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This paper explores the use of government socialmedia for openness and accountability. The extant literature has
highlighted the benefits of social media use in this context to enhance citizen participation and engagement in
decision-making and policy development, facilitate openness and transparency efforts, and reduce corruption.
Yet, there are limited studies that discuss those properties of social media that can afford openness and account-
ability, and their implications for policy and practise. To address these gaps, a study is conducted in the Greek
context using interviews with top managers, policy makers, and relevant stakeholders across five initiatives.
We discuss distinct affordances for openness and accountability, and propose their inclusion as building blocks
of the national ICT policy for openness and accountability. Finally, we provide the implications of the affordances
lens for policy and practise, the limitations of the study and future research avenues.
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1. Introduction

Social media “employ mobile and web-based technologies to create
highly interactive platforms via which individuals and communi-
ties share, co-create, discuss, and modify user-generated content”
(Kietzmann et al., 2012). The particular attribute of social media
which sets it apart from other existing forms of communication is its re-
liance on user-generated content, i.e. the content created and shared by
end-users or the general public in real time using computers andmobile
devices, allowing, thereby, ‘many-to-many’ communication (ibid). A
survey by McKinsey suggests that 65% of companies are using Web 2.0
technologies (Bughin et al., 2010), whereas according to Forrester
Research, the corporate spending on social media by the end of 2013
will reach $4.6 billion (Young et al., 2008).

Research has illustrated the benefits of social media by the govern-
ment for openness and transparency (Bertot, Jaeger, & Grimes, 2010;
Bertot, Jaeger & Hansen, 2012; Bonson et al., 2012; Shuler et al., 2010)
in the public sector when focusing on local government andmunicipal-
ities (Bonson et al., 2012), citizen empowerment (Linders, 2012) and in-
teraction with government (Leston-Bandeira & Bender, 2013), for crisis
situations (Kavanaugh et al., 2012), and their use in the 2012 U.S. pres-
idential elections (Hong & Nadler, 2012). However, research on
the impact of social computing on public sector is still tentative and
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exploratory (Ala-Mutka et al., 2013). Social media can support, accord-
ing to Ellison & Hardey (2013), but not replace fixed but less agile insti-
tutions of representative democracy. In particular, a review of recent
research—cited as well in the Electronic-Government Reference Library
(EGRL) (EGRL, 2014—see Appendix, Tables 1A, 2A, and 3A) and recent
work on the material aspects of social media (e.g. Leonardi et al.,
2013; Treem& Leonardi, 2012) revealed that there is a need for a better
understanding of a. properties of social media that afford openness and
accountability; b. how these properties can be included in design strat-
egies for social media applications to facilitate openness and
accountability in governance; and c. the implications of these design
strategies for the national policy and practise. In particular, there has
not been relatively little research on the material properties of social
media that grant different users with different possibilities of action,
and how these properties facilitate openness and accountability in gov-
ernance. To address this gap we follow the endorsement by Leonardi
et al. (2013) that “a theoretically motivated investigation of social
media technologies in theworkplace is now an imperative for the fields
of communication, management, and information systems” (p. 16) and
in our case, governance, and hence our research questions are the
following: which are the properties of socialmedia that afford openness
and accountability? Could these properties be conceptualised as build-
ing blocks of social media for openness and accountability? Could
these properties be strategically designed in social media for openness
and accountability?

To answer these questions our research follows the qualitative case
study strategy in the Greek context, using semi-structured interviews
with executives, public policy makers, and relevant stakeholders in
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Table 1
Social media and ICTs into e-government transparency initiatives to promote transparency, accountability, and collaborative e-government.

Social media and ICT initiatives
(Bertot, Jaeger, & Grimes, 2012)

Benefit
for users

Benefit for
government

Establishment of channels for dissemination of information from government agencies to citizens or targeted information for
different social groups, using in particular media that public prefers using.

•

Enabling users to view, discuss, upload, distribute, and store digital content that expresses their views on governmental decisions. •

Allowing members of the public to track the progress of their own interactions with the government. •

Publicly and collectively monitoring government officials and policy makers to prevent corruption. •

Limiting the direct contact between the public and government officials/agencies. •

Exposing government processes, including bidding, contracting, and processing of forms. •
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both private (service providers) and public organisations across five ini-
tiatives.We draw from the literature on affordances (Barley et al., 2012;
Leonardi, 2011) and we discuss different affordances of social media
for openness and accountability. We conceptualise these affordances
as the building blocks of social media based on the framework by
Kietzmann et al. (2011; 2012)—that defines social media as a honey-
comb of seven interacting elements. Finally, we discuss the implications
of these affordances for policy and practise and we propose their inclu-
sion as building blocks of the national ICT policy for openness and
accountability.

The paper is structured as follows: after a brief review of the litera-
ture on social media for openness and accountability (Section 2), we
discuss affordances (Sections 3) as an alternative lens to illustrate
those “sociomaterial” properties of social media that facilitate openness
and accountability. After presenting the methodology (Section 4), we
illustrate this argument through a case study in Greece based on five
initiatives (Section 5).We then discuss thefindings in light of the extant
literature and illustrate the implications for policy and practise
(Section 6). The paper concludes (Section 7) by highlighting its contri-
bution to literature and suggesting future research avenues.

2. Social media for openness and accountability

In this sectionwe briefly review the extant literature on socialmedia
use for openness and accountability.We include (i) a review of the liter-
ature in the EGRL (EGRL, 2014), and (ii) review of the literature on
‘affordances’, which is the theoretical lens of this study.

The EGRL was created in 2005 and included the peer-reviewed,
English language literature of the EGR domain. Since 2005, it is being
recorded and semi-annually updated (Scholl, 2009, 2010; Scholl &
Dwivendi, 2014). The purpose of EGRL is to been “to improve the quality
of e-Government (EG) research and publication…” and “to provide
authors and reviewers access to the body of current academic knowl-
edge, provide keyword searches to better inform research, and provide
accuracy and reliability in citations”(EGRL, 2014). EGRLhas been used in
other studies in e-government (Larsson & Grönlund, 2014; Scholl &
Dwivendi, 2014) since it “represents a comprehensive account of the
Table 2
Affordances of social media for openness and accountability.

Affordance Definition

Communicability The ability of social media to provide a common languag
Interactivity The ability of social media to provide a space for interact
Visibility The ability of social media to make the work of the gove

The ability of social media to visualise the views of citize
Collaborative ability The ability of social media to provide a space to governm

necessary for the improvement of governmental decisio
Anonymity The ability of social media to provide a space for especia

for citizen participation.
domain's English language-based body of peer-reviewed academic
knowledge” (Scholl & Dwivendi, 2014). We searched within the data-
base using the following search terms: ‘social media’, ‘openness’, ‘open
government’, and ‘accountability’, since they are the keywords of
this study. Our search yielded a total of 64 articles (39 for social
media, 18 for openness and open government, and 7 for accountability).
(Appendix—Tables 1A, 2A, 3A).

2.1. Defining social media

To define socialmedia, Kietzmann et al. (2011; 2012) have proposed
a framework (Fig. 1) that uses seven functional building blocks, that is,
identity, conversations, sharing, presence, relationships, reputation,
and groups.

Literature has underlined the role of social media use in government
(please see Appendix, Tables 1A, 2A, and 3A). In particular, authors such
as Picazo-Vela, Gutierrez-Martinez, and Luna-Reyes (2012) summarise
the benefits of the use of social media in governments in “efficiency,
user convenience, transparency, accountability, citizen involvement,
and improved trust and democracy” (p. 505). Other authors, however
(e.g., Abdelsalam et al., 2013; Bertot, Jaeger & Grimes, 2012; Bonson
et al., 2012; Bekkers, Edwards & de Kool, 2013; Snead, 2013) note that
despite the benefits social media bring to government, there are also
significant challenges related to privacy, security, data management,
accessibility, social inclusion, governance, information policy issues,
and participation. Local governments use socialmedia to enhance trans-
parency and citizen empowerment (Linders, 2012), but corporate
dialogue and e-participation are still in their infancy (Bonson et al.,
2012). The majority of studies focus on the study of social media from
a technical perspective despite the increasing importance of infor-
mation technologies and policies for democratic practises (Criado,
Sandoval-Almazan, & Gil-Garcia, 2013). Therefore, there is still research
to be conducted on the use in social media in government. Oliveira
andWelch (2013) are calling formore research attention to interactions
amongst social media technology, task, and organisational context.
In this paper, aiming to respond to the aforementioned calls, we focus
on socialmedia for openness and accountability, since they are regarded
e and syntax for communication.
ion between government and citizens.
rnment visible and transparent to the citizens.
ns and their needs and wants.
ent and citizens for collaboration and knowledge/information sharing which are
n and policy making.
lly citizens to express their opinion anonymously. This may create better possibilities



Table 3
Affordance types as enablers (building blocks) of social media functionality types for openness and accountability.

Affordance type as enabler (building block) of functionality types

Social media functionality types
(Kietzmann et al., 2011; 2012)

Communicability Visibility Interactivity Collaborative ability Anonymity Case vignette number
(1–5)

Identity • • • 1–5
Conversations • • • • • 1–5
Presence • • • 1–5
Sharing • • • • • 1–5
Relationships • • • 1–5
Reputation • • • • • 1–5
Groups • • • • • 1, 2, 4, 5
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as essential to “many functions of democracy” and society (Bertot,
Jaeger & Hansen, 2012, p. 78). They, inter alia, prevent corruption,
contribute to informed decision-making, accuracy of information pro-
vided to the citizens, and promote trust in government (Bertot, Jaeger
& Hansen, 2012; Shuler et al., 2010).
2.2. Openness and accountability in government through social media

Opennessmeans to disclose information in an accessiblemanner, and
engage in “frank and honest discussion about processes, policies and de-
cisions” (Bannister & Connolly, 2012, p. 23). Openness in government
urges the implementation of three principles, namely participation, col-
laboration, and transparency (Chun & Luna-Reyes, 2013; Meijer et al.,
2012). Participation means providing and increasing opportunities
to the citizens to participate in policy making and provides the gov-
ernment and policymakerswith the collective knowledge, ideas, and
expertise—that is, crowdsourcing (Bertot, Jaeger, & Grimes, 2012),
improving thereby the quality of governmental decision and policy
making. Collaboration aims at establishing partnerships amongst
public agencies, levels of government, private organisations, and in-
dividuals to improve governmental effectiveness (Bannister &
Connolly, 2012).
Fig. 1. The honeycomb of social medi
Transparency has been characterised as the “literal value of ac-
countability” (Bonson et al., 2012, p. 123). It refers to the fact that an
organisation must explain or account for their actions (ibid), and en-
sures that the authoritative or coercive powers of the State are not
abused or misused by the public servants (Aucoin & Heintzman, 2000;
Bovens et al., 2008; Harrison and Sayogo, 2013). In government, trans-
parency is essential for, inter alia, increasing democratic participation
and trust, the establishment of anti-corruption laws and culture, accura-
cy of government information provided, and informed decision making
(Bertot, Jaeger, & Hansen, 2012; Bertot, Jaeger, & Grimes, 2010; 2012;
Shuler et al., 2010).

Governments have used ICT to increase openness and account-
ability whilst reducing corruption (Bertot, Jaeger, & Grimes, 2010;
2012; Bertot, Jaeger & Hansen, 2012; Bonson et al., 2012; Nam, 2012;
Shuler et al., 2010). More recently in this attempt they have used in
particular social media (Bertot, Jaeger and Grimes, 2010; Bertot,
Jaeger, & Grimes, 2010) including, for instance, blogs, wikis, and social
networking sites to disseminate information, keep and create records,
and communicate with public and other agencies and organisa-
tions (Wyld, 2008). Scholl & Luna-Reyes (2011) investigate the
pathways between open government, transparency, collaboration,
and citizenparticipation initiatives in the US and in Mexico. They
suggest that attention should be paid in the establishment and re-
a (Kietzmann et al., 2011; 2012).
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establishment of power balances amongst government and major
government-external players, and present a hypothesis to capture the
nonlinear dynamics in the relationships of the major players involved.
Recent research (Bertot, Jaeger, & Grimes, 2012) has focused on the
ways governments build social media and ICTs into e-government
transparency initiatives to promote transparency, accountability, and
collaborative e-government (Table 1). On the other hand, research has
also underlined to the use of ICT for accountability, suggesting that
although accountability levels may rise due to the use of ICT, the gap
on accountability between different national bureaucracies often re-
mains intact due to the fact that ICT may maintain or reinforce the
existing practises (Wong & Welch, 2014). In the same vein, Petrakaki
et al. (2008) argue that performance-monitoring technologies are a lim-
ited tool for ensuring accountability.

Most of the aforementioned research on openness and accountabil-
ity (see Appendix Tables A2, A3) consists of conceptual papers, empiri-
cal descriptions of the benefits of social media, critical success factors,
and narratives of users on the advantages and disadvantages of social
media adoption. Lee and Kwak (2012) report that social media do not
always deliver the intended outcomes because of organisational, tech-
nological, and financial challenges. Other authors (e.g., Bertot, Jaeger,
& Grimes, 2012; Leonardi et al., 2013; Treem & Leonardi, 2012) claim
that despite the implications of the adoption of social media by organi-
sations are not well understood. They endorse researchers to study the
ways social media come together with the social practises occurring in
organisations. Aiming to address this gap, our research questions are
the following: which are the properties of social media that afford
openness and accountability? Could these properties be conceptualised
as building blocks of social media for openness and accountability?
Could these properties be strategically designed in social media for
openness and accountability? To answer this question, we draw on
the ‘affordances’ literature, which is discussed in the next section.

3. Affordances and social media

Orlikowski (2007), being unsatisfied with the way materiality
is dealt with in studies of organisation and technology, have argued
that there is a need to place materiality as an important constituent of
everyday life (Latour, 2005; Leonardi & Barley, 2008; Leonardi et al.,
2013). Therefore, it is important to place focus on the role of the mate-
riality of technology and how it becomes imbricated in the process of
organising and social practise in general (Leonardi, 2011; Leonardi
et al., 2013). Hence, “sociomateriality” comes to the foreground as a
term which denotes “that (1) all materiality is social in that is was
created through social processes and it is interpreted and used in social
contexts and (2) that all social action is possible because of some
materiality” (Leonardi, 2012, p. 37). As individuals are entangled with
technology in everyday life, their experience is constantly shaped and
reshaped by sociomateriality (Orlikowski, 2007; Yoo, 2010). According
to Leonardi (2012), sociomateriality reminds us that materiality is
present in each phenomenon considered social, for instance on how
strategies are created through the use of powerpoint (Kaplan, 2011)
and how routines are performed (D'Adderio, 2011).

To study this entanglement of social and material properties, it is
necessary to link human andmaterial agencies as a “process of imbrica-
tion” where the distinction between human and material agencies is
maintained whilst they act synergistically “to allow people to get their
work done” (Leonardi, 2011, p. 152) sees technologies in terms of
their affordances (Gibson, 1986; Hutchby, 2001): that is, “the properties
which afford different possibilities of action based on the contexts in
which they are used” (Leonardi, 2011, p. 153). According to Hutchby
(2001), affordances are not exclusively human or material properties,
but constituted in the relationships between people and themateriality
of the artefacts with which they interact (the “social” and the “materi-
al”). They grant different possibilities for action since people grasp ma-
teriality differently, with different views and goals. Literature has used
affordances in different ways including, for instance, how objects pro-
vide different possibilities of action for people and animals (Gibson,
1986), in the sociology of science (Hutchby, 2001), in discussing the in-
tersection of IT systems and organisation systems (Zammuto et al.,
2007) andwhen studying the relationship between human andmateri-
al agencies where people work with routines and technologies which
are flexible (Barley et al., 2012). Therefore the theory of affordances
suggests that social agency (human agency) and those different courses
of action provided by the materiality of a technology (material agency)
are interlocked in “sequences that produce the empirical phenomena
we call “technologies,” on the one hand, and “organisations,” on the
other” (Leonardi, 2012, p. 41).

In the social media field, the affordances lens has been used in order
to study organisational behaviours that are the outcome of their use.
Social media affords behaviours that were difficult or impossible
to achieve before these new technologies entered the workplace
(Leonardi et al., 2013; Treem & Leonardi, 2012). Treem & Leonardi
(2012) argued that social media has altered organisational dynamics
and has merged with communicative processes that occur within
and constitute organisations. They have suggested the affordances of
visibility, persistence, editability, and association when looking into
the ways in which social media merge with organisational processes,
the ways in which members use the material features of social media
to accomplish their work, and the consequences of these affordances
on socialisation, information sharing, and power processes in organisa-
tions. This paper extends the study by Treemand Leonardi, by using em-
pirical data and the affordances lens to illustrate and discuss the
properties that social media can afford for openness and accountability
in government.

4. Research methodology

4.1. Research context

Greece was chosen as the research context of this study. Litera-
ture focusing on openness and accountability in the Greek context
(Avgerou, 2002; Makrydimitris & Michalopoulos.,, 2000; Prasopoulou,
2011; Sotiropoulos, 1989) in particular observes that in Greece there
is a limited presence of articulated policy objectives and standardised
administrative and governance routines, which have transformed
the public administration and policy into highly complex and opaque
organisations that provide services of little value to citizens. There is
an absence of openness and transparency that could enable instrumen-
talism and thus rationalise the actions of the civil servants, policy
makers, and establish robust governance, policies, and procedures.
“Procedural ambiguity and non-standard responses even to mundane,
everyday issues” (Avgerou, 2002, p. 7) plague Greek public administra-
tion and policy making, and these problems have remained for more
than fifty years (Makrydimitris & Michalopoulos.,, 2000; Papadopoulos
et al., 2013; Prasopoulou, 2011; Sotiropoulos, 1989). Avgerou (2002)
notes that the Greek context is infested by “rigid legalism as the under-
lying principle for accountability with clientelism as the rationale for
selecting policies and objectives” (p. 6).

Although a developed country, Greece is now at the centre of a debt
crisis, triggered inter alia by the global debt crisis of 2008-2009, the sub-
sequent revelations regarding the falsification its statistical data and the
subsequent increase in the Greek borrowing costs. Following attempts
by the European Union (EU), the European Central Bank and the Inter-
national Monetary Fund (IMF) to assist Greece financially based on the
Greek compliance with far-reaching economic reforms, privatisation of
governmental assets by the end of 2015, and implementation of struc-
tural reforms to improve competitiveness and promote innovation
and growth. Additional round of measures in July 2011 and October
2011 and new austerity measures have been put into practise. Despite
being the recipient of €240bn in EU and IMF rescue funds, even today
Greece risks defaulting on its debt.
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Considering the current debt crisis, the current issues of limited
openness and accountability, and that Greece is lagging behind in a
number of critical indicators (such as competitiveness, e-participation,
and e-government) the remit of the EU is to reinforce investments
from both public and private sectors particularly in ICT and lead initia-
tives on ICT projects. The dominant challenges to bemet by these initia-
tives are to improve public services, strengthening integrity, openness,
accountability, transparency, inclusivity, collaboration, as well as effec-
tiveness and efficiency in managing public resources (Greek Ministry
of Foreign Affairs (mfa), 2014). Particular emphasis is placed on improv-
ing the quality of public services through the active participation of cit-
izens and their daily interaction with the public sector. Actions are
therefore necessary to strengthen the role of users and to demonstrate
the importance of cooperative schemes for the production of high qual-
ity services, access to and exploitation of open public data and the im-
portance of transparency and the participation of citizens and
businesses in developing a thoroughly planned policy. The already
existing legislation, voted in May 2011 (http://egovplan.gr), introduced
innovations including the right of citizens to deal with public services
using ICT, and the government and policymakers to use ICT for promot-
ing openness and accountability. This law specifies the conditions for
implementing a framework for ICT-enabled governance in the public
administration. As part of this law, the following five initiatives and rel-
evant projects have been outlined and implemented by the Greek gov-
ernment in collaboration with private contractors.

4.1.1. Social media initiatives for openness and transparency in the Greek
context

This study uses five initiatives for openness and transparency in the
Greek context. The following vignettes are considered:

1. The initiative “Δι@υγεια” (“Cl@rity”): It is the most important initia-
tive of the Greek government transparency and openness pro-
gramme, combining both the institutional framework (Law 3861/
2010) and the technical means (et.diavgeia.gov.gr) to introduce the
obligation to display all governmental decisions on the Internet
from all public bodies by October 2010. The main objectives of the
programme are to ensure the transparency of government action,
and citizen participation in decisionmaking in public administration,
help to eliminate corruption through the publication of decisions on
the internet; strengthen the right of citizen participation in the Infor-
mation Society; and provide decisions in formats easily accessible
and understood by the average citizen, regardless of their level of
knowledge of the internal processes of public administration. The de-
cisions of the public entities (e.g., ministries etc.) cannot be put into
practise if they are not uploaded on the Cl@ritywebsite. Each govern-
mental decision is digitally singed and assigned a transaction unique
number automatically by the system. The users can therefore be in-
formed about the Governmental decisions and engage in a public di-
alogue with the Government.

2. The initiative “Open online consultation and staffing invitation”
(www.opengov.gr): It combines political and technological features
and is based on a framework of political principles such as transpar-
ency, consultation, accountability and decentralisation. At the heart
of open government is the need of people for information,meritocra-
cy and participation in the formulation of decisions. Calls for expres-
sions of interest and the public consultation of legislative and
regulatory acts are the basic open government actions, which are
posted on opengov.gr. The initiative includes the creation of a social
networking tool for e-Government services related to issues of clari-
ty, openness, and citizen participation in decision making. Through
the creation of the tool and creation of open data and services that
allow further use and processing of the data and search for specific
transactions through a series of parameters, the initiative achieves
open and free access to public information; and this is invaluable
for the effective participation of citizens in the social, economic,
and political life and in the information society. The tool is based on
the Open Data API and provides the ability to raise decisions and ad-
ministrative acts that have been posted under the Cl@rity using open
standards. Any citizen can use and reproduce these data without any
limitation of liability beyond reference to the source and the explicit
differentiation of the secondary material that might be generated
from the original material.

3. The initiative “Geodata” (http://www.opengeodata.gr/): It is an ini-
tiative for service imaging to provide geospatial data to the public.
It started its operation in August 2010, and was one of the eight
public services worldwide to make open public information avail-
able. During its operation, it has resulted in direct benefits of around
20 m euros for the public administration (merely due to data reuse)
and has been exploited by hundreds of media, engineers and re-
searchers. The initiative allows citizens to create content related to
maps through, for instance, adding the name of a street that does
not exist, or filling out a new path. It enables, inter alia: i) the trans-
parency and accountability of governmental decisions/approvals by
all citizens who have access to such open data; and ii) the protection
of the environment: comparing aerial photographs and satellite im-
ages of Greece with other geospatial data (e.g., the forested areas)
every citizen can identify possible illegal acts and indicate those to
the State.

4. The initiative “Startup Greece”: It is an initiative for youth entrepre-
neurship. Through Startup Greece every citizen, organisation, busi-
ness, association, research institute, social and economic entity can
add ideas, knowledge and experience to create an online entrepre-
neurship community. Startup Greece uses social media tools to
i) bring together people, ideas, businesses, universities, institutions,
to enable collaborations and projects to take place; ii) enable users
to create and exchange content related to the start of business in
Greece (incentives, financing, legal framework, surveys) and hence
knowledge to be produced collaboratively; and iii) promote dialogue
and accountability through the provision of open data concerning
the current legal framework to all citizens.

5. The initiative “Governmental portal Hermes”: The Government Gate-
way is the Government Portal of the Greek Public Administration.
It provides information and secure online services to citizens
and businesses. The main purpose is the comprehensive collection
and organisation of information used by the entire Public Adminis-
tration to be available on the Internet so that citizens and businesses
have access to reliable information concerning their transactions
and interaction with the Public Administration. The portal provides
full support for interoperability amongst the numerous informa-
tion systems of the Public Administration and electronic transac-
tions. The portal includes fora in which citizens can interact
with the Public Administration and create content relevant to the
services provided or needed, as well as desired functionalities and
applications.
4.2. Data collection and analysis

This paper follows the qualitative tradition (Lincoln & Guba,
1985; Silverman, 2001; Yin, 2003) and uses illustrations from the
five aforementioned initiatives (case vignettes) for openness and ac-
countability. Such a use of case vignettes is reported for instance in
Franco (2013) and Merali (2000), and coincides with Eisenhardt
and Graebner (2007). We selected the vignettes that would provide,
through interviewing the relevant stakeholders, appropriate illus-
trations of social media affordances for openness and accountability.
The qualitative approach was chosen since, in line with the literature
on affordances (Leonardi, 2011), the aim was to acquire an in-depth
understanding of the possibilities for action granted through the de-
sign and use of social media (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Silverman, 2001;
Yin, 2003).

http://egovplan.gr
http://diavgeia.gov
http://www.opengov.gr
http://opengov.gr
http://www.opengeodata.gr/
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Data were collected in two stages: in the first stage, we interviewed
15 private sector top executives (service providers) and public policy
makers (government) across the five vignettes (Appendix—Table 4A).
The private organisations were related to the IT sector. They are classi-
fied amongst the top 10 IT users/developers in the country. The public
sector interviewees1 are members of the top ranks of the Greek govern-
ment. They are the intended actors for policy making. This was to get
and in-depth understanding of the current climate and use of social
media in government. The second step involved 35 in-depth interviews
with the implementation teams across the five initiatives (Appendix—
Table 5A). At the second stage, we aimed at obtaining an in-depth
viewof how socialmedia applicationswere incorporatedwithin the ini-
tiatives and how thematerial (socialmedia platform) is created through
social processes (implementation) and how social action (interaction
through social media and the achievement of accountability and open-
ness) is possible because of the social media materiality (Leonardi,
2012).

The interviews were semi-structured and each lasted for 45 min
on average, and included questions about the necessity of
implementing social media as part of the ICT-enabled governance for
openness and accountability. Questions were also asked about specific
strategies that participants follow when implementing social media.
The emerging data determined the direction and length of the inter-
views. We followed Adams et al. (2007) and Guthrie (2010) in that
we tested and piloted the interview guide before data collection, and
the interview questions were formulated in a way that would permit
comparisons across the interviews. Before the interviews, a list of
potential interview questions was sent to the interviewees via email
for informative reasons. Interviews took place at the informants' offices
and were conducted in Greek in order not to affect the participants'
ability to communicate effectively (Bryman & Bell, 2011). In the case
where the participants did not agree to be tape-recorded, notes were
kept (in Greek) which reflected their opinions. Strict confidentiality
regarding the names of organisations and participants was applied.
The interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim in
Greek and, after the analysis, their significant quotes were translated
into English by the researchers.

Data were viewed “not as objective evidence supporting or
falsifying an assertion but as texts and text analogues, whose meanings,
when read hermeneutically, can go beyond the original intentions
and meanings attributed by their sources” (Sarker et al., 2006, p. 57).
This approach follows Boland (1985) and more recent studies
(e.g., Baptista, Newell, & Currie, 2010), which study the embedding of
technology in work practises and the ways it is adapted by employees
in an organisation. Our approach also follows Eisenhardt (1989) in
that the affordances of the social media for openness and account-
ability were built inductively based on our data. Transcribed data
were assigned broad initial codes that were refined as the research
progressed. Emergent themes were identified through reviewing
interview data, and supplementary codes emerged during this subse-
quent analysis. The emerging themes were further refined as the pro-
cess continued, thus building the analysis incrementally (Appendix—
Table 6A).

5. Findings: the properties of social media that afford openness
and accountability

This section reports on the results from the interviews with top
managers, policymakers, and teams. Based on the findings from the in-
terviews across the five vignettes, we discuss the distinct affordances of
1 The Greek public high-echelon employees take the strategic decisions for such initia-
tives in consultationwith the private companies' CEOs and topmanagerswho provide the
support and various resources.
social media for openness and accountability (Table 2). In the following
subsections, we describe these affordances and provide illustrative
quotes from the interviews.

5.1. Which are the properties of social media that afford openness and
accountability?

5.1.1. Communicability and interactivity
The affordance of communicability refers to the ability of social

media to provide a common ‘language’ between citizens and the gov-
ernment. The common language may refer to common ways of sharing
or creating content (e.g., text, pictures, video):

“I am using social mediamyself as a way of communicating with cit-
izens. It is a means through which we can communicate what we
think in the same sort of ways—Imeandifferent types of information
provided by citizens andmyself. Now in terms of applying socialme-
dia to Government, I think a means like social media can enable us
and citizens to communicate rapidly and directly using same lan-
guage and in this way participatory democracy is enhanced.”
(Highest-echelon policy maker, Organization F)

The affordance of interactivity refers to the ability of the government
through social media to provide a space through which relevant parties
talk to each other, collaborate, generate new ideas and promote direct
democracy:

“The use of social media is for us is a way of interacting with citi-
zens… real time maybe or we think about what and how to reply.
And all is on the web. It is a tool to service co-creation…for us
to use is easy…looks like a word document with editing features…
as one goes from the project level to the application level and
manages the service, they will have to work through social
media to talk about collaborative design and implementation of
e-government services…and we can locate this knowledge…
you can go back to posts or discussions to track down exactly
what we are told to do by citizens, and what we have promised
to do.” (CEO, Organisation A)

For other CEOs, the use of social media would mean that they offer
additional services—additional value, that is—without extreme costs
and a holistic package for the provision of e-government services, estab-
lishing longer relationships with government:

“For us the benefit is that we do not have to make huge invest-
ments to provide such tools through for instance a governmental
portal. Since those applications will need to have low require-
ments to run, we do not need to make huge investments on hard-
ware or software applications, or managing skills.” (CEO,
Organisation B)

Finally, from the perspective of Organisation R:

“If you were to ask me what is the most important element of
OpenGov, I would say of course the social media part…why? Well
it is obvious. Socialmedia is used bymillions in theworld, thousands
in Greece, so why not getting their voices heard, why not making
them to interact and communicate, and participate in decisions?”
(Chief Information Officer, Organisation R)

5.2. Visibility

Fromour interviews across thefive vignettes and projectswithin the
Greek public administration, it is apparent that the use of social media
echoes the attempt of the Government to communicate with the citi-
zens through a technological platform which makes its work visible
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and subject to direct scrutiny by citizens. Visibility, however, may have
different meaning for citizens and involves the visualisation of
their views, needs, and wants. Furthermore, social media enable
the high-echelon public employees, policy makers, and politicians
to interact with citizens and service providers to share views, reveal
their agendas for public sector reform and co-create new applica-
tions and services or improve the already existing ones
(e.g., governmental portals).

“I think such tools can be used in consultations on public projects
and many of the applications in the Open Governance and Clarity
to take the form of social media. For us then, social media is vital to
securing citizen participation and consultation on projects. It is also
a way to get their views when designing services. For us, by getting
the citizens involved, we become more accountable and clear in
what wewill do in terms of policy andwhat wewill not… and there
is Europe 2020—social media needs to be in the agenda.” (Highest-
echelon policy maker, Organisation F)

Visibility was what stakeholders from Organisation J had in mind
when they implemented Hermes and Cl@rity:

“We used social media applications because we wanted to make
sure that our work in public sector reform through Hermes, Cl@rity
and all other projects, is actually seen by citizens, and this is very im-
portant.” (Higher echelon public employee, Organization J)
5.3. Collaborative ability

The interviewees underlined the importance of collaboration
through building appropriate software that enables people to contribute
content. This is particularly important in the case of contractors, since
users can suggest improvements in the already existing applications
and initiatives:

“Social media use in e-government is a must…It is high time to get
the benefits offered. Social media needs always to be associated to
e-government. And for us that we develop enterprise application
software, it is a way of getting in touch with our customers, the cit-
izens, andwe can get their views and comments immediately, or re-
spond to their views and comments. We can track down what they
need or go back to see what they said they want…Nothing is as in-
teractive and user-friendly…IT and socialmedia can domiracles the-
se days!” (CEO, Organisation M)

For the government, social media tools provide a platform through
which citizens and government collaborate in terms of consultation
seeking from the public on new laws and actions:

“This may be related to the debate on a new law, a ministerial deci-
sion, or even a potential e-government project…e.g. when itwas an-
nounced that the State will issue electronic identities for the citizen
(Citizenship card), public consultation took place, and through on-
line dialogue [online consultation] demonstrated the public opposi-
tion to the adoption of citizenship cards. The State took into account
the outcome of the electronic dialogue and re-evaluated the project
of creating the citizen card.” (High-echelon public employee, Orga-
nization I)

Socialmedia tools are also particularly useful for crowdsourcing pur-
poses. An interviewee highlighted their importance as a tool needed
(in Startup Greece initiative) when new ideas, knowledge, and relevant
information are shared across themembers of a community to facilitate
youth entrepreneurship:
“The use of social media and networking tools for gathering ideas
and knowledge is our target. And this is not only in terms of Startup
Greece, but also as we go from a project to n applications, so you
have towork through social media to talk about collaborative design
and implementation of eGovernment services. I think this is obvi-
ous… does not need much thought!” (High-echelon public employ-
ee, Organization H)

This was also underlined from interviewees in Organisation J:

“For us that we have participated in StartUp Greece, the importance
of socialmedia is tremendous. In the current situation—that is,finan-
cial crisis—we need new ideas and knowledge sharing, and social
media is the key to this. We can build on top of these applications
crowdsourcing and other important tools to promote entrepreneur-
ship and growth” (Project Manager, Organisation J)

5.4. Anonymity

The majority of interviewees underlined the importance of provid-
ing an anonymous space to citizens to express their opinions and feed-
back on those applications already provided by the projects and those to
be provided:

“Cl@rity and Opengov are one of the largest, if not the largest pro-
jects in Greece in termsof public sector reform. Tomake citizens par-
ticipate in decisionmaking,we had tomake sure that their opinion is
heard, but their profile is not” (Scientific Director, Organisation O)

More importantly, anonymity gives citizens the opportunity to ex-
press their opinions on public consultations (e.g. new laws) without re-
vealing their identity, and this may bring impunity:

“We need to make sure we secure anonymity, otherwise we will
be accused of spying on citizens. The soil is mature and conditions
are critical. There is no room for delay. However, we should not
forget that if we have no control about what content citizens create,
we may end up in impunity” (High-echelon public employee,
Organization G)

Being a direct medium for communication, sharing, and co-creation,
social media makes the Government accountable for those projects,
applications, and innovations, as well as for listening to the needs and
wants of the public. In the case of citizens, participation can be
anonymous:

“It is good to get their [citizens'] anonymised views and that we
communicate our views directly—themedium of socialmedia is fan-
tastic in this sense…it can be or not real-time tool, and provides a
fantastic user-friendly environment. Political decisions will be taken
jointly with citizens. The momentum is upon us and we need to re-
spond to the citizen needs for participatory governance, and to our
need for transparency and participatory decision-making. We need
to collaborate… the soil is mature and conditions are critical.”
(High-echelon employee, Organisation G)

This is particularly important in light of theGreek current crisis, since
it acts as an anti-corruptionmechanism and creates transparency in gov-
ernmental policy and decision making. The CEO of Organisation C illus-
trated the use of social media for the government, in the current crisis:

“There is a greater need to consider such alternatives in times of cri-
sis. In times of crisis we need more transparency and meritocracy.
People do not have trust in what the government is doing and how
it is doing it…this trust was lost since 2008…the government needs
tools to visualise the citizen's participation and co-creation of
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services…needs to show that corruption is over. People need to be
more involved in government” (CEO, Organisation C)

6. Discussion

This paper set out to explore the different affordances provided by
social media for openness and accountability (Bertot, Jaeger, & Grimes,
2010; Bertot, Jaeger & Hansen, 2012; Bonson et al., 2012; Shuler et al.,
2010). It addressed the endorsement by Criado et al. (2013) and
Oliveira and Welch (2013) for more attention amongst social media
technologies, tasks, and the organisational context. Furthermore, it ad-
dressed the endorsement by authors focusing on the sociomaterial
properties of social media (e.g., Leonardi et al., 2013; Treem &
Leonardi, 2012) a better understanding of the social media affordances,
their inclusion in design strategies for social media applications for
openness and accountability in governance, and the implications of
these design strategies for the national policy and practise. Across the
five case vignettes it was stated the ability of social media to facilitate
communication between government and citizens (although some-
times one-way through the publication of information on behalf of the
government) and visibility expressed through visualising the views of
citizens, as well as making visible the work of the government. Addi-
tionally, social media provides a space to government and citizens to
interact and collaborate, enabling thereby information and knowl-
edge exchange, ideas on planning, and further information and knowl-
edge sharing across citizens for entrepreneurial activities; this is
in accordancewith the extant literature stating the importance of social
media for citizen empowerment (Linders, 2012) and interaction with
government (Leston-Bandeira & Bender, 2013). Anonymity was also
an affordance, since social media can act as a space for citizens to have
a say and keep their identity anonymous. For government, however,
this is not the case; anonymity had to be avoided in order to enhance
visibility and transparency in governance and policy and decision-
making. The interviewees stated the importance of these affordances
for achieving openness and accountability (please see Appendix,
Tables 4A, 5A, and 6A).

The aforementioned affordances differ from those discussed
by Treem and Leonardi (2012), in that a. the affordances of the present
study were inductively produced through analysing the data from
the five vignettes; b. The affordances proposed by Treem and
Leonardi and in particular “association,” “editability,” and “persistence
(reviewability)” were not explicitly referred to in the vignettes.
However, the affordances by Treem and Leonardi could enable commu-
nicability, interactivity, and collaborative activity –that is, the
affordances suggested in this study. For instance, “association” refers
to the ability of social media to enable individuals to associate with
other individuals or content to support social connection, access to
relevant information and emergent connection. In our study “communi-
cability,” “interactivity,” and “collaborative activity” are facilitated
through associating with other individuals and content. “Editability”
and “reviewability” refer to the ability of social media to enable
users to craft and re-craft a communicative act before viewed by
others, as well as this act to remain in its original form after the actor
using it has finished his/her presentation (Treem & Leonardi, 2012,
p. 155). Therefore, they enable social media enabled communication/
interaction/collaboration acts to be accessible in the same form as
their original displays. Finally, in our study the affordance of anonymity
was important, since socialmedia provided provide a space for especial-
ly citizens to express their opinion anonymously. In our findings, hence,
the social media did not lead to “leads to less unique final self-designs,
lower satisfactionwith self-designed products, lower product usage fre-
quency” (Hildebrand et al., 2013, p.14) but, through their affordances,
contributed to the establishment of a more direct relationship between
citizens and government.

Can these affordances be conceptualised as building blocks of
social media for openness and accountability? To answer this question
we follow the framework by Kietzmann et al. (2011; 2012) as follows
(Table 3):

• Identity: the extent to which users reveal themselves; this cell would
be two-dimensional. Identity is always revealed in the case of Govern-
ment to secure transparency and openness, whilst it is concealed in
the case of citizens to secure anonymity. Therefore, the building
blocks of this cell are visibility, interactivity, and anonymity;

• Conversations: the extent to which users communicate with each
other. This communication is secured through the affordances of
communicability, visibility, interactivity, collaborative ability, and
anonymity;

• Presence: the extent to which users know if others are accessible
for interaction. As stated from our findings, the State should be
accessible by social media and respond to citizens' needs and de-
mands. Presence can be built through communicability, visibility,
and interactivity.

• Sharing: the extent to which users exchange, distribute, and receive
content—is built through communicability, visibility, interactivity, col-
laborative ability, and anonymity.

• Relationships: the ability of social media to enable users to relate to
each other. This is achieved whilst communicating, interacting and
potentially collaborating.

• Reputation: how trust between government and citizens is developed,
assessed and maintained (Dellarocas, 2005; Kietzmann et al., 2011,
2012; Pavlou &Gefen 2004). Trust can be developed through commu-
nicability, visibility, interactivity and collaborative ability.

• Groups: the extents to which users are able to form communities in
order to communicate, interact, and collaborate within and outside
the community. The affordances are communicability, visibility, inter-
activity, collaborative ability, and anonymity.

The aforementioned affordances unravel the socio-material nature
that is, “social interactions,” and their interactions with features of
the technology (social media as a platform/interface facilitating
communication)—that is, “material interactions” (Gibson, 1986;
Hutchby, 2001). The interactions move beyond of either the social
or the material (technological) and talks about both as being constitu-
tively entangled and cannot be viewed in isolation; they shape “the
contours and possibilities of everyday organising” (Orlikowski & Scott,
2008, p. 463), constituting a sociomaterial view of social media in e-
government. A sociomaterial view is particularly important when
designing a technology (social media), since it entails considering the
material features that should be used to enable new ways of communi-
cation and interaction (social features). By understanding social media
in e-government as an entanglement of the social and material and
how they become interwoven, we pay attention to the reasons why
people resist or embrace a new technology, which is important for the-
ory and practise (Leonardi, 2011; 2012; Lee & Kwak, 2012; Leonardi &
Barley, 2010). The affordances' lens enables a better understanding of
the challenges related to socialmedia governance, informationpolicy is-
sues, and citizen participation (Abdelsalam et al., 2013; Bannister &
Connolly, 2012; Bertot, Jaeger, & Grimes, 2012; Bonson et al., 2012;
Bekkers, Edwards, & deKool, 2013; Snead, 2013), leading to transparen-
cy and citizen empowerment (Linders, 2012), and e-participation
(Bonson et al., 2012).

Our study provides a sociomaterial view (Orlikowski & Scott, 2008;
Orlikowski, 2007; 2009) into the practises of social media in e-
government. In particular, it contributes to the literature on the use of
social media for openness and accountability (Bertot, Jaeger, & Grimes,
2010; 2012; Bertot, Jaeger, & Hansen, 2012; Bonson et al., 2012;
Shuler et al., 2010). It differs from research on co-creation of services
(Linders, 2012) for transparency and anticorruption (Bertot, Jaeger, &
Grimes, 2010) and also of those studies discussing risks, benefits, and
strategic alternatives of social media (Picazo-Vela et al., 2012). The
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contribution of the study lies in a.) discussing the affordances that pro-
vide possibilities for action and the implications of these actions for
openness and accountability through the use of social media; and b.)
conceptualising these affordances as building blocks of social media
functionality types for openness and accountability using the honey-
comb model of Kietzmann et al. (2011, 2012)). Our study differs from
Treem and Leonardi (2012) and Leonardi, Huysman, & Steinfield,
(2013) in that we provide a practical study based on interviews
with top managers and policy makers on the use of social media in e-
government (Chun & Luna-Reyes, 2013; Picazo-Vela et al., 2012), and
not in organisations.

Based on these affordances and the honeycombmodel, we propose a
strategic design of social media for openness and accountability based
on the inclusion of these affordances and social media functionality
cells (Table 2) in the strategic design of social media for openness and
accountability in thepublic sector. These affordances can shift communi-
cation barriers and boundaries (Barley et al., 2012; Carlile, 2002) and fa-
cilitate collaboration, participation, transparency and openness in the
ways governance is takingplace and decisions and policies are produced.
Transparency can bring accountability and in this way social media can
be themeans throughwhich information provision, debate, and respon-
sibility is facilitated, and can thus contribute towards blame attribution.
The inclusion of these affordances in the design of social media is impor-
tant especially in the current period of debt crisis: it allows a ‘win–win’
situation, where governance is transparent and open, and citizens can
express their views, oppose, agree, suggest, co-create, and participate
in the governance of the State, and establish direct democracy.

6.1. Implications for policy and practise

Our study contributes to public policy makers and top managers,
the intended actors of this study. For public policy makers there is an
urgent need to rethink the current mode of governance. A paradigm
shift would need to take place, in which the current highly complex and
opaque systemof Governance is replaced by an alternative technology-/
socialmedia-driven system. Thiswill allow communication, interaction,
collaboration, participation in decision-making, thereby facilitating
openness and transparency, rationalising the actions of civil servants
and policy makers, and promoting direct democracy (Avgerou, 2002;
Makrydimitris & Michalopoulos.,, 2000; Papadopoulos et al., 2013;
Prasopoulou, 2011; Sotiropoulos, 1989). The proposed mode of
Governance would need to a.) include the building blocks of social
media for openness and accountability and their corresponding
affordances; and b.) ‘combine’ such a system with the inclusion of
Open Innovation in the country's national innovation system which
can be achieved through collaboration, interaction, and communica-
tion (Papadopoulos et al., 2013). Governments could also use these
affordances and functionalities as readiness criteria, to examine
and evaluate the impact of the use of social media for openness and
transparency. In this vein, organisational efficiency and innovation
will be leveraged, and the repercussions of the debt crisis will be ad-
dressed, and both economy and society will be positively impacted
(Papadopoulos et al., 2013; Spaeth et al., 2010). The suggested model
of Governance will be implemented only if the relevant stakeholders
are committed to secure and sustain these interactions and collabora-
tion. We acknowledge that these actors may have different priorities
and agendas that may sometimes be contradictory, but it is through so-
cial media that a negotiation space is provided, through which discus-
sion and agendas’ adjustments may take place to accommodate each
other needs. Hence, social media can be the means to assist in the gov-
ernmental policies being crafted and re-crafted through direct citizen
involvement, with limited implementation risk, as our findings depict.

For top managers and high-echelon public servants and employees,
the study highlights the importance of establishing open and trans-
parent processes for implementing projects that reflect governmental
policies, laws and actions. This can be done through sharing knowledge
and listening to the needs and wants of citizens, improving for instance
the social media applications offered (Spaeth et al., 2010). However, as
Papadopoulos et al. (2013) note, this requires change in mind-sets,
which cannot be imposed, since misjudging the amount of time re-
quired may lead to failure.

Therefore, our study contributes to the literature examining gover-
nance strategies for public consultation and interaction for public policy
adoption (Kuhlmann & Edler, 2003; Moon & Bretschneider, 1997) since
it a) suggests the inclusion of social media and related affordances to
create facilitating conditions for policy consultation and diffusion
(Doloreux, 2002; Hadjimanolis & Dickson, 2001; Kang et al., 2013);
and b) enhances the role of citizens from passive adopters of policies,
actions, and laws to equal contributors in their formation. This is par-
ticularly important in the case of Greece at the current financial situa-
tion, since it allows discussion on policies through the participation of
citizens in decision-making, for instance, and hence permits the “effec-
tive policy implementation particularly for the non-preferred policies”
(Kang et al., 2013, p. 25). However, we need to note that Kang refers
to diffusion, which needs to take place under government enforcement.
Our findings do not reveal the use of social media tools for enforcement
of governmental policies; rather, they are the means through which
governmental policies may be crafted and re-crafted through direct
citizen involvement—what Czarniawska (2004) calls ‘translation/
transformation’ of ideas, and in our case, actions, laws, and policies. As
Hadjimanolis & Dickson (2001) note, “it is even not just a matter of
the capability or intentions of a government to apply some appropriate
or even grandiose plans. It must be viewed as a comprehensive and iter-
ative process” (p. 816), and social media may serve to this purpose.
7. Conclusion

This paper studied the use of socialmedia for openness and account-
ability in the public sector, usingfive case vignettes in theGreek context.
Our study contributes to the literature on the use of social media for
openness and accountability in the public sector, discussing the
affordances of socialmedia for openness and accountability and concep-
tualises the affordances as building blocks of social media functionality
types for openness and accountability using the model of Kietzmann
et al. (2011; 2012). Furthermore, the paper contributes to the literature
examining governance strategies for public consultation and interaction
for public policy making and implementation, suggesting the inclusion
of both affordances and social media functionalities in the strategic de-
sign of socialmedia for openness and accountability in the public sector;
it also adds to the debate on transforming the role of citizen from a pas-
sive adopter to a co-creator of policies.

A limitation of this study lies in that based on the tenets of qualita-
tive research (Lincoln & Guba, 1985), the findings of the study cannot
be generalised. But they can inform theory since we produce new in-
sights about a phenomenon and on the plausibility of the inductive
reasoningused in analysing the case studyfindings and drawing conclu-
sions from them (ibid).

The arguments of this study could be developed and extended
through further research. This encouragement for more testing of our
knowledge in this context has the potential to build robust theories
(Corley & Gioia, 2011). In particular, a future study could involve the
longitudinal study of the long-term impact of social media in the
Greek public sector or other economies that are not in crisis. Therefore,
useful design strategies could be inferred and these cross-country com-
parisons would test the validity of our results. From a methodological
point of view, future studies could enrich existing data by interviewing
or surveying citizens. In this way a more holistic approach to the per-
spective of the use of social media will be provided. It is within our
intentions to provide both academics and practitioners with food-for-
thought to improve the effectiveness of the social media use for open-
ness and accountability.
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Appendix A
Table 1A
Review of the literature in EGRL (EGRL, 2014) for ‘Social media’ and ‘E-government’.

Title Reference Dominant themes

Government Information
Quarterly

Abdelsalam et al. (2013) –Facebook, Twitter, and YouTube are top social media applications in Egyptian government websites.
–Effectiveness of social media websites: to post information, very little two-way interaction between citizens and
government.
–Social media in Egypt is not in line with NPS.

Bekkers et al. (2013) –Social media monitoring for strategic control and responsiveness.
–Social media monitoring poses normative questions in terms of transparency, accountability and privacy.
–Policy departments are more strongly orientated towards monitoring. Policy implementation is more inclined to
progress to webcare.
–Argues for more transparency on social media monitoring.

Bertot, Jaeger & Hansen
(2012)

Government agencies are increasingly using social media to connect with those they serve.
–Interacting via social media introduces challenges related to privacy, security, data management, accessibility,
social inclusion, governance, and other information policy issues.

Bonsón et al. (2012) –Overall view about the use of Web 2.0 and social media tools in EU local governments in order to determine
–Local governments use social media to increase transparency and e-participation, and a real corporate dialogue.
–Local governments use social media to enhance transparency but, corporate dialogue and e-participation are still in their
infancy at the local level.

Criado et al. (2013) –Most papers focus on technical aspects of social media
–Underlines the role of social media in government information flows and the availability of government information;
the use of information technology to create and provide innovative government services; the impact of information
technology on the relationships between the governed and those governing; and the increasing importance of
information policies and information technologies for democratic practises.

Hong (2013) –Social media adoption by politicians has yielded increased donations from outside their constituencies but little
from within their own constituencies
–Extreme ideologies can be better promoted by social media
–The political use of social media may yield a more unequal distribution of financial resources amongst candidates.

Hong & Nadler (2012) –Discusses the potential impact of social media on the 2012 U.S. presidential elections, by testing the association between
“candidate salience” and the candidates' level of engagement in online social media sphere.
–Examines whether social media could change the dynamics of U.S. election campaigns.
–Social media does substantially expand the possible modes and methods of election campaigning, high levels of social
media activity on the part of presidential candidates have, as of yet, resulted in minimal effects on the amount of public
attention they receive online.

Kavanaugh et al. (2012) –Understanding the use of social media by government officials as well as community organisations, businesses,
and the public.
–Use of social media for managing crisis situations, classsified from routine (e.g., traffic, weather crises) to critical
(e.g., earthquakes, floods).

Lee & Kwak (2012) –Social media for open government initiatives do not deliver the intended outcomes due to various organisational,
technological, and financial challenges
–Suggests an Open Government Maturity Model to assess and guide initiatives focusing on transparent, interactive,
participatory, collaborative public engagement, which can be enabled by social media.

Linders (2012) –Discusses the evolution of citizen coproduction in the age of social media;
–Proposes a typology to support systematic analysis based on the overarching categories of “Citizen Sourcing,”
“Government as a Platform,” and “Do-It-Yourself Government.”
–Demonstrates its use by using leading U.S. government implementations.
–Discusses the possible emergence of a new social contract that empowers the public to be more active in government
functioning.

Meijer & Thaens (2013) –Combination of contextual and path-dependency factors explains differences in emerging social media strategies
of government organisations.
–Social media follow their own logic, which is manifested only on fertile soil in a government bureaucracy.

Mergel (2013a) –Understands factors influencing internal adoption decisions on social media applications: information about best
practises through their informal peer network; passive observations of best practises in both public and private
sectors; and “market-driven” citizen behaviour.
–Suggests tactics for adoption, namely representation, engagement, and networking.
–Formalised knowledge sharing is important when it comes to disruptive technology innovations such as social
media use in highly bureaucratic communication environments.

Mergel (2013b) –Current lack of measurement practises for social media interactions by managers.
–Proposes a framework that traces online interactions to mission support and the resulting social media tactics.

Mossberger et al. (2013) –Examines the use of social networks and other interactive tools in the 75 largest U.S. cities between 2009 and 2011.
–Strategies for social media: one-way “push” strategies prevail, although there are signs of greater openness towards
dialogue with citizens.

Oliveira & Welch (2013) –Organisations do not use social media in the same way.
–Factors such as work characteristics, innovativeness, technology and management capacity and stakeholder
influence influence the use of social media for dissemination, feedback on service quality, participation, and
internal work collaboration.
–Social media are not a monolithic group
–Calls for greater research attention to interactions amongst social media technology, task and organisational
context.

Picazo-Vela et al. (2012) –Presents the perceptions of risks, benefits and strategic guidelines about social media applications
–Governments' participation in social media results in improved communication and citizen participation,
transparency, and transfer of best practises;
–Good implementation strategy is needed to realise benefits and avoid risks;
–Importance of updating laws and regulations, and promoting changes in culture and practises

(continued on next page)



Table 1A (continued)

Title Reference Dominant themes

Reddick & Norris (2013) –Reveals principal drives for adoption: size, type, form of government, country region, education, e-government
experience, and existence of a separate IT department
–Concludes that social media do not appear to be moving local governments towards Web 2.0, but more towards
Web 1.5.

Snead (2013) –Discuses the use of social media by executive agencies
–Most agencies do use social media. The public interacts with the media and agencies experience high overall
participation levels
–There are still issues with agency use of social media and public participation with the media.

Sobkowicz et al. (2012) –Proposes a framework to understand how online opinions emerge, diffuse, and gain momentum.
–Discusses three building blocks of online opinion tracking and simulation: automated topic, emotion and opinion
detection in real-time; information flowmodelling and agent-based simulation; andmodelling of opinion networks.

Warren et al. (2014) –Social media for civic engagement has a significant positive impact on trust propensity and this trust leads to an
increase in trust towards institutions.
–Whilst group incentives encourage citizens to engage online for civic matters, it is civic publications through postings
on social media that intensify the urge of citizens for civic action to address social issues
–Institutions need to enhance trust amongst public. They should murture social capital through online civic
engagement
and close the public–policy disengagement gap.

Yi et al. (2013) –Examines the current status of social media usage in both Korean and U.S. governments and suggests future directions.
Zavattaro, & Sementelli
(2014)

–Discusses how social media can increase capacity for engagement rather encouraging collaboration, depending
upon the way the tools are constructed.

Zheng (2013) –Investigates the external drivers and challenges of Chinese government agencies and their internal capabilities in
using social media;
–Discusses the relationship and dynamics between the external environment and internal capabilities of Chinese
government agencies in using social media.

HICSS Chen, & Sakamoto (2013) –Examines information sharing behaviour in social media when one was takes the perspective of self versus other;
Sandoval-Almazan, &
Gil-Garcia (2013)

–Examines social media use for political and social activism in Mexico;
–Social media influences government decision making and shaping the relationships between governments, citizens,
politicians, and other stakeholders

Annual International
Conference on
Digital Government
Research

Hansen et al. (2011) –Analyzes the laws and policies related to the use of social media by U. S. government agencies
–Proposes key policy objectives that should be considered when shifting towards across-agency, integrated social media.

Kavanaugh et al. (2011). –Discusses the use of social media by government officials as well as community organisations, businesses and the
public to improve services and communication.
–Suggests that the sheer volume of social data streams generates substantial noise that must be filtered

Picazo-Vela et al., (2013) –Social media are technology artefacts with embedded social structures interacting with organisational strategies.
–Analyzes the factors that affect the adoption implementation, and use of social media technology.
–Illustrates the complex interactions between technology and organisational properties as technology becomes enacted.

Picazo-Vela et al., (2011). –Presents the perceptions of risks, benefits and strategic guidelines gathered by public managers in Mexico;
–Suggests that the participation of social media use results in several benefits; putting a good implementation strategy
into practise is necessary to realise the benefits and to avoid risks; and implementation of social media is related to
updating highlights the laws and regulations, and promoting changes in governmental culture and practises.

Ecquid Novi-African
Journalism Studies

Cooley & Jones (2013) –Examines the use social media to raise awareness, funds, and further recovery efforts in disaster-prone areas using
a case in Somalia.

Information Communication
& Society

Ellison & Hardey (2013) –English local authorities do not fully engage with social media
–Local authorities miss a means to citizen engagement in terms of open-ended conversations about local political issues.
–Suggests that social media can support but not replace the fixed but less agile institutions of representative democracy.

Loader & Mercea (2011) –Suggests a more cautious approach for using social media to facilitate more participative democracy
as well as to challenge traditional interests and modes of communicative power.

Local Government
Studies

Ellison & Hardey (2014) –Examines the potential of social media to enhance local participation.
–Social media afford new opportunities for online interaction that may facilitate the reinvigoration of the local public
sphere.

Theory Culture &
Society

Gillespie (2013) –Argues that digital tools deployed in the case study have become essential to corporate processes of
the firm's governance and management procedures, business strategy, accountability measures, marketing practises
and editorial decision-making;
–Social media may be change agents, present methodological problems and opportunities, as well as symbolise the
contradictory logic of empowerment and surveillance.

Review of Public Personnel
Administration

Jacobson & Tufts (2013) –Examines employee rights in relation to social media policies;
–Discusses state government policies and highlights issues of public employee rights, recommendations for practise,
and identifies future research needs.

Transforming Government:
People, Process and Policy

Karantzeni & Gouscos
(2013)

–Analyses eParticipation and social media in the construction and diffusion of a European identity for European
citizens, as a valuable means of acculturalisation, through creating a common sense of belonging and self-identifying
with the European ideals;
–The focus for eParticipation should be redirected to social media due to their visibility, social group penetration,
and their potential in targeting specific audiences.

International Journal of
Electronic Governance

Kaun & Guyard (2011) –Presents contradictions on the present discourse on democracy 2.0 in Sweden by illustrating a tremendous gap
between the potential voters and their actual practises.

Information Polity:
The International Journal
of
Government & Democracy
in the Information Age

Leston-Bandeira &
Bender (2013)

–Explores the role of social media use by parliaments in public engagement;
–Parliaments use social media to report parliamentary business, partially interacting with citizens.

Electronic
Government

Panagiotopoulos et al.,
(2013)

–Reconceptualises the relationship between social media and government responsiveness.
–Identifies new dimensions of social media responsiveness.

22 T. Stamati et al. / Government Information Quarterly 32 (2015) 12–29



23T. Stamati et al. / Government Information Quarterly 32 (2015) 12–29
Appendix
Table 2A
Review of the literature in EGRL (EGRL, 2014) for ‘Openness’ and ‘Open Government’.

Title Reference Dominant themes

Journal of Macro-economics Benarroch & Pandey
(2012)

–Examines the causal relationship between trade openness and government size using both aggregate and
disaggregated
government expenditure data, including data on social security.
–There is little or no support for a causal relationship between openness and aggregate or disaggregated government
expenditure.

Croatian Journal of
Education-Hrvatski
Casopis
Za Odgoj I Obrazovanje

Cano (2013) –Assesses the educational community's appreciation of the principles of open government and e-leadership applied to
schools;
–Proposes a conceptual framework to guide educational strategies in planning and assessing open government
initiatives.

Administration and Society Catlaw & Sandberg
(2014)

–Uses the concept of governmentality by Foucault to explore the underlying governmental rationality of Obama's
administration policies and management practises
–Proposes that the concept of governmentality may be viewed as a mutation within neoliberalism (defined as
info-liberalism) that deploys an alternative conception of social government.

Government Information
Quarterly

Katleen (2011) –Discusses the role of the European Directive on re-use of public sector information when opening up government data.
–Gives an overview of current policies and practises with regard to open government data
–Argues that the success of the open government data can be because of the confusion or ignorance about
the relationship between traditional freedom of information legislation and the re-use of public sector data.

Lee & Kwak (2012) Social media for open government initiatives do not deliver the intended outcomes due to various organisational,
technological, and financial challenges
–Suggests an Open Government Maturity Model to assess and guide initiatives focusing on transparent, interactive,
participatory, collaborative public engagement, which can be enabled by social media.

Veljković et al.,
(2014)

–Proposes a benchmark for the Open Government and its application from the open data perspective using data
available on the U.S. government's open data portal.

HICSS Chan (2013) –Presents a study on an open data initiative in Singapore.
–Suggests that open innovation can facilitate open data initiatives.
–Discusses a set of considerations to develop the open government data portal into an open innovation platform.

Koch et al. (2013) –Discusses user roles in a public sector online participation project and in particular the heterogeneity of community
participants, the development over time and possible influences on the overall community building process.

Scholl & Luna-Reyes
(2011)

–Investigates the prospects and compares the potential pathways of the open government, transparency, collaboration,
and citizen participation initiatives in the US and in Mexico.
–Disusses how open government might successfully establish or re-establish power balances amongst government
and major government-external players;
–Presents a dynamic hypothesis that captures the nonlinear dynamics in the relationships of the major players involved.

Public performance and
management review

Ganapati & Reddick
(2014)

–Discusses the extent to which U. S. municipal governments have adopted open e-government for transparency,
participation, and collaboration;
–Suggests that the Chief Administrative Officers do not view open government as a fad and place it high on their
respective agendas.

Van Dooren et al.
(2012)

–Uses article reports from the OECD's Government at a Glance project to provide measures of public administration
performance.
–Discusses the challenges related to this purpose with a focus on budgeting, human resources management, and
open government.

Annual International
Conference on Digital
Government Research

Graves & Hendler
(2013)

–Discusses the use of visualisation tools to make sense of Open Government Data.
–Proposes visualisations as a simple mechanism to understand and communicate large amounts of Open
Government Data.

Lee & Kwak (2011) –Discusses the Open Government Implementation Model that prescribes and guides government agencies on their
journey to open government.

Linders & Wilson
(2011)

–Reviews the literature to identify a set of discrete lenses and objectives that align with the Open Data principles;
–Assesses the policy implications enses intended outcomes, and implementation challenges.
–Synthesises the aforementioned analysis into a framework that helps agencies apply the Directive for Open Data
as a tool for mission success.

Harrison et al.
(2011)

–Discusses transparency, participation, and collaboration function as democratic practises in administrative agencies
–Proposes that planning and assessing Open Government can be addressed within a “public value” framework.
–This framework can describe the value produced when interaction between government and citizens becomes more
transparent, participative, and collaborative (democratic).

International Review of
Administrative Sciences

Meijer et al. (2012) Reviews the liteture on openness, transparency and participation, and their interactions.
–Open government needs interaction between techies, scientists and practitioners with backgrounds in law,
economics, political science and public administration to facilitate active citizenship.

Nam (2012) –The use of Government 2.0 does contribute to positive attitudes towards Government 2.0.
–The users who value transactions with e-government have a positive attitude regarding Open Government and
Government 2.0.
–Trust in government leads to a positive attitude towards Open Government and Government 2.0.
–Frequent Web use and broadband adoption do not affect citizens' attitudes concerning Open Government and
Government 2.0.
–The citizens' attitudes towards government workings do not change much with introducing Open Government and
Government 2.0.

Electronic
Government

Kalampokis et al.
(2013)

–Suggests that the real value of Open Government Data will come from data analytics on top of combined statistical
datasets that were previously closed in disparate sources.
–Describes the linked Open Government Data analytics concept along with its technical requirements, through a case
related to UK general elections.
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Table 3A
Review of the literature in EGRL (EGRL, 2014) for ‘Accountability’.

Title Reference Dominant themes

Acta Politica Arnold (2012) –Suggests that effective citizen monitoring of government officials depends on accurate corruption perceptions and the
degree to which the citizens are politically informed;
–Proposes that policy recommendations targeting corruption will have to include tools that increase civic engagement,
government transparency, and press freedoms

Journal of Public Administration
Research and Theory

Welch & Wong
(2001)

–Combines two streams of research and sources of data (Cybersapce Policy Research Groups comparative analysis of
website openness and Ferrel Heady's classfication of the major dimensions of civil service systems) to answer the
question: “To what extent and in what ways does the global information technology revolution affect the openness
and accountability of public organisations?”
–Suggests an increase over time in government accountability measured by website openness.

Governance Wong & Welch
(2004)

–Suggests that no matter if overall accountability levels rise due to the use of web-based technologies, the accountability
gap between different national bureaucracies often remains intact. This is because web-based technologies can maintain
or reinforce the existing practises.
–Accountability through e-government depends on the type of bureaucracy one is referring to.

Government Information
Quarterly

Bekkers et al.
(2013)

–Social media monitoring for strategic control and responsiveness.
–Social media monitoring poses normative questions in terms of transparency, accountability and privacy.
–Policy departments are more strongly orientated towards monitoring. Policy implementation is more inclined to
progress to webcare.
–Argues for more transparency on social media monitoring.

HICSS Petrakaki et al.
(2008)

–Discusses the impact of The paper provides an account of the likely performance monitoring systems on public
service accountability.
–Argues that performance-monitoring technologies are a limited tool for ensuring accountability.

Annual International
Conference on Digital
Government Research

Harrison & Sayogo
(2013)

–Discusses the socio-political conditions related to qualitative aspects of budget transparency, types of public
participation in budget processes, and qualitative aspects of four types of audit documents.
–Suggests that the level of democratisation of a country and its level of budget document disclosure are related to
the release of qualitatively better budget content, qualitatively better accountability content and the involvement
of the Supreme Audit Authority with the public.
–Suggests that neither from the aforementioned factors is related to the tendency to engage in budget-related
public participation processes.

Information Polity: The
International Journal of
Government & Democracy
in the Information Age

Lourenço (2013a) –Considers the role of scientists and researchers as ‘information brokers’ and analyzes transparency assessment
literature and the way information was being searched for transparency initiatives. These are enabled through
developing portals where a huge number of datasets is made available.

Electronic Government Lourenço (2013b) –Proposes a set of requirements as part of a framework to assess the role of dataset portals in transparency
focusing on accountability.
–Suggests that such dataset portals should follow the informational and operational requirements identified in the
‘traditional’ transparency assessment literature.
Appendix
Table 4A
Interviews per public and private organisations and organisational profiles.

Number of
interviews

Position Organisation Profile of Organisation

1 CEO A Organisation A is the leading Software & Integrated IT Solutions Group in Greece. The Group offers integrated IT
systems and support services. The Group boasts a nationwide network of authorised partners, numbering more
than 500 partners all over Greece.

1 CEO B Organisation B is the largest ICT company focused on the implementation of large-scale critical Governmental
transformation projects.

1 CEO C Organisation C is one of the leading Greek IT companies with main lines of activities in software development
and in provision of integration services for Information Systems.

1 CEO D Organisation D is one of the largest ICT companies in Greece focused on innovative ICT offerings.
1 CEO E Organisation E is a leading ICT company focused on large governmental projects.
1 Highest-echelon policy maker F The F Organisation is a public sector organisation.
1 High-echelon public employee G The G Organisation is a public sector organisation.
1 High-echelon public employee H The H Organisation is a public sector organisation.
1 High-echelon public employee I The I Organisation is a public sector organisation
1 Highest-echelon policy maker J The J Organisation is a public sector organisation.
1 High-echelon public employee K The K Organisation is a public sector organisation
1 CEO L The L Organisation provides IT oriented services based on innovative mobile technologies
1 CEO M The K Organisation is a large IT provider of enterprise apps software.
1 CEO N The K Organisation is a leading Greek ICT Integrator with presence of over 25 yrs and focus on HW innovation

solutions
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Table 5A
Interviews per initiative and organisational profiles (Note: some of the organisations below are also listed in the previous table).

Organisation/profile Title/Role of interviewees Initiative

Organisation L is a non-profit Greek organisation. The company's
main objectives are to promote ICTs in Greece and to enlarge
the ICT Industry's market. The company represents the interests
of the Greek ICT Enterprises vis-à-vis the Greek Government, the
European Commission and other bodies of influence.

Project Manager Cl@rity
Chief Executive Officer HERMES, Cl@rity, OpenGov, OpenGeoData, StartUpGreece
Member of Board of Directors HERMES, Cl@rity, OpenGov, OpenGeoData, StartUpGreece
Chief Executive Officer HERMES
Project Manager

Organisation M is a private organization, and one of the largest S/W
and H/W providers in Greece.

Project Manager Cl@rity
Technical Director
Account Manager

Organisation N is a private organization. It is an stablished System
Integrator and Value Added Solutions Provider in Greece

Project Manager
Technical Manager

Organisation O is one of the largest S/W and business process
re-engineering providers in Greece

Senior Consultant
Professional Services Director
Scientific Director

Organisation P, a private organisation, is amongst the big 3 IT
(H/W and S/W providers in Greece)

Chief Executive Officer HERMES
Chairman
Public Sector Unit Manager
Senior Project Manager
Account Manager
Senior SW Engineer
SW Engineer
SW Engineer
Senior Consultant

Organization J Highest echelon policy maker HERMES, Cl@rity, OpenGov, OpenGeoData, StartUpGreece
Higher echelon public employee HERMES, Cl@rity, OpenGov, OpenGeoData, StartUpGreece
Consultant OpenGov, StartUpGreece
Project Manager
Project Manager OpenGeoData

Organisation Q is a public organization that specialises in the
Greek strategic policy planning

Higher echelon public employee HERMES, Cl@rity, OpenGov, OpenGeoData, StartUpGreece

Organisation R is a public organisation. It provides the infrastructure
and services for both the academic community and general public

Higher echelon public employee OpenGov
Project Manager
CIO

Organisation S is a public organisation. It participates in various R&D
and technological initiatives, innovative application activities and
knowledge transfer activities. It aims at facilitating the participation
of Greece in the ‘Europe 2020 strategy’ and to support sustainable
growth in Greece.

Deputy Director OpenGeoData
Scientific Coordinator

Organization F Highest-echelon policy maker StartUpGreece
High echelon public employee
Appendix
Table 6A
Affordances as emergent themes of the study.

Emerging
themes
(affordances)

Extracts from interviews

Communicability
and
Interactivity

“I am using social media myself as a way of communicating with citizens.
we can communicate what we think in the same sort of ways—I mean di
provided by citizens and myself. Now in terms of applying social media t
I think a means like social media can enable us and citizens to communic
using same language and in this way participatory democracy is enhance
“The use of social media is for us is a way of interacting with posts with c
or we think about what and how to reply. And all is on the web. It is a too
for us to use is piece of cake…looks like a word document with editing fe
the project level to the application level and manages the service, they wi
social media to talk about collaborative design and implementation of e-g
we can locate this knowledge… you can go back to posts or discussions to
we are told to do by citizens, and what we have promised to do.” (CEO, O
“For us the benefit is that we do not have to make huge investments to p
for instance a governmental portal. Since those applications will need to
run, we do not need to make huge investments on hardware or software
skills. Especially in the current period of crisis, we can capitalise on the u
direction to enable and participate in open governance and e-democracy
these scenarios. What we get for this in exchange is participation in the c
Relevant/indicative literature

It is a means through which
fferent types of information
o Government,
ate rapidly and directly
d.” (Organization F).

Aral et al. (2013); Bannister & Connolly, (2012);
Bertot, Jaeger & Hansen, (2012); Bertot, Jaeger, &
Grimes, (2010; 2012); Chun & Luna-Reyes, (2013);
Kim et al., (2009)

itizens… real time maybe
l to service co-creation…
atures…as one goes from
ll have to work through
overnment services…and
track down exactly what

rganisation A).
rovide such tools through
have low requirements to
applications, or managing
se of open source to this
…it is easier to talk about
o-creation of service and

(continued on next page)



Table 6A (continued)

Emerging
themes
(affordances)

Extracts from interviews Relevant/indicative literature

establishment of relationships with government, even for more projects in the future…”

(CEO, Organisation B).
“The basic reason why we included social media applications (fora etc.) in the project was
because we wanted the citizens to talk to each other through the web and agree, disagree, but
reach a common ground and participate in decision making” (Project Manager, Organisation L)
“if you were to ask me what is the most important element of OpenGov, I would say of course
the social media part…why? Well it is obvious. Social media is used by millions in the world,
thousands in Greece, so why not getting their voices heard, why not making them to interact
and communicate, and participate in decisions?” (Chief Information Officer, Organisation R).

Visibility “I think of using such tools in consultations on public projects and many of the applications in
the Open Governance and Clarity to take the form of social media. For us then, social media is
vital to securing citizen participation and consultation on projects. It is also a way to get their
brains when designing services. For us, since we get them involved we become more
accountable and clear in what we will do in terms of policy and what we will not… and there
is Europe 2020—social media needs to be in the agenda.” (Highest-echelon policy maker,
Organisation F).

Aral et al. (2013); Bannister & Connolly, (2012);
Bertot, Jaeger & Hansen, (2012); Bertot, Jaeger, &
Grimes, (2010; 2012); Chun & Luna-Reyes, (2013);
Kim et al. (2009); Picazo-Vela, Gutierrez-Martinez,
and Luna-Reyes, (2012)

“In all the projects we have participated—and there are many, believe me (laughs)—we aimed
to make the public to see the work of the government. That is our aspiration; nothing is hidden
under the sun, they say, and in our case nothing is hidden when using social media applications
and tools” (Chief Executive Officer, Organization L)
“we used social media applications because we wanted to make sure that our work in public
sector reform through Hermes, Cl@rity and all projects [all projects referred to in the study] is
actually seen by our citizens. But it is not only seen, it is sort of ‘advertised’ to citizens, and this
is very important” (Higher echelon public employee, Organization J)

Collaborative
ability

“Social media use in e-government is a must…It is high time to get the benefits offered. Social
media needs always to be associated to e-government. And for us that we develop enterprise
application software, it is a way of getting in touch with our customers, the citizens, and we can
get their views and comments immediately, or respond to their views and comments. We can
track down what they need or go back to see what they said they want…Nothing is as interactive
and user-friendly…IT can do miracles these days!” (CEO, Organisation M).

Aral et al. (2013); Bannister & Connolly, (2012);
Bertot, Jaeger & Hansen, (2012); Bertot, Jaeger, &
Grimes, (2010; 2012); Bertot, Jaeger, Munson, &
Glaisyer, (2010); Chun & Luna-Reyes, (2013);
Kim et al. (2009); Picazo-Vela et al. (2012)

“This may be related to the debate on a new law, a ministerial decision, or even a potential
e-government project…e.g. when it was announced that the State will launch electronic
identities for the citizen (Citizenship card), card etc. immigrant created a large online dialogue
[online consultation] and showed the public opposition to the adoption of citizenship cards.
The State has taken into account the electronic dialogue and re-evaluated the project to be
involved in creating the citizen card” (High-echelon public employee, Organization I).
“The use of social media and networking tools for gathering ideas and knowledge is our target.
And this is not only in terms of Startup Greece, but also as we go from a project to n applications,
so you have to work through social media to talk about collaborative design and implementation
of eGovernment services. I think this is obvious… does not need much thought!” (High-echelon
public employee, Organization H).
“For us that we have participated in StartUp Greece, the importance of social media is tremendous.
In the current situation—that is, financial crisis—we need new ideas and knowledge sharing, and
social media is the key to this. We can build on top of these applications crowdsourcing and
other important tools to promote entrepreneurship and growth” (Project Manager, Organisation J).

Anonymity “Social media tools can provide important services to citizens. It is a smart way to ensure the
anonymous participation of citizens in e-governance issues. When I was participating in the
Cl@rity
project I saw that in general citizens are trying to interact and collaborate on issues involved and
to express an opinion. They have even tried to communicate with me via social networks in my
personal account. This means that the soil is fertile. What is required to take political decisions, to
move and to exploit the potential offered by new technologies and particularly the Internet and to
respond immediately to the request of citizens for participatory governance. But we need to make
sure we secure anonymity, otherwise we will be accused of spying on citizens. The soil is mature
and conditions are critical. There is no room for delay. However, we should not forget that if we
have no control about what content citizens create, we may end up in impunity.” (Organization G)

Aral et al., (2013); Bannister & Connolly, (2012);
Bertot, Jaeger & Hansen, (2012); Bertot, Jaeger, &
Grimes, (2010); (2012); Bertot, Jaeger, Munson, &
Glaisyer, (2010); Chun & Luna-Reyes, (2013);
Kim et al. (2009); Picazo-Vela et al., (2012); Shim
& Eom, 2008; Wyld, (2008).

“It is good to get their [citizens’] anonymised views and that we communicate our views directly—
the medium of social media is fantastic in this sense…it can be or not real-time tool, and provides
a fantastic user-friendly environment. Political decisions will be taken jointly with citizens. The
momentum is upon us and we need to respond to the citizen needs for participatory governance,
and to our need for transparency and participatory decision making. We need to collaborate…
the soil is mature and conditions are critical.” (High-echelon employee, Organisation G).
“There is a greater need to consider such alternatives in times of crisis. In times of crisis we need
more transparency and meritocracy. People do not have trust in what the government is doing
and how it is doing it…this trust was lost since 2008…the government needs tools to visualise
the citizen's participation and co-creation of services…needs to show that corruption is over.
People need to be more involved in government” (CEO, Organisation C).
“Cl@rity is one of the largest, if not he largest project in Greece in terms of public sector reform.
To make citizens participate in decision making, we had to make sure that their opinion is heard,
but their profile is not” (Scientific Director, Organisation O).

26 T. Stamati et al. / Government Information Quarterly 32 (2015) 12–29



27T. Stamati et al. / Government Information Quarterly 32 (2015) 12–29
References

Abdelsalam, H. M., Reddick, C. G., Gamal, S., & Abdulrahamn, A. (2013). Social media in
Egyptian government websites: Presence, usage, and effectiveness. Government
Information Quarterly, 30(4), 406–416.

Adams, J., Khan, T. A., Raeside, R., & White, D. (2007). Research Methods for Graduate Busi-
ness and Social Science Students. Response. New Delhi: SAGE Publications.

Ala-Mutka, K. D., Broster, R., Cachia, C., Centeno, C., Feijóo, A., Haché, S., Kluzer, S.,
Lindmark, W., Lusoli, G., Misuraca, C., Pascu, Y., Punie, J. A., & Valverde, S. (2013).
The Impact of Social Computing on the EU Information Society and Economy (EU Re-
port. Available at: http://is.jrc.ec.europa.eu/pages/EAP/SC.html (Accessed: 12 Dec
2013)).

Aral, S., Dellarocas, C., & Godes, D. (2013). Introduction to the Special Issue Social Media
and Business Transformation: A Framework for Research. Information Systems
Research, 24(1), 3–13.

Arnold, J. R. (2012). Political awareness, corruption perceptions and democratic account-
ability in Latin America. Acta Politica, 47(1), 67–90.

Aucoin, P. R., & Heintzman, R. (2000). The dialectics of accountability for performance in
public management reform. International Review of Administrative Sciences, 66,
45–55.

Avgerou, C. (2002). Information Systems and Global Diversity.NewYork: Oxford University
Press.

Bannister, F., & Connolly, R. (2012). Forward to the past: Lessons for the future of e-
government from the story so far. Information Polity, 17, 221–226.

Baptista, J., Newell, S., & Currie, W. (2010). Paradoxical effects of institutionalisation on
the strategic awareness of technology in organisations. Journal of Strategic
Information Systems, 19(3), 171–183.

Barley, W. C., Leonardi, P. M., & Bailey, D. E. (2012). Engineering objects for collaboration:
Strategies of ambiguity and clarity at knowledge boundaries. Human Communication
Research, 38, 280–308.

Bekkers, V., Edwards, A., & de Kool, D. (2013). Social media monitoring: Responsive gover-
nance in the shadow of surveillance?Government Information Quarterly, 30(4), 335–342.

Benarroch, M., & Pandey, M. (2012). The relationship between trade openness and gov-
ernment size: Does disaggregating government expenditure matter? Journal of
Macroeconomics, 34(1), 239–252.

Bertot, J. C., Jaeger, P. T., & Hansen, D. (2012). The impact of polices on government social
media usage: Issues, challenges, and recommendations. Government Information
Quarterly, 29(1), 30–40.

Bertot, J. C., Jaeger, P. T., & Grimes, J. M. (2012). Promoting transparency and accountabil-
ity through ICTs, social media, and collaborative e-government. Transforming
Government: People, Process and Policy, 6, 78–91.

Bertot, J. C., Jaeger, P. T., Munson, S., & Glaisyer, T. (2010). Engaging the public in open
government: The policy and government application of social media technology for
government transparency. IEEE Computer, 43, 53–59.

Bertot, J. C., Jaeger, P. T., & Grimes, J. M. (2010). Using ICTs to create a culture of transpar-
ency: E-government and social media as openness and anti-corruption tools for soci-
eties. Government Information Quarterly, 27, 264–271.

Boland, R. (1985). Phenomenology: A preferred approach to research on information sys-
tems. In E. R. Mumford, G. Hirschheim, G. Fitzgerald, & A. T. Wood-Harper (Eds.), Re-
search Methods in Information Systems, North-Holland, Amsterdam.

Bonson, E., Torres, L., Royo, S., & Flores, F. (2012). Local e-government 2.0: Social media
and corporate transparency in municipalities. Government Information Quarterly, 29,
123–132.

Bovens, M., Schillemans, T., & Hart, P. (2008). Does public accountability work? An assess-
ment tool. Public Administration, 86, 225–242.

Bryman, R., & Bell, E. (2011). Business Research Methods. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Bughin, J., Chui,M., &Manyika, J. (2010). Clouds, big data, and smart assets: Ten tech-enabled

business trends to watch. McKinsey Quarterly. (Available at: http://www.itglobal-
services.de/files/100810_McK_Clouds_big_data_and%20smart%20assets.pdf.).

Cano, E. V. (2013). Open government and e-leadership in schools mediated by ICT.
Croatian Journal of Education, 15(1), 11–41.

Carlile, R. P. (2002). A pragmatic view of knowledge and boundaries: Boundary objects in
new product development. Organization Science, 13, 442–455.

Catlaw, T. J., & Sandberg, B. (2014). Dangerous government info-liberalism, active citizen-
ship, and the open government directive. Administration and Society, 46(3), 223–254.

Chan, C. M. L. (2013). From Open Data to Open Innovation Strategies: Creating E-Services
Using Open Government Data. IEEE Computer SocietyWailea, HI, USA: 46th Hawaii In-
ternational Conference on System Sciences (HICSS-46).

Chen, R., & Sakamoto, Y. (2013). Perspective Matters: Sharing of Crisis Information in Social
Media. IEEE Computer SocietyWailea, HI, USA: 46th Hawaii International Conference
on System Sciences (HICSS-46).

Chun, S. A., & Luna-Reyes, L. F. (2013). Editorial. Social media in government. Government
Information Quarterly, 29, 441–445.

Cooley, S., & Jones, A. (2013). A forgotten tweet: Somalia and social media. Ecquid Novi-
African Journalism Studies, 34(1), 68–82.

Corley, K. G., & Gioia, D. A. (2011). Building theory about theory building: What consti-
tutes a theoretical contribution. Academy of Management Review, 36(1), 12–32.

Criado, J. I., Sandoval-Almazan, R., & Ramon Gil-Garcia, J. (2013). Government innovation
through social media. Government Information Quarterly, 30(4), 319–326.

Czarniawska, B. (2004). On time, space, and action nets. Organization, 11, 773–791.
D'Adderio, L. (2011). Artifacts at the centre of routines: Performing the material turn in

routines theory. Journal of Institutional Economics, 7(2), 197–230.
Dellarocas, C. (2005). Reputation mechanism design in online trading environments with

pure moral hazard. Information Systems Research, 16(2), 209.
Doloreux, D. (2002). What we should know about regional systems of innovation.

Technology in Society, 24, 243–263.
EGRL (2014). The E-Government Reference Library. Compiled by Professor Hans Jochen
Scholl and friends at the University of Washington's Information School. (Available
at:) http://faculty.washington.edu/jscholl/egrl/ (Accessed 27/07/2014).

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Building theories from case study research. Academy of
Management Review, 14(4), 532–550.

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Graebner, M. E. (2007). Theory building from case studies: Opportu-
nities and challenges. Academy of Management Journal, 50, 25–32.

Ellison, N., & Hardey, M. (2013). Developing political conversations?: Social media and
English local authorities. Information Communication and Society, 16(6), 878–898.

Ellison, N., & Hardey, M. (2014). Social media and local government: Citizenship, con-
sumption and democracy. Local Government Studies, 40(1), 21–40.

Franco, L. A. (2013). Rethinking soft OR interventions: Models as boundary objects.
European Journal of Operational Reseach, 231, 720–733.

Ganapati, S., & Reddick, C. G. (2014). The use of ICT for open government in U.S. munici-
palities: Perceptions of chief administrative officers. Public Performance and
Management Review, 37(3), 365–387.

Gibson, J. J. (1986). The Ecological Approach to Visual Perception. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

Gillespie, M. (2013). BBC Arabic, social media and citizen production: An experiment
in digital democracy before the Arab Spring. Theory Culture and Society, 30(4),
92–130.

Graves, A., & Hendler, J. (2013). Visualization Tools for Open Government Data. Proceed-
ings of the 14th Annual International Conference on Digital Government Research
(pp. 136–145). New York, NY, USA: ACM.

Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs (mfa), (2014). The Greek Strategic Plan for Europe 2020.
Available at: http://www.mfa.gr/en/foreign-policy/greece-in-the-eu/eu-2020-strate-
gy.html (Accessed: 27 January 2014)

Guthrie, G. (2010). Basic Research Methods. New Delhi: Sage Publications.
Hadjimanolis, A., & Dickson, K. (2001). Development of national innovation policy in

small developing countries: The case of Cyprus. Research Policy, 30, 805–817.
Hansen, D., Bertot, J. C., & Jaeger, P. T. (2011). Government policies on the use of social

media: legislating for change. 12th Annual International Conference on Digital Govern-
ment Research (dg.o 2011). USA: College Park, MD.

Harrison, T. M., & Sayogo, D. S. (2013). Open Budgets and Open Government: Beyond Dis-
closure in Pursuit of Transparency, Participation and Accountability. Proceedings of the
14th Annual International Conference on Digital Government Research (pp. 235–244).
New York, NY, USA: ACM.

Harrison, T. M., Guerrero, S., Burke, G. B., Cook, M., Cresswell, A., Helbig, N., Hrdinová, J., &
Pardo, T. (2011). Open government and e-government: democratic challenges from a
public value perspective. 12th Annual International Conference on Digital Government
Research. USA: College Park, MD (ACM).

Hildebrand, C., Haubl, G., Herrmann, A., & Landwer, J. (2013). When social media can be
bad for you: Community feedback stifles consumer creativity and reduces satisfaction
with self-designed products. Information Systems Research, 24(1), 14–29.

Hong, S. (2013). Who benefits from Twitter? Social media and political competition in the
U.S. House of Representatives. Government Information Quarterly, 30(4), 464–472.

Hong, S., & Nadler, D. (2012). Which candidates do the public discuss online in an election
campaign?: The use of social media by 2012 presidential candidates and its impact on
candidate salience. Government Information Quarterly, 29(4), 455–461.

Hutchby, I. (2001). Technologies, texts and affordances. Sociology, 35(2), 441–456.
Jacobson, W. S., & Tufts, S. H. (2013). To post or not to post: Employee rights and social

media. Review of Public Personnel Administration, 33(1), 84–107.
Kalampokis, E., Tambouris, E., Tarambanis, K., Kalampokis, E., Tambouris, E., & Tarambanis,

K. (2013). Linked Open Government Data Analytics. Electronic GovernmentIn M. A.
Wimmer, M. Janssen, & H. J. Scholl (Eds.), Berlin Heidelberg: Springer.

Kang, I., Lee, G. C., Park, C., & Shin, M. M. (2013). Tailored and targeted communication
strategies for encouraging voluntary adoption of non-preferred public policy.
Technological Forecasting & Social Change, 80, 24–37.

Kaplan, S. (2011). Strategy and PowerPoint: An inquiry into the epistemic culture and
machinery of strategy making. Organization Science, 22(2), 320–346.

Karantzeni, D., & Gouscos, D. G. (2013). eParticipation in the EU: Re-focusing on social
media and young citizens for reinforcing European identity. Transforming
Government: People, Process and Policy, 7(4), 477–500.

Katleen, J. (2011). The influence of the PSI directive on open government data: An
overview of recent developments. Government Information Quarterly, 28(4),
446–456.

Kaun, A., & Guyard, C. (2011). Divergent views: Social media experts and young citizens
on politics 2.0. International Journal of Electronic Governance, 4(1/2), 104–120.

Kavanaugh, A. L., Fox, E. A., Sheetz, S. D., Yang, S., Li, L. T., Shoemaker, D. J., Natsev, A., & Xie,
L. (2012). Social media use by government: From the routine to the critical.
Government Information Quarterly, 29(4), 480–491.

Kavanaugh, A., Fox, E. A., Sheetz, S., Yang, S., Li, L. T., Whalen, T., Shoemaker, D., Natsev, P.,
& Xie, L. (2011). Social media use by government: from the routine to the critical.
12th Annual International Conference on Digital Government Research. USA: College
Park, MD.

Kietzmann, J. H., Hermkens, K., McCarthy, P., & Silvestre, B. S. (2011). Social media? Get
serious! Understanding the functional building blocks of social media. Business
Horizons, 54, 241–251.

Kietzmann, J. H., Silvestre, B. S.,McCarthy, I. P., & Pitt, L. (2012). Unpacking the socialmedia
phenomenon: Towards a research agenda. Journal of Public Affairs, 12, 109–119.

Kim, E. L., Byugtae, N., & Menon, M. (2009). Social welfare implications of the digital di-
vide. Government Information Quarterly, 26, 377–386.

Koch, G., Hutter, K., Decarli, P., Hilgers, D., & Fuller, J. (2013). Identifying Participants'
Roles in Open Government Platforms and Its Impact on Community Growth. 46th
Hawaii International Conference on System Science (HICSS 2013). Wailea, Maui,
Hawaii: IEEE.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0590
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0590
http://is.jrc.ec.europa.eu/pages/EAP/SC.html
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0605
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0605
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0610
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0610
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0610
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0100
http://www.itglobal-services.de/files/100810_McK_Clouds_big_data_and%20smart%20assets.pdf
http://www.itglobal-services.de/files/100810_McK_Clouds_big_data_and%20smart%20assets.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0620
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0620
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0620
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0625
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0625
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0625
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0170
http://faculty.washington.edu/jscholl/egrl/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0640
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0640
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0640
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0650
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0650
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0650
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0655
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0655
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0655
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0655
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0660
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0660
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0660
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0665
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0665
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0675
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0675
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0675
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0675


28 T. Stamati et al. / Government Information Quarterly 32 (2015) 12–29
Kuhlmann, J., & Edler, J. (2003). Scenarios of technology and innovation policies in
Europe: Investigating future governance. Technological Forecasting and Social
Change, 70, 619–637.

Larsson, H., & Grönlund, Å. (2014). Future-oriented eGovernance: The sustainability con-
cept in eGov research, and ways forward. Government Information Quarterly, 31(1),
137–149.

Latour, B. (2005). Reassembling the Social. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Lee, G., & Kwak, Y. H. (2011). Open government implementation model: a stage model for

achieving increased public engagement. 12th Annual International Conference on Dig-
ital Government Research (dg.o 2011). USA: College Park, MD.

Lee, G., & Kwak, Y. H. (2012). An Open Government Maturity Model for social media-
based public engagement. Government Information Quarterly, 29(4), 492–503.

Leonardi, P. M. (2012). Materiality, Sociomateriality, and Socio-Technical Systems: What
Do These TermsMean? How Are They Related? DoWeNeed Them? In P. M. Leonardi,
B. A. Nardi, & J. Kallinikos (Eds.), Materiality and Organizing: Social Interaction in a
Technological World. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Leonardi, P. M., & Barley, S. R. (2008). Materiality and change: Challenges to building bet-
ter theory about technology and organizing. Information and Organization, 18(3),
159–176.

Leonardi, P., & Barley, S. (2010). What's Under Construction Here? Social Action, Materi-
ality, and Power in Constructivist Studies of Technology and Organizing. Academy of
Management Annals, 4(1), 1–51.

Leonardi, P. M. (2011). When flexible routines meet flexible technologies: Affordance, con-
straint, and the imbrication of human andmaterial agencies.MISQuarterly, 35, 147–167.

Leonardi, P. M., Huysman, M., & Steinfield, C. (2013). Enterprise social media: Definition,
history, and prospects for the study of social technologies in organizations. Journal of
Computer-Mediated Communication, 19, 1–19.

Leston-Bandeira, C., & Bender, D. (2013). How deeply are parliaments engaging on social
media? Information Polity: The International Journal of Government & Democracy in the
Information Age, 18(4), 281–297.

Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic Inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications
Inc.

Linders, D. (2012). From e-government to we-government: Defining a typology for citi-
zen coproduction in the age of social media. Government Information Quarterly,
29(4), 446–454.

Linders, D., & Wilson, S. C. (2011). What is open government?: One year after the direc-
tive. 12th Annual International Conference on Digital Government Research. USA:
College Park, MD.

Loader, B. D., & Mercea, D. (2011). Networking democracy? Social media innovations and
participatory politics. Information Communication and Society, 14(6), 757–769.

Lourenço, R. P. (2013a). Data disclosure and transparency for accountability: A strategy
and case analysis. Information Polity: The International Journal of Government &
Democracy in the Information Age, 18(3), 243–260.

Lourenço, R. P. (2013b). Open Government Portals Assessment: A Transparency for
Accountability Perspective. Electronic Government. In M. A. Wimmer, M. Janssen, &
H. J. Scholl (Eds.), Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

Reports of Experts on Public Administration 1950–1998. Makrydimitris, A., &
Michalopoulos., N. (Eds.). (2000). Athens: Papazese publications (in Greek).

Meijer, A., & Thaens, M. (2013). Social media strategies: Understanding the differences
between North American police departments. Government Information Quarterly,
30(4), 343–350.

Meijer, A., Curtin, D., & Hillebrandt, M. (2012). Open government: Connecting vision and
voice. International Review of Administrative Sciences, 78(1), 10–29.

Merali, Y. (2000). Individual and collective congruence in the knowledge management
process. Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 9, 213–234.

Mergel, I. (2013a). A framework for interpreting social media interactions in the public
sector. Government Information Quarterly, 30(4), 327–334.

Mergel, I. (2013b). Social media adoption and resulting tactics in the U.S. federal govern-
ment. Government Information Quarterly, 30(2), 123–130.

Moon, M., & Bretschneider, J. S. (1997). Can state government actions affect innovation
and its diffusion? An extended communication model and empirical test.
Technological Forecasting & Social Change, 54, 57–77.

Mossberger, K., Wu, Y., & Crawford, J. (2013). Connecting citizens and local governments?
Social media and interactivity in major U.S. cities. Government Information Quarterly,
30(4), 351–358.

Nam, T. (2012). Citizens' attitudes toward Open Government and Government 2.0.Inter-
national. Review of Administrative Sciences, 78(2), 346–368.

Oliveira, G. H. M., &Welch, E.W. (2013). Social media use in local government: Linkage of
technology, task, and organizational context. Government Information Quarterly,
30(4), 397–405.

Orikowski,W., & Scott, S. (2008). Sociomateriality: Challenging the Separation of Technol-
ogy, Work and Organization. Academy of Management Annals, 2(1), 433–474.

Orlikowski, W. J. (2007). Sociomaterial practices: Exploring technology at work.
Organization Studies, 28, 1435–1448.

Panagiotopoulos, P., Barnett, J., & Brooks, L. (2013). Social Media and Government Re-
sponsiveness: The Case of the UK Food Standards Agency. Electronic Government.
In M. A. Wimmer, M. Janssen, & H. J. Scholl (Eds.), Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

Papadopoulos, T., Stamati, T., Nikolaidou, M., & Anagnostopoulos, D. (2013). From Open
Source to Open Innovation practices: A case in the Greek context in light of the
debt crisis. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 80, 1232–1246.

Pavlou, P., & Gefen, D. (2004). Building effective online marketplaces with institution-
based trust. Information Systems Research, 15(1), 37–59.

Petrakaki, D. I., Hayes, N., & Introna, L. D. (2008). Performance Monitoring and Account-
ability through Technology: E-government in Greece. 41st Hawaii International Con-
ference on System Sciences (HICSS-41). 208. (pp. 201–210). Waikoloa, Big Island,
Hawaii: IEEE Computer Society Conference Publishing Services.
Picazo-Vela, S., Fernandez-Haddad, M., & Luna-Reyes, L. F. (2013). It's Alive : Social Media
to Promote Public Health. Proceedings of the 14th Annual International Conference on
Digital Government Research (pp. 111–119). New York, NY, USA: ACM.

Picazo-Vela, S., Gutiérrez-Martinez, I., & Luna-Reyes, L. F. (2011). Social media in the pub-
lic sector: perceived benefits, costs and strategic alternatives. 12th Annual Internation-
al Conference on Digital Government Research. USA: College Park, MD.

Picazo-Vela, S., Gutiérrez-Martínez, I., & Luna-Reyes, L. F. (2012). Understanding risks,
benefits, and strategic alternatives of social media applications in the public sector.
Government Information Quarterly, 29(4), 504–511.

Prasopoulou, E. (2011). Addressing contextual influences during ICT innovation for public
sector reform: The case of TAXIS. In A. Papadopoulos, & P. Kanellis (Eds.), Public Sector
ReformUsing Information Technologies: Transforming Policy into Practice (pp. 245–259).
Hershey: IGI Global.

Reddick, C. G., & Norris, D. F. (2013). Social media adoption at the American grass roots:
Web 2.0 or 1.5? Government Information Quarterly, 30(4), 498–507.

Sandoval-Almazan, R., & Gil-Garcia, J. R. (2013). Cyberactivism through Social Media: Twit-
ter, YouTube, and the Mexican Political Movement; I'm Number 132. 46th Hawaii Inter-
national Conference on System Sciences (HICSS-46). Wailea, HI, USA: IEEE Computer
Society.

Sarker, S., Sarker, S., & Sidorova, A. (2006). Understanding business process change fail-
ure: An actor–network perspective. Journal of Management Information Systems,
23(1), 51–86.

Scholl, H. J. (2009). Profiling the EG Research Community and its Core. In M. A.Wimmer, H. J.
Scholl, M. Janssen, & R. Traunmüller (Eds.), Electronic Government: 8th international
conference (EGOV 2009), Vol. 5693. (pp. 1–12). Berlin: Springer Verlag.

Scholl, H. J. (2010). Electronic Government: A Study Domain Past its Infancy. In H. J. Scholl
(Ed.), e-Government: Information, Technology, and Transformation. Vol. 17. (pp. 11–32).
Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe.

Scholl, H. J., & Dwivendi, Y. (2014). Forums for electronic government scholars: Insights
from a 2012/2013 study. Government Information Quarterly, 31(2), 229–242.

Scholl, H. J., & Luna-Reyes, L. F. (2011). Uncovering Dynamics of Open Government, Trans-
parency, Participation, and Collaboration. 44th Hawaii International Conference on Sys-
tem Sciences (HICSS-44). IEEE.

Shim, D., & Eom, T. (2008). E-Government and anti-corruption: Empirical analysis of in-
ternational data. International Journal of Public Administration, 31, 298–316.

Shuler, J. A., Jaeger, P. T., & Bertot, J. C. (2010). Implications of harmonizing the future of
the federal depository library program within e-government principles and policies.
Government Information Quarterly, 27, 9–16.

Silverman, D. (2001). Interpreting Qualitative Data: Methods for Analysing Talk, Text and In-
teraction (2nd ed ). London/Thousand Oaks, New Delhi: Sage.

Snead, J. T. (2013). Social media use in the U.S. Executive branch. Government Information
Quarterly, 30(1), 56–63.

Sobkowicz, P., Kaschesky, M., & Bouchard, G. (2012). Opinion mining in social media:
Modeling, simulating, and forecasting political opinions in the web. Government
Information Quarterly, 29(4), 470–479.

Sotiropoulos, D. A. (1989). Populism and Bureaucracy: The Case of Greece under PASOK,
1981–1989. Notre Dame, Ind: University of Notre Dame Press.

Spaeth, S., Stuermer, M., & vonKrogh, G. (2010). Enabling knowledge creation through
outsiders: Towards a push model of Open Innovation. International Journal of
Technology Management, 52(3–4), 411–431.

Treem, J. W., & Leonardi, P. M. (2012). Social Media Use in Organizations: Exploring the
Affordances of Visibility, Editability, Persistence, and Association. Communication
Yearbook, 36, 143–189.

Van Dooren, W., De Caluwe, C., & Lonti, Z. (2012). How to Measure Public Administration
Performance: A Conceptual Model with Applications for Budgeting, Human Re-
sources Management, and Open Government. Public Performance and Management
Review, 35(3), 489–508.

Veljković, N., Bogdanović-Dinić, S., & Stoimenov, L. (2014). Benchmarking open gov-
ernment: An open data perspective. Government Information Quarterly, 31(2),
278–290.

Warren, A. M., Sulaiman, A., & Jaafar, N. I. (2014). Social media effects on fostering online
civic engagement and building citizen trust and trust in institutions. Government
Information Quarterly, 31(2), 291–301.

Welch, E. W., & Wong, W. (2001). Global information technology pressure and govern-
ment accountability: The mediating effect of domestic context on website openness.
Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 11(4), 509–539.

Wong, W., & Welch, E. (2004). Does E-Government promote accountability? A compara-
tive analysis of website openness and government accountability. Governance, 17(2),
275–297.

Wong, W., & Welch, E. (2014). Does E-Government Promote Accountability? A Compar-
ative Analysis of Website Openness and Government Accountability. Governance,
17(2), 275–297.

Wyld, D. (2008). The Blogging Revolution: Government in the Age of Web 2.0. Washington
DC: IBM Center for the Business of Government.

Yi, M., Oh, S. G., & Kim, S. (2013). Comparison of social media use for the U.S. and the
Korean governments. Government Information Quarterly, 30(3), 310–317.

Yin, R. K. (2003). Case Study Research, Design and Methods (3rd ed.). Newbury Park: Sage
Publications.

Yoo, Y. (2010). Computing in everyday life: A call for research on experiential computing.
MIS Quarterly, 34(2), 213–231.

Young, G. O., Brown, E. G., Keitt, T., Owyang, J. K., Koplowitz, R., & Shey, H. (2008). Global
Enterprise Web 2.0 market forecast: 2007 to 2013. (Retrieved from) http://www.
forrester.com/rb/research

Zammuto, R. F., Griffith, T. L., Majchrzak, A., Dougherty, D. J., & Faraj, S. (2007). Informa-
tion technology and the changing fabric of organization. Organization Science, 18(5),
749–762.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0680
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0680
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0680
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0685
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0685
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0685
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0690
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0690
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0695
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0695
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0695
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0700
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf9000
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf9000
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0705
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0705
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0705
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0720
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0720
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0720
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0725
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0725
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0725
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0730
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0730
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0730
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0730
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0735
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0735
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0735
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0740
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0740
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0740
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0745
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0745
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf9900
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf9900
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf9900
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0560
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0560
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0570
http://www.forrester.com/rb/research
http://www.forrester.com/rb/research
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0575


Professor Dimosthenis Anagnostopoulos is the Rector of Harokopio University of
Athens, Greece and Head of the Department of Informatics and Telematics at the same
University. From 2004–2009 he served as the General Secretary of Information Systems
at the Greek Ministry of Finance. He is a Professor in Discrete Event Simulation at the
Department of Informatics and Telematics, Harokopio University of Athens, Greece. He re-
ceived the bachelor's and PhD degrees in computer science from the Department of Infor-
matics and Telecommunications at the University of Athens. He has published more than
100 papers in international journals and conferences. His research interests include dis-
crete event simulation, faster-than-real-time simulation, and modelling and simulation
of distributed Information Systems. He has actively participated in numerous projects re-
lated to simulation, e-government, and Information Systems.

29T. Stamati et al. / Government Information Quarterly 32 (2015) 12–29
Zavattaro, S. M., & Sementelli, A. J. (2014). A critical examination of social media adoption
in government: Introducing omnipresence. Government Information Quarterly, 31(2),
257–264.

Zheng, L. (2013). Social media in Chinese government: Drivers, challenges and capabili-
ties. Government Information Quarterly, 30(4), 369–376.

Dr. Teta Stamati obtained her degree in computer science from the National and
KapodistrianUniversity of Athens, Greece. She also holds anMPhil in EnterpriseModelling
Techniques fromUniversity ofManchester Institute of Science and Technology (UMIST) in
UK, an MBA Degree from Lancaster University Business School in UK, and a PhD from the
National and Kapodistrian University of Athens, Greece. Currently, she is an associate in
Harokopio University, Greece. She has extensive experience in topmanagement positions
in leading IT companies of the Greek and European private sector.

Dr. Thanos Papadopoulos is an Associate Professor of Information Systems and Director of
the MBA at Sussex School of Business, Management, and Economics at the University of
Sussex, UK. He holds a PhD from Warwick Business School, University of Warwick, UK.
He also holds a Diploma (Equivalent to MEng) in Computer Engineering and Informatics
from the School of Engineering of Patras University, Greece, and an MSc in Information
Systems from the Department of Informatics of the Athens University of Economics and
Business, Greece. He has been awarded the Best Paper Award in the 2007 International
Conference on the Management of Healthcare & Medical Technology. His articles have
been published in leading international journals such as British Journal of Management,
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, the Journal of Strategic Information Systems,
Journal of Operational Research Society, International Journal of Operations and Produc-
tion Management, and Production Planning and Control.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0580
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0580
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0580
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0740-624X(14)00159-2/rf0585

	Social media for openness and accountability in the public sector: Cases in the Greek context
	1. Introduction
	2. Social media for openness and accountability
	2.1. Defining social media
	2.2. Openness and accountability in government through social media

	3. Affordances and social media
	4. Research methodology
	4.1. Research context
	4.1.1. Social media initiatives for openness and transparency in the Greek context

	4.2. Data collection and analysis

	5. Findings: the properties of social media that afford openness and accountability
	5.1. Which are the properties of social media that afford openness and accountability?
	5.1.1. Communicability and interactivity

	5.2. Visibility
	5.3. Collaborative ability
	5.4. Anonymity

	6. Discussion
	6.1. Implications for policy and practise

	7. Conclusion
	Appendix A
	Appendix
	Appendix
	Appendix
	Appendix
	Appendix
	References


