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Abstract. This article seeks to understand how eParticipation can boost individ-
ual capabilities in an ICT4D context. The analysis has regard eParticipation as a 
mechanism for expanding capabilities since it increases the democratic and par-
ticipatory involvement of individuals in society. To this end, we examined the 
eParticipation field according to Sæbø et al. [20] and Medaglia [13], combining 
the capability approach from Sen’s [23] and Nussbaum’s [17] perspectives. Alt-
hough the literature recognized that the capability approach is particularly diffi-
cult to operationalize in practice, we discovered some mechanisms in the ePartic-
ipation literature to support our analysis. However, despite its apparent benefits, 
eParticipation can indirectly contribute toward increasing inequalities among 
people since it is not available to all. We believe that recognition of the inequali-
ties generated by the digital divide and the subsequent decrease in eParticipation 
could lead to a better understanding of the ICT4D context and assist in public 
policy-making. 

Keywords:eParticipation, Capability Approach (CA), Information and Com-
munication Technology for Development (ICT4D) 

1 Introduction 

Medaglia [13] offers an eParticipation definition that faces this category of electronic 
government as “[…] issues of enabling opportunities for consultation and dialogue 
be-tween government and citizens by using a range of ICT tools” [13 p.346]. Howev-
er, if eParticipation can be a way to foster citizen awareness and participation in pub-
lic policy decision-making, it can increase inequalities between people with and with-
out ICT access and skills, what jeopardizes the eParticipation philosophy itself1.  

Considering eParticipation in terms of citizens` capabilities development, it is pos-
sible to assess the impact of ICT beyond superficial levels of access and use or its 
economic benefits [27],[14]. Instead of focusing solely on technological determinants, 
                                                        
1Helbig et al. [9] highlight that traditional digital divide factors, such as infrastructure and in-

formation availability, must be carefully considered in eParticipation initiatives. Contextual 
factors also play an important role in this double-edged nature of eParticipation. 
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we adopt Amartya Sen’s capability approach (CA) in the ICT for development 
(ICT4D) context to study eParticipation. This approach to human well-being empha-
sizesthe importance of freedom of choice as individual empowerment. In Sen’s view, 
the term ‘capability’ refers to environmental opportunities and the individual abilities 
a person needs in order to live the life he or she wants [23]. 

Although Madon’s work from 2004 employed CA as a theoretical resource to un-
derstand how effectively people benefit from the use of ICT applications and access, 
is still missing the look at what people can or cannot do with the ICT applications 
provided [27] ICT use has been supported by the principles of CA in ICT4D research 
and theoretical exploration regarding the application of CA to ICT and human devel-
opment [27]. However, Zheng [27] claims that CA in ICT4D studies lacks a theory 
that provides a balance between Sen’s functionings and capabilities. In order to fill 
this gap, we propose the theory of eParticipation as responsible for the expansion of 
several human capabilities and freedoms of individuals. 

In this study, we considered the eParticipation field as shaped by Sæbø et al. [20] 
and Medaglia [13] combining the capability approach of Sen [23] and Nussbaum [17]. 
Although the capability approach is particularly difficult to operationalize in practice 
[27], we discovered some mechanisms in the eParticipation literature that could be 
seen as a way to operationalize it.  

This paper starts off by reviewing the eParticipation literature, then we discuss the 
aspects of human development and the capability approach (CA). The relationship 
between eParticipation categories, CA and ICT4D is discussed in Section 5. Final 
remarks and possibilities for future research are presented in the last section. 

2 Electronic Participation 

According to Sæbø et al [20] eParticipation contextualization includes the expansion of 
transparency and people awareness of government activities and ICT-enabled public ser-
vices. In addition to making information available, the purpose of eParticipation is to create 
an online ecosystem to support “citizen involvement in deliberation and decision-making 
processes” [20 p.403]. 

For better understanding those online participatory spaces, Medaglia [13] and Sæbø 
et al. [20] have designed a  eParticipation framework defined by five categories: eParticipa-
tion activities (eVoting, online political discussion, online decision-making, eActivism, 
eConsultation, eCampaigning and ePetitioning) characterized as social activities; ePartici-
pation effects (deliberative, democratic and civic engagement) which includes all outcomes, 
i.e., the impact of eParticipation activities; Contextual factors (underlying technologies, 
governmental organization, infrastructure, policy and legal issues), that are not part of ePar-
ticipation nature, but have a direct effect on these activities; eParticipation actors (citizens, 
politicians, government institutions and voluntary organizations), comprised of the main 
actors involved in eParticipation activities; eParticipation evaluations (transparency and 
openness, quantity, tone and style, demographics), concentrate on assessing and measuring 
eParticipation effects, activities and actors, focusing on transparency and openness issues. 
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In this study, we used these five categories to analyze how eParticipation has the potential 
to increase individual capabilities.  

The result of eParticipation activities, considering contextual factors, refers to the 
impact of these activities in terms of desirable and undesirable outcomes in order to 
achieve some kind of benefit sought through them [13] The main discussion in this 
study deals with the effects – viewed as capabilities – which can be chosen by indi-
viduals – eParticipation actors – and constitutes a fundamental aspect of Sen’s capa-
bility approach theory. However, as Medaglia [13] remarks, there is a significant risk 
of public sphere fragmentation and polarization, as a result from the bad diffusion of 
Internet-based forms of political participation, what could jeopardize people participa-
tion in ICT4D context. 

3 Human development and the capability approach 

Human development is conceptually founded on the capability approach (CA), which 
aims to expand people’s choices. Sen [23] argues that human development takes place 
through the expansion of capabilities that individuals consider important to have. The 
concept of agency –the capacity of individuals to act independently and make their 
own free choices – is intrinsically linked to the capability approach, since individuals 
are the agents of their own choices, of what they value. Nussbaum [17], who added on 
to Sen’s concept, regards the capability approach as opportunities created by a combi-
nation of personal skills and influences from political, social and economic environ-
ments.  

Along these lines, Sen [23] believes that well-being achievements should be meas-
ured in functionings, whereas well-being freedom is reflected by a person’s capability 
set (a set of capabilities available to be chosen). Furthermore, “[…] the focus on 
agency will always transcend an analysis in terms of functionings and capabilities, 
and will take agency goals into account” [19 p.103].  

Sen’s reasoning is based on the evaluation of social change in terms of improve-
ment to human life. His approach conceives of human life as a set of activities and 
ways of being called functionings. He relates the judgment of quality of life to the 
ability to perform these functionings. So, the capability approach is seen as a theoreti-
cal framework that demands the freedom to achieve well-being and agency and that 
can be understood in terms of people's capabilities [19,27]. 

Sen [23] does not specify a list of minimum basic capabilities for quality of life, 
but addresses the subject by stating that one cannot escape assessment of the problem 
when defining a class of functionings as important and others as not so important. 
According to him, in some welfare analyses a few functionings can be established, 
such as the ability to eat well, live well or partake of community life. Sen [21] argues 
that the first characteristic of well-being can be seen as a vector of functionings, that 
is, the set of functionings that a person achieves.  

A complementary approach is contained in Nussbaum’s ten central capabilities. 
She considers that these central capabilities are the bare minimum in a widely shared 
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understanding of the task of governments. She also believes that these central capabil-
ities can enable people to lead a dignified and minimally flourishing life and, conse-
quently, are necessary for human development. Additionally, she focuses on a central 
question that can make the discussion more explicit: Which capabilities are the most 
important? The ten core capabilities defined by Nussbaum [17] are: (1) life, (2) physi-
cal health, (3) physical integrity, (4) senses, imagination and thought, (5) emotions, 
(6) reason, (7) affiliation, (8) other species, (9) play and (10) control over one's envi-
ronment. 

4 Electronic Participation in the ICT for Development context 

On the one hand, Avgerou [2] acknowledges that research on the developmental po-
tential and impact of ICT is multidisciplinary and involves Information Systems (IS), 
Human Computer Interaction (HCI), Communication and Development Studies [7]. 
Focusing on the development issue, Walsham et al. [26 p.317] believe that ICT can 
help improving socioeconomic conditions in developing countries. Walsham [26 
p.89] elaborates on this idea affirming that “IS scholars and practitioners should be 
concerned with how to use ICT to help make a better world, where everybody has the 
opportunity and capability to use technologies to make better lives for themselves, 
their communities and the world in general”.  

On the other hand, Brown and Grant [4] pointed out the duality within the research 
body and suggested two distinct streams of research: studies focusing on (1) under-
standing technology “for development” (ICT4D) and (2) understanding technology 
“in developing” countries (ICTD). In turn, Heeks [8] identified several elements that 
comprise the disciplinary foundations for development informatics research, in addi-
tion to categorizing the theories for ICT4D research. In a complementary approach, 
Heeks [8 p.627] notes that “[…] infrastructure and access are only the starting point in 
understanding ICT’s contribution to development; they are inputs whereas our real 
attention should be focused on outputs”.  

In an effort to link these two points of view, value chain based on the standard in-
put–process–output model to create a sequence of linked ICT-for-development 
(ICT4D) resources and processes [8], which Heeks [7 p.627] divided into four do-
mains: Readiness, Availability, Uptake and Impact.  

For discussing eParticipation in the ICT4D context, thinking in Heeks [7] frame-
work, besides guaranteeing technological infrastructure, participatory initiatives must 
take account citizens´ capabilities and limitations to participate and to assess their 
degree of participation and their role in decision-making. We argue in the next sec-
tions that Capability Approach (CA) can be the theoretical lens through which we can 
better analyze the people´s participation in ICT4D context.  

5 eParticipation,Capability Approach and ICT4D 

The pursuit to eradicate poverty and the realization of Sen’s capability approach are 
accepted by Avgerou [2 p.2] as important research in ICTD studies. She states that 
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“even if not explicitly acknowledged, every ICTD study makes specific assumptions 
about the way IT innovation happens in the context of developing countries”. 

In this sense, the study by Puri and Sahay [18] examines the relationship between 
participation, ICT use, and rural development processes. By reflecting about who 
defines the participation agenda in developing countries they identify that in many 
cases it is externally driven, but in some situations it is shared with communities/IS 
users, it is a community/user driven agenda, and in a few locations it moves towards 
empowerment, the agenda set by people. They also address what capabilities people 
need to be able to participate. established to elicit participation, and (e) the knowledge 
participants have about the problem domain.  

Related to this this context, Puri and Sahay [18] pose the question: “How can local 
participatory processes be sustained and scaled up?” They search for elements in de-
velopment theory and information system theory to answer this question. In both, the 
problems of scale and sustainability are crucial. They conclude that if the success of 
development is based on effective participation, then sustaining these projects over 
time requires a deeper institutionalization of participatory processes. 

Another contemporary study, closely related to eParticipation in the ICTD context, 
was conducted by Kock and Gaskins [12]. They examined the relationships between 
Internet diffusion, voice and accountability, and government corruption. According to 
these authors, policy-makers in developing countries who desire to increase voice and 
accountability at the national level, and thus the degree to which their citizens partici-
pate in the country’s governance, should strongly consider initiatives that broaden 
Internet access in their countries. 

In the literature review, it is possible to note the degree of empowerment promoted 
by ICT access, enabling citizen participation in virtually any public service, not nec-
essarily only in politics or government-related topics [24]. Zheng [27 p76] refers to 
the perspective of Avgerou [2] of the social embeddedness of IT innovation: “[…] 
even though ICT is perceived as commodities, it has to be considered in connection 
with the conversion factors and decision-making mechanisms when applied in the 
context of development”. We bridge this gap by understanding the interplay between 
eParticipation categories and the central human capabilities of Nussbaum [17]. We 
contend that eParticipation addresses the expansion of several of these human capabil-
ities through eParticipation activities and heightens the capabilities and freedom of 
individuals, making them more active in society.  

To achieve the paper’s objective, we have created a conceptual model that shows 
the relationship between eParticipation, capability approach and ICT4D. The purpose 
was to analyze the role of eParticipation increasing individual capabilities in the 
ICT4D context. We operationalize it by taking the concepts presented by Sæbø et al. 
[20] and Medaglia [13] work on ePartcipation field, combined to Sen [19] and Nuss-
baum [17] perspectives of capability approach and taking the ICT4D as context. We 
argue that eParticipation activities are resources provided by government to expand 
people’s capability set (freedom), allowing them to achieve a functioning. 
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5.1 eParticipation activities versus central capabilities 

Nussbaum [17] stated that the task of government is to enable people to lead a digni-
fied life, or, as Sen [19] presented in his work, to pursue life as a person of value. 
Through eParticipation activities, governments can provide a set of opportunities (or 
freedom) for people to choose from Sæbø et al. [23] and Medaglia [13] describe sev-
eral eParticipation activities that could be considered as a set of expanded capabilities 
available to individuals, such as the capability to express one’s self, vote and partici-
pate in communities, make decisions or be informed, resulting in functionings involv-
ing living and participating in groups, expressing one’s own opinion, listening, being 
listened to and having access to information for the decision-making process. These 
activities represent some of the core capabilities necessary for human development, as 
mentioned by Nussbaum [17], especially to make political choices and enjoy freedom 
of expression. In this regard, it is possible to identify central capabilities that are ex-
panded by eParticipation activities directly and indirectly.  

The four central capabilities that are directly expanded by eParticipation activities 
are: (1) control over one’s environment, (2) affiliation, (3) reason and (4) senses and 
imagination. This capability approach view of eParticipation is central to our work, 
that is, the role of eParticipation in the expansion of individual capabilities. We be-
lieve that every eParticipation activity is a new capability created or enhanced in a 
person. The use of ICT in participation activities increases the comprehensiveness of 
such activities. By using ICT, particularly the Internet, eParticipation activities can 
exploit the decision-making process, asking citizens to contribute in certain necessary 
decisions. Again, if we analyze this participation process from the angle of CA, it is 
evident that there are now more citizens involved in the overall process. In this sense, 
by taking a general political dimension, we suggest the Proposition 1: By providing 
eParticipation activities governments will enlarge people's opportunities for political 
participation, directly enhancing aspects as control over one’s environment, affilia-
tion, reason and senses and imagination. 

Literature distinguishes between electronic machine voting (in a fixed place) and 
electronic distance voting (by using ICT from different locations). Sæbø et al. [20] 
have pointed out, in their review of literature, important issues related to eVoting, like 
security, trust and also concerns to bridging the digital divide. Additionally, Medaglia 
[13] remarks that the adoption of eVoting systems has the potential to positively af-
fect democratic deliberation and citizen engagement in politics. Thereby, we suggest 
the Proposition 1A: By participating in eVoting activities people will be able to (a) 
have the right of political participationin the sense of control over one’s environment 
(b) to be treated as a dignified being whose worth is equal to that of others in the 
sense of affiliation. 

Sæbø et al. [20]’work highlights the increase of citizens’ opportunities for agenda 
setting and policy making through the use of ICT. They also found some research that 
demonstrated that online participants are well-educated and already politically active. 
They also argued that the challenge is how to connect online political discourse to 
more traditional channels. On the other hand, Medaglia [13] emphasizes that the “ICT 
environments constitute spaces where participation and deliberation in the political 
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discourse take place” [13 p.351] and several transformations are ongoing like, for 
instance, the emergence of new types of parties; an open-source based model of poli-
tics that revolves around the role of voters as co-producers of political discourse (e.g. 
blogs). Thereby, we suggest the Proposition 1B: By participating in online political 
discourse activities people will be able to engage in critical reflection about the plan-
ning of one's own life in the sense of Reason. 

Both studies, Sæbø et al. [20] and Medaglia [13]’s, agree that online decision-
making is focused on the direct link between participants and the political decision-
making process. This category implies “…an explicit link with political decision-
making through the use of ICT and is seen as a potential avenue for increasing politi-
cal participation” [20 p.408]. However, Medaglia [13] points up that the majority of 
the studies investigated by them focus on platforms for specific decision-making pur-
poses (e.g. parliamentary debates, participatory budgeting, collaborative drafting of 
policy documents and urban planning). Proposition 1C: By participating in online 
decision-making activities people will be able to participate effectively in political 
choices in the sense of control over one’s environment. 

According to Medaglia [13], the term eActivism refers to “all activities carried out 
by voluntary organizations, interest groups, and individuals to promote viewpoints 
and interests using ICT tools” [13 p.351]. Sæbø et al. [20] also call attention to the 
fact that such groups, organizations and individuals seek to influence the political 
process by using technological means to promote their interests. These authors are 
mainly concerned about understanding “to what extend such activities really increase 
the opportunities of citizens (rather than the activists themselves) to participate may 
be questioned” [20 p.409]. For example, in an eActivism activity, people can express 
themselves to others and engage in important discussions. One might ask: “Is eActiv-
ism the only way people can express themselves or engage in discussions?” The an-
swer is no, but with eActivism people can expand their capability of activism, partici-
pate in many discussions at the same time and increase their voice. Thereby, we sug-
gest the Proposition 1D: By participating in eActivism activities people will be able to 
(a) use one's mind in ways protected by guarantees of freedom of expression with 
respect to political speech in the sense of senses and imagination, (b) engage in vari-
ous forms of social interaction in the sense of affiliation and (c) having the right of 
political participation, free speech and freedom of association in the sense of control 
over one’s environment. 

Medaglia [13] summarizes the concept of eConsultation as follows: “eConsultation 
is an activity of providing ICT-enabled feedback mechanisms from citizens to gov-
ernments and public agencies, usually initiated by the latter” [13 p.352] Sæbø et al. 
[20] highlight that eConsultation focuses on how to increase input from the different 
stakeholders in government (from citizens, companies or societal groups). The main 
point discussed in the literature investigated by them is related to how to increase the 
level of participation and how to include new societal groups. Another important issue 
is related to transparency as well as the design of the eConsulation services. In the 
same way, ePetitions refers to a tool through which citizens could influence decision 
makers’ agendas by proposing themes or decisions to be discussed. In ePetition sys-
tems, citizens sign a petition online proposing an issue for consideration by the politi-
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cal system [20 p.410] Considering that both activities corroborate with a participatory 
democracy, we suggest the Proposition 1E: By participating in eConsultation and 
ePetition activities people will be able to (a) participate effectively in political choices 
in the sense of control over one’s environment, (b) live with and in relation to others, 
to recognize and show concern for other human beings, to engage in various forms of 
social interaction; and (c) imagine the situation of another and have compassion for 
that situation; having the capability for both justice and friendship in the sense of 
affiliation. 

Medaglia [13] and Sæbø et al. [20]’s research has not found studies focusing on 
eCampaigning. However, Medaglia [13] recognized that the use of digital tools with 
participatory objectives by politicians in the context of electioneering is widespread 
and the use of social media is “…paradoxically found to reflect the one-way commu-
nication structures of traditional political campaigning, and not to foster citizen in-
volvement in decision-making” [13 p.352] In this sense, it might foster transparency, 
which is closely related to eParticipation, as a way to increase citizens’ trust and cre-
ating new possibilities of public interaction and participation [15]. Thereby, we sug-
gest the Proposition 1F: By participating in eCampaigning activities people will be 
able to (a) imagine, think and reason in an informed way in the sense of senses and 
imagination and (b) form a conception of the good and to engage in critical reflection 
in the sense of reason. 

The central capabilities that are indirectly expanded by eParticipation activities are: 
(1) life, (2) physical health, (3) physical integrity, (4) other species, (5) play and (6) 
emotions. By taking the capability approach, Kleine [11] states that very often ICT-
based resources might represent tools used by individuals to enhance capabilities 
besides a capability itself. Considering development as the expansion of the capacities 
of human beings to lead lives they value, ICT should be seen as a means to achieve 
this objective in the development process, conditioned to a set of conversion factors 
[27]. Helbig et al. [9] emphasizes the lack of attention on citizens’ needs and ques-
tions if users actually want, or could they use, what government were given. In this 
way, we suggest the Proposition 2: The engagement in eParticipation activities might 
represent a mean that allow people to express their needs and expectations to achieve 
what is valued by them (indirectly enhancing aspects as life, physical health, physical 
integrity, other species, play and emotions). 

5.2 Contextual factors versus internal capabilities with external opportunities  

Although ICT is a key factor for boosting citizen participation, the technology is not 
available to the entire population. In this respect, Helbig et al. [9] argue that simply 
dividing people into two groups – those who have or do not have ICT access – does 
not encompass all the difficulties posed by digital exclusion, since problems of access 
and use are also issues that need to be discussed. Before ICT can become a tool for 
expanding citizen participation that is available to all, governments must address 
structural problems, such as lack of electricity, Internet costs and training for low-
income citizens, among others. Contextual factors, as pointed out by Sæbø et al. [20] 
and Medaglia [13], constitute resources for achieving increased capabilities. Howev-
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er, if ICT access is not possible, this should be viewed as a deprivation of liberty, a 
reduction in capabilities and inequality of access. Therefore, contextual factors are 
resources that influence the set of available capabilities. Thus, we suggest the Propo-
sition 3: The expansion of individual capabilities through eParticipation activities is 
conditioned by contextual factors. 

Kleine and Unwin [11] identified many factors that influence people’s choices. 
Some of them, as previously discussed in the realm of eParticipation and ICT4D, are 
material resources, such as tools, equipment and hardware (computers). If a person 
does not have any ICT device, or Internet access, or even electricity, participation in 
electronic activities will be restricted. The author lists human resources as educational 
and skills as potential influencers of people’s capability to partake of a certain oppor-
tunity. The inequality created between those who have access to technology and those 
who do not is, in many cases, driven by inequality of education. If, for example, we 
recognize that even a person with computer access and basic computer skills may not 
have the ability to understand a subject in an eVoting activity, there will still be re-
strictions on the extensive use of this mechanism. In sum, the individual capabilities 
of people with limited access to eParticipation tools (e.g., Internet) are consequently 
reduced. Furthermore, even individuals with ICT access may have difficulties devel-
oping their knowledge, skills and confidence in the use of ICT. Thereby, we suggest 
the Proposition 3A: The digital divide might restrict people's engagement in ePartici-
pation activities constraining the possibility for people to participate effectively in 
political choices that govern one's life; having the right of political participation, free 
speech and freedom of association. 

Nussbaum [17] introduces the concept of internal preparedness with external op-
portunity. According to her, “[…] a society might do well at producing internal capa-
bilities but might cut off the avenues through which people actually have the oppor-
tunity to function in accordance with those capabilities”. For example, a person who 
has all the internal capabilities to vote, i.e., political knowledge, a high enough educa-
tional level to understand the different proposals, might be prevented from voting in a 
certain political regime. Therefore, eParticipation activities can promote or expand 
freedom (external opportunities) to leverage this person’s internal capability. One 
clear example is eActivism, which leverages the internal capability to criticize the 
government. Another example is if a person with a disability or heath issue wants to 
join in on any government participation activity, he or she can now do so, from literal-
ly anywhere, at home or even in a hospital, instead of going to a central location 
(government office). In that way, we suggest the Proposition 3B: The degree of em-
powerment promoted by ICT access might increase people's engagement in ePartici-
pation activities enlarging the possibility for people to participate effectively in politi-
cal choices that govern one's life; having the right of political participation, free 
speech and freedom of association. 



10 

5.3 eParticipation effects, actors and evaluation versus individual realized 
functionings  

Functionings are ways through which well-being achievements can be evaluated. A 
personal achievement is a set of functionings that demonstrates human well-being. In 
this sense, agency – the ability of individuals to make their own free choices – can be 
seen in eParticipation effects such as civic engagement level, an increased democratic 
and deliberative level or other social impacts, like community empowerment choice 
and voice. These effects, as eParticipation outcomes, should be thoughtfully heeded in 
public policy development.  

The opportunity to participate in democratic decisions is a capability provided by 
government. People’s choice to effectively use this capability and participate in a 
deliberative forum is a functioning. Agency and choice are fundamental issues in this 
case. For instance, a person chooses to engage or participate in a specific online activ-
ity. Sen [22] argues that agency is the ability to act on behalf of what a person values. 
In the eParticipation context, we use agency to choose in which activities to partici-
pate (e.g.: eVoting, eDeliberation and/or eActivism). At this point we can consider the 
role of governments in eParticipation, specifically, as providing activities for use by 
citizens. This means the realization of capabilities, at the end the functioning pro-
posed by Sen [22] Thus, we suggest the Proposition 4:  The individual achievement of 
functionings, through eParticipation activities, is conditioned by individual’s choice 
in engaging on these activities. 

In eParticipation theory, actors are individuals who are engaged in eParticipation 
effects, or using CA vocabulary, the functioning. Bearing in mind that the term ‘capa-
bility’ refers to environmental opportunities and individual abilities, actors are those 
who are directly involved in participation through ICT access: citizens, politicians and 
government institutions. For instance, whoever is behind the computer (or any other 
device) taking part in an eConsultation or any other eParticipation activity is an indi-
vidual. By taking a supply and demand perspective of eGovernment, it is possible to 
verify the phenomena in terms of eParticipation actors. The supply side focuses on 
“initiatives that create electronic services and, in many cases, opportunities for partic-
ipation from citizens, businesses, and other stakeholders”. Considering the demand 
side the focus is on “how different social groups try to take advantage of these ser-
vices and of the other uses of information and communication technologies within 
society” [13 p.93]. 

Using the capabilities available, the individual achievement of functionings – 
which is a result of personal choice – can be evaluated by the realized functionings. 
The main mechanism in eParticipation that can be identified is transparency and 
openness. Openness makes it possible for people to get involved in the processes of 
government and create value for both [1]. As more government data is available, it 
will be easier for citizens to find information about government activities, being able 
to complain and communicate their opinion, representing an increase in their interest 
in actively participate in the government process.  
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6 Final Remarks 

The objective of this paper was to understand how eParticipation could contribute to 
increase individual capabilities in an ICT4D context. We started off with the premise 
that eParticipation can increase different individual capabilities. Moreover, eParticipa-
tion in its various forms of social and political engagement is undoubtedly a break-
through toward increased individual freedom. We know that technology has the pow-
er to engage individuals but, at the same time, it can marginalize those who do not 
have ICT access or the skills to take advantage of it. Indeed, public policy should be 
created to benefit all citizens, wherever they live. 

In this study, we sought to contribute by proposing to fill the gap identified by 
Zheng [27] that CA requires additional social theories to evaluate and analyze the 
ICT4D context. For this reason, we focused on eParticipation to analyze some of its 
features using Nussbaum’s core capabilities and Sen’s CA. As a result, we have, to a 
certain extent, developed a proposal that enables us to implement and comprehend, in 
a concrete way, the relationship between eParticipation categoriesand CA (see Figure 
1). We believe that this theoretical contribution could provide support to good man-
agement in public affairs. 

Nevertheless, this paper is a proposal that could serve to launch a new study. For 
instance, a case study could be carried out to highlight the insights gained from the 
relationship between eParticipation categories and CA for public policy-making in the 
ICT4D context. Other studies could also include institutional analysis and CA in 
ICT4D [3] from an eParticipation perspective, or ones that focus on Smart Cities, 
more specifically on the way they represent innovation in management and policy as 
well as technology [16] and public value [5]. A helpful theoretical approach could be 
developed to investigate Smart Cities and help governments prevent social, political 
and organizational problems.  
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