
 

ICT Seventh Framework Programme (ICT FP7) 

 

 

Grant Agreement N: 288513 

Policy Formulation and Validation through non Moderated Crowdsourcing 

 

 

 
 

 

D2.1 Classification of Web 2.0 Social Media and Stakeholder 

Characteristics  

 

Deliverable Form 

Project Reference N. ICT FP7 288513 

Deliverable N.  D2.1 

Relevant Workpackage: WP2 User Requirements and Specification 

Nature: R 

Dissemination Level: PU  

Document version: Final V1 

Date: 30/04/2012 

Authors: Alexandros Xenakis, Leukothea Spiliotopoulou, Aggeliki Androutsopoulou, Costas 

Koutras, Yannis Charalabidis, Euripidis Loukis (AEGEAN), George Christopoulos (CP), 

Vangelis Karkaletsis, Anastasia Krithara, Dory Scaltsas (NCSRD), Dimitris Koryzis 

(HEP), Anna Triantafillou (ATC) 

Document description: This deliverable examines the current landscape of Web 2.0 Social Media 

categorizing them as to the capabilities they provide and the user activities they 

allow, focusing on public policy and politics related discussions and activities, in 

order to drive the identification in the last chapter of the social media to be used as 

NOMAD sources in the subsequent phases and deliverables of the project. 



                                                                                      0104F01_Classification of Web 2.0 Social Media and Stakeholder Characteristics 

Page 2 of 164 

Document History 
 

Version Date Author (Partner) Remarks 

Draft v0.1 15/03/2012 

Euripidis Loukis, Aggeliki 

Androutsopouou, Costas 

Koutras, Alexandros 

Xenakis (AEGEAN) 

Initial ToC with Assignments 

Draft v0.2 27/03/2012 
Leukothea Spiliotopoulou 

(AEGEAN) 
Chapter 2 & 3 

Draft  v0.3 30/03/2012 

Alexandros Xenakis 

(AEGEAN), George 

Christopoulos (CP) 

Chapter 4 & 5 

Draft  v0.4 10/04/2012 

Leukothea Spiliotopoulou, 

Alexandros Xenakis 

(AEGEAN), Dimitris Koryzis 

(HEP) 

Additional contribution in Chapters 3 & 4, 

Introduction and Conclusions added 

Draft 0.5 12/04/2012 
Aggeliki Androutsopoulou 

(AEGEAN) 
First Consolidated Draft 

Draft 0.6 15/04/2012 All partners First Internal Review 

Draft 0.7 17/04/2012 

Leukothea Spiliotopoulou, 

Aggeliki Androutsopoulou, 

Costas Koutras (AEGEAN) 

Final Draft 

Draft 0.8 21/04/2012 

Vangelis Karkaletsis, 

Anastasia Krithara, Dory 

Scaltsas (NCSRD), Anna 

Triantafillou (ATC) 

Peer Review 

Draft 0.9 28/04/2012 All partners Second Internal Review 

Final v1.0 30/04/2012 

Costas Koutras, Aggeliki 

Androutsopoulou, 

Euripidis Loukis, Yannis 

Charalabidis (AEGEAN) 

Final Review 

 

 

 



                                                                                      0104F01_Classification of Web 2.0 Social Media and Stakeholder Characteristics 

Page 3 of 164 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The shift from the Internet Web 1.0 to the Web 2.0 era has revealed a great challenge: to exploit the participation of 

active citizenry in the various types of  social media applications and platforms which have emerged and rapidly grow 

over the last ȅŜŀǊǎΦ tŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎŜƭŦ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ ²Ŝō нΦл ƛƴǘƻ ŀ repository of content on 

various topics, including political and public policy related content, which is updated spontaneously on a daily basis, 

bringing new perspectives in the policy making arena. As NOMAD tries to deliver ways and tools to transform this content 

into valuable information for policy makers, this deliverable aims to investigate and understand better the underlying 

content and knowledge of  Web 2.0, focusing on the political and public policy related content, and build the foundations 

for its exploitation in this project.  

In this context, in the current deliverable initially the current landscape of Web 2.0 Social Media has been investigated. 

Having introduced the basic aspects of Web 2.0 philosophy, a categorisation of them has been made based on the 

activities that people perform in the popular platforms and the content that they contribute. The categorisation, based 

on the findings of related past projects, was conducted in order to identify the places where public policy related content 

is created and political discussions take place, from which insights for policy formulation can be extracted. Our analysis 

revealed that part of the platforms that are used for purposes of Communication, Collaboration, Entertainment and News 

and Information sharing are used for discussion and content production concerning Policy Making and Public 

Participation. This is a very positive finding for our project, as it indicates that there is plenty of political and public policy 

related content produced in many social media, which can be exploited (retrieved and undergo advanced processing in 

order to draw conclusions and extract knowledge from it) in our project. That is the reason why Policy Making and Public 

Participation Platforms has been viewed as a separate social media type and analyzed along with all the other already 

known types of Social Media Platforms. 

Also, this deliverable using a variety of published relevant statistical studies examines the extent of use of the Internet 

and the mobile phones (basic channels for accessing social media), and then the extent of use of the social media, and 

also the demographics of their users, in order to assess how wide and heterogeneous-pluralistic is the content basis of 

our project. It has been concluded that (at least in the Europe, the USA and the economically advanced countries in 

general) there is wide use of the Internet, the mobile phones and social media by the citizens of both genders and various 

age, education and income groups. This, in combination with the findings mentioned in the previous paragraph, indicates 

that a large quantity of political and policy related content is generated in the social media, which is not produced by 

some small groups (e.g. by some young high education and income citizens), but by a wide, heterogeneous and pluralistic 

ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ. So we do not have the risk of collecting and analyzing political content coming from a small, 

narrow and non-representative group of citizens. This extensive and pluralistic content is worth being exploited by 

government agencies, so NOMAD can generate significant political value in this direction.  

Taking into account the above positive conclusions we proceeded to a more detailed examination of the use of Web 2.0 

in politics. The US and European use of the Web 2.0  to these ends in the last 5 years confirms the future potential and 

trend of electronic social media and networks to influence political communication. Among the most powerful Web 2.0 

applications for the above purposes are the blogs, as there is a very large number of political blogs in most western 

countries, in which extensive political discussion and content generation takes place every day by millions of people. It is 

evident that political blogs constitute a powerful media tool used by numerous citizens all over the world. Credibility 

seems to be the main reason why political blogs have grown to dominance. People believe that political blogs are more 

ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƴŜǿǎ ƳŜŘƛŀΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ άōƭƻg readers still get most of their news from regular news sources, they 

are concerned that they are not getting the whole side of the story here, as they suspect habitual bias in the traditional 

news content. The content exposed in popular blogs, in particular those specializing in public deliberation on politics and 

policy formulation, lends naturally itself to the process developed in NOMAD, which consists in an ontology-based 

conceptualization of statements over a domain of discourse, of arguments set in defense or support of these statements 

or in the attempt to `destroyΩ them and the linguistic realisation of these arguments. For the above reasons blogs, forums 

and micro-blogs are the main source of data for NOMAD (opinions expressed, arguments made to support opinions). 

NOMAD will build upon technological advances in knowledge representation and information extraction to index not only 

opinions and their polarity from forums, blogs and micro-blogs, but also extract the arguments made to support such 

opinions. 
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In the final chapter we focused on the three countries, where the pilot applications are going to take place: Greece, 

Austria and UK. Initially the local conditions concerning the use of Internet and social media are examined, leading to 

positive conclusions. Then a methodology has been created for selecting the particular social media to be used as 

sources, from which content will be retrieved in order to be processed, and has been applied to the above three countries 

for specifying the sources to be used in the three pilots. The core of these sources will be the most popular political blogs 

of each country, taking into account the conclusions of the previous chapter (that blogs are the social media platforms 

where most of the political discussion and content generation takes place), but will also be complemented with other 

social media having political content, according th the conclusions of chapter 2 and 3, such as Facebook and Twitter 

accounts. The application of the above methodology in these countries revealed an important difference among their 

blogospheres. In Austria and UK there is a much stronger consolidation and concentration, with a small number of 

political blogs being among the top 500 country websites. On the contrary, in Greece there is a high fragmentation in this 

area, with a much bigger number of political blogs being among the top 500 country websites. This shows that the 

NOMAD process should be adapted to the particular characteristics of each national context it is used for, for instance 

use different numbers of sources in each country according to the degree of consolidation/concentration or 

fragmentation of its local blogosphere (100 for Greece,38 for Austria and 55 for UK). In countries where a high 

fragmentation of blogosphere exists it is necessary to use bigger sets of sources, and probably differentiate the 

processing of the content retrieved from them.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1  Purpose and Scope 

/ƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎǊƻǿŘǎƻǳǊŎƛƴƎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ LƴǘŜǊƴŜǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎƻ-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ά²Ŝō нΦлέ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ŀ 

precious repository of thematic information, thanks to the heterogeneous content that is inserted daily and updated 

spontaneously by its userǎΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ άtƻƭƛǘƛŎǎ нΦлέ ŜǊŀΣ LƴǘŜǊƴŜǘ ƛǎ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ Ŏŀƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ 

campaign (e.g. latest US elections), and the whole political communication. Nowadays, voters are no longer simple 

watchers or passive readers of political news, events and agendas, but more and more active and proactive citizens, who 

freely and spontaneously formulate and exchange their own opinions (either positive or negative) on a plethora of 

LƴǘŜǊƴŜǘ ǎƛǘŜǎΣ ǘƘǳǎ άŎƻ-ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎέ ŜƭŜŎǘƻǊŀƭ ǘǊŜƴŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ population as a whole. The objective of this deliverable is to 

examine the current landscape of web 2.0 applications and tools that people use extensively today in order to fulfil 

specific needs, i.e. Social Networks, Blogs, Wikis, Forums, Content and News Sharing Platforms, etc.), in order to build the 

foundations for their exploitation for the purposes of this project. These tools are characterized according to their 

objectives; the nature of media exchanged, the volume of updated information, the time period of information living. The 

different categories of Web 2.0 platforms are examined in order to provide a categorization of the underlying group 

knowledge (content in particular) that citizens create through their engagement in Social Media with the objective to 

recognize and relate specific content type to the policy making process. Content is characterized either according to the 

information type ς i.e. judgement, suggestion, argument, criticism, or according to its purpose ς i.e. news, events, 

opinions, comments, contributions, votes, polls, bookmarks, etc. The purpose of D2.1 is also to carry out a study on the 

profiles of the people using Social Medial platforms today. This is achieved by blending the results of relevant studies and 

reports in international and country level ς for the countries represented in the consortium. The objective is to determine 

whether specific categories of Social Media, based on the characteristics of their users, are more suitable than others to 

be incorporated in the policy making process. 

 

1.2 Approach for Work Package and Relation to other Work Packages and 

Deliverables  
WP2 aims at determining the needs and conditions to meet for policy making through DRA modelling of public 

participation. Under this context, WP2 is of major importance, due to the fact that subsequent Work Packages rely on the 

establishment of well-sound functional requirements, primarily on the types of policy making argumentation and the 

exploitation of social engagement Web 2.0 tools, used by citizens. The former is essential for WP3 (Policy Modelling) 

while the latter will contribute at defining key elements that allow for opinion mining and argument extraction from 

social media. Such requirements are obtained by an in-depth analysis and categorization of the underlying group 

knowledge and user activities in these Web 2.0 tools. The work is especially focusing on researching the specific social 

media related issues that contribute to the NOMAD objectives. WP2 encompasses the in-depth analysis tasks that go into 

determining the needs and conditions to meet for NOMAD objectives. More specifically, WP2 will provide subsequent 

Work Packages with functional requirements and design objectives as regards the policy making domain and the 

exploitation of social engŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ²Ŝō нΦл ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǇŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ 

feedback. In turn WP3 will develop the conceptual and computational tools necessary in order to author the models for 

domains, policies, and arguments that are needed in order to extract related opinions.  As such D2.1 is related and 

ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƛƴǇǳǘ ƻŦ ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŀōƭŜǎ ƭƛƪŜ 5нΦн ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ƻƴ ¦ǎŜǊ wŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ 5оΦм ΨSpecification for policy 

ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƳƻŘŜƭƭƛƴƎΩΣ 5оΦн ΨtƻƭƛŎȅ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ Řŀǘŀ ƳƻŘŜƭΩ ŀƴŘ 5оΦо Ψ!ǊƎǳƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƳƻŘŜƭƭƛƴƎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΩΦ  
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Figure 1-1: Interconnection of D2.1 with other project deliverables 

 

1.3 Methodology and Structure of the Deliverable 
In order to achieve the objectives of this deliverable, i.e. to define a map of the landscape in web 2.0 applications and 

tools that people use extensively today in order to fulfil specific needs, and to carry out a study on the profiles of the 

people using Social Medial platforms today, we have followed a four stage methodology, which is illustrated in Figure 1-2. 

 
Figure 1-2: Methodological approach of Deliverable 2.1 

 

Lƴƛǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƴ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ н Ψ¢ƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƻŦ ǿŜō нΦлΩ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ {ƻŎƛŀƭ bŜǘǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 

provided an initial categorisation of Web 2.0 applications and tools. We began our introduction in the field of Web 2.0 

and Social Media, by providing their definitions and some basic aspects about them specifically what they are, why use 

them and what their characteristics are. We continued with a categorization of the Social Media Platforms according to 

their type. We concluded that there are 5 types in which Social Media Platforms can be distinguished: Communication/ 

Collaboration/ Multimedia & Entertainment/ News & Information/ Policy Making and Public Participation.  

In the second stage we started with the categorization of the online users and we provided their characteristics. Their 

basic types are the Influencers, the Communicators, the Networkers, the Knowledge Seekers, the Aspirers and last the 

Functionals. Also, we depicted what is the connection between behavior and attitude of each type of online users. As 

such, ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ о Ψ²Ŝō нΦл ǳǎŜǊǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΩ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ a statistical report based on the types of online users,  the degree in 

which they use the internet, the mobile technology, the Web and the Social Media Platforms and last their online 

activities trying to depict their profile. The facts that we mentioned through the whole chapter are based on researches, 

surveys or reports that are published. 

Then, ƛƴ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ пΩ Web 2.0 and Politics, we emphasize on the Web 2.0 usage in politics, providing the theoretical ground 

for virtual political communication and the use of electronic social networks to influence political behaviour. We 
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therefore try to indicate how and why the use of the web is meant to differentiate the methods of strategic political 

communication set out by candidates and their strategists during election campaigns 

5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳǊǘƘ ǎǘŀƎŜΣ ƛƴ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ р Ψbha!5 ǿŜō нΦл ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΩ ǿŜ ŀƛƳ ǘƻ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ǘƘŜ {ƻŎƛŀƭ aŜŘƛŀ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ōȅ ŀƴ 

analysis of websites in Greece, Austria, and the UK.  These sources of political discussion were selected according to the 

ranking of the system ALEXA since it is the only open source method which can provide a relatively accurate system of 

website popularity metrics and audience demographics.  Initially, all websites from Austria, Greece and the UK which are 

ranked up to 500
th

 position on ALEXA were investigated. If the websites had political content and allowed political 

discussion there were added to the NOMAD sources list and analysed. However, ALEXA publishes a list which is limited to 

the first 500 websites per country. In order to include discussion hubs with lower rankings the sources list includes 

ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ōƭƻƎǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǊǘŀƭǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭƭȅέ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴǘƛŀƭ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ newspapers of each country. 

CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ƛƴ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ с ǘƛǘƭŜŘ Ψ/ƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎΩ ǿŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎ ŘǊŀǿƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŀōƻǾŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎΦ The 

methodological approach adopted in the current deliverable is captured in the following figure. 
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2. THE CURRENT LANDSCAPE OF WEB 2.0  

This section defines a map of the landscape in Web 2.0 applications and tools that people use extensively today in order 

to fulfil specific needs. More precisely, it begins with a small introduction in the field of Web 2.0 and the Social Media 

Platforms, it continues with the categorization of the Social Media Platforms and their capabilities, making a reference to 

the most popular of them. Furthermore, it offers a description of the most important Social Media Platforms and finally, it 

closes with a summary with the main conclusions derived from this section.  

2.1 Introduction 

Up until the late 1990s the Internet landscape was heavily characterized by a static, one-dimensional nature. The term 

ƛƴǾŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴƻƴ ǿŀǎ ά²Ŝō мΦлέΦ In Web 1.0, users could only view web pages but they were not 

able to interact dynamically with them. Content creators were few, with the vast majority of users simply acting as 

consumers of content [1]. At first, users would simply read what others wrote, but over time they decided that they 

wanted to actively take part into creating the information they shared. This led to a new Internet era, commonly called 

ά²Ŝō нΦлέΦ 

 

 

Figure 2-1 Transition from Web 1.0 to Web 2.0 [2] 

 

The term Web 2.0 was coined by hΩwŜƛƭƭȅ Media in 2004 [3]. It is used to describe the set of Internet tools which have 

interactive and participatory characteristics: social networking sites, wikis, blogging, file-sharing sites, and torrents [4]. In 

contrast to the previous single-sided Internet status quo, Web 2.0 holds for a fully dynamic, collaborative online 

environment. Users are not just passive recipients of information anymore but rather; they collect, evaluate and share 

any kind of information they want with others all over the world. They own multiple social network accounts; actively 

participate in blogs, fora and chat rooms and comment passionately on anything of interest. The most important thing 

about Web 2.0 however, is its ability to change the social dynamics.  

According to Wesch [5] ƛƴ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ²ƻǊƭŘ ²ƛŘŜ ²Ŝō ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ Ƙŀǎ ǎƘƛŦǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƭƛƴƪƛƴƎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƭƛƴƪƛƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΦ ²Ŝō 

2.0 is essentially a network platform that allows high levels of user interactions, which in turn enables rich user 
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experiences that go much beyond the Web 1.0 era [2]. It is a place where we are all participating for consumption and 

collaboration that is reshaping nearly every aspect of our human affairs [6]. 

 

2.2 Basic concepts of Web 2.0 

A question that comes in mind hearing about Web 2.0 is what exactly this term means. Specifically, Web 2.0 refers to web 

applications that simplify the exchange and sharing of information, the collaboration, the design that focuses on the user 

and the facilitation of interoperability as well [7]. This term is connected with Dale Dougherty, vice-ǇǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ ƻŦ hΩwŜƛƭƭȅ 

aŜŘƛŀ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ hΩwŜƛƭƭȅ aŜŘƛŀ ²Ŝō нΦл /ƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ нллп [8][9]. Although the term Web 2.0 

suggests something new, it is not an update to technical specifications. Instead, it refers to an attitude towards the 

sharing of information, and the cumulative changes of web usage. Tim Berners-Lee, a World Wide Web inventor, named 

²Ŝō нΦл ŀǎ ŀ άǇƛŜŎŜ ƻŦ ƧŀǊƎƻƴέ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƘŜ ǾƛǎǳŀƭƛȊŜŘ ƛǘ ŀǎ άŀ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀƭƭ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƳŜŜǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŀŘ ŀƴŘ ǿǊƛǘŜέ [10][11].   

Although the Web has been a tool for collaboration, only in the last few years software has permitted individuals to use it 

as a platform for true collaborative activities [12]. Web 2.0 is a group of new Internet tools and technologies that was 

created according to the concept that people who use the media and the Web and also access the Internet should not 

absorb passively what is available [13]. Web 2.0 refers to both users and content and not just surfing on the Internet. It's 

about with what the Internet can provide the creator, the collaborator, the active participant, rather than the passive 

viewer [12]. With other words, users should be contributors, helping customize media and technology for their own goals 

and for their communities. Web 2.0 is believed to be a new era in technology promising to help nonprofits operate more 

efficiently, generating more funding and affecting more the everyday lives. As Web 2.0 tools are considered to be the 

blogs, social networking applications, RSS, social networking tools, wikis, picture sharing sites, opinion sites [13]. 

The problem that still remains is the lack of the formulation of a specific definition of Web 2.0. What is certain, of course, 

is that in a wider perspective, Web 2.0 represents the evolution of the World Wide Web, from a series of simple websites 

to a general environment in which online software and multimedia applications offer a wider range of information and a 

tighter interaction between the users. Moreover, in order to understand better the Web 2.0, its characteristics can be 

summarized in the following ten parts [14]. 

× The Web is a platform. We have passed from the time with the installable software on our PC, to the software-

services that we can access online. Online can be found all data and software. 

× The Web is functionality. The Web helps the exchange of information and services from websites. 

× The Web is simple. It simplifies the access and usage of web services using user-friendly interfaces. 

× The Web is light. Both the models of development and business become light. The processes become light as 

well. The lightness is familiar with the ability to share of information and services easily and made it possible 

through the implementation of intuitive modular elements. 

× The Web is social. tŜƻǇƭŜ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ²ŜōΣ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ άǇƻǇǳƭŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ²ŜōέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǎǳŎŎŜŜŘ ƛǘ ōȅ ǎƻŎƛŀƭƛȊƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 

gradually moving members into the online world. 

× The Web is flow. ²Ŝō нΦл ǎǘƛƭƭ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ƛƴ άǇŜǊǇŜǘǳŀƭ ōŜǘŀέ ƻǊ ŜƭǎŜ ƛǘ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜǘŀ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǎǘŀƎŜ for 

an indefinite period of time as long as the users are seen as co-developers.  

× The Web is flexible. The software considers being on a more advanced level enabling access to previously 

unavailable digital content. This idea is similar to the Long Tail concept, focusing on the less popular content that 

ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ōŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎŜŘΦ 

× The Web is mixable. The expansion of codes in order to modify web applications (like Google does with its 

Google Maps application) give the ability to individuals, who are not necessarily computer professionals, to mix 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ƻƴŜǎΦ !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ ²Ŝō нΦл ƎŜǘǎ ƛǘǎ ǇƻǿŜǊ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘƛǎ άƳŀǎƘǳǇέ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘȅΦ 

× The Web is participatory. Web 2.0 has adopted a structure of participation? In spite of users keeping it rigid and 

controlled, they are encouraged to enhance the application while they use it. 

× The Web is in our hands. Its user-friendly interaction is emphasized by its increased organization and 

characterization of information through deep linking. Information is always more and more easily available due 

to phenomena such as social tagging. 
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A question that may arise is how Web 2.0 can be visualized as a platform. Like many important concepts, Web 2.0 does 

not have a hard boundary, but a rather gravitational core. The visualization of Web 2.0 can be considered as a set of 

principles and practices that tie together a veritable solar system of sites demonstrating some or all of those principles, at 

a varying distance from that core. Figure 2-2 depicts a "meme map" of Web 2.0 that was developed at a conference at 

O'Reilly Media. It is, in other words, a visualization of Web 2.0 as a Platform showing the many ideas that radiate out from 

the Web 2.0 core. [9] 

 

Figure 2-2: Visualization of Web 2.0 as a Platform [9] 

 

Social Media, nowadays, is a very popular word and many times is used, but it can sometimes be difficult to answer the 

question of what is exactly a Social Media [15]. This happens because media is related to the technology and platforms 

ǘƘŀǘ ŜƴŀōƭŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǿŜōΩǎ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŎƘŀƴƎŜ ōƻǘƘ ōȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΦ As 

Social Media can be considered by many users, business executives and the public, the marketing around these networks 

and the content created on them. There are many different definitions of what is Social Media. According to Riverside 

Marketing Strategies [16], Social Media are the platforms that enable the interactive web by engaging users to create 

content, participate in, and comment on as a way of communicating with their social graph, other users and the public 

[17]. 

Social Media have the following characteristics [17]: 

× Includes a wide variety of content formats like text, video, photographs, audio, PDF and PowerPoint. Many Social 

Media make use of more than one of these options in content. 

× Allows interactions to cross one or more platforms through social sharing, emails and feeds. 

× Acquires different levels of user-engagement by participants who can create, comment or lurk on Social Media 

networks. 

× Simplifies enhanced speed and breadth of information dissemination. 

× Offers one-to-one, one-to-many and many-to-many communications. 

× Enables communication to take place either in real time or asynchronously over time. 

× Is device indifferent? The user can utilize for penetrating to a Social Media a computer (including laptops and 

netbooks), or tablets (including iPads, iTouch and others) or mobile phones (particularly smartphones). 



                                                                                      0104F01_Classification of Web 2.0 Social Media and Stakeholder Characteristics 

Page 18 of 164 

× Extends engagement in three ways: by creating real-time online events, by extending online interactions offline 

and last by augmenting live events inline. 

2.3 Basic aspects of Social Networking 

2.3.1 Early scientific approaches 

According to tƛŜǊǊŜ aŜǊŎƪƭŞ [18], ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎέ ƛǎ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ WƻƘƴ !Φ .ŀǊƴŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ƻŎƛŀƭ !ƴǘƘǊƻǇƻƭƻƎȅ 

Dept. of the University of Manchester. A. Barnes [19] in a study of his concerning the social organization and structure of 

a small community of fishermen in Norway, distinguished three social fields: 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƻƴŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŜŜǊǎΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ 

¶ The industrial one, corresponding to the industrial system, which is organized mainly around the exercise of the 

activity (in this case, fishing). 

¶ The social one, vaguely delimitated, which determines all non typical relations (acquaintances, friends, relatives, 

neighbors). 

In his study, Barns ǳǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪέ ŦƻǊ ŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘƘƛǊŘ ŦƛŜƭŘ ŀƴŘ ŀǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ 

properties relative to the άŘŜƴǎƛǘȅέ ƻŦ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ŀǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ IŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

population of the island all the individuŀƭǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛƴǘŜǊŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ άŎƘŀƛƴέ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŜȄŎŜŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ 

four links. Based on this finding, social networks analysis sees itself launched.  

Elisabeth Bott [20] further adopts the axiomatic proposition that every family is a system including connections no less 

between its members than between members and other individuals outside the family system; she purposefully borrows 

the new term for defining various forms of neighboring in English families. Her researches reach the conclusion that every 

family is introduced in a relational network that includes connections internal to the family structure, i.e. between family 

members, as well as between members and non members.
 
 

2.3.2 Definitions 

Garton, L. Haythornthwaite, C. & Wellman, B. [21] define a social network as a group of individuals, organizations or 

entities that have social relations founded on friendship, cooperation and the exchange of information. 

According to Christakis, N. & Fowler, J.A. [22] άΧa social network is an organized group of individuals consisted by two 

kinds of elements: humans and the connections between themέΦ !s opposed to vertically organized hierarchy groups, the 

natural social ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ƛƳǇƻǎŜŘ άŦǊƻƳ ŀōƻǾŜέ ōǳǘ ŜǾƻƭǾŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΦ  

Mark Granovetter [23], dealing with the diffusion of information inside social networks, pointed out the importance of 

week ties contrasted to strong ones.  

Freeman, L.C. [24], on his part, evaluating the quality of a network, acknowledges the determinative nature of the 

following factors: 

¶ Centrality (referring to the position of a network member through which the largest part of information passes) 

¶ Degree of interconnectivity (referring to the number of individuals that interconnect with a particular individual) 

¶ Independence (referring to the finding that when a network member interconnects with a significant number of 

other individuals, she manages to evade the dangers of dependence from a single individual).
 
 

Alain Degenne and Michel ForsŞ [25] further explore the perspective suggested by Freeman and examine the centrality of 

an individual by discerning three levels of analysis: 

¶ Degree Centrality (determining the position of the agent, either strong or peripheral one, which results from the 

number of her connections) 

¶ Neighboring Centrality (determining the distance of the agent from all of the network members) 
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¶ Transitivity Centrality (determining the ability of the agent to be a conductor of information exchange and not 

operate independently).
 
 

The above writers attribute qualitative features to the density of a network, defining it as the quota of the present 

connections to the contingent ones. As for the inherent complexity of social networks, they also affirm the simultaneity of 

exploration of a vast typology of relations.
 
 

Manuel Castells [26] defines the network as a group of interconnected nodes, a kind of organizational structure familiar 

to the human species since ancient times. Nowadays it does come back thanks to the web as an information transfer 

network. For him, the web inherently presents flexibility and adaptability, which enable it to survive and develop in an 

ever-changing environment.   

According to Christakis, N. & Fowler, J.A. [22], caring for the creation of networks is inherent to humans. A central 

criterion of selecting the participating individuals is fellowship, i.e. they tend to pursue the company of people with whom 

they share common characteristics. 

They also make a distinction between network and web community, by defining the latter as a group of individuals closely 

connected with each other than with other individuals of the same network; that means that the community is 

determined on the basis of structural relations and not only of characteristics.
 
They also single out the importance of 

selecting the networking structure, which is related to: 

¶ The size of the network (referring to the number of individuals that each one selects for the construction of her 

network) 

¶ The quality of connection (referring to the strong or weak ties through which the individual interconnects with 

the network participants) 

¶ The centrality of position (referring to the position that the individual chooses to take inside the network). 

2.3.3 Connections 

Albert-[łǎƭƽ .ŀǊŀōłǎƛ [27] ǊŜǘǳǊƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ άǎǘǊƻƴƎέ ŀƴŘ άǿŜŀƪέ ǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ōȅ Mark 

GranovetterΣ ŀƴŘ ƘƻƭŘǎ ŦƻǊǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ άǿŜŀƪέ ǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ 

diffusion.  

On this very point, Nobert Bolz [28] distinguishes the following four degrees of intensity for social relations: 

¶ Familiarity, 

¶ Strong ties, 

¶ Weak ties, 

¶ Anonymity. 

Whereas Granovetter points out the strength of the so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άǿŜŀƪ ǘƛŜǎέ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ 

diffusion and notes the malleability of social formations under the reign of intimacy (given that networks tend by their 

nature to redundant condensation), Bolz presents the contemporary society as a network of selective connections, and 

ŀƴƻƴȅƳƛǘȅ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ άǘŜƳǇǘƛƴƎ ƻŦŦŜǊέ ƻŦ ǿŜō ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ 

2.3.4 Characteristics 

According to Christakis, N. & Fowler, J.A. [22], the inherent characteristics of the social networks are emergence, self-

organization and collective intelligence. Emergence refers to new features attributed to the network and resulted by the 

interplay and the interconnection of its integral parts. Collective intelligence is related to self-organization and self-

regulation, i.e. features of atypical groups.  

As far as emergence is concerned, Arthur Battram [29] suggested that, in its context and with respect to the form of 

connections, it is the behavior of the overall network that emerges ς most of the times, in a way exactly opposite to the 

one of its integral parts. He pointed out the potential of self-organization and collective intelligence based on the findings 

ƻŦ άboids [30]έΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴ ŀ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ ǎƛƳǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΥ 
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¶ Kept a minimum distance from other objects and boids, 

¶ Kept the same velocity, 

¶ Moved to the conceived center of the multitude of surrounding boids. 

According to Christakis, N. & Fowler, J.A. [22], in spite of the absence of central control, the coordinated effort of the 

group to avoid obstacles as well as the emerging tendency towards a common path, the one benefiting all members, are 

key features of networks. 

Interconnection and transmission also characterize social networks and refer to their structure and their operation. 

Interconnectivity refers to the number of connections between two nodes not participating in a common network. 

Transmission is related to the rate of influence one node may exercise to another. At the very heart of those two 

ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ƭŀȅ ǘƘŜ ά{Ƴŀƭƭ ²ƻǊƭŘ IȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ά¢ƘǊŜŜ 5ŜƎǊŜŜǎ ƻŦ LƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ wǳƭŜέΦ     

2.3.5  Small World Hypothesis 

¢ƘŜ ά{Ƴŀƭƭ ²ƻǊƭŘ IȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎέ ƛǎ ŦƻǳƴŘŜŘ ƻƴ ŀƴ ŜȄǇŜǊƛƳŜƴǘ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ōȅ Stanley Miligram in 1967 [31]; according to 

Alain Degenne [32], aƛƭƛƎǊŀƳΩǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΦ 

For the purpose of his experiment, Milgram asked 296 subjects staying in the USA to mail an envelope to a recipient-

target in Boston (all residence details were given to senders) by using exclusively go-between people. 

From the total of 296 subjects, 217 sent the envelope to some middle person. By the end of the experiment, 64 

envelopes had reached their destination. The rest had not, since ǘƘŜƛǊ άŎƘŀƛƴέ ƻŦ Ǝƻ-ōŜǘǿŜŜƴǎ ƘŀŘ ŀ άǊƛƴƎέ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ 

respond as expected.  

From the total of 67 envelopes delivered, 86% correspond to subjects that sent out the envelope to friends or simple 

ŀŎǉǳŀƛƴǘŀƴŎŜǎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ мп҈ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ άƴƻŘŜǎέ ǿŀǎ рΣн όƳƛŘŘƭŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴǎύΦ 

This small prerequisite number of go-betǿŜŜƴǎ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ά{Ƴŀƭƭ ²ƻǊƭŘ IȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎέ ƻǊ ά{ƛȄ 5ŜƎǊŜŜǎ ƻŦ 

SeparationέΦ ¢ƘŜ ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ƛǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘǿƻ ǇŜǊǎƻƴǎ ƴƻǘ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǎƛȄ ƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ 

persons. 

This Hypothesis was verified in 2002 by Peter Dodds and Roby Muhamad [33], when they had the initial experiment 

repeated, this time on a global scale and by making use of e-mails. Subjects were asked to send a message to various 

recipients all over the world via go-betweens who may have some connection to the end-recipients that had been 

selected randomly from a list of eighteen persons in thirteen countries. The researchers also concluded that six steps 

(middle persons) were needed ς ǘƘǳǎ ǾŜǊƛŦȅƛƴƎ aƛƭƛƎǊŀƳΩǎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴΦ 

The Internet growth boosted the interest for this hypothesis as well as for observing the overall structure of networks. 

!ƭŦǊŜŘ [Φ .ŀǊŀōłǎƛ ǎǘǳŘƛŜŘ ǘƘŜ ²ƻǊƭŘ ²ƛŘŜ ²Ŝō ŀƴŘ ǊŜŀŎƘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀt more than 80% of webpages present less 

than four links, whereas 0.01% more than 1,000 links. 

2.3.6 Three Degrees of Influence Rule 

¢ƘŜ άThree 5ŜƎǊŜŜǎ ƻŦ LƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ wǳƭŜέ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƳƛǘ 

of influence one node can have on another. 

Researchers established that influences exercised in a network are either direct or indirect. That is, they can be 

transmitted to the targeted node with which the communicating node is connected, as well as to nodes with which the 

end-nodes are connected. According to Christakis, N. & Fowler, J.A. [22], influence beyond those three degrees fades out, 

loses strength and evaporates. 

This limited ability to transmit information and influence is based on three main reasons: 

¶ Inherent weakening; given that information may no longer be credible since it gets to the fourth degree. 

¶ Network instability; given that the network is under constant evolution, connections beyond three degrees 

become unstable. 

¶ Evolution cause; given the evolution biology background of the human species, human beings have lived and 

been educated in smaller groups than those formed by four or more degrees of influence. 
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The above characteristics are core elements for the conception of social networks and determine the strength rate as well 

as the reactions and behaviors that they are able to transfer as conductors. 

2.3.7 5ǳƴōŀǊΩǎ ƴǳƳōŜǊ 

Networks as forms of social organization are as old as the human species itself. Despite their flexibility and adaptability, 

they face difficulties in co-ordination when they exceed a certain scale and level of complexity. On this very ground lies 

the 5ǳƴōŀǊΩǎ number. 

According to Robin Dunber, the maximum of participants in a natural social network cannot be over one hundred and 

fifty, since beyond that number some kind of hierarchy is direly needed [22] . 

2.3.8 Electronic networks 

According to Nobert Bolz [28], the advent of new media resulted happily to the mutation of society towards a new type, 

άΧthe organizational neighborhood based on electronic networksΦέ Thanks to new media, globalization and fragmentation 

are enhanced and communication inside society gets to be independent from the number of its population. 

In the development of electronic networks, Bolz distinguishes the importance of the fact that, apart the augmenting 

abilities for the diffusion of information, communities are created and further evolving.  

For Manuel Castells [26], the web is a crucial conductor for the creation of a new social structure based on the web and 

supported by three factors: 

¶ The need of the market to be flexible in managing and globalizing capitals. 

¶ The demand of society for personal freedom and open communication. 

¶ The revolution of micro-electronics.
 
 

Castells also ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǿŜō ƛǎƴΩǘ ōǳǘ ŀ ƘƻǊƛȊƻƴǘŀƭΣ ǳƴŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŜŀǇ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭΣ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƻƴ 

either one-to-one or one-to-many basis. It is an ideal medium for preserving weak ties, which in other cases were to be 

lost, as well as strong ties from a distance, given that the e-mail supports family relations for people lacking interpersonal 

contact due to geographical or other reasons. The one biggest benefit, he suggests, is the fact that the web helps to the 

development of a new form of sociality: networked atomism. For Albert-[łǎƭƽ .ŀǊŀōłǎƛ [27] the web not only enables the 

approach and study of social networks, serving just like a map, but also provides ground for evaluating their anatomy as 

complex systems. 

2.3.9 Electronic social networks 

Whereas a social network is defined as a group of individuals, organizations or other entities that are connected by social 

relations, an electronic network, according to ɰarry Wellman [21], is made social when it connects individuals.
 
 

With respect to the webpages of social networks, Boyd and Ellison [34] ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴΥ άWe define social 

networks sites as web-based services that allow individuals to construct a public or semi-public profile within a bounded 

system, articulate a list of other users with whom they share a connection and view and traverse their list of connections 

and those made by others within the system. The nature and nomenclature of those connections may vary from site to 

ǎƛǘŜΧΦέ [34] 

In the web, social network pages can operate in a limited access environment and offer the possibility of a public profile 

and displaying a list of user which the profile owner is connected with. A basic characteristic of theirs is that connections 

are made visible and human-oriented.  

According to Christakis, N. & Fowler, J. [22], those pages serve as the ground of interactions that occur off-line for the 

most part, and help to preserve ties (mainƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǿŜŀƪ ƻƴŜǎύΤ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŦŀǾƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƛŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 

complete strangers.
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2.4 Categorisation of Web 2.0 applications and tools 

The categorization outlined in the following subsections resulted from the categorization that the analysis conducted 

within the PADGETS project revealed [122]. However, since PADGETS findings refer to the situation of Web 2.0 two years 

ago, and as Internet world evolves rapidly, the categorization needed to be updated but keeping the same 

methodological approach. In addition a new category emerged more relevant with NOMAD objectives that is platforms 

exclusively dedicated to policy making. The following table summarizes the clustering of Web 2.0 applications in the five 

main categories emerged from the analysis and are described in detail in the next paragraphs. 

 

Table 2-1: Main categories of Web 2.0 applications 

Category Tools 
Communication Blogs, Micro-Blogging/Presence 

Applications, Internet 

Forums/Messages Boards, Social 

Networking Sites, Event Sites 

Collaboration Wikis, Social Bookmarking, Social 

News, Opinion Sites  

Multimedia and Entertainment Photo Sharing, Video Sharing, Live 

Casting, Virtual World Sites 

News and Information News Broadcasting, Institutional Sites, 

Online Newspapers  

Policy Making and Public 

Participation 

Crowdsourcing or ideation, Online 

contests or competitions, Wikis, 

Online town halls or chats, Social 

Media 

 

2.4.1 Communication 

The first category of Social Media Platforms which is the Communication Category. Some well-known examples of this 

category are Blogger, WordPress, Twitter, phpBB, hi5, Google+, Facebook. The Communication category includes the 

following Platforms:  

× Blogs: e.g. Blogger, Drupal, ExpressionEngine, LiveJournal, Open Diary, TypePad, Vox, WordPress, Xanga [35]. 

A blog or else a web log chronological online diary. Users either as individuals or as small groups can subscribe to a 

person's blog, which allows them to read it and to write comments in response to blog posts. In other words the user can 

maintain or add content to the blog. Blogs are often themed on a single subject. Usually, most of the blogs are interactive 

allowing users to leave a message via GUI widgets and its characteristic is what makes it differ from static websites. 

Bloggers have the ability through the conversations that are developed from the posts to build social relations with their 

subscribers. The structure of a typical blog includes texting, images, links to other sources or blogs and web pages. Most 

of them are textual, other focus on art (art blogs), on photograph (photograph blogs), on videos (video blogging), on 

music (MP3 blogs) and last others on audio (podcasting) [36]. 

× Micro-Blogging/Presence Applications: e.g. Dailybooth, FMyLife, Foursquare, Google Buzz, Identi.ca, Jaiku, Nasza-

Klasa.pl, Plurk, Posterous, Qaiku, Tumblr, Twitter [35]. 

Microblogging is another type of blogging. The difference between blogging and microblogging is that in the latter its 

content is typically smaller than in the former. As content in microblogging is considered being short sentences with the 

maximum of 140 characters, individual images or video links. Some microblogs are used to promote services or products 

or even collaboration within an organization. As microblogging services appear to be text messaging, instant messaging, 

e-mail and digital audio  [37]. 
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× Internet Forums/Messages Boards: e.g. phpBB, FUDforum, BulletinBoards.com [35] 

An Internet forum or message board is a website for online discussion where online conversations take place in the form 

of posted messages. What makes Internet forums differ from chat rooms is that in forums the messages are at least 

temporarily archived. Furthermore, depending on the level of access that the user or the forum set-up has, a posted 

message might need to be approved by the moderator before it becomes visible. A feature of forums is the conversation 

ǘƘŀǘ ǘŀƪŜǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŀ άǘƘǊŜŀŘέΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŀ ŦƻǊǳƳ ƛǎ ƘƛŜǊŀǊchical and that means that each forum can 

contain a number of subforums each one of which has several topics and several discussions. In some forums users have 

to register and enter in it after a log in. In others users just stay anonymous [38]. 

× Social Networking Sites: e.g. ASmallWorld, Bebo, Chatter, Cyworld, Diaspora, Facebook, Google+, Hi5, Hyves, IRC, 

LinkedIn, Mixi, MySpace, Netlog, Ning, Orkut, Plaxo, Tagged, Tuenti, XING, Yammer [35]. 

A social networking site is a platform that focuses on building social relations among users who have the same interests 

or activities. A social networking site is considered being an online community allowing users to share ideas, activities and 

events within their individual group. Each user in order to login to the social networking site makes a profile and has the 

opportunity to interact with others and make friends through links and a variety of services [39]. 

× Event Sites: e.g. Eventful, The Hotlist, Meetup.com, Upcoming, Yelp, Inc [35]. 

Event sites provide users with local upcoming events, things to do, and useful tools. As tools we can mention local events 

calendar which contains information on nearby concerts, parties, venues, conferences, music performances, singles 

events, sports, theatre, movies, and weekend events. Also, these sites provide web tools so that the user can create, 

organize, and launch his local event [40]. 

2.4.2 Collaboration 

We present the second category of Social Media Platforms which is the Collaboration Category. Some of the most well-

known are Wikis, Delicious, Digg, Epinions, Wiki answers, Yahoo!Answers. Collaboration includes the following Platforms:  

× Wikis: e.g. PBworks, Wetpaint, Wikia, Wikidot, Wikimedisa, Wikispaces, Wikinews [35]. 

A wiki is a website in which users can add, modify or delete the content with the use of web browser and a markup 

language. Wikis are often created in collaboration of multiple users.  They are also used for a variety of purposes with 

some to permit control over different functions. For example, editing rights may permit adding or removing material and 

there are others that may permit access without enforcing access control. Finally, as examples of wikis we could mention 

community websites, corporate intranets, knowledge management systems and notetaking [41]. 

× Social Bookmarking: e.g. CiteULike, Delicious, Diigo, Google Reader, StumbleUpon, folkd [35]. 

Social bookmarking is a method with which Internet users have the ability to organize, store, manage and search for 

bookmarks of resources online. Since 1996, many online bookmark management services have launched. Some Social 

.ƻƻƪƳŀǊƪƛƴƎ {ƛǘŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŜǾŜƴ ƳŀŘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ ϦǎƻŎƛŀƭ ōƻƻƪƳŀǊƪƛƴƎϦ ŀƴŘ άǘŀƎƎƛƴƎέ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ƭƛǎǘǎ ƻŦ ǳǎŜǊ-

created Internet bookmarks to be displayed and commented on. Tagging is defined as a significant feature of social 

bookmarking systems, enabling users to organize their bookmarks by allocating a number of 'tags' to them and develop 

shared vocabularies known as folksonomies [42]. 

× Social News: e.g. Digg, Chime.In (or else Mixx), Newsvine, NowPublic, Reddit [35]. 

Social news is a website full of user-posted stories which are ranked according to their popularity. Users have the ability 

to comment on the posts and the comments may be ranked as well. This type of sites is used to link different types of 

information such as news, humor, support, and discussion. Bear in mind that Social news simplifies the online democratic 

participation [43]. 

× Opinion Sites: e.g. Customer Lobby, Yelp, Inc., ask.com, Askville, Stack Exchange, WikiAnswers, epinions.com, 

MouthShut.com, Epinions [35]. 

There are some sites in which visitors can read reviews about a variety of items in order to help them make a decision if 

they would buy or not or even join and begin writing reviews. There are also question and answer websites.  [44] 
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2.4.3 Multimedia and Entertainment 

We present the third category of Social Media Platforms which is the Multimedia & Entertainment Category. Some of the 

most well-known are: Flickr, Picasa, YouTube, Vimeo, Skype and Second Life. Multimedia & Entertainment includes the 

following Platforms:  

× Photo Sharing: e.g. Flickr, Photobucket, Picasa [35]. 

Photo sharing is the ability of the user to publish his digital photos, transfer them online and share them with others. It is 

provided from websites and applications that facilitate the upload and display of the images. The term Sharing means 

that the other users can view the photos but they cannot necessarily download them. Users have also the ability to 

classify photos into albums and add annotations (such as captions or tags) and comments. Basic photo sharing 

functionality can be found in applications that allow the user to email photos. [45] 

× Video Sharing: e.g. Dailymotion, Metacafe, Nico Nico Douga, Openfilm, sevenload, Viddler, Vimeo, YouTube [35]. 

Video Share is an IP Multimedia System (IMS) enabled service for mobile networks which permits users engaged in a 

circuit switch voice call to add a unidirectional video streaming session over the packet network during the voice call. A 

video streaming session can be initiated by any of the parties on the voice call. There is the possibility to take place 

multiple video streaming sessions during a voice call, and each of these streaming sessions, as it was said before, can be 

initiated by any of the parties on the voice call. The video source can either be the camera on the phone or a pre-

recorded video clip. [46] 

× Live Casting: e.g. blip.tv, Justin.tv, Livestream, oovoo, OpenCU, Skype, Stickam, Ustream, YouTube [35]. 

A Live Casting is a media presentation distributed over the Internet using streaming media technology. With Live Casting a 

single content source is distributed to many simultaneous listeners or viewers. The media presentation can be distributed 

either live or on demand. With other words, Live /ŀǎǘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜ ά.ǊƻŀŘŎŀǎǘƛƴƎέ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ LƴǘŜǊƴŜǘΦ [47] 

× Virtual World Sites: e.g. Active Worlds, Forterra Systems, Second Life, The Slims Online, World of Warcraft, 

RuneScape [35]. 

A virtual world is an online community that transforms into a computer-based simulated environment in which users can 

interact with one another and also create objects. A synonym to virtual world is a 3D virtual environment where the users 

take the form of avatars. They are generally allowed for multiple users. Virtual worlds are not limited to the field of game 

sharing but, depending on the degree of immediacy presented, can include computer conferencing and text based chat 

rooms. Sometimes, users are able to use emoticons or 'smilies' showing their feelings or instant expressions of their faces. 

Emoticons often have a keyboard shortcut [48]. 

2.4.4 News and Information 

We present the fourth category of Social Media Platforms which is the News & Information Category. Some of the most 

well-known are Google News, Twitter News,Washington Post, New York Times. News & Information  includes the 

following Platforms:  

× News Broadcasting: e.g. Google News, Twitter News Network [35]. 

News broadcasting is the broadcasting of a variety of news, events and other information via Internet. The content is 

produced by a broadcast network. As material to the news broadcasting could be sports coverage, traffic reports, 

weather forecasts and any other is relevant to the audience. The selected and presented information is up-to date. [49] 

× Institutional Sites with high numbers of visitors: e.g. Human Rights, WWF, European Information Network [35]. 

Online Institutional Sites are websites of Institutions that bring together contact details for organizations and individuals 

either global or by country. They also provide information and advice to the general public, business and the academic 

community. [50] 

× Online Newspapers: e.g. The Wall Street Journal, The Washington Post, USA Today, The New York Times.  [35]. 

An online newspaper, or else a web newspaper, is a newspaper that is created and exists on the Internet either as an 

online version of a printed periodical or separately. Going online created more opportunities for newspapers, such as 

competing with broadcast journalism in presenting breaking news in a more timely manner. The credibility and strong 

brand recognition of well-established newspapers, and the close relationships they have with advertisers, are the two 
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main reasons of strengthening the chances to survive. An advantage that these newspapers have is that they have 

decreased costs coming through the printing process. [51] 

2.4.5 Policy Making and Public Participation 

The last type of Web 2.0 applications is constituted by a portion of tools that belong to the aforementioned categories, 

but are used for discussions and content production concerning the domain of policy making and public participation. A 

General idea is that Participatory media can be community media, blogs, wikis, social bookmarking, music-photo-video 

sharing, mashups, podcasts, participatory video projects and videoblogs, spanning in the rest four classes.Participatory 

media emphasizing on the governmental collaborative decision making, are Social Media whose value and power derives 

from the online and active participation of many people-Internet users. Examples of participatory media can be 

governmental organizations, online forums, blogs and social networking sites. Two well known public participation media 

are the European Union Forums and the OpenGov.gr  [52]. 

¢ƘŜ L.a /ŜƴǘŜǊ ŦƻǊ ¢ƘŜ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ нллс tǳōƭƛŎ 5ŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΥ ! aŀƴŀƎŜǊΩǎ DǳƛŘŜ ǘƻ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴ 9ƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 

provides a report adapted from the International Association of Public Participation clarifying the different types of 

participatory activities in Figure 2-3 [53]: 

 

Inform Consult Engage Collaborate Empower 

Provide the public 

with balanced and 

objective 

information to 

assist them in 

understanding the 

problem, 

alternatives, 

opportunities 

and/or solutions. 

Obtain public 

feedback of 

analysis, 

alternatives, 

and/or decisions. 

Work directly with 

the public 

throughout the 

process to ensure 

that public 

concerns and 

aspirations are 

consistently 

understood and 

considered. 

Partner with the 

public in each 

aspect of the 

decision including 

the development 

of alternatives and 

the identification 

of the preferred 

solution. 

Place final 

decision-making 

authority in the 

hands of citizens. 

Figure 2-3 Different Types of Participatory Activities [53] 

 

Each type of participation has a value and may be called for in a specific situation.  

A set of approaches in online public participation is to engage the public with the use of online tools. Many are the 

organizations or even the governmental agencies that use Social Media tools to inform the public about their programs, 

build relationships with customers and constituents, and solicit input about their activities. Online public participation is 

being used to generate new ideas or approaches to solve problems, provide greater public access, educate the public, 

encourage collaboration, and make it easier to provide formal or informal feedback about plans, policies or programs. 

[53]  

The Types of Online Public Participation are [53]: 

× Crowdsourcing or ideation 

× Online contests or competitions 

× Wikis 

× Online town halls or chats 

× Social Media 

Table 2-2 Types of Online Public Participation [53] 

ONLINE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Crowdsourcing or ideation An open process in which citizens are invited to 

share and vote on ideas for addressing a specific 

question or problem 
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Online contests or competitions Online contests or challenges offer rewards to 

those who develop breakthrough solutions to 

specific problems or challenges 

Wikis Websites that allow visitors to edit existing 

webpages, post links and documents, and create 

new interconnected pages. Most often used to 

aggregate information 

Online town halls or chats Events in which the public submits questions or 

comments to decision-makers who respond in real 

time  

Social Media Blogs, Twitter, Facebook, YouTube and other web-

based platforms 

 

2.5 Description of the most popular Social Media Platforms 

In this section, after listing the 50 most popular Social Media, we provide a description of some of themspecifically 2 for 

each category:  (Communication/Collaboration/Multimedia & Entertainment/Policy Making & Public Participation).  

The description of each Social Media includes first of all its Logo and its Uniform Resource Locator (URL). Next is its 

description with other words what each Social Media is exactly and then the Main Features that characterize each one of 

them. We continue, with the Type of content (e.g. is it text, videos or photos?) and the Languages in which the Social 

Media is available. Finally, we present User Engagement, Accessibilty meaning how the user can access the social network 

and last Political Representation. We mention indicative examples in the part of Political Representation.  

2.5.1 List of the most popular Social Media Platforms 

Our purpose is to ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ άƳŀǇέ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦŀƳƻǳǎ {ƻŎƛŀƭ aŜŘƛŀ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ƭƛǎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ 

features. 

In order to make the list with the 50 most popular Social Media, we searched to find a list with the Social Media 

Platforms. As a next step, from the list we select these that have up to 1,000,000 users [54][55][56][57]. Additionally, we 

create a new list with the 50 most popular Social Media and we present the Social Media according to the following 

characteristics:  

¶ Focus/Description: refers to what a Social Media represents, what is the goal of its creation. For example there 

are social media used for making friends, others for professional connections, others for entertainment or for 

information etc. 

¶ Top Popularity: refers to the countries in which the Social Media is most popular according to Alexa. 

¶ Registration: refers to the ability to users to join the Social Media with or without restrictions. For example in 

some Social Media users must not be under 13 years old to register.   

¶ Number of Users: refers to how many users have registered in the Social Media. 

¶ Multilingual Support: refers to how many languages the Social Media supports. 

¶ Alexa Ranking: finds the rank of the Social Media traffic according to Alexa. 

¶ Political Representation: finds if there is any political content in the Social Media. 

¶ Category: finds the category in which the Social Media refers to. There are 5 categories: communication, 

collaboration, multimedia & entertainment, news & information, policy making & public participation. 

 

The following table shows the List of the 50 most Popular Social Media. 
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N. Name Focus Description Top Popularity Registration Unique Users Multilingual Support 
Alexa 

Ranking 
Political 

Representation 
Category 

1 Facebook Social Networking Service Worldwide 
Open to people 13 and 

older 
845.000.000 110 2 Ҏ 

Communication/Policy 
Making & Public 

Participation 

2 Qzone Social Networking Service China Open  536.000.000 1 10   Communication 

3 Youtube Video sharing Worldwide Open  490.000.000 54 3 Ҏ 

Multimedia & 
Entertainment/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 

4 Twitter 
Social Networking 

Service/Microblogging 
US Open  380.000.000 27 9 Ҏ 

Communication/Policy 
Making & Public 

Participation 

5 Windows Live Social Networking Service Worldwide Open  330.000.000 48 7 Ҏ Communication 

6 Wikipedia Encyclopedia Worldwide Open  310.000.000 273 6   Collaboration 

7 Blogger bŜǿǎ π .ƻƻƪƳŀǊƪƛƴƎ Worldwide Open  300.000.000 50 43 Ҏ 
Communication/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 

8 Habbo Social Networking Service Worldwide Open > 13 230.000.000 31 16.810 Ҏ Communication 

9 Skype Voice Calls/Instant Messages Worldwide Open  200.000.000 69 157   
Multimedia & 
Entertainment 

10 Yahoo!Answers Question-and-Answer Worldwide Open > 13 200.000.000 12 N/A Ҏ 
Collaboration/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 

11 Renren Social Networking Service China Open > 18 160.000.000 1 101   Communication 

12 Badoo Social Networking Service EU (Italy) Open > 18 121.000.000 15 115   Communication 

13 Vkontakte Social Networking Service Russia Open 121.000.000 68 106 Ҏ 
Communication/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 
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14 Bebo Social Networking Service Worldwide Open > 13 117.000.000 14 3734 Ҏ 
Communication/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 

15 Yahoo!News News US Open > 13 110.000.000 7 N/A Ҏ 

News & 
Information/Policy 
Making & Public 

Participation 

16 LinkedIn 
Professional Social Networking 

Service 
US Open > 18 100.000.000 10 12 Ҏ Communication 

17 Google+ Business Social Networking Service US Open > 13 100.000.000 44 5.259.048 Ҏ 
Communication/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 

18 Myspace Social Networking Service Worldwide Open > 13 100.000.000 15 160 Ҏ 
Communication/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 

19 Orkut Social Networking Service Brazil Open > 18 100.000.000 48 224 Ҏ 
Communication/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 

20 Tagged Social Networking Service US Open 100.000.000 7 298   Communication 

21 Scribd Document Sharing US Open 100.000.000 3 234   

Multimedia & 
Entertainment/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 

22 Friendster Social Gaming Asia Open > 18 90.000.000 15 10.227 Ҏ 
Multimedia & 
Entertainment 

23 hi5 Social Networking Service India Open > 13 80.000.000 40 1.122 Ҏ Communication 

24 CNN News US Open 74.000.000 62 61 Ҏ News & Information 

25 MSNBC News US Open 73.000.000 21 N/A Ҏ News & Information 

26 Netlog Social Networking Service India Open > 13 70.000.000 41 402 Ҏ Communication 

27 Google News News US Open 65.000.000 28 N/A Ҏ News & Information 

28 Flixster Social Networking Service US Open > 13 63.000.000 2 8.149 Ҏ 
Communication/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 

29 New York Times News US Open 59.500.000 68 84 Ҏ 
News & 

Information/Policy 
Making & Public 
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Participation 

30 HuffingtonPost News/Blogging US Open 54.000.000 2 122 Ҏ 

News & 
Information/Policy 
Making & Public 

Participation 

31 MyLife Social Networking Service US Open 51.000.000 1 1.813   Communication 

32 Classmates.com Social Networking Service US Open > 18 50.000.000 5 3.229   
Communication/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 

33 Douban 
Online music, movie and book 

database 
China Open 46.850.000 1 107   

Multimedia & 
Entertainment 

34 Odnoklassniki Social Networking Service Russia/Ukraine Open 45.000.000 2 72   
Communication/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 

35 Viadeo 
Profeessional Social Networking 

Service 
Worldwide Open > 18 35.000.000 6 424   Communication 

36 Reddit Social News Worldwide Open 34.879.881 17 119 Ҏ 

News & 
Information/Policy 
Making & Public 

Participation 

37 Flickr Video/Image sharing Worldwide Open > 13 32.000.000 49 47   

Multimedia & 
Entertainment/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 

38 Fox News News US Open 32.000.000 35 161 Ҏ News & Information 

39 Last.fm Music US Open 30.000.000 39 685 Ҏ 

Multimedia & 
Entertainment/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 

40 MyHeritage Social Networking Service US Open 30.000.000 38 3.130   
Communication/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 

41 WeeWorld Virtual World US Open > 13 30.000.000 11 18.505   
Multimedia & 
Entertainment 

42 Xanga Blog US/Hong Kong Open 27.000.000 2 3.697 Ҏ 
Communication/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 

43 Digg News-Bookmarking Worldwide Open 25.100.000 29 139 Ҏ 
Collaboration/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 
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44 Washington Post News US Open 25.000.000 45 334 Ҏ 

News & 
Information/Policy 
Making & Public 

Participation 

45 LATimes News US Open 24.900.000 34 374 Ҏ News & Information 

46 
Mail Online/Daily 

Mail 
News US/UK Open 24.800.000 25 146 Ҏ  News & Information 

47 Mixi Social Networking Service Japan Invite Only 24.323.160 1 222   Communication 

48 Reuters Business and Finances News US Open 24.000.000 49 278  Ҏ 

News & 
Information/Policy 
Making & Public 

Participation 

49 Cyworld Social Networking Service South Korea/China Open > 25 24.000.000 11 10.063.392   Communication 

50 Gaia Online Social Gaming US Open > 13 23.523.663 14 7.423   

Multimedia & 
Entertainment/Policy 

Making & Public 
Participation 
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2.5.2 Communication 

 
URL https://www.facebook.com/ 

DESCRIPTION Facebook is a social networking service operated and owned by Facebook Inc. 

Facebook is also a tool for public participation. 

CONTENT Text, photos, videos 

MAIN FEATURES Á Registration is free 

Á User can buy gifts and virtual goods with Facebook Credits 

Á User can add friends or send request for friendship 

Á User can listen to music at the same time with his friends and discuss 

the tunes through Facebook Chat 

Á User can "like" status updates, comments, photos, and links posted as 

well as adverts 

Á User can send a message either public or private 

Á User with News Feed see a constantly updated list of his friends' 

Facebook activity 

Á ¦ǎŜǊΩǎ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻǊ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ  

Á User selects a username 

Á User decides what he lets other see from his profile 

Á User can create a profile 

Á User can add personal information (e.g. age, country, e-mail address, 

interests) 

Á ¦ǎŜǊ Ŏŀƴ ǳǇƭƻŀŘ ǇƘƻǘƻǎΣ ǾƛŘŜƻǎ ŀƴŘ άǘŀƎέ ƻǊ ƭŀōŜƭ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƘƻǘƻǎΣ 

or videos 

Á User can poke another user of the platform or receive pokes 

Á User can join groups  

Á User can organize events  

Á User can play games with other friends 

Á ¦ǎŜǊ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎŜŜ ŦǊƛŜƴŘǎ ΨǳǇŘŀǘŜǎ 

Á User through timeline organizes his profile through chronological order 

LANGUAGES 
AVAILABLE 

 

110 

ACCESSIBILITY User have access through: 

Á Web browser 

Á Smartphones 

USER ENGAGEMENT Á Send friend request 

Á Chat with friends 

Á Send or receive messages 

Á Upload his current status, photos, videos 

Á Poke 

Á [ŀōŜƭ ƻǊ άǘŀƎέ 

Á Play games 

Á Send gifts  

Á Organize events 

Á Join groups 

POLITICAL 
REPRESENTATION 

Fans of political parties and political leaders have created Facebook pages or 

even the political leaders: 

Á George Papandreou: 

https://www.facebook.com/
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https://www.facebook.com/george.papandreou.fans 

Á Dora Bakoyiannis: https://www.facebook.com/DoraBakoyannis 

 

 

 
URL https://twitter.com/  

DESCRIPTION Twitter is a social networking service and a microblogging service as well that 

gives to users the ability to send and read text-based posts up to 140 characters, 

ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ άǘǿŜŜǘǎέΦ  ¢ǿƛǘǘŜǊ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŀ ǘƻƻƭ ŦƻǊ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴΦ 

CONTENT Text-based messages 

MAIN FEATURES Á ¦ǎŜǊ Ŏŀƴ ǎŜƴŘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŀŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ǳǇŘŀǘŜǎ 

Á Messages are limited to 140 characters  

Á User can send and read updates via the Twitter website, SMS (text 

messages), RSS (receive only), emails or a third party application 

Á Use third party applications to send tweets (e.g. Tweetie, Twitterrific, 

Feedalizr) 

Á Send invitations via e-mail 

Á Search for other users by name or username 

Á Import friends from other networks 

LANGUAGES 
AVAILABLE 

 

27 

ACCESSIBILITY User can send and receive messages via: 

Á Twitter website 

Á SMS 

USER ENGAGEMENT Á Send tweets 

Á Read tweets 

Á Make retweets 

Á Search for other users  

Á Follow other users 

POLITICAL 
REPRESENTATION 

Politicians have a Twitter Account: 

Á Barack Obama: https://twitter.com/#!/BarackObama 

Á Mitt Romney: https://twitter.com/#!/MittRomney 

 

 

 

 

2.5.3 Collaboration 

 
URL http://answers.yahoo.com/ 

DESCRIPTION Yahoo!Answers is a community-driven question-and-answer site or else a 

knowledge market launched by Yahoo! 

CONTENT Text 

MAIN FEATURES Á User can make any question that does not violate Yahoo!Answers 

community guidelines 

Á Participants with good answers are featured on the Yahoo!Answers 

Blog 

https://www.facebook.com/george.papandreou.fans
https://www.facebook.com/DoraBakoyannis
https://twitter.com/
https://twitter.com/#!/BarackObama
https://twitter.com/#!/MittRomney
http://answers.yahoo.com/
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Á {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ƛǎ ŦǊŜŜ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ are owned by the 

respective users 

Á User creates an account with a Yahoo! ID but he can choose but any 

name as identification on Yahoo! Answers 

Á User can have a picture from Yahoo! Avatars or an uploaded picture for 

picture profile 

Á In order to answer a question, a user can search in Yahoo!Answers or 

Wikipedia 

Á Questions are initially open to answers for four days 

Á In order to ask a question, user must have a Yahoo! account with a 

positive score balance of five points or more 

Á There is a limitation of spam questions 

Á There are also levels with points giving more access to users 

Á Points do not have real value. Exist only for fun. 

Á User receive ten points for contributing the "Best Answer" 

Á Yahoo! Answers staff may award extra points depending on user's 

contributions 

LANGUAGES 
AVAILABLE 

 

12 

ACCESSIBILITY User have access through: 

Á Web browser 

Á Mobile phones 

USER ENGAGEMENT Á Make questions 

Á Answer questions 

Á Rate questions and answers 

Á Make comments 

Á Vote the answers 

Á Search 

POLITICAL 
REPRESENTATION 

! ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƳŀŘŜ ōȅ ŀ ǳǎŜǊ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀōƻǳǘΥ ά²Ƙȅ ƛǎ 

.ŀǊŀŎƪ hōŀƳŀΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƘƛƎƘ ǿƛǘƘ 5ŜƳƻŎǊŀǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ǿƛǘƘ 

wŜǇǳōƭƛŎŀƴǎΚέ Υ 

http://answers.yahoo.com/question/index;_ylt=Am5ncv5RuBzWNMIHx.pfaW4j

zKIX;_ylv=3?qid=20100528080053AAcMYJj 

 

 
URL http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia 

DESCRIPTION Wikipedia is a free, collaborative, online encyclopedia supported by Wikimedia 

Foundation. Wikipedia is written in collaboration by hundreds of thousands of 

contributors 

CONTENT Text, photos 

MAIN FEATURES Á Create content (e.g. articles) 

Á Read available content 

Á Search for content 

Á Edit content 

Á Upload photos 

Á Create an account 

Á !ŘŘ ƎŀŘƎŜǘǎ ƛƴ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ 

http://answers.yahoo.com/question/index;_ylt=Am5ncv5RuBzWNMIHx.pfaW4jzKIX;_ylv=3?qid=20100528080053AAcMYJj
http://answers.yahoo.com/question/index;_ylt=Am5ncv5RuBzWNMIHx.pfaW4jzKIX;_ylv=3?qid=20100528080053AAcMYJj
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia
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Á Find worldwide current events or random articles 

Á Join Groups 

Á [ŜŀǊƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ²ƛƪƛǇŜŘƛŀΩǎ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ  

LANGUAGES 
AVAILABLE 

 

273 

ACCESSIBILITY User have access through: 

Á Web browser 

Á Mobile phones 

Á t5!Ωǎ 

USER ENGAGEMENT Á Create content 

Á Read and edit available content 

Á Upload text and photos 

Á Create an account  

Á Join Groups 

Á [ŜŀǊƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ²ƛƪƛǇŜŘƛŀΩǎ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ 

POLITICAL 
REPRESENTATION 

 

N/A 

 

 

2.5.4 Multimedia and Entertainment 

 
URL https://www.youtube.com/ 

DESCRIPTION YouTube is a video-sharing website. 

CONTENT Videos (e.g. music, movie, entertainment, science, sports, comedy) 

MAIN FEATURES Á Registration is permitted for users up to 18 years old 

Á Edit videos directly on YouTube 

Á Use YouTube Disco to listen to great tracks, make mix tapes, queue 

videos as the user wants to see them 

Á User can share his videos to his friends privately  

Á User can advertise his Youtube channel as much as possible on his own 

site and on his online Social Media profiles 

Á With TubeChop user can select the part of the video he wants to share 

with others 

Á Users that register can upload videos. These that are not can only 

watch them 

Á ¦ǎŜǊΩǎ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜ ƛǎ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ άŎƘŀƴƴŜƭέ 

Á Videos that have pornographic and criminal content are not allowed to 

be uploaded  

LANGUAGES 
AVAILABLE 

 

54 

ACCESSIBILITY User have access through: 

Á Web browser 

Á Smartphones 

USER ENGAGEMENT Á Upload videos 

Á View videos 

Á Share videos 

Á Make comments 

Á !ŘŘ ŀ ά[ƛƪŜέ on videos 

https://www.youtube.com/
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POLITICAL 
REPRESENTATION 

Á .ŀǊŀŎƪ hōŀƳŀΥ ά¢ƘŜ ǊƻŀŘ ǿŜ ǘǊŀǾŜƭŜŘέ Υ 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2POembdArVo&feature=g-

sptl&cid=inp-hs-pol 

Á McCain, Obama Face off in First Debate: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nVk5lxfaZP4 

 

 
URL http://www.skype.com 

DESCRIPTION Skype is a voice-over-Internet Protocol service and a software application as 
well owned by Microsoft since 2011 

CONTENT Text, videos, photos 

MAIN FEATURES Á User can talk to anyone else on Skype, anywhere in the world for free 
Á User can also make a subscription and call mobiles or landlines with 

small charge using a Skype Credit 
Á User can call a number of a friend and the friend answers on Skype 

wherever in the world he is 
Á User can add other users 
Á User can make a group of people and talk to them with one call if 

everyone has Skype 
Á Call international numbers converting the number into a new number 

with an area code through Skype and dial the new number from the 
phone  

Á User can talk face-to-face with live video 
Á User can share a video or a photo to his friends with group video  
Á User can share his screen on Skype 
Á User can send or receive messages  
Á User can send photos, documents, presentations 
Á User can send SMS texts to mobile phones 
Á User can connect his account on Facebook with Skype and he can stay 

in touch with all his online friends 

LANGUAGES 
AVAILABLE 

 
69 

ACCESSIBILITY User have access through: 

Á Native applications for Windows, Linux and Mac Operating Systems 

Á {ƳŀǊǘǇƘƻƴŜǎΩ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ !ƴŘǊƻƛŘΣ ƛh{Σ {ȅƳōƛŀƴ 

Á Facebook 

USER ENGAGEMENT Á Online voice calls 
Á Video calling 
Á Screen sharing 
Á Exchange of messages 
Á Exchange of files 
Á Exchange of documents 
Á Exchange of photos 
Á Online number 
Á Skype to go number 
Á Skype-to-skype 

POLITICAL 
REPRESENTATION 

 
N/A 

 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2POembdArVo&feature=g-sptl&cid=inp-hs-pol
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2POembdArVo&feature=g-sptl&cid=inp-hs-pol
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nVk5lxfaZP4
http://www.skype.com/
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2.5.5 News and Information 

 
URL http://www.cnn.com/ 

DESCRIPTION Cable News Network (CNN) is a U.S. cable news channel. CNN was the first 

channel to provide 24-hour television news coverage and the first all-news 

television channel in the United States. CNN is owned by parent company Time 

Warner. CNN created its news website which attracted growing interest over its 

first decade and is now one of the most popular news websites in the world. 

CONTENT Text, videos, photos 

MAIN FEATURES Á User has the ability to use the latest multimedia technologies, from live 

video streaming to audio packages to searchable archives of news 

features and background information 

Á User can watch videos without registration 

Á User can read the articles without registration 

Á User needs registration if we wants to make a comment 

Á User at any time can log on and watch a live stream of whatever is on 

television at the moment 

Á Users can watch full videos from the page or a clip as a quick way to get 

news fast in video format 

Á User registers via an online registration form to create a user account  

Á With the registration user accesses and uses CNNMoney.com 

Á CNNMoney.com may contain comments sections, discussion forums, 

bulletin boards, or other interactive features in which user may post or 

upload comments such as video, photos, messages, other materials or 

items  

Á Users are not allowed to upload post or otherwise transmit any User 

Content that violates or infringes in any way upon the rights of other 

users or of the Community. 

Á User can enter in the Viewer Comment Page and make comments of 

what he thinkǎ ŀōƻǳǘ  /bbΩǎ ǎƘƻǿǎΣ ŀƴŎƘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǘ ǘƻǇƛŎǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Řŀȅ 

LANGUAGES 
AVAILABLE 

 

62 

ACCESSIBILITY User have access through: 

Á Web browser 

Á Smartphones with CNN mobile services 

USER ENGAGEMENT Á Read articles about news and receive information 

Á Watch videos  

Á See statistical graphs for news articles according to their popularity 

Á Share news articles through Facebook and Twitter 

Á Make comments 

Á Search  

Á Make  marketing partnership with CNN Partner Hotels for powerful 

value-added promotional benefits 

POLITICAL 
REPRESENTATION 

Á άtƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ DǊƻǳǇ Ƙƛǘǎ hōŀƳŀ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǎǿƛƴƎέ Υ 

http://politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2012/03/21/conservative-group-

hits-obama-during-american-energy-swing/ 

Á ά²ƛƭƭ ƘƛƎƘ Ǝŀǎ ǇǊƛŎŜ ōŜ hōŀƳŀΩǎ !ŎƘƛƭƭŜǎΩ ƘŜŜƭΚέ Υ 

http://www.cnn.com/2012/03/21/opinion/oconnell-gas-

price/index.html 

http://www.cnn.com/
http://politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2012/03/21/conservative-group-hits-obama-during-american-energy-swing/
http://politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2012/03/21/conservative-group-hits-obama-during-american-energy-swing/
http://www.cnn.com/2012/03/21/opinion/oconnell-gas-price/index.html
http://www.cnn.com/2012/03/21/opinion/oconnell-gas-price/index.html
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URL http://www.msnbc.msn.com/ 

DESCRIPTION MSNBC is a cable news channel based in the US. Its name is derived from the 

most common abbreviations for Microsoft and the National Broadcasting 

Company. 

CONTENT Text, videos, photos 

MAIN FEATURES Á User can register providing an e-mail address 

Á When the user makes the log in he can have expanded or mini site 

preferences  

Á User can get notifications when people respond to his comments 

Á User has the ability to use multimedia technologies 

Á User can watch videos without registration 

Á User can read the articles without registration 

Á User needs registration if we wants to make a comment 

Á User can also subscribe to the newsletter in order to get the continuous 

updates of the news website 

LANGUAGES 
AVAILABLE 

 

21 

ACCESSIBILITY User have access through: 

Á Web browser 

Á Smartphones  

USER ENGAGEMENT Á Read articles about news and receive information 

Á Watch videos  

Á Share news articles through Facebook and Twitter 

Á Make comments 

Á ±ƻǘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ 

Á Search  

Á Get notifications 

Á Read the most popular articles according to the number of votes 

Á Watch a playlist with the Most Viewed Videos and the Top Videos as 

well  

POLITICAL 
REPRESENTATION 

Á ά{ŜƴƛƻǊ {ŀƴǘƻǊǳƳ ŀŘǾƛǎŜǊ ŀǎƪǎ DƛƴƎǊƛŎƘ ǘƻ ŘǊƻǇ ƻǳǘέ Υ 

http://video.msnbc.msn.com/mitchell-reports/46810789#46810789 

Á άLǎ ŀƴ hōŀƳŀκwƻƳƴŜȅ ǎƘƻǿŘƻǿƴ ƭƛƪŜƭȅΚέ Υ 

http://video.msnbc.msn.com/mitchell-reports/46810607#46810607 

 

 

2.5.6 Policy making and Public Participation 

 
URL http://www.eu -forums.com/ 

DESCRIPTION European Union Forums is the largest forum in Europe to discuss hot topics, EU 

issues, consumer rights, environment, business, travel health and politics. 

European Union Forums is a Social Media platform of policy making and public 

http://www.msnbc.msn.com/
http://video.msnbc.msn.com/mitchell-reports/46810789#46810789
http://video.msnbc.msn.com/mitchell-reports/46810607#46810607
http://www.eu-forums.com/
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participation. 

CONTENT Text, photos 

MAIN FEATURES Á Registration is required and is free 

Á There are typed or users: administrators, moderators, usergroup 

leaders, users 

Á Board administration have the ability to grant additional permissions to 

registered users 

Á User is not allowed to post any vulgar, threatening, criminal, sexually-

ƻǊƛŜƴǘŜŘΣ ƻŦŦŜƴǎƛǾŜ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǾƛƻƭŀǘŜǎ ŀƴȅ ƭŀǿǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ 

or the country where European Union Forums is hosted or 

International Law  

Á User has the ability along with his username to post an image as well 

Á User can join different groups  

Á User can become a usergroup leader  

Á User can send private messages  

Á Administrator of the forum has the ability to disable private messages 

in an entire board  or prevent a user from sending messages 

Á In general, administrators are members with the highest level of 

control over the entire board. They can control setting permissions, 

banning users, etc.  

Á Moderators are individuals or groups that look after the forum every 

day. They can delete, edit posts or lock, unlock, move, delete topics 

and generally prevent users from posting offensive material 

Á User can have a friends list helping him send private messages, see 

their online status and their posts 

Á User can add or remove friends from his list 

Á User can upload an attachment if the administrator allows him to 

Á User can edit or delete his own posts 

Á ¦ǎŜǊ Ŏŀƴ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ Ǉƻƭƭǎ ŎƭƛŎƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άtƻƭƭ /ǊŜŀǘƛƻƴέ ǘŀō 

LANGUAGES 
AVAILABLE 

 

47  

ACCESSIBILITY User have access through: 

Á Web browser 

Á Smartphones 

USER ENGAGEMENT Á Read the topics that are discussed 

Á Search  

Á ²ǊƛǘŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ άǇƻǎǘǎέ 

Á wŜŀŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ Ǉƻǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ Ǉƻǎǘ ǊŜǇƭȅ 

Á Register with his own username or a nickname 

Á View the list with the registered members  

Á Make a question to the forum and wait from the administrator of the 

forum to get an answer 

Á Upload an attachment 

Á Add or delete friends from list 

Á Add or delete his own posts 

Á Send private messages 

Á {ŜŜ ŦǊƛŜƴŘǎΩ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀƴŘ Ǉƻǎǘǎ 

POLITICAL 
REPRESENTATION 

Á άLǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀ ŎƛǾƛƭ ǊƛƎƘǘΚέ Υ http://www.eu -

forums.com/political-debates/is-politics-in-the-classroom-considered-

a-civil-right-t9881.html#p44040 

http://www.eu-forums.com/political-debates/is-politics-in-the-classroom-considered-a-civil-right-t9881.html#p44040
http://www.eu-forums.com/political-debates/is-politics-in-the-classroom-considered-a-civil-right-t9881.html#p44040
http://www.eu-forums.com/political-debates/is-politics-in-the-classroom-considered-a-civil-right-t9881.html#p44040
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Á άIƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ ǇƻǿŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΚ έ Υ  

http://www.eu -forums.com/political-debates/how-does-power-and-

authority-relate-to-politics-and-the-economy-t9885.html 

 

 

 
URL http://www.opengov.gr/home/ 

DESCRIPTION The OpenGov.gr combines political and technological characteristics. 

OpenGov.gr is based on policy framework principles such as transparency, 

consultation, accountability and decentralization. In terms of technology, it 

leverages applications and open source tools. The aim is to create best practices 

that will be established as a way of governance. At the heart of open 

government are the citizens' needs for information, for merit and participation 

in decision-making process. OpenGov.gr is a Social Media platform for policy 

making and public participation. 

CONTENT Text, videos 

MAIN FEATURES Á Unit of Innovation in collaboration with partners of each Ministry 

prepare the site and the material of the consultation 

Á Once approved, the consultation is published and open to comment 

Á The responsible ministry partners each read and approve the 

publication of incoming comments 

Á The responsible ministry partners actively participate in by publishing 

comments and views  

Á ²ƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŀŘƭƛƴŜ ŦƻǊ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǇŀǎǎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ 

comments and they draft a report on the public consultation 

Á When the law and the report of the results of the consultation will be 

posted, then the consultation is complete 

Á User should document what they write with references, references to 

other documents, or to relevant content 

Á If comments are inappropriate they will be removed 

Á The content posted in the site cannot be offensive to the rights of 

others or to the OpenGov.gr 

Á User must avoid personal confrontations with others  

Á tƻǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƛǘŜǎΩ ŀŘǾŜǊǘƛǎŜments will not be 

published 

Á  

LANGUAGES 
AVAILABLE 

 

1 

ACCESSIBILITY User have access through: 

Á Web browser 

Á Smartphones 

USER ENGAGEMENT Á Read the topics that are discussed 

Á Search  

Á ²ǊƛǘŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ άǇƻǎǘǎέ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƘƛǇŜǊƭƛƴƪǎ 

Á wŜŀŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ Ǉƻǎǘǎ  

Á Register providing a name and an e-mail address 

http://www.eu-forums.com/political-debates/how-does-power-and-authority-relate-to-politics-and-the-economy-t9885.html
http://www.eu-forums.com/political-debates/how-does-power-and-authority-relate-to-politics-and-the-economy-t9885.html
http://www.opengov.gr/home/
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Á Make a question  

Á Formulate suggestions directly related to the issue under consulatation  

Á {ŜƴŘ ŀ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ ōȅ ŦƛƭƭƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ ŦƻǊƳ ŀƴŘ ŎƭƛŎƪƛƴƎ ά{ǳōƳƛǘέ 

Á View statistics over the consultation discussion 

Á Share a post in Facebook or Twitter 

Á Receive information on public consultations and actions taken under 

the OpenGov.gr 

Á Watch videos related to issues under consultation in 

http://blip.tv/opengov 

POLITICAL 
REPRESENTATION 

Á ά5ƛŀƭƻƎǳŜ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŦŀƛǊ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ǘŀȄ ǎȅǎǘŜƳέ Υ 

 http://www.opengov.gr/minfin/ 

Á άtǳōƭƛŎ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ άCǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ 9ƭŜŎǘǊƻƴƛŎ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 

{ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎέ  έ Υ   

http://www.opengov.gr/minreform/?p=129 

 

2.6 Categorisation of the Web 2.0 content 

In conjuction with the insights of the aforementionted categorization, Social media can be characterized according to the 

type of content that is exhibited within their platforms. This section presents a twofold classification of the content that 

people produce through their engagement with  Web 2.0 Social Media, with the view to relate the underlying group 

knowledge to the project objectives. The first aspect of the categorization refers to the information type of the provided 

content, while the second refers to the purpose that the contribution of the particular content meets.  

According to [123], Social Media success depends on the content development. As a first level of categorization three 

types of content have been identified [121]: 

1. News Content that refers to stories published based on events, happenings and fact. News can be distributed 

either as information by the original creator or shared from others sources. 

2. Entertainment Content is content that relies on personal opinions and is submitted to attract attraction and 

trigger amusement. This type of content may include multimedia files, rankings and  

3. Educational Content is based on resources that represent professional opinions, scientific results, conclusions 

drawn from research and so forth. That kind of information is usually bookmarked via the Web 2.0 capabilities. 

Form the patterns distinguished in the above types of content, particular information types arise such as fact, judgement, 

ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘΣ ŎǊƛǘƛǎƛƳΣ ŜǘŎΦ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƻǊΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǇƻƛƴǘΦ !ƭƭ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘȅǇŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ ƛƴ 

the policy making process and will be modelled in further work of the project. 

The purpose of the Social Media content correlates with the activities that users perform in the corresponding web 

environments. According to the PADGETS Categorization of underlying knowledge[122] activities that the majority of 

internet users perform and lead to content creation include writing text material, sharing photos, ranking and reviewing 

products and services, tagging content, posting comments, status updating, blogs and websites creation, aggregation of 

multiple content, etc. Based on these activities taking place  mainly in  certain classes of Web 2.0,  platforms purpose of 

content can be characterised the following categories: 

¶ News in News and Information Media 

¶ Events in Event Sites or Microbogging sites 

¶ Articles in Blogs 

¶ Opinions and Reviews in Opinion sites 

¶ Comments in Blogs and Forums 

¶ Collaboration and Contribution in Wikis and Social Bookmarking sites 

¶ Bookmarks in Social Bookmarking sites 

http://blip.tv/opengov
http://www.opengov.gr/minfin/
http://www.opengov.gr/minreform/?p=129
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¶ Entertainment in media sharing sites 

¶ Votes and Polls in Social Networking sites 

¶ Aggregation of content in various levels 

¶ Linking and Tagging data in Social Networking Sites 

¶ Participation in policy making and political representation  

However there may be overlap among the purposes of the conent, for instance the statement of news information is 

often accompanied with simultaneous commentation by the content creator. In addition what shoud be notified is that all 

aforementionted purposes are often adopted under a common perspective, which is to strengthen Social Media presence 

and growth of audience through the various networking activities. 

As a conclusion from the categorization of the underlying knowledge within Social Media users engagement, is that there  

are types of content that form public opinion through the expression of users criticism, opinions, argument, etc. The 

availability of these types of content will be analysed in detail in  Chapter 4 that relates the role of Web 2.0 in politics and 

policy making process and will be validated in Chapter 5 as criteria of the particular sources.  

2.7 Summary 

In this chapter, initially, we created a map of the landscape of Web 2.0 applications and tools that people use extensively 

today in order to fulfill specific needs. In this way, we tried to gain a greater understanding of them, and of the degree of 

their use for political and policy related discussions by citizens.  

What is important to mention as a general feeling, is that NOMAD should completely understand the role that social 

ƳŜŘƛŀ Ǉƭŀȅ ƛƴ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ ŜǾŜǊȅŘŀȅ ƭƛŦŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ together with the main activities users 

perform in social madiaΦ ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƳŜŘƛŀ bha!5Ω ǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ Ǝƻŀƭ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ ǘǿƻ-way dialogue between 

ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŜƳǇƻǿŜǊ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ǊƻƭŜ ōȅ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ governmental decision making. 

We began our introduction in the field of Web 2.0 and Social Media, by providing their definitions and some basic aspects 

about them specifically what they are, why use them and what their characteristics are. We continued with a  

categorization of the Social Media Platforms according to their type. We concluded that there are four main types in 

which Social Media Platforms can be distinguished: Communication/ Collaboration/ Multimedia & Entertainment/ News 

& Information. Since NOMAD aims at introducing new dimensions in the policy making process, we examined these four 

social media types, as to the degree of their use for politics, policy making and pubic participation discussions, and found 

out that a very big number of them are heavily used for this purpose. This is a very positive finding for our project, as it 

indicates that there is plenty of political and public policy related content produced in social media, which can be 

exploited (retrieved and undergo advanced processing in order to draw conclusions and extract knowledge from it) in our 

project. That is the reason why Policy Making and Public Participation Platforms has been viewed as a separate social 

media type and analyzed alnong with all the other already known types of Social Media Platforms.  

We should mention, at this point, that participatory media are Social Media whose value and power derives from the 

online and active participation of many citizens-Internet users. We could mention as examples of such participatory 

media the numerous governmental organizations', online forums, blogs and social networking sites..  

In order to make strong and evidence based conclusions in the above direction we made a list with the 50 most popular 

Social Media Platforms, and also made a more detailed examination of the 2 most popular in each category from the 

above perspectives. A first fascinating conclusion in this analysis is that the 15 top Social Media Platforms have more than 

100.000.000 unique users making evident first the rapid adoption of Social Media Platforms by citizens, and second how 

they make it much easier it for governments to get closer and interact with citizens, providing huge opportunities for 

enhancing public participation in government policy making.  Moreover, what is evident is that government in general 

and political parties with their leaders, more precisely, try to use Social Media in a very effective way attracting as many 

users-possible supporters as they can. 

A second quite interesting conclusion is shown in Figure 2-4: Distribution of the most famous platforms in the 

categorisation, which shows the distribution of the above 50 most popular social media platforms in the above 

types/categories:  14 of 50 Social Media have online registered users worldwide while the rest of them have in specific 

regions or countries. From the 50 Social Media platforms that were examined, 26 of them are referred to the 
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Communication category, 26 of them also to Policy Making & Public Participation category, 9 of them to the News & 

Information category, 9 of them also to the Multimedia & Entertainment category and 3 of them to the Collaboration 

category.  Of course, some of them belong to more than one category. 

 

 

Figure 2-4: Distribution of the most famous platforms in the categorisation 

 

Finally, what is underlined from that list is that the Social Media Platforms with the highest number of users are actually 

used for Public Participation and Policy Making. Such Platforms are Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, Blogger, Yahoo!Answers. 

Specifically, 30 of 50 Social Media have some type of political content (political representation).   

The meaning behind this observation, and the last conclusion with which we close this section, is that there are indeed 

many Platforms in which citizens interact with others, exchange information and express their views and opinions on a 

variety of topics, some of which refer to politics. Just imagine how many users discuss with others, how many political 

topics can become the focal point of conversations and the most important imagine the vast amount of opinions that can 

be posted in so many Social Media Platform. The vital issue is to use these Social Media Platforms as effectively and 

directly as possible in order to achieve the goals that NOMAD (draw conclusions and extract knowledge from them, as to 

which are the main issues, problems and needs that people discuss concerning a specific topic, and which are the 

corresponding sentiments of citizens, positive or negative, for each of them). 

Therefore it is necessary in the following chapters to focus on and investigate in more detail the political use of web 2.0 

social media (Chapter 4), and then to become more specific and define the particular social media that will be used as 

sources of political and public policy related content in the three pilots of our projects that will take place in Greece, 

Austria and United Kingdom (Chapter 5). Also, the composition of the user bases of these social media from a 

demographics persective is a critical question that needs investigation (Chapter 3). 
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3. WEB 2.0 USERS ANALYSIS 

3.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, based on the previous one that includes the examination and the analysis of Social Media Platforms, we 

continue our analysis on the profile of the Web 2.0 users. Initially, we analyze the types of the users that exist, their 

connection with the internet many years ago and nowadays, their online activities using the Social Media Platforms. Also, 

through the whole chapter, we provide demographic statistics including age, gender, education, income and other 

demographic characteristics focusing ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜΦ [ŀǎǘΣ ǿŜ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎ 

derived from this analysis. 

3.2 Basic user types 

Lƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛŎ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ǳǎŜǊǎΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ 5ƛƎƛǘŀƭ [ƛŦŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀre 

6 types of users [58] (shown together with their symbols in Figure 3-1 Basic Types of Online Users [58]). 

× Influencers: The Internet is integral part of their lives. The users are young. They have internet access everywhere 

they move all the time. They have even a mobile internet connection. Such a person is usually a Blogger or a 

Social Networker with many friends. He/she is also an online shopper that buys a big amount of products. 

× Communicators:  they express themselves either face to face with other users, or through a mobile phone call, or 

chatting in social networking sites. They prefer the online communication than the offline. They are smartphone 

users and connect to theInternet when they are at home, at work, at college via his mobile device.  

× Knowledge Seekers: They use Internet to gain knowledge, information and to educate theirselves about the 

world. They are not interested in social networking and they want to make purchase decisions without any help 

from third-parties.  

× Networkers: The internet for them is that they desire to establish and maintain relationships. They have a busy 

ƭƛŦŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǳǎŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƪŜŜǇ ƛƴ ǘƻǳŎƘ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ 

ƻǇŜƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǊŜŀŘȅ ŦƻǊ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōƛƎ ōǊŀƴŘǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ƻƴƭƛƴŜΦ  

× Aspirers: They are looking to create a personal space online. They are quite new to the internet and they access it 

via a mobile but most of the time from home. They are not great at using the social networks online but they 

hope to become better and use the social media more effectively. 

× Functionals: they are generally not interested in anything new like social networking and are constantly worried 

about privacy and security. They are of older age and they use internet for a long time. 

 

 

Figure 3-1 Basic Types of Online Users [58] 

Through the description that we mentioned above, each type of online users has high or low involvement and high or low 

consumption.  Influencers and Communicators as well as Aspirers deal with the social media in a great degree and they 

desire to use them as much as they can, having high involvement according to their behavior. In contrast, Networkers, 

Knowledge Seekers and Functionals do not want to use social media a lot and that is the reason why they have low 

involvement. Due to their attitude, Influencers, Communicators and Networkers access most of their time the social 

media platforms either for shopping or blogging or chatting even when they are at home, at work, or anywhere else they 

are in contrast to Aspirers, Functionals leaving Knowledge Seekers somewhere in the middle. [58] 

Figure 3-2 shows the Behavior and Attitude of each Type of Online Users. What we observe is that behavior and attitude 

do not have a linear relationship [58] 
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Figure 3-2 Relationship between Behavior and Attitude of Online Users [58] 

 

3.3 Internet usage analysis 

The internet nowadays has become an important tool in our daily life, education, work and participation in society. A 

large majority of households and individuals make use of it today. Nevertheless, there are significant differences in access 

and usage between socio-economic groups and countries around the world.  

3.3.1 Global Internet usage 

As a first step, we consider presenting reports and statistical results depicting the internet usage of people around the 

world.  

International Telecommunication Union published a report presenting how the World of Internet has become in 2011. 

Figure 3-3 depicts the Access of Information and Communication Technologies in households in the year of 2011 [59].  

 

Figure 3-3 Home ICT Access in 2011 [59] 

What we notice from Figure 3-3 is that from the 1.8 billion of households that exists worldwide, one third of them has 

Internet access. In developing countries, the 25% of homes have a computer and the 20% has Internet access [59]. 

Nielsen Online, the International Telecommunications Union, GfK, local Regulators and other reliable sources published 

another important report based on World Internet Usage and Population Statistics for the year of 2011. Demographic 

numbers are based on data from the US Census Bureau and the local census agencies. [60] Table 3-1 shows the 

percentage of people that use the internet around the world according to the population of each continent [60]. 
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Table 3-1 World Internet Usage & Population Statistics [60] 

 

 

In order to getter a better understanding of Internet Usage Distribution around the World we can observe Figure 3-4. Asia 

holds the greatest percentage of internet users (44.8%) and Europe Ŧƻƭƭƻǿǎ ǿƛǘƘ ннΦм҈ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !ǎƛŀΩǎ 

percentage. The rest continents have lower percentages of internet users always according to their population [60]. 

 

Figure 3-4 Internet Usage Distribution in the World [37] 

 

According to the comScore 2010 European Digital Year in Review which provides an overview of the digital landscape in 

Europe, we present in Figure 3-5 the Distribution of Internet Users by Age [61]. The dataset is a continuous collection of 

consumer behavior information. Using proprietary data collection methods, comScore surveys nationally representative 

samples of subscribers of older than 13 years in each country creating demographic profiles for age and gender [61]. 

 

Figure 3-5 Distribution of Internet Users [61] 

 

Relative to the emerging markets of Asia Pacific and Latin America, as they are shown in Figure 3-рΣ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ 

digital user is older, with more than half of them belong above the age of 35. Of the more than 360 million online 

consumers in Europe, females represent a slightly larger percentage (48%) as compared to the worldwide average (46%) 

[61]. 

Furthermore, if we wanted to measure the usage of Internet based ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ ŀƎŜ ƛƴ нлмм ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ 

the developed and the developing countries we could make as a conclusion that younger people tend to be more online 

than the older ones in both developed and developing countries. Specifically, in the developing countries the 30% of 

people with age under the 25 years use the internet in comparison with the 23% of those that are older than 25 years. 

Moreover, the 70% of users under the age of 25 years are not online yet. Figure 3-6 depicts the Internet Users in the 

world by age [59]. 
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Figure 3-6 Internet Users by age in the world [59] 

There are also users that connect to the internet via a mobile device. Based on the report of the International 

Telecommunication Union we depict the growth of mobile subscriptions from 2006 till today in 2011 in Figure 3-7. From 

the total of 6 billion mobile-cellular subscriptions, the global penetration arises to 87%. Mobile-broadband subscriptions 

have grown 45% from 2006 till now and there are twice as many mobile-broadband as fixed-broadband subscriptions 

[59].   

 

 
Figure 3-7 Growth of Mobile subscriptions over the years [59] 

 

3.3.2  Internet Usage in USA 

The 2011 Social Habit report, released by Edison Research and Arbitron, provides useful demographics about the internet 

and the social media usage by USA citizens. The report is derived from the 19th Edison/Arbitron Internet and Multimedia 

Research Series [62]. What we notice from Figure 3-8 is that 9 to 10 Americans have Internet Access and a conclusion that 

derives is that the internet has become a standard of communication.  
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Figure 3-8 Internet Usage in USA [62] 

 

3.3.3 Internet Usage in Europe 

What interests us most is to present reports and demographics about the European Internet Users. In this way, we are 

able to draw more specific conclusions about the Internet penetration in the European users, the percentage of internet 

users in Europe, the countries that have the majority of internet users as well as other important facts and elements that 

help us. 

 

After the examination of countries and regions around the world that belong to all continents, the Internet Users of 

Europe account for 22.1% of all users worldwide [60] in the year of 2011. Figure 3-9 illustrates schematically this analogy: 

 

 
Figure 3-9 European Internet Users in 2011 [37] 

The same report provides also facts about the Internet penetration in Europe in relation to the Internet penetration 

worldwide in 2011. An important, we can say, conclusion that derives from that is the high percentage of Europe which 

ǊŜŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƘŜ смΦо҈ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ǿƛǘƘ нуΦф҈ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ƳǳŎƘ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎΦ CƛƎǳǊŜ о-10 depicts 

Internet penetration in Europe with that in the rest of the world. [60] 

 

Figure 3-10 Internet Penetration in Europe in 2011 [60] 

 

After examining 53 countries and regions that belong in Europe, statistical reports show that the countries with the 

highest percentage of internet usage in 2011 are first in rank Germany with 67.4%, second Russia with 61.5 and UK 

follows with 52.7%. The rest European countries have a lower internet usage but the Top 10 Countries are depicted in 

Figure 3-11. [60] 
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Figure 3-11 Top 10 Internet Countries in Europe in 2011 [60] 

A European survey was based on Information and Communication Technologies usage in households and by individuals. 

The dataset referred to facts and elements of the countries for the year 2011.  The survey concerns households with at 

least one person at the age of 16-74, and individuals between the ages of 16-74. Households were asked about internet 

access at home, individuals were asked about activities they had carried out online, the place of use, the frequency and if 

they also used mobile connection to get to the internet. [63] 

In the question to European individuals about the frequency of the internet use for the year of 2011 the answer was that 

more than half of the individuals (56%) used the internet everyday or almost every day. Two out of three European 

individuals used the internet at least once a week representing the 68%. The part of individuals that used the internet 

regularly exceeds the 80% in six European Countries: Denmark, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Finland, Sweden and the 

United Kingdom. The part of individuals that used the internet in a lower degree is below 60% in seven European 

Countries: Bulgaria, Greece, Italy, Cyprus, Poland, Portugal and Romania. [63] Figure 3-12 presents the frequency of 

internet users in 2011 from European Individuals:  

 
Figure 3-12 Frequency of Internet Usage by European Individuals in 2011 [63] 

According to the same survey the proportion of households in the European Countries with access to the internet 

reached 73% in 2011. Compared to 2006, the proportion of households with internet access has increased 24 percentage 

points in 2011 [63]. 

Broadband internet access enables higher speed when a user performs activities on the internet. In 2011, more than two 

thirds of households in the European Countries had used broadband connections representing the 68%. Today, most 

households with internet access have broadband.  The share of internet access above 90% of households was reached in 

the Netherlands, Luxembourg, Sweden and Denmark. The 50% and below belonged to Bulgaria, Romania and Greece. 

[63][64] Figure 3-13 and Table 3-2 illustrate this analogy: 
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Figure 3-13 Internet Access and Broadband Internet Connection in Households in 2011 [63][64] 

Table 3-2 Internet Access and Broadband Internet Connection in Households in 2011 [63][64] 
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The percentage of regular internet users among younger persons between the ages of 16-24 was 91% while for the age 

group of 55-74 years it was only 40%. The percentage of the internet users with high formal education was twice the 

percentage of internet users with a low level of education. Differences between men and women were relatively small. 

The 70% of men and 65% of women used the internet regularly. Figure 3-14 depicts the individual internet users by age, 

by gender and by education [63]. 
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Figure 3-14 Individual Internet Users by Age, Gender, Education [63] 

Europe, according to statistics, leads in broadband connectivity, with fixed and mobile broadband penetration reaching 

26% and 54%, respectively. A number of developing countries have been able to leverage mobile-broadband technologies 

to overcome infrastructure barriers and provide high-speed Internet services to previously unconnected areas. In Africa, 

mobile-broadband penetration has reached 4%, compared with less than 1% for fixed-broadband penetration [59]. Figure 

3-15 depicts the broadband connectivity around the world: 

 
Figure 3-15 Europe leads broadband connectivity [59] 

3.3.4 Mobile Usage in Europe and USA 

Accorrding to comScore survey, the statistics show that smartphones continue to become an increasingly important 

segment of the European mobile phone landscape. Smartphone penetration in the United Kingdom, France, Germany, 

Spain, and Italy in the year 2010 increased by 9.5 percentage points reaching 31.1%, placing it higher than the US with 

smartphone penetration increase in 10.2 percentage points reaching 27% [61]. Figure 3-16 illustrates this analogy:  

 

Figure 3-16 Mobile Usage in Europe and USA [61] 

An analysis of the growth in smartphone usage in United Kingdom, France, Germany, Spain, and Italy reveals a dramatic 

increase in the adoption of Google and Apple smartphone operating systems (OS) in the year 2010. Google Android, 

which experiences a 951% gain in the use of Android OS, reaches the 8.7 million subscribers. Meanwhile, Apple 

experiences a 115% increase with 14.5 million subscribers. Although Symbian continues to lead the smartphone OS 

market, the growth in Google and Apple OS usage reflects an increasing popularity for both platforms continuing their 
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growth in 2011 [61]. Figure 3-17 presents the Smartphone Users in 5 European Countries (United Kingdom, France, 

Germany, Spain, and Italy): 

 

Figure 3-17 Smartphone Users in 5 European Countries [61] 

The continued increase in penetration of 3G device ownership, unlimited data plan subscription, and smartphone 

ownership in the 5 European Countries that we mentioned above lead to the overall growth in the use of mobile media. 

Specifically, smartphone ownership increases 9.5 percentage points reaching 31.1%, while 3G device ownership grows 5.4 

percentage points reaching 47.1% penetration, and unlimited data plan subscriptions 2.5 percentage points reaching 

7.5% penetration as we see in Figure 3-18. [61] 

 

Figure 3-18 Growth of Mobile Usage [61]  

3.4 Web 2.0 Social Media usage analysis 

In the beginning of this chapter we started with the analysis on the basic types of existing users. We continue firstly with 

the internet usage analysis, secondly with the mobile usage analysis and as a third step we proceed with the Web 2.0 

ǳǎŀƎŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŀƪŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 

use of social media and the demographic analysis on 4 most popular social media. 

3.4.1 Social Networking and Online Activities 

It is true that social media popularity continues to grow, connecting people around the world and social networking has 

become indeed a global phenomenon. The influence of social media on users constantly grows because people are being 

driven to social media. It is crucial to understand how social media users use and share content. [65] 

 

Pew Research Center conducted an important survey on the use of social networking for the year of 2011. The survey 

results are based on samples of each country and the dataset are taken from IMF World Economic Outlook. The 

percentage of people using social networking sites is affected by the prevalence of internet use, which is more connected 

ǘƻ ŀ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ǿŜŀƭǘƘΦ CƛƎǳǊŜ о-19 shows the positive relationship between GDP (Gross Domestic Product) per capita (PPP) 

in the country and the level of social networking. GDP is the value of final goods and services produced in a country in a 

year divided by the average population for the same year. The U.S., which has the highest per capita GDP among the 

countries that have taken part in the survey, is also among the countries with the highest percentage of people using 
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social networking sites, while Pakistan and India have two of the lowest per capita GDPs and the lowest levels of social 

networking. [66]  

 
Figure 3-19 GDP per Capita and Use of Social Networking in 2011 [66] 

.ŜŦƻǊŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΣ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ǘƻ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŦƛǊǎǘ Ƙƻǿ ƳǳŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ 

European users that spent being online. According to the survey that was published by comScore in 2010 [61], Europeans 

spend the equivalent of one day a month online (24:20 hours) with the Netherlands first (31:39 hours) and United 

Kingdom (30:38 hours) second to exceed further this trend. Users in Italy (16:02 hours) and Austria (13:11 hours), spend 

nearly half as much time online as users in Holland and the UK. Figure 3-20 illustrates this analogy: 

 
Figure 3-20 Unique Visitors and Average Time Online in Europe [61] 

!ǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǎƛǘŜǎ ƻǿƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇ Ǌŀƴking in Europe, turning social networking 

and navigation be the most popular online activities on the web. Users enjoy sharing photos, experiences and updates in 

order to stay connected. Instant messaging is no longer popular with a decline of 8.3 percentage points comparing to 

2009. Auction sites are also proving less popular [61]. Figure 3-21 shows the top online activities in Europe in 2010: 
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Figure 3-21 Top Online Activities in Europe in 2010 [61] 

A further analysis for web email, Instant Messengers, Portals and Social Networking sites show, in Figure 3-22, that there 

are slight differences between age groups. Users between the ages of 15-34 shift towards social networking reaching 32% 

while the older population, above the 35 years, uses in a lower degree social networking but in a greater extent the web 

email reaching 6% [61]. 

 
Figure 3-22 Time Spent Online in Europe in 2009-2010 [61] 

An analysis on the users and the time spent on watching online videos in 2010, shows that viewers from Germany, UK and 

Spain spent more time watching online videos than those in the US, consuming 18.0, 17.0, and 16.2 hours respectively. 

Viewers in France consume 12.2 hours of video and viewers in Italy only 10.4 hours. On average, the time viewers spent 

on online videos (14.8 hours) in the 5 EU Countries is an hour shorter than the average of US viewers (15.8 hours) [61]. 

Figure 3-23 depicts schematically this analogy: 

 

Figure 3-23 Time Spent Watching Online Videos [61] 

According to the Eurostat survey [63] nearly 80% of online users search for information about goods and services for 

private purposes. More than half of internet users in the first quarter of 2011 read news online reaching 56%, use services 

related to travel or travel related accommodation owing 54% or look for health related information reaching 54%. 
















































































































































































































