostat, 2017. Privathaushalte, die einen Breitbandzugang haben. URL

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&language=de&pcode=tin00073

&plugin=1&tableSelection=1 (accessed 24.1.18).

Eynon, R., Geniets, A., 2016. The digital skills paradox: how do digitally excluded youth develop
skills to use the internet? Learn. Media Technol. 41, 463—479.

https://doi.org/10.1080/17439884.2014.1002845

Ferber, A.L., 2012. The Culture of Privilege: Color-blindness, Postfeminism, and Christonormativity.
J. Soc. Issues 68, 63-77.

Ferro, E., Gil-Garcia, J.R., Helbig, N., 2007. The digital divide metaphor: understanding paths to IT
literacy, in: Electronic Government. Springer, pp. 265—280.

Field, A., 2013. Discovering Statistics Using IBM SPSS Statistics, 4th Editio. ed, Discovering Statistics
Using IBM SPSS Statistics: And Sex and Drugs and Rock “n” Roll. SAGE Publications.

Fishkin, J.S., 1997. The Voice of the People: Public Opinion and Democracy. Yale University Press.

Flyvbjerg, B., 2006. Five Misunderstandings About Case-Study Research. Qual. Ing. 12, 219-245.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800405284363

Ford, C., 2018. Boys Will Be Boys: Power, patriarchy and the toxic bonds of mateship. Allen &
Unwin.

Fotopoulou, A., 2016. Digital and networked by default? Women’s organisations and the social
imaginary of networked feminism. New Media Soc. 18, 989-1005.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444814552264

Frankland, E.G., 2008. The Evolution of the Greens in Germany: From Amateurism to
Professionalism, in: Frankland, E.G., Lucardie, P., Rihoux, B. (Eds.), Green Parties in Transition:
The End of Grass-Roots Democracy? Ashgate, Farnham, Surrey, pp. 19-42.

Freeman, J., 1970. The Tyranny of Structurelessness. Berkeley J. Sociol. 17, 151-164.
https://doi.org/10.1353/wsq.2013.0072

Freidenvall, L., 2013. Electoral Gender Quota Systems and their Implementation in Europe.

https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9781107415324.004

Galais, C., Anduiza, E., 2016. The slacktivism crossroad: causal relationships between online and

offline political participation, in: World Association for Public Opinion Research (WAPOR)



List of References

Regional Conference, November 24-25. pp. 1-18.

Gerl, K., Marschall, S., Wilker, N., 2018. Does the Internet Encourage Political Participation? Use of
an Online Platform by Members of a German Political Party. Policy and Internet 10, 87-118.
https://doi.org/10.1002/p0i3.149

Gerl, K., Marschall, S., Wilker, N., 2016. Innerparteiliche Demokratie 2.0? Zeitschrift fir
Vergleichende Polit. 10, 115-149. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12286-016-0288-7

Germany, 2004. Political Parties Act. Translation as of 15 March 2009. Germany.

Gibson, R., Cantijoch, M., 2013. Conceptualizing and Measuring Participation in the Age of the
Internet: Is Online Political Engagement Really Different to Offline? J. Polit. 75, 701-716.
https://doi.org/10.1017/50022381613000431

Gibson, R., Greffet, F., Cantijoch, M., 2017. Friend or Foe? Digital Technologies and the Changing
Nature of Party Membership. Polit. Commun. 34, 89-111.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2016.1221011

Gibson, R., Lusoli, W., Rdmmele, A., Ward, S.J., 2004. Introduction: representative democracy and
the Internet. Electron. Democr. mobilisation, Organ. Particip. via new ICTs 33, 1-16.

Gibson, R.K., Howard, P.E.N., Ward, S., 2000. Social Capital, Internet Connectedness & Political
Participation: A Four-Country Study. Int. Polit. Sci. Assoc.

Gibson, R.K., Ward, S.J., 1998. U.K. Political Parties and the Internet: “Politics as Usual” in the New

Media? Harvard Int. J. Press. 3, 14-38. https://doi.org/10.1177/1081180X98003003003

Gil de Zuiiga, H., Veenstra, A., Vraga, E., Shah, D., 2010. Digital Democracy: Reimagining Pathways
to Political Participation. J. Inf. Technol. Polit. 7, 36-51.
https://doi.org/10.1080/19331680903316742

Gladwell, M., 2010. Small Change: The Revolutions Will Not Be Tweeted. New Yorker. URL

http://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2010/10/04/small-change-malcolm-gladwell (accessed

11.6.15).

Grasso, M.T., 2014. Age, period and cohort analysis in a comparative context: Political generations
and political participation repertoires in Western Europe. Elect. Stud. 33, 63-76.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2013.06.003

Gunther, R., Diamond, L., 2003. Species of Political Parties: A New Typology. Party Polit. 9, 167-199.
https://doi.org/10.1177/13540688030092003

Habermas, J., 1990. Strukturwandel der Offentlichkeit: Untersuchungen zu einer Kategorie der
bilrgerlichen Gesellschaft. Suhrkamp, Frankfurt am Main.

Habermas, J., 1973. Wahrheitstheorien, in: Fahrenbach, H. (Ed.), Wirklichkeit Und Reflexion. Neske,
Pufflingen, pp. 211-265.

Halford, S., Pope, C., Carr, L., 2010. A manifesto for Web Science, in: Proceedings of the WebSci10:
Extending the Frontiers of Society On-Line, Raleigh, US, 26 - 27 Apr 2010.



List of References

Halford, S., Savage, M., 2010. Reconceptualizing Digital Social Inequality. Information, Commun.

Soc. 13, 937-955. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2010.499956

Hanel, K., Marschall, S., 2014. Der Einsatz von Online-Tools durch Parteien — Am Beispiel von
onlineantrag.spd.de. Internet und Partizipation. Biirgergesellschaft und Demokr. 42 337-348.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-01028-7

Hargittai, E., 2008. The Digital Reproduction of Inequality, in: Grusky, D. (Ed.), Social Stratification.
Westview Press, Boulder, CO, pp. 936-944.

Heimrich, L., 2013. Parteien digital: Mitgliederkommunikation im Zeitalter des Internets. Technische
Universitat lImenau.

Heinrich, G., 2002. Biindnis 90/Die Griinen, in: Woyke, W. (Ed.), Parteien Und Parteinsystem in
Deutschland. Wochenschau-Verlag, Schwalbach, pp. 25-43.

Heinrich, R., Liibker, M., Biehl, H., 2002. Parteimitglieder im Vergleich: Partizipation und
Reprdsentation. Potsdam.

Heinrich, R., Spitz, M., 2014. Relevanz gewinnt - Online-Partizipation im Wahlkampf bei den
Griinen!, in: Internet Und Partizipation. Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden, Wiesbaden, pp.

223-236. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-01028-7

Helsper, E.J., Eynon, R., 2013. Pathways to Digital Literacy and Engagement. Eur. J. Commun. 28, 1-
25.

Helsper, E.J., Reisdorf, B.C., 2013. A Quantitative Examination of Explanations for Reasons for
Internet Nonuse. Cyberpsychology, Behav. Soc. Netw. 16, 94-99.
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2012.0257

Hoecker, B., 1995. Politische Partizipation von Frauen. Leske + Budrich, Hemsbach.

Hohmann, D., Faas, T., 2014. “Das weil} ich von Facebook!” - Politische Informationspotenziale in
sozialen Online-Netzwerken im Kontext der Bundestagswahl 2013. Der Bliirger im Staat 64,
220-229.

Huber, K., Postel, D., Sadgorski, C., Steidele, S., Volzow, C., 2011. Hohere Akzeptanz von
Entscheidungen durch innovative Formen der Beteiligung von Betroffenen und Offentlichkeit.

Ignatow, G., Robinson, L., 2017. Pierre Bourdieu: theorizing the digital. Information, Commun. Soc.

20, 1-17. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2017.1301519

Jackson, N., Lilleker, D., 2009. Building an Architecture of Participation? Political Parties and Web
2.0 in Britain. J. Inf. Technol. Polit. 6, 232—250. https://doi.org/10.1080/19331680903028438

Jarass, H., Pieroth, B., 2009. Grundgesetz, 10. Auflage, M{l}nchen.

Jennings, W., Brett, W., Bua, A., Laurence, R., 2017. Cities and Towns: the 2017 General Election
and the Social Divisions of Place.

Jensen, J.L., 2013. Political Participation Online: The Replacement and the Mobilisation Hypotheses
Revisited. Scan. Polit. Stud. 36, 347-364. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9477.12008




List of References

Kania-Lundholm, M., Torres, S., 2015. The divide within: Older active ICT users position themselves

against different “Others.” J. Aging Stud. 35. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaging.2015.07.008

Katz, R.S., Mair, P., 1995. Changing Models of Party Organization and Party Democracy: The
Emergence of the Cartel Party. Party Polit. 1, 5-28.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068895001001001

Keller, J.M., 2012. VIRTUAL FEMINISMS. Information, Commun. Soc. 15, 429-447.

https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2011.642890

Kellner, M., 2015a. Beteiligungspartei 2019.
Kellner, M., 2015b. Entwurf: Input fir die task force Beteiligung.
Kerr, A., Waddington, J., 2014. E-Communications: An Aspect of Union Renewal or Merely Doing

Things Electronically? Br. J. Ind. Relations 52, 658-681. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjir.12010

Kersting, N., 2014. Online Beteiligung — Elektronische Partizipation — Qualitatskriterien aus Sicht der
Politik, in: Internet Und Partizipation. Springer, pp. 53-87. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-

01028-7
Kersting, N., 2012. Online-Partizipation und Medienkompetenz: Kann man Netiquette lernen?

Bundeszentrale fur Polit. Bild. URL http://www.bpb.de/lernen/digitale-

bildung/medienpaedagogik/medienkompetenz-schriftenreihe/257595/online-partizipation-

und-medienkompetenz (accessed 18.10.18).

Knappe, H., Lang, S., 2014. Between whisper and voice: Online women’s movement outreach in the
UK and Germany. Eur. J. Women’s Stud. 21, 361-381.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350506814541643

Koch, G., Rapp, M., Hilgers, D., 2014. Open Innovation fiir Parteien — Wie politische Parteien von
neuen Formen der Mitglieder- und Blirgerpartizipation profitieren kénnen, in: Voss, K. (Ed.),
Internet Und Partizipation. Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden, Wiesbaden, pp. 203—-222.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-01028-7 11

Kolleck, A., 2014. Kommunale Online-Beteiligung: Stand und Herausforderungen kommunaler
Blirgerbeteiligung. Polit. und Internet. Der Blirger im Staat 64, 238-245.

Korte, K.-R., 2012. So entscheiden Parteien: Umfeld-Bedingungen innerparteilicher Partizipation.
Wie Entscheid. Parteien? Prozesse Inn. Willensbildung Deutschl. (ZPol Sonderband 2012) 267-
286.

Korte, K.-R., Schoofs, J., 2013. Wahlprogramme als Gegenstand innerparteilicher Demokratie im
Bundestagswahlkampf 2013: Beteiligungsarchitekturen im Vergleich. Kurzstudie der
Forschungsgruppe Regieren. regierungsforschung.de.

Koschmieder, C., Datts, M., 2015. Mehr Ungleichheit durch mehr Partizipationsmaoglichkeiten?

Gottinger Inst. fur Demokr. URL http://www.demokratie-goettingen.de/blog/mehr-

ungleichheit-durch-mehr-partizipationsmoeglichkeite/print/ (accessed 18.6.15).




List of References

Koschmieder, C., Niedermayer, 0., 2015. Steiler Aufstieg und tiefer Fall: die Piratenpartei
Deutschland, in: Die Parteien Nach Der Bundestagswahl 2013. pp. 209-235.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-02852-7

Krook, M.L., Norris, P., 2014. Beyond quotas: Strategies to promote gender equality in elected
office. Polit. Stud. 62, 2-20. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9248.12116

Krueger, B.S., 2002. Assessing the Potential of Internet Political Participation in the United States: A
Resource Approach. Am. Polit. Res. 30, 476—-498.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X02030005002

Kruger, J., Dunning, D., 1999. Unskilled and unaware of it: How difficulties in recognizing one’s own
incompetence lead to inflated self-assessments. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 77, 1121-1134.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.6.1121

Lachenmayer, J., Maier, T., Puskas, L., Lehmann, B., Horn, G., Sebhat, F., Holste, J., Perkovic, T.,
2012. Internet-Tsumanis. Politische Massen im digitalen Zeitalter, Eine Studie von xaidialoge
und der Europa-Universitat Viadrina.

Laird, F.N., 1993. Participatory Analysis, Democracy, and Technological Decision Making. Sci.
Technol. Human Values 18, 341-361. https://doi.org/10.1177/016224399301800305

Latour, B., 2005. Reassembling the social-an introduction to actor-network-theory, Reassembling
the Social-An Introduction to Actor-Network-Theory, by Bruno Latour, pp. 316. Foreword by
Bruno Latour. Oxford University Press, Sep 2005. ISBN-10: 0199256047. ISBN-13:
9780199256044.

Latour, B., 1987. Science in action: How to follow engineers and scientists through society. Harvard
University Press, Cambridge.

Law, J., Callon, M., 1992. The Life and Death of an Aircraft: A Network Analysis of Technical Change.
Shap. Technol. Soc. Stud. Sociotechnical Chang. 21-52.

Leggewie, C., 2011. Mut statt Wut. Aufbruch in eine neue Demokratie. Kérber-Stiftung, Hamburg.

Lenk, K., 1999. Electronic support of citizen participation in planning processes, in: Hague, B.N.,
Loader, B.D. (Eds.), Digital Democracy. Discourse and Decision Making in the Information Age.
Routledge, London and New York, pp. 87-95.

Levine, P., Fung, A., Gastil, J., 2005. Future Directions for Public Deliberation. J. Public Delib. 1.

Lijphart, A., 1997. Unequal Participation: Democracy’s Unresolved Dilemma. Am. Polit. Sci. Rev. 91,

1-14. https://doi.org/10.2307/2952255

Lilleker, D.G., 2005. The Impact of Political Marketing on Internal Party Democracy. Parliam. Aff. 58,
570-584. https://doi.org/10.1093/pa/gsi052

Lilleker, D.G., 2003. Interviewing the Political Elite: Navigating a Potential Minefield. Politics 23,
207-214. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9256.00198

Loader, B.D., Mercea, D., 2011. Networking Democracy? Information, Commun. Soc. 14, 757-769.



List of References

https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2011.592648

Lorenzini, J., Bassoli, M., 2015. Gender ideology: The last barrier to women’s participation in
political consumerism? Int. J. Comp. Sociol. 56, 460-483.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0020715215625726

Lorenzini, J., Giugni, M., 2012. Employment status, social capital, and political participation: A
comparison of unemployed and employed youth in Geneva. Swiss Polit. Sci. Rev. 18, 332—-351.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1662-6370.2012.02076.x

Lucardie, P., 2007. Zur Typologie der politischen Parteien, in: Decker, F., Neu, V. (Eds.), Handbuch
Der Deutschen Parteien. VS Verlag f{l}r Sozialwissenschaften, Wiesbaden, pp. 62—78.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-531-90460-3 2

Lusoli, W., Ward, S., Gibson, R., 2002. Political organisations and online mobilisation: Different
media - same outcomes? New Rev. Inf. Netw. 8, 89—-107.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13614570209516993

Lutz, C., Hoffmann, C.P., 2017. The dark side of online participation: exploring non-, passive and
negative participation. Information, Commun. Soc. 20, 876—897.

https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2017.1293129

Maeckelbergh, M., 2011. Doing is Believing: Prefiguration as Strategic Practice in the
Alterglobalization Movement. Soc. Mov. Stud. 10, 1-20.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2011.545223

Mair, P., van Biezen, I., 2001. Party Membership in Twenty European Democracies, 1980-2000.
Party Polit. 7, 5-21. https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068801007001001

Marchetti, A., 2014. Europa im digitalen Zeitalter: Mehr Blirgerndhe durch das Internet? Der Blirger
im Staat 64.

Margetts, H., Hale, S.A., Yasseri, T., 2014. Big Data and Collective Action, in: Society and the
Internet. Oxford University Press, pp. 223-237.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199661992.003.0015

Margetts, H., John, P., Hale, S., Yasseri, T., 2015. Political Turbulence: How Social Media Shape
Collective Action. Princeton University Press.

Margolis, M., Resnick, D., Tu, C.-C., 1997. Campaigning on the Internet - Parties and candidates on
the World Wide Web in the 1996 primary season. Harvard Int. J. Press. 2, 59-78.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1081180X97002001006

Marshall, T.H., 1950. Citizenship andSocial Class and other essays. Citizsh. Soc. Cl. 1-85.
https://doi.org/10.2307/587460

Martinez-Cantos, J.L., 2017. Digital skills gaps: A pending subject for gender digital inclusion in the
European Union. Eur. J. Commun. 32, 419-438. https://doi.org/10.1177/0267323117718464

McClurg, S.D., 2003. Social Networks and Political Participation: The Role of Social Interaction in



List of References

Explaining Political Participation. Polit. Res. Q. 56, 448—-464.

Melin, U., Axelsson, K., 2007. Action in Action Research -- lllustrations of What, Who, Why, Where,
and When from an E-Government Project, in: Wimmer, M.A., Scholl, J., Grénlund, A. (Eds.),
Electronic Government: 6th International Conference, EGOV 2007, Regensburg, Germany,
September 3-7, 2007. Proceedings. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, pp. 44-55.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-74444-3 5

Melmer, A.-K., Banaszczuk, Y., 2013. Habitus ist Macht — politische Partizipation in Parteien.
Momentum Q. 2, 77-91.

Michels, A., De Graaf, L., 2010. Examining Citizen Participation: Local Participatory Policy Making
and Democracy. Local Gov. Stud. 36, 477-491.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03003930.2010.494101

Michels, R., 1911. Zur Soziologie des Parteiwesens in der Modernen Demokratie. Untersuchungen
Uber die oligarchischen Tendenzen des Gruppenlebens., Philosophisch-soziologische Blicherei.
Verlag von Dr. Werner Klinkhardt, Leipzig.

Mill, J.S., 1965. Principles of Political Economy. Part Il, The Collected Works of John Stuart Mill.

Morozov, E., 2009. From slacktivism to activism. foreignpolicy.com. URL

https://foreignpolicy.com/2009/09/05/from-slacktivism-to-activism/ (accessed 11.7.18).

Miller, W.C., 2000. Political Parties in Parliamentary Democracies: Making Delegation and

Accountability Work. Eur. J. Polit. Res. 37, 309—-333. https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.00515

Miller, W.C., Strgm, K., 1999. Policy, Office, Or Votes?: How Political Parties in Western Europe
Make Hard Decisions. Cambridge University Press.

Niedermayer, O., 2017a. Parteimitglieder in Deutschland: Version 2017 NEU. Arbeitshefte aus dem
Otto-Stammer-Zentrum 82.

Niedermayer, 0., 2017b. Mitgliederentwicklung der Parteien. Bundeszentrale fiir Polit. Bild. URL

http://www.bpb.de/politik/grundfragen/parteien-in-deutschland/zahlen-und-

fakten/138672/mitgliederentwicklung (accessed 8.12.18).

Niedermayer, O., 2017c. Die soziale Zusammensetzung der Parteimitgliederschaften. URL

http://www.bpb.de/politik/grundfragen/parteien-in-deutschland/42166/zusammensetzung-

gruene (accessed 17.7.17).

Niedermayer, O., 2015. Das deutsche Parteiensystem nach der Bundestagswahl 2013, in:
Koschmieder, C., Niedermayer, O. (Eds.), Die Parteien Nach Der Bundestagswahl 2013.
Springer, Wiesbaden, pp. 1-23. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-02852-7

Niedermayer, O., 2009. Einnahmen und Ausgaben der Parteien. Bundeszentrale fiir Polit. Bild. URL

https://www.bpb.de/politik/grundfragen/parteien-in-deutschland/zahlen-und-

fakten/42237/einnahmen-und-ausgaben (accessed 30.11.18).

Niehaves, B., Plattfaut, R., 2014. Internet adoption by the elderly: employing IS technology



List of References

acceptance theories for understanding the age-related digital divide. Eur. J. Inf. Syst. 23, 708—
726. https://doi.org/10.1057/ejis.2013.19

Nielsen, R.K., 2009. The Labors of Internet-Assisted Activism: Overcommunication,
Miscommunication, and Communicative Overload. J. Inf. Technol. Polit. 6, 267-280.

https://doi.org/10.1080/19331680903048840

Norris, P., 2001. Digital Divide: Civic Engagement, Information Poverty, and the Internet Worldwide.
Cambridge Universiy Press, Cambridge.

O’Hara, K., 2011. Conservatism. Reaktion Books.

Olsson, T., Samuelsson, U., Viscovi, D., 2019. At risk of exclusion? Degrees of ICT access and literacy
among senior citizens. Information, Commun. Soc. 22, 55-72.

https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2017.1355007

Oser, J., Hooghe, M., 2018. Democratic ideals and levels of political participation: The role of
political and social conceptualisations of democracy. Br. J. Polit. Int. Relations 20, 711-730.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1369148118768140

Oser, J., Hooghe, M., Marien, S., 2013. Is Online Participation Distinct from Offline Participation? A
Latent Class Analysis of Participation Types and Their Stratification. Polit. Res. Q. 66, 91-101.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912912436695

Pateman, C., 1970. Participation and Democratic Theory, The Democracy Sourcebook. Cambridge

University Press. https://doi.org/10.2307/2613634

Patton, M.Q., 1999. Enhancing the quality and credibility of qualitative analysis. Health Serv. Res.
34, 1189-208. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781412985727

Pedersen, M.N., 1982. Towards a New Typology of Party Lifespans and Minor Parties. Scan. Polit.
Stud. 5, 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9477.1982.tb00256.x

Peimbert, M., Alcaraz, L.D., 2016. A Hitchhiker ’ s Guide to Metatranscriptomics 11.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-31350-4

Philip, L., Cottrill, C., Farrington, J., Williams, F., Ashmore, F., 2017. The digital divide: Patterns,
policy and scenarios for connecting the ‘final few’ in rural communities across Great Britain. J.

Rural Stud. 54, 386—398. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2016.12.002

Pinch, T.J., Bijker, W.E., 1984. The Social Construction of Facts and Artefacts: or How the Sociology
of Science and the Sociology of Technology might Benefit Each Other. Soc. Stud. Sci.
https://doi.org/10.1177/030631284014003004

Piratenreste, n.d. URL https://piratenreste.github.io/ (accessed 30.10.18).

Powell, A., Williams, C.K., Bock, D.B., Doellman, T., Allen, J., 2012. E-Voting intent: A comparison of
young and elderly voters. Gov. Inf. Q. 29, 361-372. https://doi.org/10.1016/].giq.2012.01.003

Prensky, M., 2001. Digital Natives,Digital Immigrants Part 1. Horiz. 9, 1-6.
https://doi.org/10.1108/10748120110424816




List of References

Probst, L., 2015. Bindnis 90/Die Griinen: Absturz nach dem Hohenflug, in: Niedermayer, O. (Ed.),
Die Parteien Nach Der Bundestagswahl 2013. Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden, Wiesbaden,
pp. 135-158. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-02852-7 6

Quan-Haase, A., Martin, K., Schreurs, K., 2016. Interviews with digital seniors: ICT use in the context
of everyday life. Information, Commun. Soc. 4.

https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2016.1140217

Rahat, G., Hazan, R.Y., Katz, R.S., 2008. Democracy and Political Parties: On the Uneasy
Relationships between Participation, Competition and Representation. Party Polit. 14, 663—

683. https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068808093405

Raschke, J., 1991. Krise der Griinen. Bilanz und Neubeginn. Schiiren.

Raschke, J., Hohlfeld, C., 1995. Bundnis 90/Die Grinen, in: Andersen, U., Woyke, W. (Eds.),
Handworterbuch Des Politischen Systems Der Bundesrepublik Deutschland. VS Verlag f{u}r
Sozialwissenschaften, Wiesbaden, pp. 38—42. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-322-97316-0 13

Reisdorf, B.C., Groselj, D., 2017. Internet (non-)use types and motivational access: Implications for
digital inequalities research. New Media Soc. 19, 1157-1176.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444815621539

Riddlesden, D., Singleton, A.D., 2014. Broadband speed equity: A new digital divide? Appl. Geogr.
52, 25—-33. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2014.04.008

Rihoux, B., Frankland, E.G., 2008. Conclusion: The Metamorphosis of Amateur-Activist Newborns
into Professional-Activist Centaurs, in: Frankland, E.G., Lucardie, P., Rihoux, B. (Eds.), Green
Parties in Transition: The End of Grass-Roots Democracy? Ashgate, Farnham, Surrey, pp. 259—
287.

Robbe, P., 2011. Online-Parteitage.

Roth, S., 2016. Professionalisation and precariousness: perspectives on the sustainability of activism
in everyday life. Interface 8, 29-58.

Roth, S., Saunders, C., Olcese, C., 2014. Occupy as a free space - Mobilization processes and

outcomes. Sociol. Res. Online 19, 1-23. https://doi.org/10.5153/sr0.3201

Rothschild-Whitt, J., 1979. The Collectivist Organization: An Alternative to Rational-Bureaucratic

Models. Am. Sociol. Rev. 44, 509. https://doi.org/10.2307/2094585

Rousseau, J.-J., Cranston, M.W. (Translator), 1968. The Social Contract. Penguin, Harmondsworth.

Rudzio, W., 2015. Innerparteiliche Demokratie oder Gesetz der Oligarchie?, in: Das Politische
System Der Bundesrepublik Deutschland. Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden, Wiesbaden, pp.
141-174. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-06231-6 6

Saalfeld, T., 2007. Innerparteiliche Demokratie, in: Parteien Und Wahlen. Nomos, pp. 156-168.
Scheerder, A., van Deursen, A., van Dijk, J., 2017. Determinants of Internet skills, use and outcomes.

A systematic review of the second- and third-level digital divide. Telemat. Informatics 34,



List of References

1607-1624. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2017.07.007

Schuler, K., 2018. Griine haben erstmals mehr als 70.000 Mitglieder. Zeit Online. URL

https://www.zeit.de/politik/deutschland/2018-10/mitgliederwachstum-die-gruenen-rekord

(accessed 23.10.18).
Schweitzer, E.J., 2008. Innovation or Normalization in E-Campaigning? A Longitudinal Content and
Structural Analysis of German Party Websites in the 2002 and 2005 National Elections. Eur. J.

Commun. 23, 449-470. https://doi.org/10.1177/0267323108096994

Smith, G., 2009. Democratic innovations: designing institutions for citizen participation. Cambridge
University Press.

Smith, G., 2005. Beyond the ballot: 57 democratic innovations from around the world. Power
Inquiry.

Smith, G., 2001. Taking Deliberation Seriously: Institutional Design and Green Politics. Env. Polit. 10,
72-93. https://doi.org/10.1080/714000562

Smith, J., Glidden, B., 2012. Occupy Pittsburgh and the Challenges of Participatory Democracy. Soc.
Mov. Stud. 11, 288-294. https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2012.704182

Spada, P., Klein, M., Calabretta, R., landoli, L., Quinto, |., 2014. A First Step toward Scaling-up
Deliberation: Optimizing Large Group E-Deliberation using Argument Maps. Under Rev. 36.
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.1.3863.5688

Spada, P., Mellon, J., Peixoto, T., Sjoberg, F.M.F.M., 2015. Effects of the Internet on Participation:
Study of a Public Policy Referendum in Brazil, World Bank Policy Research Working Paper.
https://doi.org/10.1080/19331681.2016.1162250

Spier, T., 2011. Wie aktiv sind die Mitglieder der Parteien?, in: Spier, T., Klein, M., von Alemann, U.,
Hoffmann, H., Laux, A., Nonnenmacher, A., Rohrbach, K. (Eds.), Parteimitglieder in
Deutschland. VS Verlag f{li}r Sozialwissenschaften, Wiesbaden, pp. 97-119.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-531-92900-2 7

Star, S.L., Griesemer, J.R., 1989. Institutional Ecology, “Translations” and Boundary Objects:
Amateurs and Professionals in Berkeley’s Museum of Vertebrate Zoology. Soc. Stud. Sci. 19,
387-420.

Statistisches Bundesamt (Destatis), 2017. Bevolkerung nach Bildungsabschluss in Deutschland. URL

https://www.destatis.de/DE/ZahlenFakten/GesellschaftStaat/BildungForschungKultur/Bildung

sstand/Tabellen/Bildungsabschluss.html (accessed 15.10.18).

Switek, N., 2012. Biindnis 90/ Die Griinen: zur Entscheidungsmacht griiner Bundesparteitage, in:
Korte, K.-R., Treibel, J. (Eds.), Wie Entscheiden Parteien? Prozesse Innerparteilicher
Willensbildung in Deutschland (ZPol Sonderband 2012). Nomos, Baden-Baden, pp. 121-154.

Sylvester, D.E., McGlynn, A.J., 2010. The Digital Divide, Political Participation, and Place. Soc. Sci.
Comput. Rev. https://doi.org/10.1177/0894439309335148




List of References

Thuermer, G., 2018. Expected benefits and use of online participation tools in the Green Party
Germany.

Thuermer, G., 2017. Online participation in democratic processes: The case of the Green Party
Germany.

Thuermer, G., 2015. Differences in decision-making processes between web-native and non-web-
native political parties. University of Southampton.

Thuermer, G., Roth, S., Luczak-Rdsch, M., O’Hara, K., 2016. Internet use, in- and exclusion in
decision-making processes within political parties, in: Proceedings of the 8th ACM Conference
on Web Science. ACM New York, NY, USA, Hannover, pp. 205-214.
https://doi.org/10.1145/2908131.2908149

Thuermer, G., Roth, S., O’Hara, K., Staab, S., 2018. Everybody thinks online participation is great —
for somebody else, in: Proceedings of the 10th ACM Conference on Web Science. pp. 1-10.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3201064.3201069

Treibel, J., 2012. Was bedeutet innerparteiliche Willensbildung? Forschungsstand und theoretische
Zugange, in: Korte, K.-R., Treibel, J. (Eds.), Wie Entscheiden Parteien? Prozesse
Innerparteilicher Willensbildung in Deutschland (ZPol Sonderband 2012). Nomos, Baden-
Baden, pp. 7-34.

Upper, D., 1974. The unsuccessful self-treatment of a case of “writer’s block.” J. Appl. Behav. Anal.

7,1311997. https://doi.org/10.1901/jaba.1974.7-497a

Valenzuela, S., Kim, Y., Gil De Zuiiiga, H., Valenzuela, Sebastia’n, Yonghwan Kim, H.G.D.Z., 2012.
Social Networks that Matter: Exploring the Role of Political Discussion for Online Political

Participation. Int. J. Public Opin. Res. 24, 163—184. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/edr037

van Deursen, A.J.A.M., Helsper, E.J., 2015. The Third-Level Digital Divide: Who Benefits Most from
Being Online? 29-52. https://doi.org/10.1108/52050-206020150000010002

van Deursen, A.J.A.M., Mossberger, K., 2018. Any Thing for Anyone? A New Digital Divide in
Internet-of-Things Skills. Policy and Internet 10, 122—-140. https://doi.org/10.1002/p0i3.171

van Deursen, A.J.A.M., van Dijk, J.A.G.M., Peters, O., 2011. Rethinking Internet skills: The
contribution of gender, age, education, Internet experience, and hours online to medium- and
content-related Internet skills. Poetics 39, 125-144.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2011.02.001

Van Dijk, J.LA.G.M., 2013. Digital Democracy: Vision and Reality, in: Public Administration in the
Information Age: Revisited. pp. 49-62. https://doi.org/10.3233/978-1-61499-137-3-49

Vissers, S., Hooghe, M., Stolle, D., Maheo, V.-A., 2012. The Impact of Mobilization Media on Off-Line
and Online Participation: Are Mobilization Effects Medium-Specific? Soc. Sci. Comput. Rev. 30,

152-169. https://doi.org/10.1177/0894439310396485

Vissers, S., Stolle, D., 2014. The Internet and new modes of political participation: online versus



List of References

offline participation. Information, Commun. Soc. 17, 937-955.

https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2013.867356

von Alemann, U., Laux, A., 2012. Die Mitglieder als Faktor innerparteilicher Willensbildung und
Entscheidungsfindung, in: Korte, K.-R., Treibel, J. (Eds.), Wie Entscheiden Parteien — Prozesse
Innerparteilicher Willensbildung in Deutschland, ZPol Zeitschrift Fiir Politikwissenschaft,
Sonderband 2012. Nomos, Baden-Baden, pp. 249-266.

von Bullion, C., 2018. Der Weg fiir Robert Habeck ist frei. Sueddeutsche Zeitung.

von Krella, M., 2018. Antrag SO001 - Auflésung. Piratenwiki. URL

http://wiki.piratenpartei.de/Antrag:Bundesparteitag 2018.2/Antragsportal/SO001

Vowe, G., 2014. Digital Citizens und Schweigende Mehrheit: Wie verdandert sich die politische
Beteiligung der Birger durch das Internet? Ergebnisse einer
kommunikationswissenschaftlichen Langzeitstudie, in: Internet Und Partizipation. Springer

Fachmedien Wiesbaden, Wiesbaden, pp. 25-52. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-01028-

72
Ward, S., Gibson, R., Lusoli, W., 2003. Online Participation and Mobilisation in Britain: Hype, Hope
and Reality. Parliam. Aff. 56, 652—668. https://doi.org/10.1093/pa/gsgl108

Ward, S., Lusoli, W., Gibson, R., 2002. Virtually participating: A survey of online party members. Inf.
Polity 7, 199-215.
Westermayer, T., 2017. Erste Zahlen zum griinen Wahlprogramm 2017 (aktualisiert). URL

http://blog.till-westermayer.de/index.php/2017/05/04/erste-zahlen-zum-gruenen-

wahlprogramm-2017/ (accessed 15.5.17).

Westermayer, T., 2013. Regieren nach Zahlen: Was auf der BDK 2013 ansteht (Update). URL

http://blog.till-westermayer.de/index.php/2013/04/24/regieren-nach-zahlen-was-auf-der-

bdk-2013-ansteht/ (accessed 27.5.17).

Westermayer, T., 2007. Politische Wiki-Nutzung zwischen Groupware und Text-Event --diskutiert an
Fallbeispielen aus dem Umfeld von Biindnis 90/Die Griinen. Kommunikation@Gesellschaft 8.

Westermayer, T., 2003. Politische Online-Kommunikation unter Wirklichkeitsverdacht: Der Virtuelle
Parteitag von Blindnis 90 / Die Griinen Baden-Wiirttemberg. Kommun. @ gesellschaft 4, 1-26.

White, D.S., Le Cornu, A., 2011. Visitors and residents: A new typology for online engagement. First
Monday 16, 9. https://doi.org/10.5210%2Ffm.v16i9.3171

Wielhouwer, P.W., Lockerbie, B., 2007. Party Contacting and Political Participation, 1952-90. Am. J.
Pol. Sci. 38, 211. https://doi.org/10.2307/2111342

Wilhelm, A.G., 1999. Virtual sounding boards: how deliberative is online political discussion?, in:
Hague, B.N., Loader, B.D. (Eds.), Digital Democracy. Discourse and Decision Making in the
Information Age. Routledge, London and New York, pp. 154-178.

Wright, S., Street, J., 2007. Democracy, deliberation and design: the case of online discussion



List of References

forums. New Media Soc. 9, 849-869. https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444807081230

Wyatt, S., 2003. Non-users also matter. The construction of users and non-users of the internet, in:
How Users Matter. The Co-Construction of Users and Technologies. pp. 67-80.
https://doi.org/10.1353/tech.2006.0041

Yates, S., Kirby, J., Lockley, E., 2015. Digital media use: Differences and inequalities in relation to

class and age. Sociol. Res. Online 20, 1-21. https://doi.org/10.5153/sr0.3751

Zeschmann, P., 1997. Mitgliederbefragungen, Mitgliederbegehren und Mitgliederentscheide: Mittel
gegen Politiker- und Parteienverdrossenheit? Zeitschrift fiir Parlam. 28, 698-712.

Zhang, W., 2010. Technical Capital and Participatory Inequality in E-Deliberation. Information,
Commun. Soc. 13, 1019-1039. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2010.495988




	Table of Figures
	Table of Tables
	Declaration of Authorship
	Acknowledgements
	Chapter 1 Introduction
	1.1. Case Study
	1.2. Theoretical Model
	1.3. Research Questions

	Chapter 2 Role and Effects of Political Participation
	2.1. The Importance of Equality for Participation
	2.1.1. Forms of Participation
	2.1.2. Factors in the Participation Divide

	2.2. Online Participation and the Digital Divide
	2.2.1. Development of Digital Divide Research
	2.2.2. Factors in the Digital Divide

	2.3. Participation in Political Parties
	2.4. Effects of Online Participation
	2.4.1. Actor-Network Theory
	2.4.2. Mobilisation
	2.4.3. Reinforcement
	2.4.4. Replacement
	2.4.5. Non-Use
	2.4.6. Introducing the ‘Differentiated online participation effects-model’ (DOPE-model)


	Chapter 3 Methodology
	3.1. Case Study
	3.2. Access and Positionality
	3.3. Data Collection
	3.3.1. Conversations
	Interviews - Dataset B
	Interviews - Dataset E
	Interviews - Dataset 0
	Focus Group - Dataset F

	3.3.2. Participant Observations
	Dataset A
	Dataset D

	3.3.3. Surveys
	Dataset C1 - Grass-roots survey
	Dataset C2 – Tool users
	Dataset C3 – Panel surveys


	3.4. Data Analysis
	3.4.1. Qualitative Analysis
	Datasets A&B
	Datasets D-F
	Language Considerations

	3.4.2. Quantitative Analysis
	Factor Analysis
	Regression Models
	Mapping of data to research questions


	3.5. Ethical and Other Considerations

	Chapter 4 Organisational Culture and Participation in the Green Party Germany
	4.1. History of the Green Party
	4.2. Organisational Structure of the Green Party
	4.3. Role of Members in the Green Party
	4.4. Use of Technology in the Green Party
	4.5. Summary

	Chapter 5 Party Members’ Participation Preferences and their Influence on the Implementation of Online Participation Processes
	5.1. The Green Party’s Ideal of Grass-Roots Participation
	5.2. Discussion Processes and their Limitations
	5.3. Contested Role of Transparency in the Proposal Process
	5.3.1. Transparency as Meaningful Discourse
	5.3.2. Transparency as Access
	5.3.3. Transparency through Technology

	5.4. Operationalisation of Participation Preferences
	5.5. Conclusion: Participation Preferences in the Green Party

	Chapter 6 Expectations of and Implications for the Implementation of Online Participation Processes
	6.1. Online Participation is great – for somebody else
	6.2. Anticipated Benefits of Online Participation
	6.2.1. Increasing and Diversifying Participation
	Gender
	Socio-Economic Status
	Position in the Party
	Networks among Members

	6.2.2. Changing Participation Processes
	Modernisation of Party and Processes
	Improvement of Participation Processes
	New types of participation


	6.3. Anticipated Problems with Online Participation
	6.3.1. Inequality, Exclusion
	6.3.2. Unintended Outcomes

	6.4. Requirements for the Introduction of Online Participation
	6.4.1. Functionality of the Tools
	6.4.2. Information about the Tools and Processes
	6.4.3. Implementation of the Tools and Processes

	6.5. Strategies applied by the Party Leadership in the Introduction of Online Participation
	6.5.1. Functionality of the Tools
	6.5.2. Information about the Tools and Processes
	6.5.3. Implementation of the Tools and Processes

	6.6. Conclusion: Process Development, or Building for Inclusion

	Chapter 7 Effects of Online Participation Processes
	7.1. Institutional Activity of Members
	7.2. Use and Effects of Antragsgrün
	7.3. Use and Effects of Befragung
	7.4. Use and Effects of Begehren
	7.5. Conclusion: Differentiated Online Participation Effects

	Chapter 8 Conclusion
	8.1. Differentiated online participation effects-model
	8.2. Limitations and Future Work

	Appendix A Green Party Data Sharing Agreement
	Appendix B Interviews
	B.1 Interviewee Profiles Dataset B
	B.2 Interview Recruitment Email Activity E
	B.3 Interviewee Profiles Dataset E

	Appendix C  Codebook 1 (Dataset A&B)
	Appendix D Codebook 2 (Dataset D-F)
	Appendix E  Ethics Application
	E.1 Application Form
	E.2 Risk Assessment Form
	E.3 Activity A – Participant Observation
	E.3.1 Participant Information
	E.3.2 Participant Information (German)
	E.3.3 Consent Form
	E.3.4 Consent Form (German)
	E.3.5 DPA Plan

	E.4 Activity B – Semi-Structured Interviews
	E.4.1 Participant Information
	E.4.2 Participant Information (German)
	E.4.3 Consent Form
	E.4.4 Consent Form (German)
	E.4.5 Interview Guide
	E.4.6 Interview Guide (German)
	E.4.7 DPA Plan

	E.5 Activity C1 – Survey (all party members)
	E.5.1 Survey
	E.5.2 Survey (German)
	E.5.3 Green Party Survey (as sent April 2017)
	E.5.4 DPA Plan (Activity C1-C3)

	E.6 Activity C2 – Survey (all tool users)
	E.6.1 Survey
	E.6.2 Survey (German)

	E.7 Activity C3 – Survey (panel)
	E.7.1 Survey
	E.7.2 Survey (German)
	E.7.3 Panel Survey 1 (as sent November 2017)
	E.7.4 Panel Survey 2 (as sent June 2018)

	E.8 Activity D – Participant Observation
	E.8.1 Participant Information
	E.8.2 Participant Information (German)
	E.8.3 Consent Form
	E.8.4 Consent Form (German)
	E.8.5 DPA Plan

	E.9 Activity E – Semi-Structured Interviews
	E.9.1 Participant Information
	E.9.2 Participant Information (German)
	E.9.3 Consent Form
	E.9.4 Consent Form (German)
	E.9.5
	E.9.6 Interview Guide
	E.9.7 Interview Guide (German)
	E.9.8 DPA Plan

	E.10 Activity F – Focus Groups
	E.10.1 Participant Information
	E.10.2 Participant Information (German)
	E.10.3 Consent Form
	E.10.4 Consent Form (German)
	E.10.5 Discussion Guide
	E.10.6 Discussion Guide (German)
	E.10.7 DPA Plan


	List of References

