E-Democracy—Past, Present, and Future
Shaul Sharf

The first goal of this article is to examine how the use of internet technology helped to surmount technical challenges related to the conduct of parliamentarian elections in the past, and, in turn, how they have helped to enhance citizens’ motivation to extend their participation in direct voting on legislation. The second goal is to discuss in the present the costs and benefits of boosting civil engagement by using internet media in parliamentary governance. This article breaks new ground by showing that the benefits of e-democracy (also known as teledemocracy and cyberdemocracy), involving the use of internet technology to intensify civil engagement in voting for parliament and in the legislative process, exceed their costs. The conclusion arising from discussion of the advantages and drawbacks of e-democracy is that the proposed solutions may attenuate much of the impact of various difficulties and challenges while leaving intact the benefits for the democratization of the political system. The third goal of the article turns to the future, proposing a model of governance typified by the cross-breeding of civil engagement and parliamentary activity. In this model, known as “hybrid democracy,” civil engagement in the legislative process is integral to parliamentary rule and not a mere appendage. 
Introduction
Our world abounds with technological devices that enrich various mechanisms in fields as diverse as business, communication, medicine, and leisure culture, to name only a few. The legal profession also benefits from internet developments, such as LegalTech, the impact of which have entered the public sphere as well, providing citizens with a well-appointed array of online services. When it comes to the democratic process, however—whether electing representatives to parliament or involvement in the legislative process itself—these resources are rarely used, despite their immense potential utility.
Parliamentary democracy rests on several underlying assumptions. First, it is assumed that controversy exists in almost every political setting. Within every political unit there are diverse views about the right way to settle things, with no possible way of deeming one view right and the other views wrong. Another assumption is that, under these circumstances, the principle of justice that should dominate is democratic decision-making, with democracy properly perceived as requiring decisions to be made by a majority of the public. The third assumption is that given the size of the modern state and the sheer number of political decisions that must be made, matters should be resolved by means of representatives elected to the parliament by the public. The main purpose of this article is to test this third assumption by discussing the application of e-democracy (also known as teledemocracy or cyberdemocracy) to voting for parliament and legislating by plebiscite (hereinafter: direct legislation).
Holding parliamentary elections is no trifling matter. It usually entails extensive and very expensive technical organization—from establishing an infrastructure for citizens’ voting, then encouraging them to vote, creating accessible polling places, and making the voting secure and honest, up to processing the data and the results reliably and rapidly. Added to these issues are the costs of a national day off. The technical challenge in producing a democratic vote is in fact a popular counterargument to holding plebiscites even among those who favor direct democracy in principle.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  ] 

The first purpose of this article is to ask how using internet technology helped to resolve these technical difficulties in the past—and, in turn, may help enhance citizens’ motivation to take part in the democratic process, both in parliamentary elections and in direct voting on legislation.
The second purpose of this article is an investigation, focusing on the present, of the costs and benefits of increasing civil engagement by employing technological measures in parliamentary governance. E-democracy proposes an internet platform that makes the political process accessible to citizens. In so doing, it must cope with two primary types of drawbacks. The first relate to the disadvantages of “human nature” that emerge when civil engagement in the political process is expanded. The second class of drawbacks is based on the use of technological media to advance the democratic procedure, which exposes it to manipulations that may degrade it. Within the framework of this article, I will present these drawbacks and offer solutions for them.
The novel contribution of this article is the insight that within the framework of e-democracy, in which internet technology is utilized to boost civil engagement in voting for parliament and in direct legislation, the benefits surpass the costs. This conclusion emerges from a discussion of the advantages and drawbacks of e-democracy, which suggests that the proposed solutions may attenuate much of the impact of the difficulties and challenges without diminishing the utility gained by democratizing the political system.
The third purpose of the article turns to the future, proposing a model of governance typified by the hybridization of civil engagement in parliamentary activity. In this model, known as “hybrid democracy,” civil engagement in the legislative process is integral to parliamentary rule and not a mere appendage. 
The article is divided into three main sections. Section 1 describes the past, in which democracy and the internet intersect within the framework of a technological matrix that citizens can access in parliamentary elections and in the political process at large. It gives a concise account of the advantages and drawbacks of using online media in these processes. The conclusion drawn in this section is that e-democracy makes the political process much more accessible to the citizenry and, by so doing, broadens civil engagement in creating the country’s political products. It also, however, raises concern about human misconduct—in the form of shallow political discourse, lack of solidarity, violence in political debate, and democratic impotence—that may render e-democracy less attractive. In response to these concerns, Section 2 of the article focuses on the present, surveying the reciprocal effects of parliamentary rule and direct civil engagement in the political process. This discussion includes the possibility that the characteristics of parliamentary rule may smooth the rough edges of civil conduct in the political process; it also addresses itself to the advantages that civil engagement lends to the parliamentary process. This discussion converges into Section 3, the future, which presents the idea of “hybrid democracy”—a model by which e-democracy is not limited to giving the public access to the parliamentary election process and civil engagement in shaping political issues on the parliament’s agenda. Instead, it offers a political framework based on e-democracy in which parliamentary democracy and civil engagement neither contradict each other nor exist independently in symbiosis, but come together to form one ideal system.	Comment by Susan: Do you want to add verbal or verbal and even physical violence?
A.	The past: democracy meets the internet
Democratic procedure has three main components: pre-voting, voting—considered the pinnacle of the process—and counting the votes. Classical voting, by means of ballot boxes, has several drawbacks that impair its efficiency and reliability. For example, voters may be unable to reach the polling station due to distance or faulty information about its location, or they may be poorly motivated to vote due to lengthy lines or fear of being exposed. Even after voting, manual counting of votes entails problems, such as miscounting or disqualification of votes due to objective defects or illegitimate intervention in determining their validity. Along with these flaws is the steep cost of setting up the array of ballot boxes on two levels: first, the logistical, i.e., making it available and accessible; and, second, the human resources needed for its operation and upkeep. In the past, classical voting and manual counting were unavoidable because only thus could the public express its political views. Today, internet technology offers an alternative for democratic procedure at large—from the political debate that precedes voting, via the conduct of the vote, to the counting of votes that follows. This alternative is known as “e-democracy.”
The idea of using technology to encourage democratic governance evolve is not new. As far back as the early 1990s, ideas about invoking telecommunication technology were broached, such as urging voters to use telephone, fax, and computers to obtain information about matters on which they would be voting. Today, more than ever, internet technology is available in almost every home computer and cellular instrument (smartphone), amplifying citizens’ involvement in the political discourse via social networks and online communication channels. Accordingly, the possibility should be considered of enriching the mechanisms of citizen–government relations in the settings of parliamentarian elections and even direct legislation.
This alternative first needs to be defined; then, its advantages and drawbacks must be tested in relation to the appropriate goals of the democratic process. The first part of this section briefly defines e-democracy and describes its characteristics; the second part specifies its advantages and drawbacks.
1. E-democracy—definition
E-democracy is an outgrowth of “technological democracy,” a comprehensive term that denotes the use and exploitation of remote technological media to stimulate civil engagement in the democratic process at large—from receiving information about a topic or candidate to be voted upon, via the discourse and debate preceding the decision, up to the voting itself.
Unlike the idea of technological democracy, the traditional democratic process is usually a one-way street. Contenders offer their ideological wares over classical communication media (press, radio, and television) and citizens vote accordingly at ballot stations around the country. Recognized political interaction in the traditional method takes place only when candidates or their representatives meet face-to-face with groups of voters in parlor meetings or, in rare cases, in public spaces, as in the famous example of the Speakers’ Corner at the northeastern corner of Hyde Park in London. Political debate and discourse among voters themselves often occur only frontally, in small local settings where messages and insights about the topic or the candidate up for election are communicated.
The digital revolution, otherwise known as the information revolution, began in the middle of the twentieth century and marked the onset of the information era. Its crux is the extensive use of technological media to make information accessible to every individual.[footnoteRef:2] Internet technology, the apex of the digital revolution, evolved in the early 1990s and made immeasurable progress in the first two decades of the twenty-first century—allowing civil engagement in the political process, among other things, to expand considerably.[footnoteRef:3]  [2:  ]  [3:  ] 

Stephen Coleman, one of the most prominent scholars in this field, notes three technological applications that represent different types of democractic involvement that enable civil activity to be realized in the online arena.[footnoteRef:4] The first is called “Info-Lite Citizenship.” Within this framework, representatives and organizations engage citizens in bidirectional communication but have no commitment to each other, so that participation is superficial and nonrecurrent. For example, government websites give citizens information about the authorities’ routine functions or about specific problems in response to citizens’ inquiries. Although this application is merely a technical auxiliary measure, it may influence patterns of citizenship and encourage more aware, meaningful, and quotidian participation in the political setting.[footnoteRef:5]  [4:  ]  [5:  ] 

The second application is called “Push-Button Citizenship.” It is based on Info-Lite Citizenship but adds an element of active participation in decision-making. For example, websites present questions on various political topics for public debate and solicit citizens’ positions on them. One doubts whether the public’s positions have any influence whatsoever when this type of interaction is used (a doubt that has a major downward effect on participation over time); however, the results of a plebiscite or survey conducted in this manner may, in the future, serve as a basis for important media activity aimed at promoting the preferences of the participating public. Furthermore, this platform reveals the direction in which the public mind is heading and plays an important role in creating a full-fledged voting system for parliamentary elections or direct democracy.[footnoteRef:6]  [6:  ] 

The third application, “Actualizing Citizenship,” facilitates involvement and communication within the citizenry, allowing individuals to associate, express their views, and apply pressure on decision-makers. This application allows for real public action, not only the public receiving information (as the Info-Lite citizenship application allows) or responding to information by voting within the framework of a predetermined issue (as in the Push-Button citizenship application). By means of this application, communication can be managed at various levels and citizens may be stratified for joint political endeavor and action. Civil activity of this kind takes shape “from below” for the purpose of change; thus, it involves dynamic and far-reaching phenomena of discourse and debate within the diverse settings of social networks. The emphasis in this application is on fulfillment in accordance with an organized work plan and not merely as a response to occasional social phenomena.[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  ] 

The highest configuration of the technology today is internet technology, through which the three applications that Coleman identified in his study may be applied in the most beneficial way within the framework of citizens’ routine lives in a democracy. Namely, citizens may use the internet to improve their access to government information and services, as a platform for mass feedback to the lawmaker, to express public opinion on diverse matters immediately and without traditional gatekeepers, and to maintain efficient and continual discourse among each other in order to create real political organization.[footnoteRef:8] However, there is one arena in which technology generally, and internet technology particularly, has not yet established secure traction in Western countries: parliamentary elections and plebiscites.[footnoteRef:9] Discussion of the advantages and drawbacks of e-democracy may highlight the extent of its necessity at the stage of electing representatives and may even demonstrate the attractiveness of citizen involvement in direct legislation. [8:  ]  [9:  ] 

2.  Advantages and drawbacks in the encounter of democracy and the internet
In this part of the discussion, I explain the advantages and drawbacks of e-democracy in electing parliamentary representatives in accordance with the three stages specified above—before, during, and after voting—and emphasize its relevance for a direct legislative process. After presenting the advantages, I examine them in accordance with the main justifications for democratic rule: wisdom of the crowd, regime stability, enriching the political discourse, and fulfilling the public’s sovereign will.[footnoteRef:10] Finally, I detail the drawbacks and offer solutions. [10:  ] 

The advantages of e-democracy are already evident now in its nascent stage. The interactivity of internet technology makes political dialogue and debate more efficient, possibly focusing them on current public issues. At the preliminary campaign stage, for example, technological media have a widespread effect on the structure of the debate and discourse that precede voting. The interaction between voters and candidates, and among each other, is bidirectional. By means of rapid and equal sharing of information interactively, the debate and discourse become more efficient and the low cost of sharing information online makes this the most attractive medium for disseminating and gathering political information from the financial standpoint, especially among resource-strained interest groups. The internet, with its profusion of social networks and media (Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, etc.), is also considered an inexpensive and reliable way to enhance awareness of the various issues. Using traditional media, such as television and the press, involves a heavy financial investment. Due to its convenience, the use of new technology in the preliminary campaign stage may also help overcome public indifference to political matters by adapting the latest developments in telecom and digitalization to connect with the issues, such as linking to focal points of decision-making by means of the internet or virtual digital conferences. This process, creating effort-free access to information, may encourage a large number of otherwise indifferent citizens to join and influence the debate. Thus, the e-democracy would allow citizens to “participate” in their homes and when they find it convenient.[footnoteRef:11] Candidates also benefit from e-democracy, as it frees them to spend more time on public activity and to invest less effort in persuading citizens to turn out and vote.  [11:  ] 

The internet, with its great flexibility, is also advantageous at the time of voting. Electronic voting is not confined to any particular place or time. Rather than setting up ballot boxes—with the expenses and organizational difficulties that accompany this—the internet can be used to ensure easy and equal access to voting by a large number of citizens. An online voting mechanism would not only save money in the conduct of elections, by saving on the expenses of using voting machines and the high investments in human resources, but it would also give citizens better access than does the classical method.[footnoteRef:12] Even citizens who lack an internet connection may visit online voting centers set up in various locations, like traditional polling places. [12:  ] 

Furthermore, e-democracy is helpful in dealing with the status of citizens who are out of the country at election time.[footnoteRef:13] The main controversy here relates to the citizen’s connection with the state. On the one hand, the longer a person is abroad, the weaker is their attachment to their country[footnoteRef:14]; on the other hand, physical disengagement from the political setting does not negate one’s political connection and the right to participate in elections. Without attempting to resolve the dispute on this matter, e-democracy seems to undermine the claim that this kind of voting cannot take place due to technical impediments or lack of physical resources.[footnoteRef:15] That is, the use of technological media would help to connect citizens who are outside the boundaries of time and place. [13:  ]  [14:  ]  [15:  ] 

E-democracy can also be very advantageous after voting takes place. It allows for faster and more accurate vote counting than does the regular method, saves on human counting errors, and makes fraud harder to perpetrate. In contrast to the traditional methods, technological applications make it possible to process enormous quantities of information very rapidly and with almost no room for error. In this stage, too, saving on costs would be considerable.[footnoteRef:16]  [16:  ] 

In sum, e-democracy has three conspicuous advantages: it enables more citizens to participate in the pre-voting debate and in the voting itself; it makes debate and voting more accessible; and it enhances the accuracy and efficiency of vote counting. These advantages are consistent with the main justifications of democratic rule. Maximizing the number of participants in the pre-voting debate and in voting itself corresponds with the justifications of the wisdom of the crowd and the enrichment of the political discourse. The advantage of making debating and voting more accessible converges with the justifications of regime stability (due to the participation of additional interest groups) and enriching the political discourse. The advantage of enhancing the accuracy and celerity of vote counting accords with the justification of maintaining regime stability (fewer allegations of negative manipulation). All these advantages merge with the justification of fulfilling the public’s sovereign will. This is because the greater the number of people who take part in debating and voting, the more likely it is that they will express their true unmediated views, the less room there will be for error, and the more reliably and accurately the public’s sovereign views might be realized.
The drawbacks of e-democracy center on the same three phases set forth above—before, during, and after voting. These drawbacks may be sorted into two types. The first type, which I will call “internal” or “human,” originate in the expansion of civil engagement in the political process. The more citizens take part in this process, the more widespread will be the expression of the innate weaknesses of human society.[footnoteRef:17] The second type, which I will term “external” or “technological,” is based on the use of technological means that are susceptible to detrimental manipulations. A broadly equipped technological platform presents additional possibilities of abuse of the political process. Below I respond to the external drawbacks; my response to the internal ones appears in the subsequent section. [17:  ] 

Counterclaims of the first type—relating to internal drawbacks—focus on the level of content that such a platform generates in the preliminary stage of the election campaign. According to the opponents of e-democracy, the low cost (in financial and social terms) that the citizen pays to join the debate leads to overparticipation, resulting in a shallow political discourse due to tiresome chattering and opinionated monologues. The outcome, the critics say, is a hodgepodge of views that yield “a dialogue of millions [that] would produce a din not a democracy.”[footnoteRef:18] Furthermore, the internet medium, most especially its social networks, imposes rapid and immediate discourse on the discussion and, accordingly, encourages shallow short messages and information overload that conceals relevant arguments.[footnoteRef:19] The low cost of creating content may also generate responses motivated by boredom or practical joking that would torpedo or divert the discussion; motives that promote propaganda or disinformation may intrude as well. In this phenomenon, known as “fake news,” false information meant to mislead the public is spread maliciously or real news is prioritized selectively in a way that disserves its importance to the public.[footnoteRef:20] [18:  ]  [19:  ]  [20:  ] 

Some observers express concern that online discourse encourages social fragmentation and, in turn, disharmony, extremism, and violence in the political debate.[footnoteRef:21] Others fear democratic impotence because the technology conveys the sense that citizens have no initiative and settle for expressing their views without bothering to act for change.[footnoteRef:22] In addition, it has been found in research that social networks are based on algorithms designed to maximize visitation to their platforms—thereby amplifying the fake-news phenomenon considerably.[footnoteRef:23] These circumstances exacerbate democratic impotence, in which citizens invest resources in places that are not effective for the political process and sometimes even push violence in the political discourse to higher levels.[footnoteRef:24]  [21:  ]  [22:  ]  [23:  ]  [24:  ] 

On the same topic, but from a somewhat different perspective, Cass Sunstein notes with concern a widespread phenomenon on the internet and in social networks that he calls “The Daily Me”— the designing of one’s own agenda. Search engines and social networks use sophisticated algorithms to filter information sources and expose users to areas of interest that accord with social and political preferences and outlooks with which they have been found to identify. This exposure to personally tailored content creates virtual echo chambers on the internet, in which citizens hear only reverberations of their own views. Thus, the use of online media as platforms for democratic rule may deprive citizens of knowledge of the range of available options and may expose them to confirmation bias, thus encouraging political dogmatism. People hear “only echoes of their own voices,” a phenomenon that has a pernicious effect on the enrichment of the democratic discourse.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  ] 

To address this problem, Sunstein offers several proposals that, taken together, may mitigate the harmful effects of this phenomenon. For example, to encourage diversity, the government should subsidize and support forums that host political discussions in various fields, much as it does by supporting public broadcasting on radio and television. Furthermore, central sites that carry massive internet traffic should be encouraged to include links to other sites where public debates on various matters take place, including those with clashing views as long as they are committed to democratic principles. Action of this kind should be carried out through self-regulation and not coercion. One may also demand appropriate disclosure from the sites as to how they promote their political goals. Transparency in this matter would encourage content providers to operate more fairly.[footnoteRef:26]  [26:  ] 

Counterclaims of the second type—relating to external drawbacks—include concern about unfair meddling when votes are being cast. These arguments fall into two categories. The first is fear that citizens will be asked to surrender their means of identification to powerful elements or will be instructed by these elements to vote their way. The second is the concern about manipulating the results by invading the technological devices and exerting outside influence on the voting itself.
With regard to the first concern, it should be remembered that this kind of misconduct also takes place when the classical method is used (although not on a wide scale, as may be more likely to happen in e-democracy): citizens vote in others’ name by making forbidden use of ID cards or forging them, or group voting is organized along with inspection to ensure that those recruited indeed cast their ballots for the “desired” candidate.[footnoteRef:27] It is the state’s duty to allocate resources to mitigate this phenomenon and encourage citizens to refrain from engaging in it. In contrast to the classical method, in which gatekeepers are decentralized on the front lines and their reliability cannot be closely checked—e-democracy can take measures to prevent vote manipulation and detect illegitimate voting patterns. For example, as is customary with online bank accounts or sharing of sensitive information among various centers, one may specify that voting take place by means of a personal identification number that allows access to a protected system that safeguards voting secrecy and privacy. Such a mechanism would create a barrier against voting by ineligible persons. Concurrently, to make the sharing of PINs with others less likely, one may monitor suspect voting patterns and immediately detect illegitimate manipulation, as happens when abuse of personal internet products such as email, or identity theft on a social network, is suspected. For example, if a large number of votes (hundreds or thousands, in contrast to dozens as in the size of a family or group of friends) is cast from one IP address or within a very short time (from the same area at the same moment), suspicion of misuse of the voting mechanism will be suspected, triggering an investigation and even suspending the polling then and there—not only after the fact, after the belated intervention of an election committee and a police investigation. [27:  ] 

Regarding the second concern, additional security measures that may protect against outside meddling can be applied for e-democracy. I will elaborate on them after I introduce the third section of this document.
The third section, relating to external drawbacks to electoral outcomes obtained through online voting, illuminates two main difficulties. The first is concern about infringement of privacy by leaking information about citizens’ voting patterns. The second, similar to that described above, is fear of improper influence on the outcomes and degradation of their reliability.
The response to these two difficulties may be found in blockchain technology.[footnoteRef:28] While it is beyond the scope of this article to elaborate on this technology, I will describe it in a few words so that the reader may assess its possible effectiveness. Blockchain is described as a mechanism that creates trustless systems, namely, systems that need not pass a test of trust but, instead, allow users to communicate with each other without having to worry about the level of their reliability. In the public[footnoteRef:29] blockchain model, all participants supervise all others by running algorithms that prevent anyone from cheating. The best-known use of this technology occurs in the case of bitcoin, in which transfers of funds are documented by a blockchain. It would seem possible to document in this manner any kind of action that needs to be recorded, such as transfer of ownership of shares or title to land, other important documents – and electoral voting as well.[footnoteRef:30]  [28:  ]  [29:  ]  [30:  ] 

The most important advantage of the public blockchain is that the systems based on it are not saved to a central information base or under a single authority that controls them and may be susceptible to intrusion. Instead of a “go-between,” the information is in the possession of all users, who contribute some of their computing power to overseeing its integrity at any given moment. Every new record in the blockchain is added to an immense ledger that the public may view. To be precise, it is not the content of the information that the public may see, but the fact of its being recorded in the ledger. All the information is encrypted and the other users’ confirmations provide automatic verification of the record being confirmed, even though the information stored in the blockchain is not known. The moment information is verified and stored in the blockchain, it is shared with all users in encrypted form so that each user has a copy of the encrypted information on his or her computer. If an intruder tries to invade a central computer to expose the encrypted information or to modify the contents of the ledger, they will encounter an impenetrable barrier: a cross-check with all other users for their consent to this action. An intruder who does not connect with the system lawfully by entering the correct password and username will find no correspondence among the thousands of other computers and will be unable to disclose or modify the information.[footnoteRef:31] [31:  ] 

Returning to voting and the concern about exposure or leaking of information after voting, a protection coefficient may be added by destroying the information so that no connection between the voter and her or his position can be established. It is true that the destruction of virtual information is not absolute, but its reconstruction is immensely costly and, once the blockchain technology is added, the costs are almost beyond the bounds of any realistic possiblity.[footnoteRef:32] When the opponents argue that voting patterns in e-democracy remain vulnerable to exposure even if the likelihood of it occurring are close to zero, one may recall that in the existing situation, using the classical method, voting patterns are even more prone to exposure, so much so that the nature of voting in certain neighborhoods or small localities is knowable and an educated guess of local inhabitants’ voting patterns can be made. It is true that such an argument does not justify e-democracy because it is based on the tu quoque fallacy.[footnoteRef:33] However, the argument that the classical method is no less susceptible to infringement of voters’ privacy implies that it should not be preferred over e-democracy.[footnoteRef:34] Either way, it bears emphasizing that the blockchain technology is easier to use for e-democracy than for e-commerce, as is done with encrypted currencies. Unlike e-commerce, in which information must be retained long after it is created, in elections or democratic voting, one needs a pool of information that is reliable at the time it is created (in contrast to information created by someone’s manipulation). Thus, immediately after the votes are received and sorted among candidates (in parliamentary voting) or by political topic (in direct legislation voting), the information is “destroyed,” or the connection between it and its creator is severed, making the voter’s identity untraceable.	Comment by Susan: Consider moving the explanation from the footnote into the text. [32:  ]  [33:  ]  [34:  ] 

In sum, the “internal drawbacks” of e-democracy include shallow political discourse, disharmony, violence in the political debate, and democratic impotence, which find expression mainly in the pre-voting stage. Under “external drawbacks,” one may include leaking of information and infringement of privacy, unfair influence on voting patterns, and manipulation of vote counting as votes are cast and afterwards. The external drawbacks challenge the quality of the public views elicited by the technological process and may obviate their benefits. However, as I showed above, various technological measures may reduce their cost considerably.
The other meaningful challenge relates to the internal drawbacks, those that are inherent to human nature, that may undermine the attractiveness of e-democracy. In the next section, as part of a broader discussion of the reciprocal effects of civil engagement and parliamentary rule, I will describe the positive influence of parliamentary governance on citizens’ involvement in the political process at large, propose a response to the internal drawbacks, and then assess the favorable effect of civil engagement in the political process on the legislature’s functioning.
B.	The present: human challenges in the encounter of democracy with the internet
Thus far, I have dealt with the advantages and drawbacks of e-democracy in reference to the legislative voting process, noting that, with appropriate changes, the discussion is also relevant for a direct legislation process. Broadening civil engagement in political procedure makes it all the more necessary to discuss how to cope with the internal (or human) drawbacks of e-democracy—the human weaknesses that become even more pronounced when citizens participate directly in shaping political outcomes.
To contend with these drawbacks, in this section I elaborate on the interrelations of parliamentary democracy and civil engagement, describing how parliamentary democracy attenuates the internal drawbacks of civil engagement, regarding both parliamentary elections and direct legislation. I then broaden the discussion by presenting the other side of the relationship and noting focal points where parliamentary democracy is favorably influenced by civil engagement. This discussion will also respond to pro-parliamentarians who frown on civil engagement in the political process when it affects the status of the parliament.
1. The effect of representative democracy on the civil structure of the state
The goal of e-democracy is to promote civil engagement in the political process so that the political positions of the public will be realized accurately and reliably. As stated, however, e-democracy has internal drawbacks: shallow political discourse, disharmony, violence in the political debate, and democratic impotence. The civil engagement state of mind, energized by e-democracy, appears to need balancing and fine tuning. In accordance with the approach that seeks to promote a model that unifies the parliamentary method with civil engagement—in order to perfect both of them until a positive symbiosis is attained (“mutual positive influence”)—below I specify the salutary effects of parliamentary democracy on the civil structure produced by e-democracy that may serve as a response to the internal drawbacks.
First, public involvement is more susceptible to escalation and rigidity than is representational governance. The lack of dynamism of civil engagement is attributable to the public’s tendency to vote on the basis of a general stance that results in a a schematic decision lacking a well-focused resolution of the details of implementing the legislation.[footnoteRef:35] E-democracy may exacerbate polarization because its political debate does not take place frontally, making it difficult for rival sides to meet each other and experience “human contact” that would mitigate enmity and confrontational rigidity. The circumstances of e-democracy magnify disharmony and sometimes even trigger violence in the political debate. A legislator, in contrast, meets with rival political players who may reveal nuances that help to contend with the stresses that accompany political decision-making. [35:  ] 

Parliamentary democracy is able to reduce the rigidity of political stances through “parliamentary compromise”—a mechanism based on dialogue between representatives who wish to advance their voters’ positions in consideration of the opposing stance, on the basis of the understanding that citizens have equal rights and obligations. Civil involvement is moderated and benefits from the special qualities of representative democracy, as dialogue between members of parliament seeps into the political front lines and signals to citizens that political polarization is for visibility only, and that a healthy political society can exist only if there is civil solidarity. This despite the fact that in some cases, in certain countries with a particular predominant political culture, the parliamentary framework may itself serve as a staging ground for intersectoral altercations and incitement. Therefore, the task of quieting the discord is not the sole responsibility of the parliamentary system; the civil society should be encouraged to promote a state of mind that perceives political rivalry at the level of points of view and not on a personal level.
Second, the public is liable to fall victim to powerful interests. E-democracy would make it easier for interest groups to camouflage illegitimate propaganda. Such groups typically have abundant organizational capabilities and access to economic resources, political players, and various media; they may also employ professional consultants and advertising companies to procure advertising space where they can design strategies and tactics. They establish associations, research institutes, and public institutions to raise additional funds and further influence the public mind.[footnoteRef:36] Online media, among other advertising and marketing instruments, are important vehicles for interest groups seeking to flood the public with masses of information and to raise important issues for public debate. Studies show that the effect is usually attained by presenting the public with selective information in the guise of a topical discussion of the issue at hand.[footnoteRef:37] Other studies indicate that interest groups invest vast sums in creating media campaigns that burden voters with huge amounts of information that will confuse them, causing them to base their voting on frustration and fatigue and not on relevant data.[footnoteRef:38] These circumstances amplify the phenomenon of democratic impotence, in which citizens invest resources in places that are not effective for the political process. [36:  ]  [37:  ]  [38:  ] 

A parliament and its members may establish a supervisory mechanism that will expose the motives of those behind various proposals and their main source of funding (which reveals a great deal about the motive). Thus, when a certain agenda is being promoted, parliament may hold a discussion, or the authorities will express the demand, that the initiators disclose their motives and the source of their influence. Furthermore, generally speaking, it is also the duty of members of parliament to supervise the direct legislation process, foremost at the level of parliamentary committees, and to serve, when needed, as critics in the event of concern about overinvolvement on the part of an interest group that may deal a serious blow to the legislative process, or to exploitation of social networks for the dissemination of misinformation about the objective of the legislation.[footnoteRef:39] Admittedly, here, too, there is concern that some representatives will abuse their role in order to help camouflage motives or unnecessarily torpedo legislation in the service of interest groups. For this purpose, as I show in the next section, the maintenance of interrelations between civil engagement and parliamentary democracy may be helpful in minimizing actions of this kind.[footnoteRef:40]  [39:  ]  [40:  ] 

Third, it should be borne in mind that citizens do not see legislation as their main vocation and lack the mental and technical resources to engage in it—thereby further encouraging shallow political discourse. Naturally, the public is not fully informed on the latest about current political issues and does not have the means to assess each and every legislative measure. Sometimes, a legislative proposal is couched in confusing and esoteric language, and voters’ inability to intervene in mid-process perpetuates the problem and may prompt voters to support or oppose the measure without understanding it properly. Similarly, most of the public is immersed in its personal affairs and is not exposed to the relevant information sources. In other cases, the public is fed content by players who attempt to shape its agenda and divert its attention to issues that do not correspond to the public’s real positions on the matter (via “media spin” or “fake news”).	Comment by Susan: Consider changing mental resources (which has a very negative connotation) to “lack the knowledge and the technical resources.”
Parliamentary democracy has the potential to direct topical issues to the public arena so that debate and dialogue will evolve around them. The original role of lawmakers is, foremost, to promote and express the positions of the public that elected them and to exchange views and debate over political issues that matter to the citizens whom they represent.[footnoteRef:41] By and large, this role is undertaken at the intra-parliamentary level, but in special cases, a current issue may spill over into the public sphere and signal to the public the need for the citizenry’s engagement and the expression of its views.[footnoteRef:42] When the public becomes engaged with an issue, the lawmaker’s role is to establish the bounds of the controversy and give the public access to relevant information sources that the public can use to make an intelligent determination. Voters often have to resort to heuristic thinking (mental shortcuts and social cues), by, among other things, consuming information from publicists on communication media, reading informational booklets, listening to podcasts, or listening to friends, authoritative experts, or people whom they consider public opinion leaders and holders of an intelligent stance on the issue at hand.[footnoteRef:43] In such a case, parliamentary representatives serve the public as quality “experts” because the very essence of their role gives them resources and relevant information sources to clarify matters.[footnoteRef:44] [41:  ]  [42:  ]  [43:  ]  [44:  ] 

In sum, parliamentary democracy makes a positive contribution to e-democracy and civil engagement in the political process at three main intersections. The first is the possibility of striking a compromise among rivals and moderating the discourse, contrary to the escalation and rigidity that may result from virtual discourse, thereby perhaps attenuating somewhat the defects of disharmony and violence in the political debate. The second is the supervision of interest groups and detection of the motives of powerful players to prevent the exploitation of social networks to promote misinformation or to behave without the requisite transparency; in this respect, it reduces democratic impotence. The third is in placing political issues on the agenda, framing controversies, and providing clarifying information, thus countering the shallowness of the political discourse that one encounters in e-democracy. 
2. The effect of civil engagement on representative democracy 
The discussion of the positive effect of parliamentary rule on e-democracy leads to the examination of the opposite effect—the effect of technology-enabled civil engagement on parliamentary procedure at large. Even if it has no direct impact on making political decisions (a framework recognized as “direct democracy”) but only on citizens’ access to decision-makers, technology-based civil engagement launches, and even overlaps, a broader discussion of defining the role of representatives and the political system vis-à-vis the citizens who elect them.
At one extreme is the agency model, in which the agent has no latitude and is totally obligated to carry out the principal’s decisions and policies. In agency-based representation, representatives must adhere precisely to the plan given them by their principal and may deviate from it only with prior coordination. The representative acts in lieu of, and in the name of, the principal, and thus causes the principal’s legal situation to change. In such a relationship, the parliament is subordinate to the public and its political decisions must reflect the public’s will as-is.
At the other extreme is the trustee model of representation, which describes a relationship that typically gives the trustee extensive latitude in making decisions and policies for the delegator. The representative is perceived as a person whose actions represent him/herself, making the will of the representative tantamount to that of the represented. Following this analogy, a parliament is given governing authority to make political decisions without being subordinate to the public’s will, and from the moment it is elected, it may act as it sees fit, even if most of the public does not agree with its decisions on political issues.[footnoteRef:45] [45:  ] 

Without choosing between these extremes or establishing a midpoint between them, the influences of civil engagement on the representational mechanism need to be traced. Like any system that has representatives, representative democracy suffers from the “agent problem,” in which representatives fail to do their job loyally or fully because they are tempted to promote their personal affairs at the expense of their principal, namely, the public. Accordingly, everyone agrees that civil engagement applies an additional layer of control, supervision, and influence to representatives. The disagreement concerns the nature of this influence. Supporters see the effect of civil engagement on the representatives as an advantage; opponents consider it an impediment or a brake.[footnoteRef:46] [46:  ] 

E-democracy promotes broader and direct interaction between citizens and the governing authority; thus, it amplifies citizens’ involvement in the representatives’ work and may influence their parliamentary behavior. Here I dwell on two parliamentary focal points where civil engagement has a positive effect on representative democracy via e-democracy: parliamentary elections and direct legislation.
The first focal point is parliamentary elections. From the voters’ standpoint, public involvement in the ongoing political process places checks on voting rates in parliamentary elections and on the nature of the elections. Janet Flammang traces California’s high voting rates to its extensive use of referenda.[footnoteRef:47] She concludes that ongoing civil engagement in the political process may itself raise voting rates and induce more voters to become permanent participants in the parliamentary political discourse.[footnoteRef:48]  [47:  ]  [48:  ] 

From the electees’ side, the effect of civil engagement on the parliamentary electoral process also occurs in the presentation and wording of parties’ platforms. According to Ethan Leib and Christopher Elmendorf, referenda help parties fine tune their positions and avoid obfuscation in their platforms. Political parties aspire to broaden their support among their base. Sharpening their stances on issues that come up for voting via direct democracy helps draw the limits of the political contours of their platforms in order to make the position of the “median voter” who votes for them more precise.[footnoteRef:49] Applying this to our topic, one may say that technology-based civil engagement helps to narrow the gap between the stances of the parties and those among the public by accurately enunciating their positions and avoiding messages that have vague boundaries. [49:  ] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]The second focal point belongs to the parliamentary legislative process. Before the lawmakers go to work, civil engagement may send them an instructional, informational, or guiding message as to what they should do to fulfill the public’s views. For example, it may share in “real time” proposals from the public about the issues that concern it and the matters in which it should engage in parliamentary regulation.[footnoteRef:50] Sometimes, by detecting the public’s mood early on, the legislator can even promote changes in advance that will reduce the public’s frustration and move toward a solution that satisfies the public’s wishes. Similarly, civil engagement warns and forewarns lawmakers to downscale or scuttle legislation that does not fulfill the public’s will. Thus, legislators can predict how the public will respond to their legislation and preempt the kind that will provoke excessive public resistance.[footnoteRef:51]  [50:  ]  [51:  ] 

At the time of legislation itself, civil engagement has another effect. The parliamentary legislative process has many defects. Lawmakers have testified that they often suffer from disinterest or impatience with regard to issues that they are urged to resolve by legislation; this finds expression in low parliamentary attendance and avoidance of participation in parliamentary forums.[footnoteRef:52] E-democracy gives citizens access to the political decision-making process and heightens their interest in the parliament’s conduct. Intensive public interest and civil engagement incentivize legislators to improve their attendance in parliamentary voting sessions and boosts their motivation to investigate and understand issues up to parliamentary decision, as opposed to pushing rush legislation that impairs the understanding of issues that they are asked to resolve.[footnoteRef:53] [52:  ]  [53:  ] 

By making the parliamentary legislative process more transparent, e-democracy affects additional aspects of legislators’ functioning and does much to improve their representational behavior. For example, parliaments, as small groups, are heavily exposed to structural defects in collective decision-making, such as groupthink, the spiral of silence, and the herd effect.[footnoteRef:54] Similarly, most representatives are so afraid of being sanctioned for violating coalition discipline or not toeing the party line, that a parliamentary practice known as “voting by command” has developed. In this practice, legislators suspend all thinking about what they are voting on due to crushing coalition pressure.[footnoteRef:55] Phenomena such as deal-making in smoked-filled rooms or relying on minority-party representatives as tie-breakers in order to pass bills into law (“accountability occlusion”) are also not uncommon.[footnoteRef:56] In other cases, lawmakers exploit their power in various stages of legislation to drag their feet and add unnecessary impediments to legislative moves they oppose by controlling intermediate committees, setting schedules and contents of committees or their participants, or threatening to use their veto power in a manner not relevant to the issue up for legislation.[footnoteRef:57] [54:  ]  [55:  ]  [56:  ]  [57:  ] 

These flaws and failures in representative procedure may lead to legislative hijackings that defeat the public’s will. E-democracy can do much to alleviate such phenomena by enhancing the public’s awareness and the functional transparency of representatives who operate under the surveillance of citizens who are directly involved in political issues and the political process at large. The more citizens take part in voting on the issues at hand—either by expressing their views freely or by direct voting—the more representatives’ work will be expressed directly to citizens who serve as active inspectors of their parliamentary conduct.
Another possible salutary effect of civil engagement on the legislative process concerns the extent of interest groups’ influence on representatives. Just as the public is susceptible to the manipulations of interest groups, so, continually, are its representatives. The nature of the parliamentary framework is such that pressure can be applied to several dozen elected officials or to hundreds, and when those under pressure are party leaders, even a few individuals can tip the voting scales. The situation is different when the public is directly engaged in the political process and pressure and manipulation have to be brought against millions of citizens. That is, a higher level of civil engagement in political procedure within the framework of by e-democracy may significantly reduce the influence of the elite stratum and the interest groups on the representational process and reduce their ability to exploit their position to promote their causes at the public’s expense.[footnoteRef:58]  [58:  ] 

The impact of civil engagement via e-democracy transcends passive signaling and public criticism of representatives’ functioning; it may also find expression in civic action to amend legislation or shape political policy. In the event that a lawmaker advances bills that are not to the public’s liking, e-democracy may equip the public with mechanisms that it can use to revise and correct these moves.[footnoteRef:59] [59:  ] 

The best-known mechanism for encouraging public participation in political decision-making is the plebiscite. E-democracy is a perfect foundation for the plebiscite, whether applied at the public’s initiative or at that of authorities seeking to maintain the government’s stability. Essentially, e-democracy makes it possible to implement the public’s will directly, easily, and efficiently through the plebiscite. For example, if the elected authority has difficulty reaching a consensus on a political issue or wishes to refrain from deciding due to the sensitivity of the matter, the decision-making power can pass to the public, because the technological means for direct voting and public mobilization for involvement in producing political outcomes already exist. Thus, governmental continuity will be preserved instead of resorting to motions to dissolve parliament and hold general elections (under a parliamentary system) or giving the president legislative support instead of gutting his or her policy (in a presidential regime). Similarly, e-democracy may circumvent parliamentary obstacles that thwart the advancement of the public will for reasons that clash with the public’s stance; thus, the political framework retains its dynamism and flexibility even if the coalition is immobilized for extraneous reasons.[footnoteRef:60]	Comment by Susan: You could use the word eviscerating if you want “higher” language. [60:  ] 

These effects of civil engagement on the legislative process ultimately translate into stronger public trust in the parliamentary system and in democratic governance generally. Parliaments around the world and their constituent parties are the least trusted of all governing authorities.[footnoteRef:61] E-democracy may strengthen the public’s trust in the political system and the representative institutions by empowering citizens to effect change via civil engagement and to replace political frustration with mobilization for action. Civil engagement may also bolster citizens’ tolerance toward governing institutions and ease voter estrangement brought on by political impotence of their representatives in parliament.[footnoteRef:62] [61:  ]  [62:  ] 

From the standpoint of political minority groups, too, e-democracy blunts alienation toward the authorities and reinforces trust in the parliamentary system by allowing these groups to express their views and possibly attain their goals even without securing a majority of seats in the legislature.[footnoteRef:63] It is claimed that this effect may circumvent the parliamentary majority and is therefore anti-democratic. The answer, however, is that the combination of civil engagement and the representational system creates a healthy political framework in which the balance of forces between coalition and opposition reflects reality and does not serve the “petty interests” or the political “back-scratching” into which the parliamentary setting may sometimes be drawn.  [63:  ] 

In sum, the technology-based expansion of civil engagement has the potential of improving the parliamentary system at both of its main focal points, parliamentary elections and the legislative process within an electoral framework. From the voters’ standpoint, ongoing civil engagement increases voting rates in parliamentary elections. From the legislators’ side, it gives them an incentive to hone their positions and refrain from blurring their platform. Within the framework of the legislative process, civil involvement has a broad positive effect: it sends representatives instructional and warning signals as to the public’s views, reviews the representatives’ conduct in legislative proceedings, and blunts the influence of interest groups. The main result of civil involvement in the parliamentary system—by supervising representatives’ behavior on an ongoing basis and, in special cases, even allowing active intervention in policymaking—is an increase in the public’s trust in the system and in democratic governance at large. This trust heightens citizens’ sense of responsibility for the political system and for participating in it, even among minority groups, and more. 
Thus, the advantages and drawbacks of e-democracy as proposed are weighed against the external drawbacks pertaining to the technological aspect as presented in Section A, and against the internal drawbacks relating to the human aspect as shown in Section B. Evaluated in this manner, the benefits of using internet technology to assimilate democratic culture and civil engagement in the political process appear to exceed the costs. Although a perfect balance of technology-based civil engagement and the parliamentary process is far from attainable, some combination of the two may be advantageous to both in various ways along the road to fulfilling the citizenry’s true wishes. Next, I examine a model of governance in which civil engagement, produced by internet technology, is an integral part of the parliamentary regime familiar to us today, and not an appendage.
C.	The future: hybrid democracy 
Thus far, I have presented the relationship of parliamentary democracy and civil engagement via e-democracy as stand-alone methods that nourish each other. Now I propose a unified system in which representative democracy and civil involvement neither stand alone nor maintain symbiotic relations but are united into one method that I call “hybrid democracy.”[footnoteRef:64] [64:  ] 

The proposal takes a step forward in the discussion of relations between e-democracy and representative democracy, by which the two should not be viewed in and of themselves but should be aligned in such a way as to express their integration as a self-standing model. The aspiration is that the right mix of civil engagement and representational elements in the hybrid democracy will be determined in research, yielding an accurate understanding of the dynamism of the hybrid system and performing a normative and empirical inquiry into the functioning and goals of democratic institutions within the political construct that the model creates. The purpose of this section of the discussion is to describe, in a general outline only, the main characteristics of the hybrid model and to offer an initial practical proposal for its technical application within the political setting that seeks to adopt it.
1. Characteristics of hybrid democracy 
The term “hybrid democracy” is used in research to describe the cross-breeding of different democratic applications, mainly representative democracy and direct democracy. Below I use it to demonstrate the hybridization of representative democracy and e-democracy and explain how the mutual advantages specified above are not only the result of the impact of one model on the other, but also reflect the synergy produced by unifying the models. This effect creates a special interface that makes it difficult to isolate the specific advantage that each model gives the other; accordingly, it deserves to be defined as a model on its own. One may identify three tiers in hybrid democracy that reflect the main characteristics of this model.
The first tier is the nature of parliamentary elections. Voting for parliament is not a one-off act that absolves the public of responsibility; instead, it is a stage in a stratified process in which the public appoints its representatives and supervises them throughout their years in office, even if it does not intervene directly in their decisions. Furthermore, voting is not imposed on the public and carried out for no reason other than the public’s sense of civic duty; rather, it is perceived as an elementary act in the interface between citizens and their representatives, an inseparable part of routine civic life in a democracy.
According to research, voting for parliament increases in places where ongoing civil engagement also grows. It is hard to determine the directionality of the effect because encouraging parliamentary voting may actually broaden ongoing civil engagement. Whatever the case, it seems that when the entire system is mobilized for the success of the political process, civil engagement and participation in representative procedure grow in tandem.[footnoteRef:65] Matters that find their way to the agenda also undergo reciprocal effects, either from the representatives, who align their campaigns with civil initiatives that emerge in the run-up to election day, or from civil initiatives that take shape in accordance with the positions of other contenders for parliamentary representation.[footnoteRef:66] [65:  ]  [66:  ] 

The second tier is the democratic voting process, or the way the country’s political decisions are made. The mechanism of the unified model eliminates the legislative monopoly that revolves around the power of dominant representatives from strong parties in parliament. The unified nature of the model signals to the ruling party that the legislative reins are not totally in their hands and that another way to place political matters on the agenda exists. Concurrently, lawmakers make sure to present clearly worded bills and strive to align their legislative actions with the public interest, knowing that the public is reviewing their parliamentary endeavors by means of various technological mechanisms.[footnoteRef:67] [67:  ] 

Campaign funding, both ongoing and in election periods, also has implications for the hybrid model. The separation of processes may help representatives to circumvent laws governing election funding and transparency of donations. Thus, a candidate may exploit e-democracy for use as a platform to advance their own agenda and expand their campaign-funding opportunities in the guise of totally nonpartisan public initiatives. Unifying the models will require funding transparency, in which financial sources will be revealed. E-democracy will make it difficult to camouflage circumventions of funding restrictions by candidates for representative office.[footnoteRef:68] [68:  ] 

The third tier is the internal political culture. The unified model will influence the strategic policies that politicians may adopt due to the possibility of direct civil engagement as a bargaining tool in shaping policy that accommodates the majority’s views in the struggle for governance. Thus, the political discourse will be typified not only by representatives closing deals in smoke-filled rooms, but also by a citizenry that becomes a meaningful player in negotiating the contours of the political framework.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  ] 

2. The proposal: A hybrid model 
Hybrid democracy is based on the conceptual cross-breeding of parliamentary democracy and e-democracy. Currently, the hybrid method is implemented on a practical level via the separate action of these methods and not as a freely standing model of its own accord. I seek to propose an idea for the development of a model that cross-breeds these methods to create a hybrid—an independent model of political regime alongside parliamentary democracy. The proposed hybrid model may be given its technical design with the help of e-democracy, which makes technological media available on the basis of the democratic culture that is evolving around the world. The main purpose of the hybrid model is to make the parliamentary legislative process accessible on a quotidian basis to all citizens wanting more intense and closer involvement in their country’s political decision-making.
Hybrid democracy should be implemented on a technological platform, such as a website or a smartphone application that includes all recent legislative proposals that are up for vote in parliament at all stages of the legislative process. The platform should be run by a noncommercial nonprofit entity in order to distance big-money elements and interest groups from illegitimate involvement in running it. This platform should host the pre-voting public debate, including the views of various opinion leaders, such as politicians, public figures, publicists, academics, experts in the field, and any individual who wishes to speak out on the matter. To avoid a slew of information that would burden the voter, those offering their opinions should be sorted into categories so that voters can consume information pertinent to them on the issue up for vote. The system should also include links to relevant bodies of knowledge and should enable any voter who so desires to become more knowledgeable about the field in question. 
Every citizen would receive a password to enter and use the voting system and to express their views on issues at hand. The password would protect voting privacy and secrecy by means of the mechanisms that I presented in my description of e-democracy.[footnoteRef:70] Voting should take place within a specified time frame preceding the vote in parliament and should end shortly before parliament begins its vote on the bill. This kind of voting, like that in parliament itself, is not compulsory; anyone interested in participating may do so. A minimum quorum for participation or passage might be established, in accordance with the accepted quorum in parliamentary elections in the country. The results of the citizens’ vote should remain confidential until no further possibility of voting is allowed. [70:  ] 

Hybrid democracy, unlike e-democracy, does not offer the public a path to general political engagement; instead, it focuses the civil engagement on the central role of any parliament—voting on legislation. The main novelty of the proposed hybrid democracy application is the institutionalization and framing of civil engagement in the process of producing political products. In the proposed model, however, unlike conventional voting for parliament or direct democracy, the public participates in the legislative process but does not obtain legislative power; its decision is not binding but merely advisory. The last word belongs to the representatives, and only by their vote is the binding legislative action effected. In this model, the public’s involvement is reflected in upgrading the democratic system by striking a synthesis with the parliament, not by attaining superiority over it.
The first advantage of this model is that it allows legislators to form a direct impression—before they vote in parliament—of where the public really stands on the issue in question. Is the public interested in what is being voted on? Is it a sensitive issue that occupies a central place in a political schism, or is it a marginal concern that lacks a high public profile? Does the public sweepingly oppose or favor the bill, or are its views split down the middle? In accordance with the answers, lawmakers are given the option of weighing their vote and representing the public as they perceive this role.
A second advantage is that the model serves as a catalyst for the legislature to formulate clearly worded legislative proposals for the benefit of the public (and for the legislators themselves) and helps prevent unnecessary and strangely worded bills. Insofar as bills are couched in odd language, civil engagement, by means of the hybrid model, will encourage lawmakers to correct the wording before parliament votes on the bill.	Comment by Susan: Perhaps obfuscatory? 
A third advantage of the model is that it forces lawmakers to explain why they voted against the prevailing position of the public, if they did so. Today, there is way to know where the public really stands; therefore, the representatives’ explanations, if any, have no real foundation. It stands to reason that, in certain cases, legislators will offer arguments that are not germane to the issue but are important to the citizens who actually voted and influenced the public’s decision. With the exception of such arguments, the demand that legislators explain votes that clash with the majority of the public will improve the public’s review of the legislative process and their representatives’ functioning. When citizens can vote before parliament makes its decision, legislators receive effective public feedback about their work and the democratic system is much the better for it. The lawmakers’ decision is influenced not only by the power of the media or of interest groups, because the legislators are exposed to public scrutiny before they vote. The public’s position may influence them or, alternatively, require that they explain their voting after the fact, or take responsibility for their vote insofar as it is contrary to the public’s view.
On a marginal level, it may be argued that given that the outcome obtained is not binding and the public has no obligation whatsoever to vote under the proposed model, the model is no different from a public opinion poll, in which representatives base their actions on opinions that may not reflect reality and the public’s state of mind.[footnoteRef:71] In response, I note that not every citizen can take part in the political decision-making process via public opinion polls; only a sample of the electorate can do this and, because this is so, the implementation of the idea of political freedom that provides the principal justification of democracy—fulfilling the sovereign wishes of the public—is impaired. In the proposed model, unlike a public opinion poll, the mere fact that all citizens have the right to take part in the voting, even if they do not actually invoke this right, reflects their political freedom and creates an appropriate perception of self-governance. A citizen’s decision not to express a view through the technological system also reflects her or his political position, as do lawmakers when they absent themselves from a vote.	Comment by Susan: This is where a problem seems to lie – all citizens now have the right to vote, and in the hybrid model that right is indeed easier. But what is to prevent a situation where only the highly motivated vote, or special interest groups, through social media, “get out the vote” so to speak? [71:  ] 

The main purpose of the proposed hybrid model, as stated, is to institutionalize and organize civil engagement in the parliament’s work by means of an online platform. However, because only lawmakers retain power over the legislative outcome under the model—from tabling the bill to validating its passage—their status is safeguarded and they are given the latitude to vote for the public interest as they understand it. The element of hybridization finds expression in this power. Namely, legislators are aware of the public’s view on the issue at hand but may vote against that view if, according to their understanding, they oppose the public’s stance; afterward they must cope with public criticism and the repercussions of their vote. Sometimes, too, representatives will resolve a given matter as it is viewed by a minority group that supports their parliamentary service in any case. Thus, this model—in contrast to concern for the parliament’s status—does not eviscerate the legislators’ vitality; instead, it gives the public much more influence on legislation, to the point that citizens become indirect—but important—partners in the legislative process and in shaping their political habitus. 	Comment by Susan: Does this accurately reflect your meaning?
3. Challenges of the proposed model 
The proposed hybrid democracy model is based on the idea of consolidating the political agenda by enabling cooperation between the civil sphere and parliament. That is, the model seeks to move parliamentary rule toward direct governance without going all the way. The proposal is not free of challenges for the very reason that it facilitates public participation in the political process (unlike challenges that are attributable to the use of the technological media, as discussed in previous sections). However, for lack of space and because the challenges are somewhat beyond the scope of this paper, below I specify and propose a response to them as part of an initial discussion only, with the intent of giving the matter deeper and broader treatment in the future.
The first challenge is the concern that civil engagement in the legislative process will be ineffective unless citizens have knowledge of or interest in the issues on which they will be voting. Additionally, citizens do not engage in legislation as their major vocation and they consequently lack the mental and technical resources to engage in it.	Comment by Susan: Again, consider changing mental to knowledge
I addressed this challenge in the previous section, noting that an important role of lawmakers is to fill the gap between the citizen and the missing information by placing the political issue on the agenda, framing the bounds of the controversy, and providing information that will add clarity.[footnoteRef:72]  [72:  ] 

In addition, regarding the challenge of citizens’ lack of knowledge about the issues debated, some argue that this does not really stop citizens from making decisions about these issues. Citizens who vote are not asked to have training or encyclopedic knowledge in order to take a serious stance. Their ability to work out a meaningful position thus lies in a behavioral-psychology approach that detects in voters the use of mental shortcuts and heuristic cues when they make decisions under conditions of uncertainty, even in contexts that are irrelevant to them. The use of these heuristic devices is as effective as processing encyclopedic information. Namely, voters predicate their voting on heuristic thinking and attain the same outcome as do people who are well-versed in the issues.[footnoteRef:73]  [73:  ] 

Consequently, at the practical level, it should be ensured that information for citizens be delivered clearly and concisely and be based on reliable and transparent sources relative to their political stance. On the one hand, it is easier to assure information access in an online setting; on the other, there is growing concern about fake news, information overload, and information reliability—on which I elaborate in my comments on the next challenge.
To counter the claim that the public is disinterested in political decision-making, one may propose measures that may be helpful in surmounting this indifference. An example might be the production of an interesting campaign that will rouse the public from its apathy and prompt it to think seriously about important value questions.
As a counterresponse to the need for large budgets and lavish resources to organize a decentralized public for the advancement of a political cause, it seems reasonable to assume that in cases where a given cause engages citizens’ deep emotions and matters to them dearly, they will unite around it and raise the resources needed to encourage voting.[footnoteRef:74]  [74:  ] 

The second challenge is the fear that interest groups will exploit the campaigning and the propaganda that accompany the legislative process in order to confuse the voters. Various studies, presented above, show that interest groups invest enormous sums in creating media campaigns that utterly confuse voters by means of information overload, so that, in the end, voting is based on frustration and fatigue instead of relevant data. The concern mounts insofar as the preliminary campaign may help interest groups to camouflage illegitimate propaganda and, through it, to divert the public’s stance to one of their liking.[footnoteRef:75]  [75:  ] 

Countering this effect are studies that point to the limited strength and power of interest groups. An expensive campaign that surrounds the voting will not cause citizens to change their minds if they disapprove of the proposed statute.[footnoteRef:76] Furthermore, to counter the fear of corporate manipulations (insofar as the fear is neither overstated nor paranoid), one may argue that the very discussion of the issue weakens the manipulation. The use of “devil’s advocate” mechanisms by presenting a “minority opinion” or calling for heightened criticism of the information to which people are exposed through the media, social networks, and search engines also leads to this outcome. It suffices to present a counterpoint or critical challenge—even if this is done artificially—to undermine a stance that is perceived as social and public conventional wisdom or to break up group cohesion around a certain consensus.[footnoteRef:77] [76:  ]  [77:  ] 

A third challenge, known in democracies as “tyranny of the majority,” evokes concern that minority groups will be harmed insofar as responsibility for creating the product is shared with the public along with parliament.[footnoteRef:78] Most members of a minority group do not enjoy general public support as they struggle for their rights; therefore, they will be unable to fulfill their political interests if the decision is handed to the public.[footnoteRef:79] Representative democracy decentralizes sovereign power among the branches of government and places political issues beyond the majority’s reach, thus unfurling a safety net that limits majority power over minority rights. Removing these protective measures via hybrid democracy may lead to tyranny of the majority.[footnoteRef:80]  [78:  ]  [79: .]  [80:  ] 

This concern pertains not only to the voting stage, but also to the campaign that precedes it. The argument is that campaigns are cruder and more extreme in direct democracy than in representative democracy because they focus on a specific topic and often, within this framework, present the minority as a threat to the majority. The fear is that the anti-minority campaign will spill over into the daily public space after the voting is over.[footnoteRef:81] Furthermore, a campaign that focuses on a minority’s rights may inculcate perceptions among the majority that minority rights are a threat to the entire populace, possibly reinforcing derogatory stereotypes about the minorities and making voters less tolerant of them.[footnoteRef:82]  [81:  ]  [82:  ] 

Given the sensitivity and importance of the matter, a broader discussion is needed. However, since leaving the matter totally unaddressed is out of the question, here I summarize briefly several proposals in response to this challenge. Countering the concern about the infringement of minority rights, it seems correct to state that representative democracy has no real advantage over hybrid democracy in defending minority interests because the public’s representatives—like all people—are rational beings who seek their own wellbeing and are prone to pressures from interest groups that promote their utility at the public’s expense.[footnoteRef:83] Some claim, however, that while decision-making processes in parliamentary democracy offer the possibility of negotiations and compromise, direct mechanisms allow only a binary decision, which, by its nature, tends toward extremism that may be detrimental to the minority.[footnoteRef:84] In response to this, it bears mentioning that the proposed model is not based on the political outcome of the public’s decision; instead, it uses the public’s stance as a proposal to the representatives, who are free to invoke the “parliamentary compromise” mechanism with which the final decision is made. [83:  ]  [84:  ] 

Some contend that it has not been proven, at the level of principle, that the characteristics of direct rule create a basis for harm to minorities. On the contrary: in many cases, reality shows that direct civil engagement, as in, for example, direct democracy proceedings, may in fact improve the status of minority rights.[footnoteRef:85] In a representative democracy that includes the election of representatives who promote various political causes, minority groups’ interests are often subsumed in the all the diverse issues that arise, and are not given practical expression. Direct governance, in contrast, is called upon to focus on one issue, thereby giving minority groups an opportunity to raise their causes in public debate and even win public support to improve their status. A salient example is direct rule in Italy, which sometimes serves the country’s political minority. Since the 1970s, the Radical Party, long headed by Marco Pannella, which touts liberal values and serves as an opposition to the conservative Italian establishment, has been promoting a series of plebiscites in matters of human rights. Some of these causes, such as the right to divorce and to abortion, were actually approved after the public was mobilized in various unconventional ways in order to enhance its awareness of the issues up for resolution. Today, the Radical Party is believed to have initiated more direct plebiscites than has any other party, even though its electoral strength revolves around 2.5 percent[footnoteRef:86]—a dramatic achievement in view of the claim that direct civil engagement is harmful to minority rights. It seems that absent this mechanism, a political minority group would not have been able to isolate one political issue and bring it to the awareness of the public, let alone realize its worldview in practice.[footnoteRef:87] [85:  ]  [86:  ]  [87:  ] 

Furthermore, the argument about harm to minority rights is based on two underlying assumptions that are open to debate. The first is that the minority group is numerically inferior; therefore, the majority’s decision within a framework of direct democracy would by necessity be harmful to it. This assumption overlooks the possibility that a minority group may not be a minority in numerical terms. Its definition as a minority is relative to the dominant group, the elite that holds political power and dominates the governing mechanisms despite its numerical inferiority. In cases where the minority has a numerical majority, a decision attained via direct governance gives the minority group—that is, the majority of the public—the possibility of formulating a stance of its own despite the elite’s manipulations and of expressing its numerical advantage in practice.	Comment by Susan: Where? In the population? In the parliament? 	Comment by Susan: Because this is somewhat counterintuitive, it would be helpful to provide an example.
The second assumption is that a large majority of political disputes pertain to the balance of power between a minority group and the majority, or to the minority group’s rights. This assumption is erroneous. Most important political decisions in recent decades do not involve protecting minorities; instead, they concern the resolution of value disputes that divide the public after the public reflects on them even-handedly and pertinently. This undermines the attempt to justify the refusal to keep the public’s stance in mind for reasons of paternalism or protecting the minority. Even even-handed people who share value-centric points of departure may disagree about how to resolve concrete questions. Sometimes the disagreement emerges from a different reading of reality or lack of consensus about the right way to bring clashing values into balance. What occurs in these cases is not rash conduct or offense (deliberate or otherwise) to minority groups but a true debate over values.[footnoteRef:88] In such cases, there is no reason for concern about quashing minority rights and, in turn, there is no justification for disregarding the majority’s position under direct or hybrid governance. [88:  ] 

However, in the event that a plebiscite does revolve around a “minority rights” issue, restrictions may be imposed on the nature of the campaign in order to prevent escalation and harm to members of the minority group during and after the campaign. For example, one may demand that the campaign be positive in nature, focusing on the benefits of a resolution in favor of a given position and not on the harm that the minority group might inflict on society if its stance is rejected. Another option is to limit the use of patently racist or incendiary motifs.[footnoteRef:89]  [89:  ] 

In sum, although the proposed model is not free of challenges, insofar as there is willingness to make the regime more progressive and efficient, it will be necessary to tackle difficulties that, at least according to experience, are addressed in this article in a way that does not totally rule out the hybrid model.
Conclusion
After we using internet technology for decades in all areas of our lives, it seems possible to also apply it to making national-level political decisions. This article opened by presenting the past, showing that despite the technical difficulties that accompany e-democracy, solutions are available, and that the many advantages of using this technology in the democratic process offset the drawbacks. I used discussion of the definition of e-democracy and the specification of its advantages and drawbacks as a basis for the discussion of a broader question, that of the present, about the role of civil engagement in a country where political decisions are ordinarily made solely by representatives in parliament. I concluded that the online revolution promotes civil involvement at all stages of political proceedings, including those in which decisions are made. This, however, does not make the representatives’ work superfluous; it even reinforces the need for the parliament within the civil matrix of a democratic state. E-democracy supports the representational process by nourishing political discourse between parties and citizens, so that lawmakers promote the public’s affairs in their parliamentary activity. Concurrently, civil engagement is becoming more refined and is benefiting from the special aspects of representative democracy; thus, the flaws that exist in a democratic society may be countered by the compromise mechanisms that are typical of a parliament. Pursuant to interrelations and cooperation that may lead to the successful upgrading of the democratic system, I offered a forward-looking perspective and proposed the possibility of hybridizing parliamentary democracy and technology-based civil engagement to create a new model that I called “hybrid democracy,” within which interested citizens play a direct role in the voting process. Unlike direct democracy, this model does not place decision-making power in the public’s hands. Instead, it leaves the last word to the public’s representatives, who have access to parliamentary resources that citizens lack and can use them to produce the most favorable political decisions. The hope is that a political process of this kind will bring the public’s sovereign position to optimal fulfillment within the political framework.
However, proposals for change are not assured of immediate success even if they are intrinsically beneficial—and even more so when the proposed change has to surmount public fear about its implications for the political process. My main concern here originates in an elite-centric worldview on the part of the public, which does not see itself as a relevant player, let alone a dominant one, in the democratic game and in making political decisions. My hope is that this article will attenuate that fear or revise the worldview that diminishes the public’s involvement in political proceedings. Concurrently, events in recent years—exposing the public to information about issues on the agenda, the unmediated encounter with lawmakers, the understanding that criticism of their doings is needed, frequent election campaigns that increasingly reveal lawmakers’ impotence—may also help to make the public more willing to consider the possibility that direct public engagement in the political act is essential for the success of the democratic political framework.
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