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PREFACE

This thesis distills, in a scholarly framework, ragademic, professional and
even activist work on the political economy of inf@tion production during

the last few years. Beginning with the UniversifyAmsterdam and the MSc in
Business Studies in 2007, via Tallinn UniversityTethnology and the MA in

Technology Governance in 2008, via my voluntary kvdor the P2P

Foundation to the involvement, in the role of em&drconsultant for e-

governance issues, with the office of the GreekmBriMinister George

Papandreou, the dissertation both develops and ausesn the most important
and, |1 hope, most relevant aspects of all thedeitées. Two of the essays are,
therefore, based on the previous master’'s thesdsthby were written and

published after the degrees had been awarded asdctbuld be part of the
present accumulation.

The wordprefaceis an alteration of the Latipraefotio(n-) i.e. words spoken

beforehand. In the case of the current thesis,ishit easy, as the author’s
desire is to express his gratitude to those whe lcawntributed to the realisation
of this project, and to shed some light on theuitstances under which the
dissertation was completed. It is really hard talfthe appropriate words that
successfully describe the greatness of the suppavte been receiving during
the last few years. | was blessed to stand onhbelders of giants.

First of all, my supervisor, Professor Dr. WolfgaBgechsler, has been and
remains a tru®oktorvaterin the full sense of the word. His critical feedka

and demand for high standards as well as his ummayveupport have greatly
influenced my academic and personal developmerafegsor Drechsler’s

criticism on the New Public Management “which mk&s the most basic
requirements, particularly those of a democracye(dsler 2001, 15), and his
idea that “the interaction of the state, the econamd the third sector is what
needs to be discussed in order to get anywherg’h@@e to some extent given
birth to the current work. | am especially grateht, after many discussions,
he let stand both my approach and my method asasathany judgments and
expressions even where he disagreed with them oldwaave preferred things
to be phrased differently. | am also deeply indeélbtemy mentors from the P2P
Foundation, Michel Bauwens and Dr. George Papaaikol My first tentative

pursuits of a Commons-oriented civilisation statitethe P2P Foundation, back
in 2007, when | had the chance to take part in niatniguing discussions about
the emerging modes of information production anevitmess its potential and
drawbacks not only from a theoretical perspectiog,also from the subjective
standpoint of an activist. In addition, my memoeaplofessors Carlota Perez
and Rainer Kattel from Tallinn University of Techogy have offered

invaluable help at my life’s crossroads. ProfedBerez’'s concept of Techno-
Economic Paradigm Shifts and her famous theory@dtgsurges, as well as her
pieces of advice in private discussions we hade lenormously benefited my



work’s worldview. Professor Dr. Kattel has playedey role in the course of
the MA in Technology Governance as a great advisor.

Further, several parts of this thesis have conasidgrbenefited from fruitful
cooperation with Dr. Axel Bruns, llias Katsourasdige Dafermos, Dr. Tarmo
Kalvet, Dr. Veiko Lember, Egert Juuse, Ingbert Hu#ar and the unknown
reviewers from the journals where parts of thiselitation were published. | am
grateful to Theodoros Karounos, Thanasis Priftid Bin. Pavlos Hatzopoulos
from the office of the Greek Prime Minister and teard of the think tank Re-
public that primarly investigates the political aomy of the Web, who gave
me the chance to become an insider in the Gredficabkcene. Greece, a state
in deep crisis, which desperately needs new appesad¢o deal with the
challenges facing her now and in the immediateréjtserved as a good chance
to see, through real life application, the potdrdiad the drawbacks of certain
concepts which this thesis deals with. This, alomgh my own Greek
background, is the reason for the prominent role Gvéek case studies
throughout many of the essays herein, but for timpgse of this dissertation,
they are examples, not the main reason for thestigagion as such, which aims
at a more general perspective.

Last but certainly not least, | would like to thamly parents Nikos Kostakis and
Panagiota Papaioannou as well as my brother ChasyaKis for understanding
my aspirations and encouraging my effort sinceéty beginning. It is to them
that this thesis is dedicated.



INTRODUCTION

Scope and aim

According to Horkheimer (1895-1973), one of thetcarfigures ofthe Institut
fur Sozialforschundlnstitute for Social Research) and the Frankathool (see
only Wiggershaus 1995; Scheuermann 2007; Bottor2082) and one with his
own, specific important social philosophy (see fyieNiggershaus 1998;
Benhabib et al. 1993; Schmidt and Altwicker 198@gdhsler, Hilligen, and
Neumann 2003 for a largely Horkheimerian perspecton contemporary
society and state), knowledge can and should chsogjety, and thus a theory
can be considered critical to the extent that gksehuman emancipation.
(Horkheimer 2002) Hence, in a broader sense, tisisedation contributes to
the development of a Critical Theory not orientedidrds the preservation of
contemporary society, but to “its transformatiotoithe right kind of society.”
(2002, 218) Its goal is to contribute to the naveatibout the transformation of
modern capitalism into a consensual form of sddlin a society shaped by
reasonableness, peace, and happiness, and toséreadom in circumstances
of domination and oppression. (2002) As Horkheimaintains, any truly
critical theory of society “has as its object hunimings as producers of their
own historical form of life.” (1993, 21) This digsation is consciously guided
by the philosophical and methodological views dewpetl in Horkheimer’s
work as a specific mode of the Frankfurt Schoolpeesally his seminal
inaugural address as director of the InstitutioSo€ial Research (1993) and his
famous essay on “Traditional and Critical Theorg20@2), which coined the
latter concept to begin with. (See only Dubiel 20@Enerally, see also
Horkheimer’s and Adorno’'®ialectic of Inquiry 2002) These views offer an
alternative to the currently dominant views of sabcinquiry, such as
“technocratic” (Habermas 1971; 1988) naturalisnriergly given to the third-
person or explanatory framework with the socialestst as a detached
observer — or anti-reductionism of interpretatiegial science — priority given
to the first-person perspective. In the Horkheimamenrrein (Held 1980, 188):

The limitations and one-sidedness of the individwathpirical sciences
are to be superseded not by rejecting out of hapdrences won through
methodical research, but by reconstructing andegineting their works
in the total context to which their concepts artggements refer.

Naturalistic and Hermeneutic approaches may cortipelscholar to follow
either the third-person or first-person perspectiwdile in critical social
science, taking a complex perspective and the amatibin of different points of
view should be required, with the aim to go beyadhd presentation of the
concrete historical situation and to stimulate gear(Horkheimer 1993; 2002)
The worldview which “formalistic” scientific approhes offer considers radical
change a visionary speculation of an unrealistitunea— “The mythical



scientific respect of peoples for the given realityhich they themselves
constantly create, finally becomes itself a positiact, a fortress before which
even the revolutionary imagination feels shamedtapianism.” (Horkheimer
and Adorno 2002, 33) For Horkheimer, as Held (19B08-179) comments,
“society is a totality which is continuously restturing itself” while “progress
IS not guaranteed in history”, as it depends “anghoductive and reproductive
practices of historically acting subjects.” Theitichl task that, amongst others,
this thesis has taken up is to provide theoriedilberating “the individual from
the conditions of individualism” (Horkheimer in Hel980, 194), i.e. from the
idea “that the individual, pursuing his own intdsesat the same time
automatically serves the common interest of theleh@Frankfurt Institute for
Social Research 1973, 51) In 2011, it may be want#ntioning that while
Horkheimer’s approach is surely not the only sdasipproach to social
inquiry, it certainly (“still”) is a legitimate andvell-established one, and one
that has been consciously chosen for this thesiguse it fits both the topic and
the author’s outlook.

This interdisciplinary study therefore attemptslltominate problematic aspects
of the current social reality, to identify actordhavmight change it and to
provide standards for criticism and realistic picdt ways for social
transformation, to the extent that all of this @sgible. In a globalised world,
where a considerable amount of nations — which hpassed through
manufacturing-based economies — move on towardsrnation-based
structures of society, the Internet's impact exteriseyond a restricted
technocratic sphere. Hence, in this research pgroghe interrelations of
Internet, Society and Democracy are discussed,ruad#alectical spectrum.
That is to say, their relation is not one-dimenalptut it is characterised by
ambivalent elements in a field of fundamentally tcadicting tendencies that
simultaneously pose potential opportunities andalatisks. (Fuchs 2007) The
ambivalent nature of the aforementioned relatioas be observed in the
contradiction between co-operation and competitimtumulation and sharing;
isolation and communication; censorship and freeddraxpression; cultural
collapse and collective cultural creativity; capgia production and the
Commons-based one. On the one hand, in mass-nmadiic and academic
discourse arguments are developed regarding infamanonopolies, digital
divide, electronic surveillance, networked indivadiam, individualised e-
learning, commoadified virtual communities, onlineampulation, human
isolation, e-criminality, moral decline, child pagraphy, cyber-bullying,
language decay, information overflow, cultural agogism, plagiarism, etc. On
the other hand, the Internet is portrayed as dititor of democracy and
freedom; a communication and co-operation enabidr@oster; an effective
educator (co-operative e-learning); a powerful kizolge base (see for example
the free encyclopaedia Wikipediahe LibriVo¥ project, which is a digital

! http://www.wikipedia.org/. All the URLSs in the fomotes were retrieved on 5

March 2011.



library of free public-domain audio books read aadorded by volunteers, or
the open-access, open-data and open-publishing menmts) and culture
distributor (for instance, artistic creations givaway under different Creative
Commons licences; not to mention the file-sharing systenas)platform for
innovation in software design (representative exempare the myriad
applications of FOSSi.e. Free/Open Source Software, or the Apathieb
server that provides a foundation for the develapnu those collaborative
software projects); a multitude mobiliser (from ipen-signing to the online
organisation of massive protests and demonstrafi@angeld for independent,
transparent journalism (from the global participgtoetworks of journalists in
the alternative media hub of Indymetigo the whistle-blower site of
Wikileaks)), etc.

As stated above, the world has been shifting tosvardormation-based
structures with information production in the lingdt. Even since the late
1960s, some referred to a new type of economy basedknowledge
production. (Drucker 1969) In his 1976 bodke Coming of Post-Industrial
Society: A Venture in Social Forecastintpe sociologist Daniel Bell was
amongst the first to outline a new kind of sociftie “post-industrial” society,
which is service-oriented and information-led (emglh on financial services,
marketing, software, science, culture). In a nutsbeer the last few decades,
two parallel shifts have taken place: Not only dige most economically
advanced societies move towards an informationebassonomy, but the
declining costs of ICT (Information and CommunioatiTechnologies) also
made them available to a much wider fraction ofwloeld population. (Benkler
2006; Castells 2000, 2003, 2009; Bell 1976) Acauydio Benkler (2006), this
led to the creation of a new communicational, kcenected, virtual
environment in which a new social productive anchexge model is emerging,
which is radically different from the industrial @nThis new paradigm is
described as Commons-based peer production, wiidhces the value of
proprietary strategies, making public, shared imfmtion more important, and
allows for large-scale, co-operative informatioroguction efforts. (Benkler
2006) Bruns (2008) calls this “produsage”, whermedpsers (producers + users)
simultaneously innovate, produce, distribute antsame, impregnated with an
ethos of participation, sharing, communication aoltaboration.
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http://www.librivox.org/

http://www.creativecommons.org/

There are myriad of FOSS projects. Some promioees can be found at
http://www.linux.org/, http://www.gnu.org/, httpaivw.ubuntu.com/,
http://www.mozilla.org/

> http://www.apache.org/

6 http://www.indymedia.org/

! http://www.wikileaks.org/



Therefore, peer production, in this context, ishiadt mode of production that
has been enabled through Internet-based co-ordimatthere decisions arise
from the free engagement and co-operation of tieplpevho coalesce to create
common value. It is a mode arguably more produativecerning the creation,
production, and distribution of information value,which the creative energy
of multitudes is co-ordinated into meaningful patgewithout the traditional
hierarchical organisation. (Bauwens 2005a; BenR@06) In addition, it has
frequently been argued (Bauwens 2005a; Benkler;2086sig 2004) that at the
same time, culture is becoming more participatorgt aelf-reflective, “where
many more of us participate actively in making erdt moves and finding
meaning in the world around us.” (Benkler 2006, Mi)lions of blogs, the
open-access and open-content movements and thdisssamination of music,
photography and literature via Commons-orientednlaes provide an account
of the “free culture movement”.

On the other hand, Keen (2007) asserts that tiese “Eulture movement” is

actually a threat to our culture, and thus to hutgabeing full of seductive

utopian delusions and fostering low-quality creifjwvhile Bauerlein (2008)

argues that the Internet stupefies young people jaopardises our future.
Furthermore, Lanier (2010) compares the collabagatiommunities of peer-

production projects to Fascist, Stalinist or Mastgie collectivism to reach the
conclusion, in almost the same vein as Keen (2a63},the Internet users are
marching towards a dystopia under the guidancenddwhoritarian collective

voice.

Moreover, lately it has been common to consider lhiernet to be an
unprecedented tool for political progress, as duably celebrates and fosters
some crucial democratic values, such as transparepenness, autonomy and
freedom. However, “history”, as Diamond (2010, Wijtes, “cautions against
such hubris. In the fifteenth century, the printipgess revolutionized the
accumulation and dissemination of information, dingbthe Renaissance, the
Protestant Reformation, and the scientific revohutiOn these foundations,
modern democracy emerged.” But also the printimgpenabled the emergence
of the centralised state and facilitated censorghig Sola Pool 1983; Diamond
2010) Today, not only authoritarian states suc@lisa and Malaysia are trying
to control the Internet, but countries of the Wasteorld as well. However, in
China, for instance, although various quasi-Onaallcontrol practices of the
Internet are exercised, “there is too much commatitin and networking ... for
the state to monitor and censor it all ... Chinestzees — particularly the
young who are growing up immersed in this technglegare inventive,
determined, and cynical about official orthodoxy they quickly share what
they learn.” (Diamond 2010, 74) It is obvious tllagre is a battle amongst
governments, which are trying to turn the Intermgd a tightly controlled
information medium by the advanced filtering tedoges that companies
from the Western world are developing (and quiterofire sold to authoritarian
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regimes), and multitudes who are “quickly sharinigatvthey learn” and are
trying to keep the medium independent. Some of taksm take part in this new
social productive mode of Commons-based productidrgse import has been
grasped and interpreted in different manners. Fstance, Virno (2001),
reading Marx’s Grundrisse (1993) and building oe goncept of the “general
intellect”, wonders whether the public charactertttd Commons-based peer
production can form the actual basis for a newiceddorm of democracy and
of a more autonomous society free of capitalisiti@hs. Whereas capitalists of
information production (say for example Godglérahod, FacebooK or
Apple** with its new application-based economy) see tleatore multitudes as
a chance to achieve economies of aggregated atteriEibour valorisation,
appropriation of social innovation and thus profaximisation.

In the midst of all these conflicting views, proses, changes and twists, this
thesis first comes to sketch the political econeme the information
production that is taking place with the aid of theernet, and mostly through
the so-called Social Web, giving rise to the notidthe information Commons.
Next, it is attempted to examine whether the infation Commons enhance
democracy, and to shed light on the transitionaicept of the Partner State
Approach, which, similar to the post-World War I&Mfiare-state experience, can
constitute a pragmatic historical compromise amthrggcivil society — which
directly produces use value — and the private seetavhere the creative
entrepreneurial spirit flourishes and creates sgveositive and negative
externalities — and a step closer to the realisatibthe utopia of a society
without injustice, where the human being, to puhithe Horkheimerian style,
produces its own historical form of life. After alltopias, to quote Drechsler,
“are both crucial in human development and necgdsarthe formulation of
any kind of policy at all.” (2001, 10) This studgoks, within an ambivalent
context that does not ignore the problems and t$réar the possibilities for
human progress, with the aim to contribute to thwleustanding of the
phenomena under investigation (with a focus on cbsrand positive results),
based on the outlined general outlook. The formadabf the Partner State
theory is in line with the demand for creative peapitalist rhetoric and is the
distillate of the discussion that went before. Uast not least, it is important to
note that the reviewed literature and cases ddrgdb be exhaustive or all-
inclusive; they just represent one specific pathingiiry and analysis, but, as
stated, the one that to me is the most appropaiatemost interesting. In the
end, | adopt the approach of the Frankfurt scheepecially Horkheimer's
thought, to “point to the possibility ... of an altetive path to social
development.” (Held 1980, 14)

http://www.google.com/
http://www.yahoo.com/
http://www.facebook.com/
http://www.apple.com/
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1. The Political Economy of Information Production inthe
Social Web

First, this chapter deals with the essential cotscep“information production”

and “Social Web”, showing how they are understood aised here. It is
assumed that information production on the Web aintp taking place within

either proprietary-based or Commons-based platforifise productive

processes of those two distinct “workplaces” obmfation production not only
share certain characteristics, but also have seerreial differences. So next,
these two modes of production are discussed in pentent sections
investigating how production is organised in ea@sec Last, the chapter
focuses on the dynamics of information Commons aedches some
conclusions that advance the discussion for tHeviiohg chapters.

1.1. Why “information production™?

In the present context, the term “political econoofiynformation production”
connotes the study of the structural relationslopsnformation production
(“information” stands for culture, knowledge andtaland is often identical,
especially in the Web literature, to the word “@ntt) and how they can affect
political institutions and outcomes. In other wortte processes of production,
distribution, and consumption of information andittrelation with law, custom
and public policy are all put under examinatiorrtiealarly, the focus is on the
production that is happening with the aid of thecalbed social Web,
Read/Write Web or Social Web, which facilitates tjteund for user-generated
content. (Benkler 2006)

It is important to highlight that although the cept of “information
production” does not explicitly refer to the proses of consumption and
distribution, here the aforementioned term is ealab all of them. This is so for
numerous reasons. Following — although this is lyilthfashionable now (but
certainly in line with the Frankfurt School apprbagsed here) — Marx’s work
(centrallyDas Kapitall, 1992; and its basis, ti&rundrisse 1993), we become
familiar with the significant impact of the relati® of production to the
formation of the socio-economic reality, which agast as a heuristic insight
about causes and consequences of the social legether has not lost its
interpretative utility today. Moreover, iGrundrisse(1993, 89) Marx argues
that the typical value chain, which includes thegasses of production (“the
generality”), distribution (“the particularity”) @h consumption (“the
singularity”), is “admittedly a coherence, but akbw one”: Things are much
more complex than they seem, especially in immateroduction.

Information is circular, in the sense that it igtbhaput and output (in order to

write a paper, other papers are required) to its production (Benkler 2006),
therefore it becomes very difficult to distinguiphoduction, distribution and
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consumption of information. Actually these processare completely
interwoven: The “value chain is transformed to fhant of being entirely
unrecognizable.” (Bruns 2008, 21) For instancethim ecology of information
Commons, there is a “seemingly endless string efgisvho act incrementally
as content producers and gradually extend and wepifte information present
in it. (Bruns 2008, 21) As Bruns (2008, 21) writéghether in this chain
participants act more as users ... or more as proslu@ies over time and
across tasks; overall they take on a hybrid usadliper role which inextricably
interweaves both forms of participation.” Henceg thaditional understanding
of production becomes rather a particular branch podduction, with
information production as a social body that isvactin a greater or a sparser
totality of branches of production.” (Marx 1993,)86

1.2. The Social Web and participatory platforms

“Social Web”, “Read/Write Web” or “Web 2.0” are ies that refer to a
relatively new set of Internet applications thatilitate user-generated content
and use certain media producing technologies, aadiTML5, CSS 2.0, Ajax,
Java and Flash, which make web services lighterfastdr. These technologies
contribute to a new design of the Web, and thuthefinternet, transforming it
into a smooth navigation and production platforarti€le I) In this thesis, |
prefer the term “Social Web”, as it addresses bélte social character of the
participatory architecture that those technologiffer. According to O'Reilly
(2006), the Social Web induces saocial creativipflaboration and information-
sharing among users, who can own data on a sitexardise control over it. It
gave rise to several business ventures such addceFlickt?, MySpacé®
and YouTub¥, which generate huge profits. (arti¢tjeFor instance, in October
2007, Microsoft bought 1.6 % of Facebook for $24i6iom, and a year later,
Google Inc. had reached a deal to acquire YouTab&ZX.65 billion. (articld)
These proprietary-based, but participatory, platfocreate sharing/aggregation
economies that are not Commons-oriented. Userseslmar contribute
information, which can be either a product of th@im or just someone else’s
creation, most of the times with non-monetary negivsuch as enjoyment,
recognition, reputation and knowledge. (artidiédowever, they do not directly
or consciously participate in order to create commwalue: They are not part of
a certain project that follows certain rules and et goals to produce relatively
clearly-defined results in an ecology of common exghip, as happens in
Wikipedia or FOSS projects. Platform owners makeaydrom the aggregated
attention function, mainly through advertising (Bexample MySpace) or based
on the Freemium model (for example Flickr), as akm@d by Anderson (2009),
or in other cases, they exploit the collective liigence for their interests. The
latter is well-summarised in Howe’s (2006) words§s“inot outsourcing; it's

12
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crowdsourcing”, in \Vired article that brings to the fore cases from thevoet
TV market to companies such as Procter & GamblBa®ing. A combination
of the aforementioned practices or other innova(fiee example, think of
Ebay®, which is actually an intermediary that createskets by enabling and
exploiting users’ interactions, or of Amazon, whishan e-shop with integrated
participatory technologies) or traditional modédts (nstance a typical e-seller)
are also possible. On the other hand, the Socidl Wehnologies and the
Internet in general have given rise to the sphéieformation Commons; think
of FOSS (Ubuntu, Mozilla Firefox, etc.) or WikipediThose projects are
developed around communities of users on Commosaebplatforms, which
are quite autonomous, and their results belong i® €ommons pool.
Nevertheless, under certain conditions, those camtres appreciate the
involvement of for-profit entities as they can offaipport and thus strengthen
the Commons sphere. (Bauwens 2005a; 2005b; 2007hg Inext two sections,
the processes of information production within bgifoprietary-based and
Commons-based platforms are described in morel detai

1.3. Proprietary-based platforms

Graham (in Kleiner and Wyrick 2007) states thatrehare mainly three roles
one can assume in the Web: The professional udeo, i@ an advanced
participant in Web production with monetary inceasi, amongst others; the
amateur user, who plays a significant role esplgci@ proprietary-based
platforms’ production and is discussed in this geaph in detail; and the final
user, who is not eager in taking part directly e WWeb production and just
distributes and/or consumes information. A fourkegory can be added, that of
the hacker, who carries some characteristics ofptbéessional (i.e. profound
and specialised knowledge) and some of the amdieurparticipation on a
non-profit basis, mostly induced by motives such &aowledge,
communication, romanticism or reputation; it careliber some or all of them).
(article I) In the years of the early Web, amateur users,th@se who were
willing to participate in the production but lacket necessary knowledge to
handle the convoluted means of production, weregable of producing
because of the stuffy and intricate nature of thdyearchitecture of the Web.
(articlel)

Following the argument developed in the essay “Ahwteur Class, or, The
Reserve Army of the Web” (article 457-458), the formation of the amateur
class as a class comes with the advent of the IS&&h, when the amateur
starts to have control over the means of productiothe labyrinth of the early
Web, there was a surplus population eager to fjzate in production. (article
I) Building heuristically on the class theory deyd in Marx’s work, through
which we can really gain some insight into the cttieal reality of the Social
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Web, it could be argued that the reserve armyeftrly Web was composed of
loose amateurs who had not yet formed the amatass,cas happened later in
the Social Web. In the same vein, the reserve asmghe Social Web still
consists of some amateurs who are not advancedglentmu participate in
immaterial production. This is the latent part lo¢ tworking population, which
consists of those that are not yet fully integratgd Social Web production.
The producing amateurs, no matter their age, gieented in platforms, either
proprietary- or Commons-based, and organised iwar&s, while platforms are
being smoothed in order to enable participatiorttiersurplus population. With
the advent of the Social Web, the exploitation oflective intelligence and
creativity has been reborn, regardless of whethés profit- or Commons-
oriented.

Amateurs, who are at the core of proprietary-bagkdforms’ production,
remain dependent on the owners of the platformghésame way that the
owners are dependent on amateurs, who add valtizetbusiness ventures.
(article I) This does not imply that a hacker or a professiatoes not use
platforms, such as Facebook or Flickr, adding vaduthem; however, it is the
amateurs who came to the fore in the Social Welenwihey started having
control over the means of production. (artitjeThe owners of the platforms
can be considered as the Social Web capitalists,refiounce their dependence
on the current regime of information accumulatibrotgh intellectual property
and become enablers of social participation. (Bausw2005a; 2005b; 2007a)
They combine open and closed elements in the aatbie of their platforms to
ensure a measure of profit and control. (Bauwer5202005b; 2007a) The
production of proprietary-based platforms leadspagst others, to two types of
economies: The sharing/aggregation economy ancdrtivedsourcing one.

In sharing/aggregation economies, for instance Maoeibr Myspace, users share
creative content while the owners of the platfoet their aggregated attention
to advertisers. (article) Moreover, platforms like Flickr not only make neyn
from advertising, but also from the so-called Frieem model: Users, who
share their creations through a platform of aggezhattention, want to gain
benefits from more services and pay subscripties fer getting a pro account.
(Anderson 2009) But still, aggregated attentionasmally a precondition for a
Freemium model to work (for example, it could beswmsed that subscribed
users have joined the Flickr platform that includk®usands of people
interested in photography, and thus the formersteme and exhibit their work
to a large community). Even the search engine algi&ogains its competitive
advantage from its capability to exploit the vasttent created by users, as the
ranking algorithm depends on the shared links tdejasay, a web-page. (Brin
and Page 1998) And like Flickr, Google makes mofnesn both advertising
and Freemium (sells special services to compands), with the advent of the
Social Web, a torrent of user-driven porn sitde Youporr® or Redtub¥, has

16 http://www.youporn.com/
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been unleashed, where users share porn videoshatolgpaphs arising ethical
issues such as that of privacy (for example, omeugdoad a sex video with
one’s ex-girlfriend with a revenge motive) or ofildhpornography. These
proprietary-based platforms generate profits frammisining the advertising and
the Freemium models.

So, in sharing/aggregation economies, althouglstiaeed content has use value
for users, it is basically the aggregation functéord/or the Freemium model
that generates profits for platforms owners. Crawdsing economies are not
very different to the sharing ones because thegersustill “share”, in a way,
content, which is information. However, in crowdsnng, the main recipient of
users’ input is normally the company itself. It tise shared content that
contributes directly to firms’ main functions anku$ to profit generation.
Compared to the sharing/aggregation economiespitbfit motive for users
here is a bit stronger, mainly in the form of azpri Howe (2008) in
Crowdsourcing: Why the Power of the Crowd is Drivihe Future of Business
offers case histories such as iStockpHot® community-driven source for stock
photography, and InnoCentiVewhere firms offer cash prizes for solving some
of their thorniest development problems. Other dsourcing platforms are the
99design® or the DesignCrowd, which both deal with design (from logo
design to T-shirt design). In the Web literatur@e ocan find a myriad of
different understandings and interpretations oetynrconcepts and buzzwords,
such as sharing economy or crowdsourcing. In tisisedtation, the first simple
distinction is made on the basis of the “workplaocé’information production
(proprietary- and Commons-based platforms) and tifetihe business model
that is followed in each case (sharing/aggregagmnomy and crowdsourcing,
which are quite relevant concepts). In a nutstmliform owners, who are
crucially dependent on the trust of user commusiitéxploit in different ways
the aggregated attention and the input of the métvas they enable it.
(Bauwens 2007a) As Bauwens (in artitjgpoints out, platforms like Youtube,
Flickr or Myspace are dangerous as trustees ofdh@mon value that is created
due to their speculative nature. The former stafmissharing/aggregation
economies, because in crowdsourcing, most of tmesti the rules and the
processes are quite clear: Users produce valuérifios, and they get certain
prizes or rewards in exchange (sometimes they mayathing more than the
pleasure of contribution). According to Rushkof®(QZa), crowdsourcing can be
understood “as kind of industrial age, corporafigming of a cultural
phenomenon.” A company sees this phenomenon palgitas “this new affinity
group population to be exploited as a resourceus(fRoff 2007a) No common
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value is created, in contrast to many cases ofhlaging/aggregation economy,
where users’ input results in the creation of washmon-use value.

The Social Web exhibits both emancipatory and etqgilee aspects, and the
role of the users, whether they be amateurs, Bioiesls or hackers, is to foster
one over the other. (articlg It may seem that users give up some rights to the
owners of the platforms to receive the chance ¢ater;, interact and satisfy their
higher needs. (article) On the other hand, the owners aim at maximisieg t
aggregated attention in order to generate pro§t.this really a win-win
situation, or can user communities do more as geyts of social change? This
remains to be answered within the next sectionsravtithe sphere of the
information Commons will be discussed. Already, dpiard®, according to its
website “the privacy aware, personally controlleth-it-all open source
network”, seems to be an alternative to the prégmyebased platform of
Facebook. It is still unclear whether Diaspora, ahhis under construction,
represents one of the new ways of thinking thatpaing to Bauwens (2007a),
are needed for the continued strengthening of mshpa@nd Commons
communities. Sharing its code, Diaspora allows auder create their own
compatible networks. Diaspora seems to follow ttet §teps of a typical FOSS
project, i.e. at least in the beginning, it can dssumed that it directs its
attention to “geeks”. Thus, if this is the cases iinsure whether “geeks” would
embrace such a call. | would speculate that Diaspail not be an instant
success as, say, Facebook has been and would ine=dlike other FOSS
projects such as Android, to catch the attentioanoéteurs.

1.4. Commons-based platforms

The modern history of information (or digital) Corans, i.e. socially created
value that belongs to the public domain, begin$WOSS in the mid-1980s.
Later, forced by the rapid development of the Imeérit is Wikipedia, Peer-to-
Peer (P2P) file-sharing systems and platforms drbaevoluntary communities
like LibriVox. The Social Web is emerging, unleaghitorrents of information

to the public domain under Commons licences (tloihthe Creative Commons
Licenses or the General Public Licenses): Frombtbgosphere to alternative
media hubs such as Indymedia or even the contriavétskileaks, and from

the Internet Archiv€ platform to several openly accessible, peer-regibw
journals. A huge number of the aforementioned ptsjesuch as FOSS or
Wikipedia, are developed through the collaboragbdispersed communities of
volunteers organised in Commons-based platforras, platforms that are not
owned by a private entity geared towards profit imésation, but that are

owned by non-profit entities (take for example Wikimedia Foundation that
supports the Wikipedia project or the GRUproject initiated by the Free
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Software Foundation). Although it is discussed iriollowing section, it is
important to emphasise here already that there déference between profit
maximisation, which may have several negative esléies to society, and
profit generation, which can contribute to the aimgtbility of a collaborative
project.

The term “information Commons” conceptualises tleepl affinities amongst
all these forms of online collaboration and helpidate their distinctive social
dynamics and generalise them as significant foneesconomic and cultural
production. (Bollier in Laisne et al. 2010) In th&&udy, Commons-based
platforms are considered to be those “workplacdsinformation production

where users consciously participate in meaningfojlegts, producing use value
for the public domain. The incentives are mainlymoonetary (Chakravarty,
Haruvy and Wu 2007; Lakhani and Wolf 2005; Ghosb3)Qsimilar to those of
the sharing/aggregation economies (i.e., reputddwlding; the pleasure of
communication; knowledge and experience gaining; ®tc.) with one main
difference: Volunteers share the crucial principtdsa common vision and
consciously participate in certain production psses. In addition, they
normally belong to communities with stronger tibart those, if any, of the
communities of proprietary platforms. (Bauwens 2§07The processes of
information production in Commons-based platformaveh some certain
characteristics which are embraced by the termr‘pesuction”.

According to Benkler (2006), peer production is arenproductive system for
immaterial value than the market-based or the lurasic-state ones. It
produces more social happiness as it is basedtonsio positive motivation
and synergetic co-operation. (Bauwens 2005a; Ber2d@6) Benkler, in his
book Wealth of Networks(2006), makes, amongst others, two intriguing
economic observations which challenge the mainstremderstanding of
Standard Textbook Economics (STE). Commons-baseieqts serve as
examples where the STE’s assumption that in thenauoa production the
human being solely seeks profit maximisation is\égr almost upside-down:
volunteers contribute to information production jpods, gaining knowledge,
experience, reputation and communicating with eattter, i.e. motivated by
intrinsic positive incentives. (references in detid, 11, IV) This does not mean
that the monetary motive is totally absent; howeiteis relegated to being a
peripheral concept only. (articlé) Many aspects of human expression,
according to Benkler (2006, 461), “are replete witlluntarism and actions
oriented primarily toward social-psychological nvations rather than market
appropriation.”

The second challenge comes against the conventosdbdm that, in Benkler’s
words (2006, 463), “we have only two basic freasectional forms — property-
based markets and hierarchically organized firm8dmmons-based peer
production can be considered the third one, arsthduld not be treated as an
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exception but rather as a widespread phenomenoithwhowever, for the
moment, is not counted in the economic census. KBer2006) “Worse”, as
Benkler highlights (2006, 463), “we do not counerh [social production
processes] in our institutional design.” In STEntsr what is happening in
Commons-based projects can be considered, as Bau{@8A5a) maintains,
“only in the sense that individuals are free totdbnte, or take what they need,
following their individual inclinations, with a [g] invisible hand bringing it all
together, but without any monetary mechanism.” et contrast to markets,
I.e. the holy grail of STE, in peer production thiocation of resources is not
done through a market-pricing mechanism, but hybwidies of governance are
exercised, and what is generated is not profit,usat value, i.e. a Commons.
(Bauwens 2005a; 2005b) In a nutshell, bottom-upwation; collaboration;
participation; sharing; community accountability;nda intrinsic positive
motivation, are key aspects of peer productionicfesl, I, Il , V)

Commons-based projects typically flourish in stadésabundance, which is
arguably a natural, inherent element of information contrast to the
conventional understanding of immaterial productidhe latter, through the
introduction of intellectual property (IP) in therf of strict patent and
copyright law, constantly tries to artificially @t scarcities in order to generate
profit. IP supporters claim that it offers the nesary motives, i.e. the
profit/revenue motive, for information productiomdainnovation to occur.
However, there is a vast amount of literature @altof the concept of IP (see for
instance Lessig 2004; Boldrin and Levine 2007;y2009; Bessen and Meuer
2009; McLeod 2007; Burrell and Coleman 2005), whighintains that IP is
actually a government grant that leads to privatnopolies, and can be
extremely dangerous for social innovation, cultarel society, and calls for
change in institutions and laws. For example, Boldnd Levine (2007) try to
show through theory and cases that IP is unnege$sarinnovation, and it
damages growth, prosperity and liberty. In additistcLeod (2007) offers an
account of examples where IP laws stifle creativitsivatising all forms of
expression (from human genes and public space itarguffs and Donald
Trump’s phrase “you’re fired”), arguing that thenol embracing of enclosure is
against the human right of free speech and commsources. Echoing Lessig
(2004), Benkler (2006) makes the point that if tfisamok continues, then the
works, say, of Disney Inc. and Elvis Presley wiher enter the public domain
in the same way as Mozart or Shakespeare. Fuftagry (2009), based on
economic data and socio-economic theories, conégbto modern copyright
debates, shedding light on the “violence” this muolg control exerts on
discourse, arts and innovation, arguing for a dgpylaw reformation that will
promote innovation. Information is a non-rival gomidh zero marginal cost of
reproduction, and as Benkler (2006) notices, thblipwse of information
increases its value.
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The social production occurring in Commons-basedf@ms is facilitated by
free, unconstrained and creative co-operation ofroonities, which lowers the
legal restrictive barriers to such an exchangeenting new institutionalised
ways of sharing, such as the Creative CommonseoGtmeral Public Licenses.
(article II') This new property forms (described by the terne€ip property”
coined by Bauwens 2005a; 2005b) allow for the $a@production of peer
project$®, as they are viewed to be inherently more distivieuthan both state
property and private exclusionary property. (Bausv@®05a; 2005b; Lessig
2004) In terms of property, the Commons is an idekcally different from the
state one (known also as “public property”), whigre state manages a certain
resource on behalf of the people, and from theapeiproperty, where a private
entity excludes the common use of it. (artigle

The state of abundance in which the Commons-basgjdcts flourish gives
rise to new modes of governance as a result ohéve productive forces of
production, i.e. the combination of means of labf@T) and human labour
power (person’s ability to work; in our case modbiain-power), while new
relations of productions are developed. Henceedrproduction describes the
processes of information production within onlirenllaborative, voluntary
communities which produce common value using medshan of self-
governance, then peer governance is the way tratgreduction is organised.
It is a bottom-up mode of participative decisionking, where decisions arise
from the free engagement and co-operation of pmdugBauwens 2005a;
2005b) Coffin (2006) mentions some obvious chargsties of successful open
source/peer communities. First, membership is @ehwidespread, premised
on participation. The free collaboration among thembers is geographically
dispersed, asynchronous and organised in netwdekscle 1) Moreover,
projects are transparent, and dialogues among cipantits are normally
recorded, with the materials of projects like Widga subject to open review
(often, there are mechanisms for institutionaldmigt (articlell) So, at first
glance, openness, networking, participation anasfsarency appear as the main
characteristics of governance in peer projectdicl@rl) More closely, these
projects do not operate in strict hierarchies ohe@mnd and control, but rather
in heterarchies. (articlé) They operate “in a much looser [environment] vahic
allows for the existence of multiple teams of tggrants working
simultaneously in a variety of possibly opposingediions.” (Bruns 2008, 26)
Heterachies, following Stephenson (2009), bringetbgr elements of networks
and hierarchies and are the most relevant orgamisdt structure, as they
provide horizontal links, which allow for varioukements of an organisation to
collaborate, while optimising individually sevemlccess criteria. According to
Bruns (2008), they are not simply adhocracies,aodhoc meritocracies which,
however, are at risk of transforming themselve® imtore inflexible, strict
hierarchies. In addition, following Bauwens (2002805b), peer projects are

% The terms “peer” and “Commons-based” are usedahéageably, as they are

almost identical.
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based on the organising principle of equipoteriali.e. everyone can
potentially cooperate in a project — no authorign re-judge the ability to
cooperate. In peer projects, equipotential padicip self-select themselves to
the section to which they want to contribute. (Baog2005b)

Further, Stadler (2008) submits that leadershipast Commons-based projects
is not egalitarian, but meritocratic: “Everyone fige, indeed, to propose a
contribution, but the people who run the proje@ aqually free to reject the
contribution outright ... The core task of managinG@mmons is to ensure not
just the production of resources, but also to prevws degradation from the
addition of low quality material.” Further, benegnt dictatorships are
common. (Malcolm 2008) For instance, these carobad in the Linux project,
where Linus Torvalds is the benevolent dictator I@den 2008), or in
Wikipedia, where Jimmy Wales holds that role. Goff2006) highlights the
necessity of a benevolent dictator (who typicafiyone of the founders of the
project), adding that the foundation developers tredearly adopters set the
project ethos as well. The founder, along with firg members, upholds the
right to fork. Bruns defines benevolent dictatoras“ones of several
heterarchical leaders of the community, who hawgerrito their positions
through consistent constructive contribution arahdtand fall with the quality
of their further performance.” (Interview in artdl )

It is obvious that through such leadership rolbesé benevolent dictators may
need to push through unpopular decisions. As hesndif they abuse that
power, theirs becomes a malicious leadership”, ahdt we should expect at
this point is “a substantial exodus of communitynmbers.” (Interview in article
II) Therefore, following Bruns’ narrative, “the camtied existence of the
project at that moment would depend very much oetidr the number of
exiting members can be made up for in both qualitg quantity by incoming
new participants.” An oft-cited depiction of thevgonance processes followed
in peer projects, especially in FOSS, is offeredthsy so-called onion model.
(Nakakoji et al. 2002; Ye and Kishida 2003) At theart of the onion is
sometimes a single person, the project leader, ofdste times the initiator of
the project. Also at the centre, supporting thggmtoleader, there are the core
members who have more authority than other prajegtlopers, having been
involved for a long time with serious contributiaork (that is why meritocracy
is a substantial characteristic of peer governari®@eyond this, there are other
roles for contributors varying on the degree ofirtl@volvement (say active
developers, peripheral developers and bug fixers).

In articlell, | studied the governance mechanisms of Wikipddiarder to get
a better understanding of the structural relatiggsshof Commons-based
information production. It is true that some of Vg#dia's governance
processes differ from those of FOSS projects, hatieArchive, LibriVox and
other content Commons. However, examining the shaféinities amongst
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such projects, the Wikipedia case served as a gbadce to shed light on the
basic aspects of governance and management in gyegrcts. The main
conclusions drawn were that peer governance isafitan unfinished artefact
that follows the constant reform and refinementsotial forms within the
community. It is a suitable mode to govern largairses, working more
effectively in abundance; whereas in the scaraigim, democratic — in the
form of representation — or market-based modes tengdrevail. However,
echoing O’Neil (2009), especially in large-scalesjgcts, open participation
with an increasing number of participants makesginernance of the project
much more complex. Examining the internal battlereen inclusionists and
deletionist®’, it was understood that Wikipedia’'s lack of a digadefined
constitution bred a danger for local jurisdictioméiere small numbers of
participants create rules in conflict with othgi@:Neil 2009) These challenge
the sustainability of the peer project. During diots, persistent, well-organised
minorities can adroitly handle and dominate thedpanents. The values of
communal evaluation and equipotentiality are sulegeby such practices. As
Hilbert (2007) remarked, group polarisation is gnfficant danger that open,
online communities face: “Discourse among like-neiddpeople can very
quickly lead to group polarization ... which causg@snmns to diverge rather
than converge ... [s0], it is very probable that wteongest groups will
dominate the common life.” In these cases, tramsmgr and holoptism are in
danger. Decisions are being made in secret, anempmmibeing accumulated.
Authority, corruption, hidden hierarchies and segrsubvert the foundations of
peer governance, which are openness, heterarangpirency, equipotentiality
and holoptism. Moreover, Freeman (1970) arguesithaeemingly structure-
less groups, hidden structures may impose diffette@ngs on the rest; this is
described as “the tyranny of the structurelessness”

Especially when abundance is replaced by scaragyh@ppened in Wikipedia
when deletionists demanded a strict content cantpolwer structures emerge
as peer-governance mechanisms cannot function (eticle 11) Hoeschele

2 The inclusionists argue for a wide coverage of anknowledge, as Wikipedia

should feature as many articles as users can peodide maintenance of a certain
relevance and quality for Wikipedia's entries lashe heart of deletionists’ arguments.
Deletionists claim that Wikipedia should be moreiteaus and selective regarding its
content. They point to, for example, entries fomast 500 fictional Pokemon
characters, indicating that they are harmful to ¢hedibility and public image of the
encyclopedia. Many inclusionists maintain that sdidparities will disappear on their
own, under the condition that Wikipedia is lessicéve editorially, so that anyone can
add content about anything. They argue that Wikgeéldes not have space constraints
like a printed encyclopedia. They point to the fHtat a majority of visitors reach
specific entries in Wikipedia via search enginBsstnever seeing trivial entries. On the
other hand, deletionists assert that a certainitguddreshold for articles will make
Wikipedia more successful. They claim that so mamtyies for trivial subjects will lead
to Wikipedia not being taken very seriously. (seaiiticlelll )

22



(2010, 19-20) suggests that there are three waystarcity, i.e. “the condition
when available goods do not meet demands”, carebergted:

First, the total amount of a good or service camdukiced. For example,
the expansion of market activities may reduce thwunt of goods
provided by nature (such as clean air) ... Secondijdra can be placed
between people and a good. Of potentially many waysbtain that
good, only one or a few may be left available, iegdo the creation of a
bottleneck ... Third, new wants or needs can be eteatr existing ones
modified, so that demand for a commodity exceegmplsu... All three
basic mechanisms not only increase scarcity, aat alrtail freedom by
forcing increased expenditures on people and reduavailable options
of how to satisfy their needs.

“Throughout history”, Hoeschele maintains, “we @mceive of social power
as having been based in part on the constructioscafcity.” That is why
abundance is a key to Commons-based projects’isabtlity. (articlelV) Peer
production reintroduces, and is based on, the itapoe of abundance, making
evident that social imagination and creativity beeounpredictable, since an
abundant intellect (i.e. the surplus creativity pfople) can have access to
resources (information), tools (ICT) and goodsdinfation as final product).
(articlelV)

Furthermore, the reintroduction of certain elemenftéraditional organisation
(hierarchy or market) contributes to their susthilityg as well (Loubser and
den Basten 2008; Benkler 2006), whenever thereniseal to manage scarcity.
(articles 11, 1IV) A benevolent dictatorship can be the result anspneous
hierarchy, in which the leader of the project, wha®le role is to serve the
community, has authority which comes from respalisiband not from the
power to coerce. (Weber 2004) These elements &ss, all, part of what is
understood as peer governance — an heterarchjdaidimode of organisation
which combines traditional modes of organisatiothwietworked-based ones
(articlesll, 1V); or, to quote Weber, “an imperfect mix of leadhgps informal
coordination mechanisms, implicit and explicit nermalong with some formal
governance structures that are evolving and doingtsa rate that has been
sufficient to hold suprisingly complex systems tige.” (2004, 189)

1.5. Information Commons as bedrock for a consensualrfoof social life?

So far, light has been shed on the structural iogiships of information
production with a focus on certain essential cotecégr political economy, i.e.
labour, property and governance. In proprietaryetdgsatforms, it might seem
that we have a win-win model with profit generatior the owners and
satisfaction of users’ higher needs such as congatian, reputation-building
and knowledge gain.(articlés|V) The owners of the platforms renounce their
dependence on the regime of artificial scarcitylelmating an age of
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information abundance while enabling social paptition. However, the
architecture of proprietary platforms combines opew closed elements to
ensure a measure of profit and control. This mabexprietary platforms
dangerous as trustees of the common use value.oMaassues and problems
such as privacy and electronic surveillance; comfiemtlvirtual communities
and exploitation; and online manipulation and colnttome to the fore due to
owners’ speculative nature. On the other hand, itifiermation Commons
economy includes new modes of production, propemty governance that seem
capable of contributing to the transformation ofdan capitalism into a
consensual form of socio-economic life. This Comaibased paradigm
suggests ways of allocating resources without thielagice of either state
planning or markets. The latter can be complemegnitait towards a pluralistic,
sustainable economy: Beyond ineffective anti-céipttarhetoric to post-
capitalist construction. (Bauwens 2007b)

It is true that the techno-futurist literature usl fof optimism, and the peril here
is to jump at false promises of hope. The presemlysin line with Séderberg
(2007), is a search for hope in a time permeatedybjcism and opportunism
towards the possibility of social change. As mamgm above, the Internet and
its Social Web platforms exhibit both emancipatand exploitative aspects,
and the political struggle of online communitieslarsers is to foster the one
over the other. In the next chapters, it is att@ugdb provide answers to the
guestion posed in the title of this paragraph: Qaformation Commons
constitute the bedrock for a consensual form ofiaédde? Or to put it in
another way: In spite of the fact that new forms amintrol, censorship,
exploitation, and thus oppression are emerging,tbamnew Commons-based
modes of labour, production, property and goveraanevertheless redefine
modern democracies?

2. Information Commons and Democracy: The Partner Stat
Approach

As the preceding sections hopefully have made ,clearsphere of information
Commons extends from the world of software, scieamug education to music,
photography, literature, video and even the intotidn of legal forms for

immaterial value. The information Commons, whicim && now considered to
be a distinct sector of economic production andiasoexperience, both
complement and compete with markets, being an aoérsmcial association,
self-governance and collective provisioning. (BallR009) As Bollier puts it,

“in a sense, the commons sector is a recapitulaiaivil society, as described
by Alexis de Tocqueville, but with different capaes.” (2009, 295) This

chapter addresses those capacities with their idefies, arguing that the
Commons-based modes of labour, production, propamty governance can
permeate and impregnate states and markets, gigaego the concept of the
Partner State and getting closer to the realisatfademocratic utopia, which,
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according to Horkheimer (1993), can emancipatédtiman being and make her
the producer of her own historical form of life.

2.1. Whatis the Partner State Approa%

The Partner State Approach (PSA) is a cluster dicips and ideas whose
fundamental mission is to enable and empower dsecial-value creation by
user communities, and to focus on the protectioth@fCommons sphere (both
physical and information) as well as on the proomwtf sustainable models of
entrepreneurship and participatory politics. Wipigmple continue to enrich and
expand the information Commons, building an alteveapolitical economy
within the capitalist one, by adopting a PSA, thates becomes an arbiter,
retreating from the binary state/privatisation glifea to the triarchical choice of
an optimal mix amongst government regulation, pevaarket freedom and
autonomous civil-society projects. (Bauwens 2010)s[ the role of the state
evolves from the post-World War 1l welfare-statedal which could arguably
be considered a historical compromise between dwals movements for
human emancipation and capitalist interests, toRadner State one, which
embraces win-win sustainable models for both @waitiety and market. This
chapter attempts, by not neglecting the ambivatentext within information
Commons flourish, to systematise the recently aged concept of PSA
around two crucial spheres of human social lifenemy and politics.

2.2.  Economy: Commons as a development agent

In the modern era, it can be argued that the kayeps of global and local

economies are governments, firms and non-profiamsgtions, each with its

own special, complementary or inconsistent interemtd ecologies. In an
extremely complex environment, a PSA seeks to ergatergies and maximise
their positive results towards win-win, sustainabtenarios. The oldest peer
production project is FOSS, around which foundatjondustries and business
models have already been developed (Maxwell 2006836 2006; Riehle 2007)

creating a more complicated but mature (comparedtiter Commons-based
projects) ecosystem. Based on that, it can be ey argued why and how
the aforementioned organisations, and thus so@atypenefit from Commons-
based practices and outcomes related to FOSS.

21 The core idea of the concept of the Partner $iatebeen developed by Michel

Bauwens and George Papanikolaou in several podfseifP2P Foundation’s blog (at
http://blog.p2pfoundation.net/) and other onlinesias well as in private conversations.
Bauwens is the founder of the P2P Foundation aptbminent Peer-to-Peer theorist,
who has written numerous texts in popular e-magazand peer-reviewed journals on
the Commons and post-capitalist world. Papanikola@uGreek activist, researcher and
manager of the Greek sites of the P2P Foundatibo, vas shared with me many hours
of discussion on Partner State theory.
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To begin with, cost-saving is one of the main reasfor FOSS adoption
concerning all players. Moreover, through the adopbf open standards, on
which FOSS is premised, governments can achiewroiperability so that
bureaucratic mechanisms become more effective Hioiest. In addition, the

shift from proprietary software is a boost for datne software industries,
either developed by non-profit organisations (sashuniversities or FOSS
communities) or by open-source businesses. Inwlagt national economies
become more independent and promote economic geweltt. Especially for
small countries rich in brain-power but poor in usttial hands, the former
constitutes a good chance for innovation and empoest of the real

economy. By supporting, utilising and producing mseurce technologies,
firms do not only save money, but also have thencé&o differentiate their
services/products and build a positive reputatibgnaed with the open and
collaborative culture. Thus, the adoption of FOSS fundamental for a
functional PSA.

In addition, theFLOSS 2020 Roadmajhaisne et al. 2010, 10-13) addresses
five points important for a PSA in relation to FOF%st, the safeguarding of
network neutrality to ensure equitable treatmendexdentralised Web services,
“by prohibiting and sanctioning discrimination aggi protocols, applications,
sources and contents”; second, the investmentirridation of “decentralized,
user-controlled, free software-based Web services &Il essential
social/collaborative applications”; as well as thevelopment of “new venues
for research, public dialogue and publication tbam bring together on-the-
ground practitioners and theorists, and developpeleecross-disciplinary
understandings of commons-based governance andircesmanagement”;
fourth, the necessity of economic development mdidhat recognise and
promote the growth of intellectual capital of stgieand fifth, the right for
citizens to freely read, modify and share inforimatihat they, as a society, pay
for.

The last two were the main objectives of the 208 maign, of which | was a
core member, in Greece for the free release ofElRE& archive. ERT is the
national television and radio broadcaster of Grefmethe moment part of the
public sector and sustained by a form of obligatiayation (included in the
electricity bill). In late 2007, the initiation @ project regarding the digitisation
of the old archives of ERT was announced (the ptojeas completed a few
months ago). Although this move had been considarsaynificant first step
towards the public availability of a unique cultumaealth, the decision to
stream the material over a proprietary, commenaiatiuct incited Commons-
oriented communities to protest. According to thérere is an “innocent fraud”
behind this initiative: The digital archives reméne exclusive property of ERT.
The story goes on as patented formats were seléxteapport the digitisation
of the archive, which is actually a Commons thaédRrresidents have been
supporting both economically and creatively. Iniidd, supposing that ERT
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turns into a private company, then a Commons miynta private hands: The
digitised archive would remain in the proprietagntls of ERT. However, in an
era where new regimes of Commons-based property been developed, the
aforementioned enclosure sounds problematic. Tieegihas limited access to
the archive. Although it is possible to see it,she/is not allowed to use it
freely, even for non-commercial purposes, withbet written permission of the
company. This constitutes a typical case that tevba essence of state/public
property. The property is exclusive and the staeanges it, while citizens have
no authority in it. In the name of the so-calledblui property, the object is
detached from its natural subjects. Often, as naugecases have shown in the
recent past, the state/public property becomes farepme specific dominated
interests.

The Commons-based property forms are against thet@rappropriation of the
socially created value, trying to create the wigesdsible usage while keeping
the sovereignty with the individual. (Bauwens 200%5205b) These new forms
inaugurate the concept of peer property; very difiefrom the private property
which is exclusionary (following the token: “What inine is not yours”), and
from state property, which, although a collectivepgerty, is also exclusionary
(“it is ours, but the sovereignty is regulated bguaxeaucracy or representative
democracy”). (Bauwens 2005a) The nature of theaaligrchive of ERT allows
its reproduction and distribution with a marginast The decision not to
distribute the archive under Commons-oriented tesnimposes an artificial
scarcity in a cultural wealth, which could be fyedistributed to everybody and
constitute a positive externality. Individuals wdbiiave the chance to use parts
of the archive and creatively mix it and redisttdut, under the same legal
forms, to the Commons sphere. The ERT archive wasidered the “Elgin
marbles of modern Greek culture” (Papanikolaou 20@nd the Commons-
oriented communities in Greece tried to promotediseussions about an open
source approach to public policy through this. Tiasked for a generalised
Commons licensing of all public data and informatighich is produced with
public money; warned of the danger of the archipesatisation; called for the
adoption of FOSS applications in the public sectorgd denounced the then
recent deal between the Greek state and Microsoftdvering the ICT needs of
the public sectdf. After posting texts in several Greek and forditpgs and e-
journals and sending emails to many relevant etistd, the Greek activists
tried to create a web platform at setitfree.gr, ckhihowever, never officially
went online, because when it was completed, pesnpdemainstream media had
already forgotten the ERT case. So, it was decideylit such an initiative. In
spite of the fact that this activist movement witsmately unsuccessful, the
message that it carried is arguably of a speci@rést to the Partner State
theory, as it proposes what the role of the stadeilsl be in the management of
public information.

28 See http://www.ffii.gr/ms-gov-agreement for a fodiver (in Greek) of the deal

between Microsoft and the Greek state.
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The adoption of FOSS in the processes of all legElhie education system is
another necessary measure of a PSA. It is obvigaisthe dependence upon
proprietary software creates dangerous monopolies the benefit of
monopolistic producers, who own and manage thecsoaode. In a world
where there is no alternative to these, the ademioproprietary software is,
although problematic, inevitable. Nowadays, howewgh the myriad of FOSS
applications available, the adoption of FOSS incation is not only a cost-
saving step, but it is an investment in societyf-@sSS is a good produced for
and by the Commons sphere. Hence, when studentsusinered in a FOSS
environment, the problems encountered while trytimgshift from proprietary
software to FOSS disappear (for instance, many $&c®us problems when
trying to move from Microsoft Windows to, say, Ullupand as a result, they
remain trapped in a proprietary operating systewstrof them do not even try
such a change). Also, the student, from an eary hgcomes responsible for
the maintenance, development and enhancement/b&éhswn FOSS equipped
computer. Arguably, the aforementioned is a lorgitéoost for knowledge
economies and simultaneously elevates and enrsglegsxpression, creativity
and independence in a highly inter-connected wdirldlecomes evident that the
ability (and the right if seen from a more normatperspective) for the student
to modify, collaboratively or individually, his/hesoftware is a social-capital
investment, which fosters the ground for futurei@danovation.

Of special interest to a PSA may be the case ofGhe Laptop Per Child
(OLPC) movement in Greece, of which | have beerloaecobserver, as an
external consultant to the socialist party PASO&t supported the deployment
of this initiative. The OLPC project is based ore teducational theory of
constructionist learning pioneered by Papert, atdrlby Kay. This theory
views learning as the reconstruction rather thanthes transmission of
knowledge and maintains that learning is most &ffecwhen the student
experiences part of an educational activity as aanimgful product
construction. (Papert and Harel 1991; Papert 199980b) In constructionist
learning, students draw their own conclusions tghocreative experimentation,
and the role of the teacher is that of the mediatdro assists them to
understand the problems, and that of the learnatglyst, who guides them
provoking individual and collective creativity. (Bt and Harel 1991; Papert
1990a; 1990b) In the industrial production of tr@" 2entury, the dominant
educational model was ingrained with similar “inttizd” principles: leader
(teacher)-centric, strict hierarchies with aliedlat®orkers-objects (students).
According to Hardt and Negri (2001), society, ahdstthe educational system
as well, reproduced the figure of the factory whigds the representative agent
of the dominant mode of production, i.e. massiwvdugtrial production. In the
era of information production, where immaterialuals of a great importance
and is produced (if not solely) through Commonsedasiodes of production,
new educational paradigms emerge. Their applicatosm seems more possible
than ever. It can be said that thé"2®@" century’s typical classroom followed
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an industrial organisational mode, with most of ttiéldren feeling unease
when going to school (like the industrial workerondfislikes his/her work) and
enjoying a small degree of autonomy and co-oparafidienating from each

other, many times, in the competitive strive foadg chasing). Today, what
OLPC and other similar projects could lead to, '8 @ommons-oriented

educational paradigm which enables the co-existandeexperimentation with

different learning practices — say, learning frdre teacher, learning by doing
and collaborative learning (learning from the felfostudents) — while it is built
on Weber’s (2004) idea that just as important askthowledge (code, source)
itself and probably more fundamental is the prodgsehich the knowledge is
built (in all, fostering critical thinking and inddual and collaborative

learning).

It is worth mentioning the words of Yiannis Kaskaritks, the IT teacher of the
school of Florina city, which is one the experinasichools where the adoption
of OLPC is investigated by the think tank Ré&-publié®, during our interview
(2009) when discussing FOSS and OLPC in educatiohPC and FOSS
illuminate the essence of the common/voluntary dab&tudents realise that
amongst the firms and the individuals who strive fioancial gains, there are
also communities consisting of volunteers that teresuperb educational
software. This [he means the FOSS and the OLP@gig)jserves as an ideal
opportunity to spread the ideas of solidarity, peacity and voluntarism ...
[and] to show [the children] that although happses experienced on an
individual basis, it is a social issue.” The maieinv of Kaskamanidis’
articulation comes in accordance with several sulsdisee for instance Benkler
2006; Bauwens 2005a; Lessig 2004) who maintain tthetcase of FOSS and
Commons-based peer production should be seen ibrdasler spectrum of a
new social, economic and political paradigm.

Beyond FOSS, at the core of a PSA is also the ioreaif interlocking,

independent Commons-oriented institutions that \akilitate, support and
investigate social production. Through institutiigegtion, the state assigns
rights, refreshing the so-far tilted social playiirg/d, and maintains a level of
interaction between the private/market-based sefltasinesses) and civil
society (Commons and related institutions). Therfisi is the accommodation,
protection and strengthening of both informationd gohysical Commons.
Regarding the latter, which is not in this thesigry scope, interesting
perspectives can emerge from the realisation oft¢hecity of natural resources.
Trusts that would manage physical Commons chargamgs and paying
dividends can be part of an inclusive policy agatihe environmental as well as
the financial abjection that humanity faces today.example of environmental
protection (regarding the reduction of carbon diexemissions) and, at the
same time, of fund-raising for the universal incormehe cap and dividend

29 The website of thRe-publicthink tank can be found at http://www.re-

public.gr/en/
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system, developed by the OntheCommons Netioskd in Barnes’ book
Climate Solutions: A Citizen’s Guid@008)

Further, many peer-production projects are now ldpiteg around
organisations with a legal personality, i.e. noofpprfoundations such as
Apache Software Foundation, Mozilla Foundation,| Feundation, Wikimedia
Foundation, Internet Archive or the Free BSD Fotioda Following
O’Mahony (2005), these foundations, in a nutsh@Nn the project’s assets
(offices, hardware, etc.) and raise funds; offestgetion to contributors from
liability; decide project's marketing strategy; pla significant role in project’s
governance and problem resolution processes; amiitadie horizontal
communication amongst the community’s associategepts. In addition to the
cost-saving and positive reputation aspects, fioams establish relationships
with Commons-based foundations and even sometiroate ghe project by
making monetary, hardware or even software donsti@pen-sourcing the
code); hire individual contributors related to theoject; or hold an advisory
role influencing future developments of the prajé€tMahony 2005) Although
these relationships can contribute to the sustdityatf information Commons,
the existence of Commons trusts/institutions i® atsportant to guarantee the
viability and independence (not isolation) of tloeially created value in terms
of monetary, promotion, distribution as well asdkegupport.

Using Bauwens’ thought (2009) as a point of departl try to outline the
context of their operation by articulating somealitresponsibilities and
functions that such institutions should have:

e The diffusion of knowledge about the legal meaos the creation and
protection of information Commons, say, from luoratexploitation. An
often cited example of the latter is Disney Co. Naty has the company
exploited resources from the public domain, saychles from Greek
mythology or many fairy tales such as Pinocchi&sys without returning
back, but also if somebody uses Pinocchio’s figeeen for non-profit
purposes without paying a certain rent, he/she kalle serious problems
with the law. And if the latter makes sense, wHadua the former? This is
one reason why the creation of an institution thatld control for-profit
usage of Commons is imperative. A proposition wdeddthat in case, say,
Disney Co. intends to use a Commons for for-pn&f#sons, then it should
pay a certain rent to the institution. This amoaiimoney would be used to
support Commons-based projects. But if Disney Gesuthe Commons for
non-profit reasons and distributes it as a Commures) this can be freely
done by adopting a certain Commons-oriented licebegal regimes, such
as the Creative Commons or the General Public seerthat define the
distribution of resources and tools within Commdased production, can

30 http://www.onthecommons.org/
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offer interesting insights while modernising lawsspecially regarding
immaterial goods. (articly/)

The creation of supportive collaborative infrasties that would facilitate
the development of Commons-based initiatives byséhwho face access
problems, either because of scrappy knowledge @cness to ICT.

The realisation of the importance of abundanceutin opening (non-
confidential) public information and thus freelyfaring a significant means
of production can have positive externalities ardlice the creation of novel
projects. (articldV) For instance, the digital archive of a publicetesion
broadcaster could serve as a great repositoryuitohdr cultural creation.
(article V) Or the free distribution of public raw data, segncerning burnt
forests could lead to the creation of a digitalordcwith reforestation
regions, as the Tilaphos project has done Greebighwhowever, was not
supported by the state but citizens, using thei @Richines, recorded the
burnt forests near them, and this created a laatgbdse of the burnt areas
categorised per regional department. (artizle

The reform of educational systems adopting colafdee modes of
production premised on the virtues of inclusion antbnomy.

The establishment and maintenance of relationshipd collaboration
amongst all the key players of the economic fi€lak. instance, the support
of market-value creation in co-operation with then@nons institutions, in
compatible ways that do not deplete social valusataon. Open source
software firms or open textbook publishers are sewamples that such an
institution would support.

The enforcement of open science, data-sharingoged-access initiatives,
such as the Human Genome Project or dozens of Caswoeented
journals, to promote interdisciplinary scientifiesearch by establishing a
science Commons base.

Experimentation on the expansion of Commons-based production to the
physical world (see the Open Source Car Prijeot the Fab Lab
Progran?’). Like the design of FOSS source code or Wikipsdiaticles
conduction, social production design projects, esipated from IP rents,
could be considerably cost-saving for material pobidn and thus
responsible for the production of cheaper matgaids. Also, think of the
Open Source Washing Machine Projfécwvhere voluntary communities try
to solve the global problem of washing clothes kylering alternatives for
washing machines for the developing world, basedliierent, innovative
designs, methods and materials, each adapted &p#wal context of each
place.

The study and proposition of policies for the @destimulation of social
production. The energy, financial (micro-financings exemplified by
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Grameen Barik, or Peer-to-Peer lending, for instance Zopare interesting
practices of social entrepreneurship) or manufaggueconomy are fields
for further research on alternative developmertigat

Thus, the institutionalisation of the Commons sphisranother essential part of
a PSA and can be considered the main goal of a rmutalised political
struggle.

Concerning the introduction of peer-production psses in the field of energy
production and distribution, Papanikolaou and Kkistdarticle V) claim that
the nature of the current technological infrastitet which makes the
production and distribution of energy possible, sskhe application of peer
production in a similar way as happens in inforetproduction difficult.
(article V) Technological restrictions, such as the relagividigh costs for the
acquisition of energy producing equipment, andgresence of a hierarchical
distribution network of one-way energy flows frong lproducers to smaller
consumers, create considerable barriers. Althotighni be supported that the
horizon for the transgression of these barrieteioming visible, it certainly is
not imminent: According to articl®, nowadays, it is necessary to plan and
effectuate transitional and applicable solutionier€fore, distributed P2P
energy production can be described as the org@msait distributed production
systems that are interconnected with a network fwvhitows for energy flows
from many to many. (articl¢) It can be based on the voluntary participation of
individual producers, who use renewable sources Hafeguarding long-term
sustainability as well as environmental balanceic{a V) This mode of energy
production has several advantages: it ensures igedtine destruction or
malfunction of centralised infrastructures paradyeeonomic activity), and it is
also more effective in facing the climate chandecreates a geographically
distributed backbone of production activity thateds the depopulation of the
countryside, and it is friendlier to the environmearticle V) The distributed
architecture creates multiple and geographicallgpelised positions of
dependent work and self-employment in comparisah wie centralised one.
(article V) In peer production, the main bulk of energy flowsichieved in the
interior of local networks, by saving the energgttis lost during transmission
and by reducing the needs for investments on upygabe networks’ capacity.
(article V) The interconnection of the electrical network hwithe Internet
promotes the creation of smart local networks, wharergy demands can be
adapted to production, minimising the needs forisgothat reduce energy
performance. (articl®) The supporters of the current architecture regsbno-
economic allegations such as the high (today) pedace of the concentrative
system of electricity production. In these estiraathe real cost is obscured, as
the negative impacts on society, on the environraedton future generations
are not counted in and remain “external” to theitehgperformance. A PSA
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should create and embrace new indexes that willrporate the real costs for
the society and the environment. For the future;aim be claimed that the
production of energy will remain an important fiedfleconomic activity in the
context of the market, so that cost issues willtiome to have an incumbent
influence on the transition strategies.

By no means does this thesis intend to formulapegific economic plan or a
clearly defined transitional policy to a Partneait8t It is important to remember
Bouckaert and Mikeladze’s (2008, 7) advice that rf@re sophisticated
diagnosis, as a function of culture, context, aystesns features” allows for
“selective transfers, for inspiration by other gqmactices, for adjustments of
solutions, for facilitated learning by doing, faljectories which are fit for
purpose.” Hence, a fundamental belief, on whick thesis is premised, is the
fact that there are no universal how-to manualsabige not only does every
nation have its own special characteristics, bad gpid social change based on
grandiose systemic substitutions, as history shawgsially has disastrous
results; many times contradictory to what ambitiobsit benevolent
revolutionaries may struggle for. Therefore, thésteon attempted to introduce
suggestions and ideas for a post-industrial soaety draw attention to the
promising, creative rhetoric of PSA for Commonseated development. Of
course, there is much research to be done andsdiscuto take place around
this newly developed concept and its foundations.

A tentative discussion on the dynamics of the jwalit economy of the
Commons-based peer production, and thus (althooglexplicitly stated) on
the PSA, in relation to the concept of the Neo-Wiglpe State (NWS) takes
place in articlelV. After the demise of the New Public Management NNP
(see only articldV; Drechsler 2005a; Drechsler and Kattel 2008; Baeck
and Mikeladze 2008; Dunleavy et al. 2006; Greve desperson 1999; Batley
1996; Clarke and Newman 1997; van Mierlo 1998), eo-Weberian
understanding of the post-NPM Public-Administrat{®&) paradigm in Europe
and beyond has entered the field of debate comgethe future of PA. (article
IV) This viable alternative to NPM is the concepttloé Neo-Weberian State
that was first introduced by Pollitt and Bouckadmt their book Public
Management Reform: A Comparative Analy&604) and later advanced by
Drechsler (2005a and 2005b), Drechsler and Ka2eDg§), Pollitt (2008),
Poticek (2008), Randma-Liiv (2008) and others. (artitle) According to
Pollitt and Bouckaert (2004), the NWS can be cargid a model of public-
management reform or even, if we follow Drechsled &attel (2008), a
political orientation that encompasses the ideas pofitical power and
modernisation (Pollitt 2008):

First, the state remains a strong steering andlatgg presence within
society. Thus the objective is not the minimalestat The state is ... the
guarantor and partner of both a strong economyaaodilized, socially

cohesive society. It is the initiator or facilitatof a whole range of
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additional democratic mechanisms, central and Jdmath representative
and direct ... Second, the state is steadily modiegniprofessionalizing
and seeking improved efficiency. But there is neuasption that aping
the private sector ... is thenly way[author’s italicization] to achieve
efficiency and professionalism. Private sector rmdthmay [author’s
italicization] be chosen on some occasions anddamne policies, but they
have no automatic priority or superiority. (Pol2008, 14)

This makes the NWS a genuine post-post-NPM, Wehdrésed, system, as
emphasised by Drechsler (2005a), with lessons édearftom the NPM
experience. As Pollitt (2008, 14) underlines, NW$ot just a mix of traditional
Weberian bureaucracy with some NPM efficiency tpolther, it seeks to
modernise the state and includes both “Weberiad' ‘@teo” elements. The
latter “preserve the main part of the traditionat&rian model and modernise
it (which ... can take various context- and counpegific forms)”. (Drechsler
and Kattel 2008, 96) This comes in accordance ldtfi's (1999) claim that a
careful and selective adaptation of some NPM elésnencertain sectors may
be beneficial for societies. (artick/) However, although NWS takes into
consideration the genuine lessons learned fromN\tBM experience, it may
tend to go back to top-down forms of governanceicwlare too rigid and
inflexible to meet citizens’ increased demands esegally postulated. (Dunn
and Miller 2007) One could also claim that the NWSafter all and in spite of
any updates, a historical concept, and as societidsndividuals substantially
change over time and have indeed experienced grheatges under the
influence of technology (articlp/), most recently and still currently ICT, new
claims and expectations should be counted in thauiation of PA reforms,
because they do address human living-together taddythus must adapt to
them. (Drechsler 2011) These new claims and expectacan be found in a
particularly strong and pronounced way in the pmalt economy of the
Commons-based peer production (artiblg: “With attention to the specific
local reality” (Drechsler 2005a) the aforementiortgfiers interesting chances
for successful PA reform stressing the essencehanithportance of abundance,
distribution, and intrinsic positive motivation (ate IV) for the Horkheimerian
perspective of a just society. Moreover, as disedidater in more detail, peer
projects can redefine the ways that citizen invwigat in the democratic
mechanisms can be exercised.

Therefore, the next section investigates what &ffabe Commons-based
information production can have on enhancing andcking the modern

democratic structures in a PSA. It deals with thagers of such a shift in the
democratic process and examines whether and hovwicipatory ICT can

facilitate an environment for peer production ia golitical field.

34



2.3.  Politics: Open source democracy and wikipolit?és

In modern complex society, according to Haberm&®9§l — a student and
successor of Horkheimer —, public opinion does m but only influences
bureaucratic power and administrative mechaniswaiids certain directions.
Citizens have been reduced “to the status of mesnea market society ...
which redefines the state as a service companyclfents and customers.”
(Habermas quoted in Drechsler 2001, 12) Actually, Habermas (1996)
highlights, citizens do not control social procesdrit rather they countersteer,
instead of steering, institutional complexity. Histally democracy, the
unfinished project of modernity (Habermas 1996)s faways been in an
arduous search process of reinventing itself: “Like, painting or writing,
democracy seems to have been invented more than and in more than one
place”. (Dahl 1998, 8) And as demacratic processegightly connected with
information flows and communication channels (Halses 1988; 1996), it can
be argued that nowadays, new opportunities, maiiniguced by the
technological progress especially in the ICT sectmnerge, simultaneously
transforming and being transformed by a new suibjéct As described in
previous paragraphs, a PSA embraces and promotest dsocial-value
production based on the assumed equipotency @.eriar formal filtering for
participation) of its participants and organiserbtigh the free co-operation of
equals, in view of the performance of a common,tasth forms of decision-
making and autonomy that are widely distributedtighout the network. How
can this networked environment facilitate a begtelitical environment or in
other words, a better democracy? But, before thilat do we really mean by
better democracy? How do we perceive the enhandemierdemocratic
structures?

Democracy could be said to be about the resolwforompeting claims and
visions of the good society in an arena open to(Allexander in Rushkoff
2003) In democracies, the utopia of politics somes is perceived as a number
of processes based on equal and open participatidacision-making, where
every person has their say. So, in this sectiorett@ncement of democracy is
understood as a step closer to the aforementiotogibu It has been frequently
claimed (see only Benkler 2006; Bruns 2008; LesXi§4; Rushkoff 2003;
2007b) that the participatory context, in which tmgriad Commons-based
projects bloom, signals the return to autonomy,peoation and collectivity;
new social norms rise. At the same time, numeraliggal scientists highlight
the need for embracing co-operation, because iffeaaht case the world will
be ruled by “one power structure in terms of ecoiceiechnological
development, military power and knowledge produttigSuoranta and Vaden
2008, 182) Rushkoff demonstrates that the curreiitigal structures can be
changed:

36 This section is based on artidlE.
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Transparency in media makes information availablé¢hbse who never
had access to it before. Access to media techn@ogyowers those same
people to discuss how they might want to changestatis quo. Finally,
networking technologies allow for online collabdoat in the
implementation of new models, and the very realldvarganisation of
social activism and relief efforts ... We are headiog towards a toppling
of the democratic, parliamentary or legislative qasses, but towards
their reinvention in a new, participatory contg2003, 63)

He considers the modern information age as a sdgendissance:

Printing press, perspective, extended metapharuminavigation of the

globe, re-invention of the ‘individual’, the begings of calculus all find

their modern parallels in the internet, holograpghypertext, orbiting the

globe, re-invention of the collective, the begirgsrof systems theory ...
old, repressed ideas, like the value of collaboratind cooperation, are
being reborn in the next context of connectiviB0{7b)

During the first renaissance, people were transéorimtom passive recipients
into active interpreters of the world. In the cmtreesnaissance, it is claimed that
people play a new role, the role of author, the aflcreator, while the ICT give
us the tools to develop collective narratives whutsnecting to each other.
(Rushkoff 2003) In an information-based societyvimich a participatory, open
and free culture rises, it is asserted that sasedispire towards “a highly
articulated and dynamic body politic: a genuinelgtworked democracy,
capable of accepting and maintaining a multiplicdy points of view”.
(Rushkoff 2003, 51) The promise of this “networkdémocracy”, as in
Commons-based information production, lies in enaging broader
participation and taking advantage of the collectivsdom and the intelligence
of the crowds. According to Jenkins et al. (2008, ICT induce a participatory
culture that contains low barriers to civic paggtiory engagement and activism
as well as new forms of social connection, soligaand collectivism. Echoing
the models of Commons-based peer production, operces democracy (a
concept introduced by Rushkoff (2003)) is relatedat“model for the open-
ended and participatory process through which l&gis might occur in a
networked democracy.” (Rushkoff 2003, 56) MembefsCommons-based
communities experience the way that their actidfscathe whole, and as a
result, they are more conscious of “how their mortermoment decisions can
be better aligned with the larger issues with whibley are concerned.”
(Rushkoff 2003, 60-61)

Open-source democracy deals with local commundoesiected to each other
that are experienced as places to implement arnidrdpslicies, incrementally,
that will eventually have an effect on the whotecdn be said that open-source
democracy is actually a strand of online-parti@patdemocracy, as it concerns
a particular context of democratic goals: Enablgagticipation through input
and consultation; inducing the engagement and elaliton; and it has no
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relation, say, with e-voting or simple digital féedk. The Sunlight
Foundatiof’ is a representative example of an organisatiorpaed by
donations, which aims to promote processes of aqmemce democracy and
increase transparency and accountability in thego&rnment. It encourages
citizen participation by aggregating existing imf@tion and digitising new
information and advocating for policy changes ta¥gara more open,
participatory government. Moreover, the WhiteHogee*® is a governmental
initiative that strives, according to its missiagatement, for open government
by tracking how government uses tax-payers’ morgeyvell as “empowering
the public — through greater openness and new oboffies — to influence the
decisions that affect their lives.” Similar projediave also been developed in
other countries like Australia, UK, Canada, Greand many others, initiated
by either governments, non-profit foundations tizens.

In that context, it can be said that wikipoliﬁ%s:onstitutes those socio-
technological applications and processes that pirtransparency, openness
and/or participation by distributing governmentahtal and information
concerning policy implementation and design as agkxploiting the untapped
collective intelligence resources. It aims to sjteen democratic processes by
facilitating electronic input to policy developmerand online policy
consultation; after all, it is about content coatien. So wikipolitics, what
Rushkoff (2003 63) refers to when writing: “Networy technologies allow for
online collaboration in the implementation of newedals”, is the means that
seems to have the potential to give rise to opemesodemocracy. But, as Clift
(2004, 3) notes, “there is no ‘leap frog’ path tlaisily leads to responsive
governance that supports human and economic dewelty’ Getting over the
hype in media coverage of the early 1990s, therdeteand ICT are not
inherently democratic and capable of leading altslyiwn their own towards a
democratic revolution. “ICTs might be functionaliteplement a certain kind of
democracy, while it might lead to undemocratic hssin another institutional
setting”, Hilbert says (2007, 7). The advent of 8wzial Web has enabled large-
scale interactions via emerging web technologieh aas wikis. Butler, Joyce
and Pike (2008, 1108) arrive at the conclusion that‘true power of wikis lies
in the fact that they are a platform that providéfisrdances which allow for a
wide variety of rich, multifaceted organisationdtustures.” According to
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http://www.sunlightfoundation.com/
http://www.whitehouse.gov/open/about/

In article Il , all those ICT which are used for content creatietated to
democratic mechanisms are called “wikipolitics”,flienced by the prominent
Commons-based project regarding content productékipedia. It is not the author’s
purpose to create a technical terminology, butermthsing one word (instead of
“interactive technologies”, “democratic ICT", “dbkrative technologies”, etc.) that
relates to politics as well as to a popular Comnyanagect makes it easier for the non-
expert reader to become familiar with the essentethose socio-technological
application and processes.
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Suoranta and Vaden (2008, 11), wikis ideally exéymphe Habermasian
potential of digital technology and communicaticed Habermas 1984; 1987),
as they “seem to promise almost limitless globaropollaboration in terms of
content production, discussion and argumentatifikipolitics is only a means
to an end and not vice versa. According to Rawd®82, the focus in the design
of democratic information and communication proessshould be premised on
procedures, rather than on truthful results, anyway addition, a great
challenge for wikipolitics is to “efficiently steeand correctly administer the
information overflow of a very large number of peigants”. (Hilbert 2007, 21)
“New information technologies are not simply totisbe applied, but processes
to be developed”, Castells (2000, 31) points out.

However, Varoufakis’ (2007) doubts whether ICT caally summarise citizens’
opinions, arguments and suggestions into a collectierdict that provides
societies with co-created political content: “Thegdendid hopes rest entirely
on an erroneous diagnosis: namely, that our dertiocdeficits is [sic] a
technical problem in search of a technological taiu’ He explains:

As long as our societies are typified by a stagxasation of the political
from the economic sphere, reserving equal rightsttie former while
allowing the latter to be characterised by incregsinequality in the
allocation of property rights, wiki ... can play négmsificant role in
civilising them. Wiki may help democracy but onlyiti is employed in
the context of a wider political project of redesitg property rights in
such a way as to make possible a world in whichpfgeorm units of
production which create and distribute value iragipipatory manner; in
a manner such that no one employs anyone, evegamteibutes labour
and ideas, while each is rewarded according torianion but also need.
Until then, all wiki can achieve is, at best, igging experiments in non-
price spontaneous order (like Wikipedia) and, atstycan e-Mob that is
as distant from an e-Demos as Genghis Khan was &@ontemporary
critic of nationalist divisions.

In a similar vein, Pawley (2007) notes that:

It is perhaps the case that to be optimally effectsuch re-imaginings of
political action must be accompanied by a re-imamim of the

institutions that provide them. Such a solutionjlevbptimistic, offers the
best chance of transcending tensions between ipattan and passivity,
centralisation and subsidiarity, and past and &utur

But perhaps such an institutional redesign is uma®r as well, closely related
to the technological facilitation of participatioin information production,
humans co-create and distribute value in a padioiy manner: “production —
of knowledge and politics — becomes diffuse andedtamed, distributed
throughout the system, disrupting previous spatial temporal continuities.”
(Hartzog 2007) An important question that couldpbeed, however, is whether

38



citizens will actually embrace the possibility chrficipation. Hilbert (2007,
129) notices that “the argument is that the averageen has many other
private interests and does not want to get boggeehdn political details. The
common counterargument is that citizens see nad wiparticipation because
of the limited civil influence allowed by politicahstitutions”. Hence, he (2007,
129) concludes that “political apathy is the consage”. To put it in Barber’s
words (2003, 265,272), “the taste for participatisrwhetted by participation:
democracy breeds democracy ... [citizens] are apathmicause they are
powerless, not powerless because they are apathaéspite the fact that | do
not completely agree with such a linear, one-dioeel causal explanation, |
share Hilbert's view (2007, 129), echoing Leggewi®97), that “digital
transparency in the public sector would ... stimulpg®ple’s willingness to
participate” in the decision-making and deliberatprocess.

Another important issue concerning wikipolitics teansparency and its
democratic nature. The programming of the ICT tadtermines “the
democratic institution that channels and guidesliputeliberation”. (Hilbert

2007, 117) Hence, it must always be ensured thatd&hnot be manipulated,
and democratic decisions have to be made regargingogramming. Open-
source software and open protocols have to be usedrder to have
transparency in the process. Further, Elliot ef20107) highlight two other key
threats facing the use of Web nowadays as a medamopen-source
democracy:

[First the] exploitative manipulation of the mediunthrough the

harvesting and subsequent misuse of personal iatiom as well as the
biasing of the Net'’s infrastructure through ledisla associated with net
‘non-neutrality’. Such moves undercut public traed faith in the system
to protect their rights while providing an accuragpresentation of the
digital world.

Regarding the protection of privacy, wikipoliticaust balance the “democratic
independence of the individual, the increase ofrmftion efficiency for the
benefit of the individual and the protection of tipeiblic from criminal
individuals”. (Hilbert 2007, 120)

One of the most significant challenges is that wline accessibility, i.e. the
standards and methods in order to ensure equadsatceontent across barriers
of distance, cost and usability. (Elliot et al. ZPMHaving no access to digital
infrastructure and being digitally illiterate comstes an important barrier to
equal access to open-source democracy. As withr aéhghnologies, the
distribution of ICT follows a centre-periphery some the centre is
distinguished by certain characteristics (highesome, level of education),
whereas the periphery tends to be at a lower lef/elevelopment. (Hilbert
2007) This reminds one of long-established pattéisequality. (Hilbert 2007)
However, as Elliot et al. (2007) underline, therafoentioned “might also be
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seen as a signal for the need to provide digitelhoik access as a basic, free
service. Not only would this help provide acces®neergent forms of online
democracy, but it might also help spur many momen#of social, civic and
economic participation.” It is necessary to disttébthe essential ICT, which
ensure the availability of information regardlessime and location, if we want
to consider wikipolitics as a medium to “democmatidemocracy”. Already
initiatives such as th@ne Laptop Per Chiffi as well as the two world summits
on the information society have focused on safeguarding the right to the
access to ICT. In that context, it is encouragheg the costs for ICT equipment
are falling and the mechanisms for collaboratioa blooming. However, as
Suoranta and Vaden (2008) maintain, even in thest@va” world, let alone the
rest of the world, giant strides to reach satisfigctevels of digital literacy are
still necessary.

Wikipolitics projects, influenced by the mode of @mons-based peer
production, attempt to operate based on similancfples and organised in
online communities. As landoli, Klein and Zollo (&) 6) note, in order for
online communities, i.e. self-organised systemsretep-down management
and centralisation can be found only to a verytighiextent, to work properly,
three important governance problems have to be ditht

- Attention governance: we must attract a considerabmber of users,
reduce the risk of premature convergence and enabfécient
exploration of the search space by countervailing influences of
informational pressure, social pressure and comknowledge;

- Participation governance: we must retain a critioaks of motivated
diverse users, and provide them with support armkntives for
evidence-based reasoning as well as the sharinqigfie personal
knowledge;

- Community governance: we must identify the rulesd athe
organizational structures of the community in teghghe process and
roles that enable attention governance and effe@articipation.

40
41

The main page of the OLPC initiative is http:/fmporg/en/laptop/software/
World Summit on the Information Society Geneva26dQdrunnis 2005 at
http://www.itu.int/wsis/index.html,
http://www.itu.int/wsis/docs/geneva/official/poanfitand
http://www.itu.int/wsis/docs2/tunis/off/6revl.html
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Further, in articldll , three cases of wikipoliti&s which try to adopt an open-
source approach to democratic processes, are exdmiime investigation of
these wikipolitics cases showed that their emplirieaults so far seem positive
and capable of creating effective fissures withie traditional, hierarchical
paradigm. However, various problems and dysfunatites were documented,
most of them typical of what virtual communitiescéain Commons-based
projects. Minority prevalence; group polarisatityranny of structurelessness;
information overload; platform manipulation; prdiea of privacy; the
necessity for user-friendly architectures with maktwarrative conversational
modes of human interaction; and a change in thesaonsness of many
politicians and citizens, are only some of the éssand the problems that a
scrupulous and scientifically designed wikipolitm®ject has to deal with.

In article lll , the concepts of open-source democracy and wikigglwere
introduced and were discussed under a critical ®pethe one hand, it has been
realised that modern ICT offers new ways for humangroduce and organise
their economic, cultural and political life, as tkeonomically advanced world
seems to shift towards new paradigms which arerappg less hierarchical
and more transparent, based on an ethos thatansedpenness, participation
and co-operation in various fields of human activAccording to Benkler
(2006, 9), “individuals are using their newly exgdad practical freedom to act
and co-operate with others in ways that improve grectised experience of
democracy, justice and development, a critical ucalt and community”.
Although open-source democracy introduces new farhrdemocratic practice
that constitute a ray of hope for a consensual foirsocial life, as described in
Horkheimer’s work (1993; 2002), it has to go a lomgy towards rebuilding
what can be criticised as the intolerant, alienat®tlisation of the modern

42 The first one was Future Melbourne which, accaydim Mark Elliot, one of

the key contributors, dealt with “the transformatiof a traditional city planning
exercise governed by a few, to a global, wiki-basetlaboration on the future of
Melbourne, Australia.” The goal was to leverage plaéential of collaboration and to
take advantage of Web 2.0 opportunities. The seocoedvas wikipolitics.gr (today it is
inactive and has been substituted by other morarashd projects), developed by the
dominant socialist party in Greece, PASOK and sugploby Re-public Journal, which
was a platform for collaborative politics. Everytizén could participate — providing
his/her ideas, comments, views, suggestions artttigm — in the formulation of
questions that the parliamentary members of PAS@Kldvpresent at the sessions of
the Greek parliament. The third one was the ddifogium platform — still in an
experimental phase — developed by landoli, Kleid @ollo, scholars from MIT and
Naples University. Their platform relies on arguitaion in order to avoid problems
and flaws that the wiki technologies carry. Theyamine how online virtual
communities are working and use certain modelsadgss deliberation. The difference
between deliberatorium and wiki technology is tet former supports the organisation
of knowledge through reasoning, using argument n@apms assessment tools. Those
maps outline the formulated ideas and suggestiorsuch a way that the users can
easily monitor and participate in the processes.
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world. While ICT is rapidly evolving, and the actugoplication and practices

are quite recent, and reliable empirical data ae,rit is becoming, or

remaining, considerably difficult to assess theifeitof democracy. It seems that
it is good advice to “take a step back and loothatissue from the perspective
of what the human person can and should be, amddhesider what network

technology generally ... does.” (Drechsler 2004, 16)

Instead of “Conclusions”: A Word on the Commonsideology

This final section stands here, as its title sutggésstead of “conclusions”: it is
the emphasis put on ideology in relation to PSA jbatifies such a choice.
Ideology is understood not only as a system ofdtiehut also as a product of
socialisation that aims to offer social change.ldwdhg Held's (1980, 186)
interpretation of Horkheimer’s view, “ideologies ncaexpress ‘modes of
existence’. Therefore, ideologies are often packagesymbols, ideas, images
and theories through which people experience tied@tion to each other and
the world.” Actually this section serves as thenarevhere the ideological basis
of PSA stands or falls against critiques as wellagginst the danger of
dogmatism. How much is really needed of “sharingopenness”,
“collaboration”, “transparency”, “networking” andparticipation”, i.e. central
notions of PSA, for a better society, as definedHworkheimer’'s work? As
mentioned in the first chapter, this dissertationtdbutes to the development
of a Critical Theory not oriented toward the preadion of contemporary
society, but to its transformation into a societhaged by (more?)
reasonableness, peace, and happiness, by incrdeseagm in circumstances
of domination and oppression. (Horkheimer 2002)réfuee, the question that
is formulated is as follows: Does the Commons idgglpremised on sharing,
collaboration, openness, transparency, networkimg participation increase
such freedom? The answer, one could argue, is goitieus: Of course it does,
as more of them would empower democratic structaed thus increase
freedom, which — if not a goal in itself — incremseuman happiness. So,
following this rationale, more transparency and roess would entail more
freedom and thus more happiness. Based on Brar{déB5), one could
superficially argue that only what can be seen lmarisinfected; so, if more
information was revealed, society would become @fesorruption.

However, Lessig, who is a prominent figure of then®nhons movement and a
member of the advisory board of the Sunlight Fotioda makes a very
interesting point against transparency and openinean article from 2009 in
The New Republic

a3 The New Oxford American Dictionary defines ideoldgs a system of ideas

and ideals, esp. one that forms the basis of ecmnompolitical theory and policy.”
(electronic version in Apple’'s Mac)
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Like the decision to go to war in Iraq, transpaset@as become an
unquestionable bipartisan value ... Its virtues asdutilities seem so
crushingly obvious. But | have increasingly comevtorry that there is an
error at the core of this unquestioned goodness.avégenot thinking

critically enough about where and when transparemasks, and where
and when it may lead to confusion, or to worse. Anfar that the
inevitable success of this movement — if pursueshel without any
sensitivity to the full complexity of the idea oérfect openness — will
inspire not reform, but disgust. The ‘naked tramspay movement’ ... is
not going to inspire change. It will simply pushydaith in our political

system over the cliff.

Of course, it seems obvious that the free distidoutof governmental
information, from weather or GPS data to legaltwal, scientific or even
touristic data, has historically produced greaugalor economy and society.
Nevertheless, what Lessig means is that when tea@spy and openness, naked
by themselves, are not incorporated in complexnshaf comprehension with
deeper or broader goals, they do not produce gesdlts, but on the contrary,
they may have several serious negative implicatignsvorld, flooded by
information torrents and short attention spans, esakaked transparency
useless, if not harmful, where the most cynicdhes most salient and the most
salient is the most stable. (Lessig 2009)

A good recent example of this, as well as a furih&resting perspective, is
presented by the case of Wikileaks, an organisdtiah discloses confidential
information mainly about government and corporatérigue. Wikileaks’
“Afghan and Iraq War Logé” have sparked controversy in both academic and
media cycles. Do Wikileaks' actions for transpaserand openness really
empower democracies and benefit public good? Thie ma@ument against
Wikileaks’ information release concerning the “Whogs” is that it can
destabilise the international-relations field asllwas being a threat to
combatants that fight in these areas. Accordinigstavebsité®, Wikileaks aims

to defend the freedom of speech and media pubgshind improve the world’s
common historical record by supporting the rightsalb people to create new
history. Lovink and Riemens (2010) point out thakigaks actually represents
a quantitative turn rather than a qualitative one do the low costs and
subsequent spread of ICT, and also because ohsftant reproducibility and
dissemination of information. They argue that Wkiks “can also be seen as a
‘pilot’ phase in an evolution towards a far morengelized culture of anarchic
exposure, beyond the traditional politics of opessnend transparency”; or what
Lessig would call “naked transparency”. And it seenquite peculiar that

a4 The New York Times has created a special web-page
http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/world/war-logsii for the classified military
documents of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.

% See the section “Introduction to Wikileaks” whicks available at
http://www.wikileaks.org/media/about.html.

43



Wikileaks’ internal organisation is quite opaquel daturred, although openness
and transparency are supposedly the project’s mdtires. The challenges for a
qualitative leap are not only the organisation adntkrpretation of “this
Himalaya of data” (Lovink and Riemens 2010), bsbahe critical examination
of which information is published (and how). Theseo reason why private or
confidential data which are irrelevant and nonidegntal to good public policy
should be released. Moreover, selective or ex-paftemation disclosure can
be an influential means of power, creating biasedréssions and distracting
attention. In such an ambivalent context, it rersaimclear whether projects
like Wikileaks act for the public good. Against rispparency and openness
triumphalism, Commons-oriented reforms should “digsge us of the illusion
that this technology is just a big simple blessiifigessig 2009) In other words,
societies and states should be aware of the thbatsnay tear their skin while
striving to smell the rose, i.e. of the genuine aalence of those concepts.
Hence, how forcefully or gently the stem will bealgbed is an issue that should
be closely, patiently and carefully investigated.

Other fundamental concepts of PSA are those ofirghand free culture that
have also sparked praise (see only Anderson 208@wens 2005a; Benkler
2006; Howe 2008; Lessig 2004; Negroponte 1995; \Biecki 2004) and
criticism (see only Bauerlein 2008; Helprin 2009éf 2007; Lanier 2010;
Postman 1993; Siegel 2008). Keen (2007) and Lg@@t0) are amongst the
most widely read critics who assert that the slgaaind free-culture movement
is actually a threat to society, being full of setile utopian delusions and
fostering low-quality creativity. According to theritee culture dogmatism for
releasing immediately all intellectual creationsthout any constraint or
protection, or form of payment, is nonsense. Howenvbat Commons licences,
such as CC or GPL, actually do is to provide theatar precisely with the
necessary legal infrastructure protecting his/neatoon, recognising him/her as
the creator, and offering him/her the freedom tarstin the way he/she wants.
This is not necessarily a threat to the mainstreatture industry, as the
traditional model can co-exist with the Commonseaiasne. Lanier (2010, 122)
fears that the little emphasis put on the firsteorexpression threatens a great
deal of original culture and creativity:

I don’t claim | can build a meter to detect prelisehere the boundary
between first- and second-order expression liesn Iclaiming, however,
that the web 2.0 designs spin out gobs of therlattel choke off the
former. It is astonishing how much chatter onliree driven by fan
responses to expression that was originally creafétn the sphere of
old media and that is now being destroyed by the.NeSince the web is
killing the old media, we face a situation in whictlture is effectively
eating its own seed stock.

One must be careful not to overdo it here: On the band, free culture or
FOSS should not be considered the holy grail of dluremancipation, but
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criticism often goes off the rails as well when aaking the
collaborative/participatory Commons-based projectsanier (2010, 126)
depreciates FOSS claiming that “open wisdom-of-d®woftware movements
have become influential, but they haven't produttexdkind of radical creativity
... [Linux] is a superbly polished copy of an antiguehe list of FOSS projects
which are innovative, and sometimes even technoddlgi superior to
industrial-based software production, is, howewsrlless. Even the Apache
Web server software, which has played a key rolehandevelopment of the
Web, is FOSS; not to mention hundreds of educdtiatientific, healthcare,
media, assisting, programming, storage, networkbuginess and operating
FOSS applications.

In addition, Lanier (2010) and Keen (2007) seedbkaborative/participatory
Commons-based communities as Fascist-, Stalinist- Maoist-style
collectivism, concluding that Internet users maimhards a dystopia under the
guidance of an authoritarian collective voice. Yaytonomy is the core
characteristic of peer production, as contributpesticipate through self-
selection, and their artefacts are communally wadéid. As mentioned in
previous chapters, the whole system operates ardrehies, where hierarchies
spontaneously emerge to sustain Commons-oriengdivity and empower the
quality process. However, since the danger thaCin@mons march towards a
dystopia, due to their ambivalent nature, even udd#erent auspices than the
ones Lanier and Keen mention, then there is areigsie reckoned and dealt
with.

In an immaterial economy, Commons-based initiatigeem, as has been
comprehensively argued here, capable of creatsgurfies within the current
paradigm and giving rise to alternative modes afdpction, governance and
property, which are based on intrinsic positive iw@&ton and, echoing Perez
(2002; 2009), do not see people as resources bugrras creative capital.
Perez's theory of great surges can offer valuaisdeghts into the evolution of
modern civilisation. According to her model, loreggrh development at first
looks like the relentless advance of technologyweler, progress takes place
by overlapping surges, with each surge lasting@pprately 40-60 years:

A great surge of development is ... the process higlwa technological
revolution and its paradigm propagate across tlmmauy, leading to
structural changes in production, distribution, oaumication and
consumption as well as to profound and qualitatiilanges in society.
(Perez 2002, 15)

Following her analysis, as outlined in arti¢\é, during the last two centuries,
societies have experienced five technological rgumis with each evolving
“from small beginnings in restricted sectors andggaphic regions”, ending up
“encompassing the bulk of activities in the coreurttoy or countries and
diffusing out towards further and further periplksridepending on the capacity
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of the transport and communications infrastructlir@®erez 2002, 15) A great
surge of development consists of five phases, whathough not strictly
separated, can be identified as sharing commonacteaistics throughout
history. To be more concrete, firstly we have ‘ption” (technological
explosion) that is the initial development of theawntechnologies in a world
where the bulk of the economy is made of old, magurand declining
industries; then “frenzy” follows, which is a verfast development of
technology that needs a lot of finance (this is nvkige financial bubbles are
created). These two first phases constitute thallagon period, when finance
and greed prevail in a free market atmosphere.,Nestiulent times come (i.e.
collapse, recession and instability) in what shiés ¢ghe turning point”, when
the institutional changes are made for the deploymeriod to begin. A lot of
institutional innovation (hopefully) takes placendaeconomies are enabled to
take full advantage of the new technology in atitees of the economy and to
spread the benefits of the new wealth-creating misemore widely across
society. These synergies occur in the early stdg&eployment” (synergy
phase) until they approach a ceiling (maturity ehas productivity, new
products and markets. When that ceiling is hitrehi&s social unrest and
confrontations while the conditions are being settlie installation of the next
revolution. It could be argued that the currersisris in fact “what Perez calls a
turning point in the middle of the diffusion of achno-economic paradigm.”
(Kattel, Drechsler and Reinert 2009, 1) And altHougcession is the current
situation, what lies ahead may be a “Golden AgdiisTthesis suggests that a
PSA incarnates what Perez considers to be institatichanges, which create
the necessary infrastructure to spread the bengffitee new wealth, i.e. the
Commons sphere, and its potential on societycl{afi )

But in politics, if societies do not devote timedaresources to experiment and
research in order to have a better understanditigeofeal threats and potential
of open-source democracy and wikipolitics, dystojsiaa possible scenario.
(article Ill') Although open-source democracy introduces newmgorof
democratic practice, it remains unclear whether laom they can effectively
redefine democracy. (articld ) Still, fiduciary solutions are needed for several
governance problems that online communities facerelver, as democracy
deficits are not merely a technical problem in skasf technological solution
(Varoufakis 2007), change in the consciousnes®tif people and politicians is
needed. (articléll ) To make this point clearer, and to end on a npemrsonal
note, it might be suitable to quote from my expecigeas an external consultant
to the team of the Greek Prime Minister’s OfficBRMO) concerning issues of
the open-source approach to public policy (or lmeowords a simple PSA). To
begin with, it is known that Greece faces serioosicseconomic problems.
Black economy, lack of transparency and subseqoemtiption, bureaucracy
and nepotism dominate the social, economic andigadliscene, tainting the
internal legitimacy of the system. The private seds closely connected with
state activities, setting barriers to a creativd aacio-economically efficient
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competitive market. The interwoven problems of ptyeunemployment and
precariousness, over-lending, ineffective educatioreffective health and
insurance systems all need broad solutions andgsfie coalitions.

It can be claimed that unless novel approachesadopted, the crisis will

become deeper and deeper. The tGPMO realised rihgpen-source approach
to public policy, although not a panacea, coul@mffertain solutions and serve
as a stepping stone towards the betterment of dmtg. However, some

politicians, who seemed at that point to share tsibn, thought that if we

masquerade the bureaucratic elephant as a white hming a technological
veil along with a revitalised socialist-like rhato(Commons ideology), then it
will run as fast as a horse. As Carlota Perez noddin a conversation we had
about technological utopianism back in 2009: “Lowkilike a horse, the

elephant can easily enter the village, and whilagers are admiring its beauty,
the short-tempered elephant can launch deadly kattawhat most of the

villagers would think is, ‘How evil these white lses are!’ and never trust
horses again.”

Just lifted from its cradle, a PSA requires muchbligu debate, time,
experimentation as well as numerous political gjiegto take place. These are
not (and should not) be battles in which a classetpdights against another
class, but creative struggles where the multituskeive for the Commons
sphere. From the struggles for the independencehefInternet and the
sustainability of peer-production projects to tlmemotion of distributed energy
production, it is necessary for the masses to sealhat their seemingly
irrelevant political agendas actually share a commarpose: The enforcement
of the Commons sphere. At the same time, seeinyy @mmmons-based
production is more productive regarding the immiatefield, states should
enable and empower direct social-value creatioompte modes of Commons-
oriented modes of entrepreneurship and experimeith vepen-source
democracy and wikipolitics, for the moment, in shsahle projects. Hopefully,
the theory of PSA could connect with those taskehi€h in the particular
historical moment are taken up by progressive $doraes”, i.e. not by “the
whole mankind ... in the first instance” but by “tlkeogroups which are
interested in the tasks” (in Held 1980, 192), aagtare Horkheimer’s strife for
human emancipation in order to create rationald@anditions, as described in
his work.
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SUMMARY IN ESTONIAN

Kokkuvote

Tanapéaeva globaliseerunud maailmas, kus paljud athhviiguvad
informatsioonipdhiste Uhiskonnastruktuuride pooleitdd artiklis 111), on
iimne, et interneti mo&ju Uletab tehnokraatliku sfadiire. Kéesolev
uurimusprojekt kasitleb interneti (pdhiliselt satlivorgustike), thiskonna ja
demokraatia omavahelisi suhteid dialektika seisakolSee uurimus puuab
leida ambivalentse (lihte ja samasse objekti valitantlinnetega suhtumise)
raamistiku kontekstis, mis arvestab kdikvéimalikkebleemide ja ohtudega,
vOimalusi inimkonna arenguks. Eesmargiks on soediastuuritava néhtuse
maistmist, eelkdige vBimalusi ja positiivseid tulesn siimas pidades. Tdos
jargitakse Frankfurdi koolkonna lahenemisviisi jii ¢lorkheimeri motteid.

Esiteks seletaksin kuidas antud juhul mdistetakeg kasutatakse selliseid
olulisi kontseptsioone nagu informatsiooni tootefina ,sotsiaalvérgustik®.
Ma eeldan, et informatsiooni loomine veebis toinkals patenteeritult/omaniku
Oigustega vOi Uldkasutatavalt (patenteeritud voim@8wns baasil loodud
platvormidel). Nende kahe ,t66koha“ informatsiootbomise protsessid
omavad teatud Uhiseid jooni, kuid selle kdrval kéanimgaid p&hjapanevaid
erinevusi. On pudtud selgitada informatsiooni tas@rstrukturaalseid suhteid,
pidades silmas poliitilise majanduse teatud olkaitseptsioone, selliseid nagu
t66joud, omand ja juhtimine (haldamine, majandaminédiks arvata, et
omandidigustega (patenteeritud) platvormid asuva®:5G vdidukas
positsioonis, kus omanikud saavad kasumit ja kgmilitaahuldavad oma
vajadusi, selliseid nagu suhtlus/kommunikatsiocgputatsiooni loomine ja
teadmiste saamine (artikllgdIV). Platvormide omanikud eitavad oma sdltuvust
kunstlikult tekitatud vahe kattesaadavuse reziinkiagsutades ara informatsiooni
killust kuid vbimaldades ka uhiskonna osalust. Saromanikudigustega
platvormide arhitektuur Ghendab nii avatud kui sideelemente kindlustamaks
nii kasumit kui kontrolli platvormi kasutuse uleartikkel 1) See muudab
omanikudigustega platvormid kui avaliku teabe hajad ohtlikuks (artikkel).
Lisaks sellele, tanu omanike spekulatiivsele isalole, tdusevad esile sellised
probleemid nagu privaatsus ja elektrooniline j&aklg, modifitseeritud (koos
moodustatud) virtuaalsed kogukonnad ja ekspluat®eei ning on-line
manipuleerimine ja kontroll (artikke).

Teisalt hdlmab Uldkasutatava informatsiooni majandiuldkasutatava
informatsiooni majandamine) uusi tootmis-, omafaiuhtimisviise (vt artiklid
I, 1, 1IvV), mis ilmselt suudaksid panustada tanapaeva HKispiiamuutmisele
konsensusel pdhinevale uhiskonna- ja majandusealdasele. Uldkasutusel
baseeruv paradigma v@imaldab ressursside jaotushdumata riiklikust
planeerimisest vdi turgudest (turumajandusestk(irt! , 111 , 1V, V) ning luua
informatsiooni  kasutuse  vaartust labi  koost6d ja llektiivse
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(sotsiaalse/thiskondliku) tegevuse (tootmise). Omné, et internet ja
sotsiaalsed vOrgustikud (sotsiaalsete veebide qiaid) omavad nii
vabastavaid kui orjastavaid aspekte ja 'otse Uhsgsluolevate’ (‘online’)
kogukondade ning kasutajate vaheline voitlus peéksaldama Uhe voitu teise
ule. (artikkell)

Jargnevalt ma uritan leida vastuseid kisimusele \eetamata sellele, et uued
kontrollivormid, tsensuur ja ekspluatatsioon halddv tekkima, uued,
Uldkasutusel baseeruvad t04-, tootmis-, omandi-jujatimisviisid saavad
sellegipoolest  tanapaeva  demokraatiaid (demokkatli Uhiskondi)
Umberkujundada. Vaidetakse, et Uldaksutatava irdtsimoni tootmine, mida
vOib kasitleda kui majandusliku tootmise ja uUhisitlihiu kogemese
eraldiseisvat sektorit, tdiendab turgu (turumajatidkuid samas ka voitleb selle
vastu, olles vobitlusareeniks (hikonna liitmisekssemajandamiseks (-
juhtimiseks) ja kollektiivseks varustamiseks : ,Mis mottes on uldkasutatav
sektor tsiviilihiskonna méarang nagu seda kirjeldi@xis de Tocqueville, kuid
tal on erinevad vBimed.“ (Bollier 2009, 295)

Jargmisena ma anallidsin neid véimsusi (vbimalusgsknende puudustega,
vaideldes ja ndaidates, kuidas Uuldkasutatavusel npdhd t66-, tootmise,
omandamise ja juhtimise viisid vBivad labipdimidahidimida riike ja turgusid,
viies Partnerriigi (Partner State) kontseptsioonrge, mis laheneb demokraatia
Utoopiale, mille eesmaérgiks on vatavalt Horkheireef1993, 21) 'inimolevuste
omaenda ajaloolise eluvormi loomine’. Partnerriightseptsioon (Partner State
Approach —PSA) on tegutsemisviiside ja ideede kgguitle pShimissiooniks
on vdimaldada otsest thiskondlike vaartuste loorkesutajate kogukondade
kaudu ning keskenduda Uldkasutatava sfaéari (Comrsphere) kaitsmisele (nii
fUusiliselt kui ka informatiivselt/ nii platvormi rela kui seal sisalduva
informatsiooni kaitsmisele) ja samuti ka ettevdlusing osaluspoliitika
jatkusuuutlikkuse propageerimisele. Kuna inimesétkavad uldkasutatava
informatsiooni (information Commons) rikastamist faienendamist, luues
alternatiivset poliitilist majandust kapitalismiese partnerriigi kontseptsiooni
(PSA) omaks vottes, votab riik endale lepitaja irolaandudes binaarsest
riik/erastamise dilemmast ja minnes ule kolmainsuabkule, mis kujutab
endast optimaalset valikut/segu riiklike ettekivjgte, erasektori vabadusest ja
autonoomsetest tsiviilihiskonna projektidest. (Bemsv2010). Seega riigi roll
kulgeb Teise Maailmas®8jaajast pdarinevast heaolunimgdelist partnerriigi
mudelisse, mis hélmab 50:50 jatkusuutlike mudetgidihiskonnale kui turule
(majandusele).

Lisaks eelnevale, pidades silmas uldkasutatava rnvdtsiooni platvormi
(information Commons) voidukaigu vastandlikku (avabentset ehk Uhte ja
samasse objekti vastandlikke tunnetega suhtuvatteksti ning léhtuvalt
Bauwensi mdtetest, pllan slUstematiseerida pargiekdntseptsiooni (PSA)
hdlmates kahte inimelu pdhjapanevaid elualasid:andjs ja poliitika. Peale
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selle, seoses vaidlustega iimber Uue Weberi Riigi (Neo-Werberian State - NWS)
kontseptsiooni ja Uue Avalku Sektori Juhtimise (New Public Management-
NPM) pérandi, ma véidan, et kuigi NWS on arvesse votnud NPM kogemusi,
see vOib ikkagi tagasi viia juhtimismudelitele tilevalt alla, mis on liiga jdigad ja
paindumatud et kodanike suurenevaid ndudlusi rahuldada (Dunn, Miller 2007).
Voib viita ka seda, et NWS on vaatamata uuendamistele 15ppude 16puks siiski
aegunud ajalooline kontseptsioon ja, kuna iihiskonnad ja indiviidid on aja
moddudes tunduvalt muutunud, eriti just tdnu tehnika ja infotehnoloogia
arengule, avaliku halduse reformimisel tuleb arvestada uute véljakutsetega,
kuna see kétkeb endas inimeste kooselu ja peab sellega kohanduma (Drechsler
2005a). Seega ma kinnitan, et need uued véited ja ootused viljenduvad tugevalt
ja selgelt iildkasutatava platvormi baasil omataoliste isikute loodud
informatsiooni poliitokonoomias (artikkel IV): ,,Spetsiifilist kohalikku reaalsust
silmas pidades* (Drechsler 2005a). Eelmainitu pakub huvitavaid vdimalusi
avaliku halduse reformimiseks, réhutades positiivse sisemise motivatsiooni
kiilluse ja leviku tdhtsust ja tdhenduslikkust Horkheimeri diglase iihiskonna
perspektiivis.

Edasi ma arutlen selle iile, millist mdju voib omada tlildkasutatavate platvormide
baasil informatsiooni loomine kaasaegsete demokraatlike struktuuride
rikastamisele ja tugevdamisele partnerrigis (PSA). Kirjeldan selle
demokraatiaprotsessi nihke ohtusid ja iiritan analiilisida kas ja kuidas osalusel
pohinev info- ja kommunikatsioonitehnoloogia (IKT) v&ib soodustada
omataoliste isikute loovat keskkonda poliitikas. Artiklis III ma tutvustan avatud
infoallikate demokraatiat ja wikipoliitikat, mida vaatlen kriitilise pilguga. Uhelt
poolt voib tddeda, et kaasaegne info- ja kommunikatsioonitehnoloogia pakub
inimestele uusi vOimalusi oma majandusliku, kultuurilise ja poliitilise elu
korraldamisel, kuna majanduslikult heal jéarjel olev maailm néib liikuvat uute
paradigmade poole, mis on ilmselt vdhem hierarhilised ning baseeruvad
avatuse, osaluse ja koostod printsiipidel koigis inimtegevuse valdkondades
(artikkel IIT). Samas, ldhtuvalt kirjandusest ja nelja kindla juhtumi uurimisest
(artiklid II, III), ma jdreldan, et vaatamata sellele, et avatud infoallikate
demokraatia voimaldab uusi demokraatia praktiseerimise viise, mis annavad
lootust konsensusel pohinevale iihiskonnaelu korraldusele, on veel pikk maa
kéia kaotamaks sallimatus ja vodrandumine tdnapéeva maailmas. Kuna info- ja
kommunikatsioonitehnoloogia areneb véga kiiresti ning selle kasutamine ja
praktiseerimine on levinud alles hiljuti ning usaldusvéirseid empiirilisi andmaid
on veel vdhe, on demokraatia tulevikku raske hinnata (artikkel III). Tundub, et
hea nduanne on ,, astuda liks samm tagasi ning vaadelda probleemi ldhtuvalt
sellest, milline iiks inimolevus voiks ja peaks olema ja siis arvestada, mida
vorgustikutehnoloogia {ildiselt teeb* (Drechsler 2004, 16).

Olles alles esile kerkinud, nduab partnerrigi kontseptsioon (PSA) palju avalike

debatte, aega ja eksperimenteerimist, seejuures ka poliitilisi vditlusi. Need ei saa
ega tohigi olla lahingud, kus iiks klass lihtsalt vditleb teise vastu. See peab
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olema loov vbitlus, milles suured inimhulgad plidié Uhise sfaari poole
(Commons sphere). Alates voitlusest interneti isgsse eest ja omataoliste
isikute loomeprojektide jatkusuutlikkuse eest (vtikkel 1) kuni jaotatud
energia tootmise propageerimiseni (vt artikkg| massid peavad mdistma, et
nende nailiselt ebaolulised poliitilised plaanid awad Uhist eesmarki, milleks
on Commons sfaari tbhustamine. Samal ajal, arvestadellega, et
Uldkasutatavatel platvormidel toodetu on produkgimn mittemateriaalses
valdkonnas (viited artiklitetl , 1V), riigid peaksid vBimaldama ja véimendama
otsese sotsiaalse vaartuse loomist (artikk€), edendama Uuldkasutatavatele
platvormidele orienteeritud ettevdtluse vorme, ekspenteerima avatud
infoallikate demokraatia ja wikipoliitikaga esialguvdikemastaapsete
projektidena (vt artikkelll ). Loodetavasti suudab partnerriigi kontseptsioon
(PSA) haakuda nende llesannetega, ,millistega pss@jaloolisel momendil
tegelevad progressiivsed sotsiaalsed joud”, semntib ,mitte kogu inimkond

. esialgu®, vaid ,need grupid, kes on nendessanaetest huvitatud* (Held
1980, 192), ning liitub Horkheimeri vditlusega irgste vabaduse eest loomaks
ratsionaalsed Uhiskondlikud tingimused, nagu lkdgald tema td0s.
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The Amateur Class, or, The Reserve Army of the Web
Vasilis Kostakis

Abstract

This article deals with the transformation of tleenputer industry that has been
inaugurated by the new version of the Web. The rideé the social web or
Web 2.0, according to Tim O’Reilly (2006) giveserig the formation of the
amateur class and to new modes of exploitationh@samateur starts to have
control over the means of Web production. The fiomcof Web 2.0 within
capitalist production is to exploit and valorizes thiolunteer contributions of
amateurs. The argument on which this paper is basttt Web 2.0 exhibits
both emancipatory and exploitative aspects, anddleeof amateurs should be
to foster one over the other.

Key Words: Web 2.0, Amateur Class, Exploitationtadehists, Commons

Web 2.0 and the exploitation of collective intedice and creativity are
interwoven concepts. Web 2.0 has emerged from nterstices of the first
edition, initiating a new corporate revolution imetcomputer industry. The new
design of the Web transformed the complex Intermiet a smooth navigation
and production platform. Web 2.0 facilitates sociaativity, collaboration, and
information sharing among users, who can own tha da a site and exercise
control over it (O’'Reilly 2006). The *“architecturef participation,” which a
Web 2.0 site may have, encourages users to add t@bhe application as they
use it (O'Reilly 2006). The advent of Web 2.0 gaise to several business
ventures such as eBay, Facebook, Flickr, MySpaecid.us, and YouTube,
which generate huge profits. Web 2.0 contains aokenabled participative
practices and tools that the business models fundriler to exploit the
collective intelligence.

Paul Graham states that there are basically tlules one can assume in the
world of the Web: the professional, the amateud, the final user (Kleiner and
Wyrick 2007). | would also add a fourth categohattof the hacker, which has
some characteristics of the professional (i.e.,fopmad and specialized
knowledge) and some of the amateur (i.e., romamtici In other words,
echoing Wark (2004), who considers hacking a pupeemental activity free
from constraint, a hacker is a “professional amdtewho produces new
information beyond the private property form. They ldifference between the
amateur class and the hacker is that the amatexxpisited by the owners of
the platforms and seems incapable of producingrplwiof liberty that is, a
true Commons without the help of a pro (which colddeither a hacker or a
professional). The amateur remains dependent oowiner of the platform in
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the same way that the owner is dependent on théeamelass, which adds
value to the business venture. This does not nfedratprofessional or a hacker
may not use platforms such as Facebook or Flicttdirg value to them;
however, in this paper | focus on the amateur dlasthe following reason: the
formation of the amateur class as a class comds thit advent of Web 2.0,
when the amateur starts to have control over thensmef production. In Web
1.0, there was no concrete space for the amateereab the roles of the
professional, the hacker, and the final user weesquibed. The amateur was
incapable of producing because of the stuffy aticate nature of Web 1.0. In
contrast with the final user, the amateur was mdgllio participate in production
of Web 1.0, but he or she lacked the necessary lenlge to handle the
convoluted means of production. In the labyrinthVeb 1.0, there was a
surplus population eager to participate in produtihe reserve army of Web
1.0 was composed of loose amateurs who had ndorreed the amateur class,
as happened later in Web 2.0. In a similar vein, rtdserve army of Web 2.0
still consists of some amateurs who are not advheo®ugh to participate in
immaterial production; this is the latent partloé twvorking Web 2.0 population.
The latent part consists of the population a resenf potential workers that is
not yet fully integrated into capitalist producti@ilarx 1889). The amateurs,
who produce no matter their age, are regimentekamworkplace the platforms
not in a hierarchy but in networks, while platforare being smoothed in order
to exploit the surplus population. One might spatithat a new version of the
Web will try to solve, in a more efficient way, tldorementioned problem: to
exploit more amateurs that is, people who, compaiedhe hacker or
professional class, are less advanced but quitereagparticipate in Web
production, receiving a small financial rewardaimy.

The amateur (in Greek, ‘amateuwpaocizéyvye comes from the synthesis of
‘lover’ epaotiic and ‘art’ wéyvy) creates in his or her free time in order to fulfi
hierarchically superior needs, without aiming priityaat financial gain (most

of the time he or she is not paid at all) and hisher knowledge is not as
specialized as the hacker’s or the profession®ax claims that the fetter of
human freedom is neither religion nor philosophyroney (Singer 1980). The
amateur seems to break with the common perceptidraaupture with the past
occurs. He or she is reclaiming the genuine vafubeworld by not seeing the
alienated essence of human labor: that is, moneyélan 1977) as an end in
itself. The production of the amateur class isgenerally organized by a logic
of monetary incentives, but is chiefly based onugal like sharing, respect,
socialization, and recognition. The amateur, like hacker described by Wark
(2004), creates without owning exclusively: botle @dvocates of collective
work, innovation, and freedom. Arvidsson (2007) siders the type of

economy in which the amateur is participating athical economy” where

humans create an intersubjective order through aamwation and interaction.

He thinks that modern corporate capitalism is rohgatible with an ethically
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sound social order, and believes that this ethécanomy manifests deeper,
more fundamental changes within the current saczgr.

Web 2.0 created the conditions for exploitatiorthef amateurs’ reserve army.
Flickr, MySpace, Facebook, del.icio.us, and YouTabe representative parts
of the exploitative side of this new Web platfornhieh, by activating the
abilities of the amateur as well as his or herréefsir creativity, captures him or
her, in this way making a strategically importatgpstoward the initiation of
immiscible business practices. The amateur's valyntparticipation is
therefore being transformed into (surplus) valuetfe administrators of the
aforementioned social networks and services. Thensef production became
available to the amateurs with the advent of Wel) @nd the exploitation of
collective intelligence and creativity was reboNevertheless the platforms, as
Trebor Scholz and Paul Hartzog (2007) underlinatinae to be owned by the
corporations. This is a new expression of the ahgitrelations of production:
in industrial production the worker the “professa,” according to the
previous categorization sells his or her time ambit in order to get a financial
reward without, most of the time, enjoying the pl@&® of creation, self-esteem,
and fulfillment, while, at the same time, the compagrows richer. Moreover,
the laborers would be alienated as the productioocgss is based on
competition. In a similar fashion, in Web 2.0’sdlt¢ctual production, which is
not premised on competition, the amateur enjoys pleasure of creation,
communication, and socialization as well as sel&s (receiving sometimes a
small financial reward) while the corporations makeye profits (mainly from
advertisements) from this tradeoff. In October Z0W8ficrosoft bought a 1.6
percent share of Facebook for $246 million (McCad07), and one year later
Google Inc. had reached a deal to acquire the YbeTaompany for $1.65
billion (Reuters 2006). Even in the Web productidramateurs, where there is
almost no paid labor, capital is being accumulated.

Marx (1889) stated that, in the industrial worldpital accumulation constantly
produces a redundant population of laborers, alpbpo of greater extent than
suffices for the self-expansion of capital and ¢f@re a surplus population.
However, in the production of the amateurs, therad wage dependency and
therefore almost no marginal cost when exploitingdditional amateur. Hence
the netarchists or netocrats those that own thefoptas and promote
participation try to exploit as many amateurs assfme. Minimizing the
reserve army is quite an achievable target. Nettechr netocrats, who are the
capitalists within Web production, are dangerous@stees of the various plans
for reinforcement of the sphere of the commons tduieir speculative nature
(Bauwens 2005). It is in the amateurs’ and hackieasids to abolish the new
capitalist relations of production exploitation Hye capitalist who owns the
platform in the name of creation and reinforcemehtthe sphere of the
commons.
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Deleuze and Guattari write that “we do not lackmeounication, on the
contrary we have too much of it. We lack creatidre lack resistance to the
present” (1994, 108). Although the amateur created resists the present,
there is something more to be achieved: the indigrae and autonomy of the
platform should, by all means, be a tactical gddiis or her political struggle.
It is obvious that a new form of social contracemerging from the production
of the social Web. Using Web terminology, it coblel called “Social Contract
2.0,” which encompasses new meanings and ways roflustion (peer
production) and ownership (peer property), constigu an abstract act of
commitment toward creation of a real sphere of tmenmons. In peer
production, which is a third open mode of productidecisions arise from the
free engagement and cooperation of producersnibe is radically different
from market-based production, premised on equivakxcthange (Benkler
2006), and planned economies based on hierardticaktures. Peer property is
a form of communal shareholding where the resouasesheld in common
(Bauwens 2005; Fiske 1991) under legal forms sisctha Creative Commons
or the General Public License (Bauwens 2005). Reeperty is radically
different from private or state property. Whereglitional forms of property
are exclusionary (“if it is mine, it is not youts’ peer property forms are
inclusionary (“if it is mine, it can be yours aeWV’) (Bauwens, 2005); whereas
a state owns and manages public property for itplpein peer property people
co-own and co-manage their property the commonsiy®Bas 2005). Hence,
the alternative to the netarchical platforms wolodda true commons based on
the peer triptych (i.e., peer production, propeggd governance), where the
management of collective intelligence and soci&atvity will not rely on
private, for-profit companies driven by the “Nathrcal ideology” (what
Barbrook and Cameron tried to describe in 1995 wnife term the
“Californian ideology”). Although netarchists seeto embrace participation,
they see capitalism as the only conceivable horfrorthe future of humanity
(Bauwens 2005).

In conclusion, it is true that the broad categdiaand generalization in this
paper may lead to errors of interpretation in dpecases. | hope in this article
to have shed some light on tricky aspects of Wéh &leb 2.0 exhibits both
emancipatory and exploitative aspects, and theafolenateurs is to foster one
over the other. It may seem that amateurs giveougesights to the owners of
platforms in order to receive the chance to cre@te.the other hand, the
netarchists owners of the platforms aim at expigithas many amateurs as they
can, generating huge profits from the free labte &mateurs maintain a social
order where the production of immaterial value feamvay from wage
dependency, as they produce in order to satisfy bigher needs. In a flood of
creation the independence and autonomy of theophattoward reinforcement
of the commons is more than a realistic goal tadleeved. As Bauwens (2007)
notes, new ways of thinking are needed that reqtitee continued
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strengthening of sharing and commons communitidhe&ey agents of social
change.”
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Identifying and Understanding the Problems of
Wikipedia’'s Peer Governance

Vasilis Kostakis

Introduction

The open source software Linux and the popular freline encyclopedia
Wikipedia are considered as prominent peer production psyjewhere
individuals voluntarily participate and, using maolsms of self-governance,
produce digital commons. Peer production, a terimezbby Benkler (2006), is
a third open mode of production that has becomieaypf the Internet recently,
where decisions arise from the free engagementaageration of producers.
Peer governance is a new mode of governance artdnbatp mode of
participative decision—making (Bauwens, 2005a; BJOB is the way that peer
production, the process by which common value eslpced, is managed.

However, criticism has been levelled agamékipediaregarding its mode of
governance. According to some of this criticisme fower structure within
Wikipedia is invisible, vague and opaque, giving rise to yaarnny of
structurelessness (Freeman, 1970; Bauwens, 200@caCquestions such as
“what kind of problems doe¥Vikipedia’s governance experience?” and “why
does it happen?” are examined in this paper. Thieathze of this paper is
structured around the conflict between inclusianisind deletionists. In
conclusion, some tentative enhancement proposaarticulated.

Main characteristics of peer governance

Coffin (2006) mentions some obvious characteristids successful open
source/p2p communities. Firstly, the membershipoen and widespread,
premised on participation. The free collaboratiomoag the members is
geographically dispersed, asynchronous and orgamiz@etworks. Moreover,
projects are transparent and dialogues among ipanits are recorded, with the
materials of projects likeWikipedia subject to open review (there is a
mechanism for institutional history). So, at thestfi glance, openness,
networking, participatiorandtransparencyappear as the main characteristics of
governance in peer projects. More closely, thesgepts do not operate in strict
hierarchies of command and control, but ratheheterarchies They operate
“in a much looser [environment] which ... allows fitve existence of multiple
teams of participants working simultaneously inagiety of possibly opposing
directions.” [1] According to Bruns (2008), hetaraies are not simply
adhocracies, butad hoc meritocracies which, however, are at risk of
transforming themselves into more inflexible hiehaes. In addition, following
Bauwens (2005a; 2005b), peer projects are baséukeoorganizing principle of
equipotentiality i.e, everyone can potentially cooperate in a projectne-
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authority can pre—judge the ability to cooperatepéer projects, equipotential
participants self-select themselves to the sectmrwhich they want to
contribute (Bauwens, 2005b). Moreover, unlike paisop (.e., the way
knowledge is distributed in hierarchical projecthene only the top of the
pyramid has a full view), peer groups are charastdrby holoptismj.e., the
ability for any part to have horizontal knowledgewhat is going on, but also
the vertical knowledge concerning the aims of thaqet (Bauwens, 2005b).

Leadership and benevolent dictatorships

Stadler (2008) submits that leadership in peeregtsjis not egalitarian, but
meritocratic “Everyone is free, indeed, to propose a contidmytbut the
people who run the project are equally free toctejee contribution outright ...
The core task of managing a Commons is to ensur@usbthe production of
resources, but also to prevent its degradation fileenaddition of low quality
material.” Further, benevolent dictatorships arengmn (Bauwens, 2005a;
2005b; Malcolm, 2008). For instance, these candasd in Linux project
where Linus Torvalds is the benevolent dictator I@den, 2008) or in
Wikipedia where Jimmy Wales holds that role. Coffin (2006jhlights the
necessity for a benevolent dictator (who typicédlypne of the founders of the
project), adding that the foundation developers tredearly adopters set the
project ethos as well. The founder, along with finee members, upholds the
right to fork. Axel Bruns (interview with Bruns, @0) defines benevolent
dictators “as ones of several heterarchical leadetee community, who have
risen to their positions through consistent comsive contribution and stand
and fall with the quality of their further performze.” It is obvious that through
such leadership roles, they may need to push thromgopular decisions. As
Bruns notes, “if they abuse that power, theirs bee@ malicious leadership”
and what we should expect at this point is “a safisl exodus of community
members.” Therefore, following Bruns’ narrativehét continued existence of
the project at that moment would depend very muckvbether the number of
exiting members can be made up for in both qualitg quantity by incoming
new participants.”

A summary of criticism on Wikipedia’sgovernance

Wikipedians describe their project's power struet@s “a mix of anarchic,
despotic, democratic, republican, meritocratic, tqateatic, technocratic,and
bureaucratic elements” (Wikimedia Foundation Boafdlrustees, 2008). As
Bruns [2] points out, this passage shows somethioge than an “existing lack
of clarity about governance structures” as well &he continuing
experimentation with approaches to community seffgtation which is
currently taking place in a variety of spaces oa fiite.” Moreover, Bruns
(interview with Bruns, 2009) emphasizes that therex need to distinguish
between different nationaWikipedias In this paper, | concentrate on the
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English version ofWikipedig as the majority of literature deals with it. Its
massive amount of content creates a number of gamee problems. It is
difficult for a relatively small group of administiors to keep track of
everything that happens — or to express it in Brgtde (interview with
Bruns, 2009) — “in the far—flung regions of theesit

Moreover, committed Wikipedians are not sometime®ugh to prevent
committed vandals from disruption: “Ad&fikipediahas grown, Wales has been
forced to impose some more centralized, policellkeasures — to guard
against ‘edit warriors’, ‘point—of—view warriors’evert warriors’ ... .” (Pink,
2005) “We try to be as open as we can”, Wales says,some of these people
are just impossible.” (Brown, 2007; Pink, 2005) IBytet al. [3] point out that
the hierarchy of roles creates “a class of peopl® vapply the control
mechanisms for the group: the administrators.” &@hd Bruckman (2008)
underscore that the vagueness of the distinctioongnsocial and technical
powers of the administrators leads to the accumomlaif power in one section
of the Wikipediacommunity. Thus, administrators are the enforadrpolicy
and take more authoritative roles “making more amofe interpretive and
‘moral’ decisions about user behavior.” [4]

Furthermore, according to Bauwens (2008) a powecttre inWikipediahas
been created, largely invisible and vulnerable tbe ttyranny of
structurelessness, as described by Freeman (1970):

“Contrary to what we would like to believe, there mo such thing as a
‘structureless’ group. Any group of people of wivatenature coming together
for any length of time, for any purpose, will inebly structure itself in some
fashion. The structure may be flexible, it may vawer time, it may evenly or

unevenly distribute tasks, power and resources themembers of the group.
But it will be formed regardless of the abilitiggrsonalities and intentions of
the people involved. The very fact that we areviaials with different talents,

predispositions and backgrounds makes this indeitabnly if we refused to

relate or interact on any basis whatsoever coul@m@oximate ‘structureless’
and that is not the nature of a human group.”

Freeman’s argument is that in seemingly structasetgoups hidden structures
may impose different things on the rest.

An unregistered user dWVikipedial randomly contacted cynically plays on the
words when commenting that Jimmy Wales created Sthecturelessness of a
tyranny” indeed. Another random user observes tékipedia lacks a

“functional system architecture” and “functionalcsd contract.” In fact,

following a user named Yehuldi, “there is a socahtract, and most users and
most admins adhere to it. The fundamental flavhé there is no way to deal
with the minority of admins who don’t.” Bauwens () emphasizes that after
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the recent debate amongst deletionists and inclissgoand the requirement of
notability, “the editors are dominating the procdssthe detriment of the more
expert contributors of articles, and growth haspénl; on the side of the
Foundation, it now transpires that the Board wighediminish the influence of
the community and its voting rights.” It would bateresting to see the main
points of criticism according to the relevamkipediaarticle (January 2009)
entitled Criticism of Wikipedia“The major points of criticism dfVikipediaare
the claims that the principle of being open fortiedi by everyone makes
Wikipediaunauthoritative and unreliable ... that\ikipedig exhibits systemic
bias, and that its group dynamics hinder its gbals.

Case study: Inclusionists versus deletionists

Wikipediafaces several governance problems, each with waramifications.
In this section a particular issue relatedNikipedia'sproblematic governance
is investigated. We examined an internal struggiéwben deletionists and
inclusionists. It is based on a three month stuitBngary—March 2009) of
relevant literature, internal e—mail lists, extérnd/eb sites concerning
Wikipedia and e—mail interviews with (ex—)Wikipedians (sormé them
randomly chosen and others selected on the basiheif involvement in
contributing to the development as well as criticisf Wikipedig and experts
(Bauwens, Bruns and Hartzog have written extengiogel peer governance).
The aim was to document the discourse of a ba#tevden deletionists and
inclusionists and the governance process at work.

An article published in th&conomist(2008), under the title “The Battle for
Wikipedia’s Soul,” made widely known the internal struggle viextn two
conflicting visions, the first one supported by lussonists, and the second
supported by deletionists. The inclusionists arfgue wide coverage of human
knowledge, asVikipediashould feature as many articles as users can geodu
The maintenance of a certain relevance and qualityikipedia'sentries lies at
the heart of detelionists’ arguments. Deletionistsvho claim thatWikipedia
should be more cautious and selective regardingoitéent. They point to, for
example, entries for almost 500 fictional Pokembaracters, indicating that
they are harmful to the credibility and public ireagf the encyclopedia. Many
inclusionists maintain that such disparities wikappear on their own, under
the condition thaWikipediais less retrictive editorially, so that anyone eald
content about anything. They argue thAfkipedia does not have space
constraints like a printed encyclopedia. They ptonthe fact that a majority of
visitors reach specific entries Wikipediavia search engines, thus never seeing
trivial entries. On the other hand, deletionistseas that a certain quality
threshold for articles will mak®ikipediamore successful. They claim that so
many entries for trivial subjects will lead Wékipedianot taken very seriously.

I will next examine the governance process in tesfriis discussion.
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The governance process, inclusionists and deleticis

The Wikipedia entry entitled “Deletionism and Inclusionism Wikipedig
(January 2009) offers an illuminating account alibethistory of this conflict.
Wikipediafollows some specific policies about content doeatThese policies
are specific but at times are also inconsistent amdflicting. Concerning
conflict resolution and inclusion, there are patygsd “Articles for Deletion,”
where apart from discussing content, refer to &diffg perspectives on how to
edit an ideal encyclopedia.” [5] When a given deb& completed, an
administrator judges community consensus [6]. Estivhich do not require
discussion are immediately deleted by administsat(®Riehle, 2006). If a
decision of a administrator is disputed, the comityudiscusses it in a field
called “Deletion Review.” On some occasions, cordreial disputes and issues
spread across the Internet outsideVdkipedia In some cases, in internal
Wikipediaconflicts, persistent debaters can wear down thygironent (O’'Neil,
2009). Barry Kort, a Wikipedian and a MIT Media Labientist, suggests [7]
that the source of the conflict between inclusitniand deletionists can be
traced to Wikipedia’s lack of a conflict resolution process over content
“Festering content disputes eventually become dtéspover the demeanor of
combative editors.” [8] In spite of the fact th&fikipediahas some policies over
content creation, Kort notes that:

“Wikipedia has evolved a helter—skelter hodgepoaoige/P:RULES which are

mutually inconsistent and conflicting. Those whedree adept at gaming the
system can thus pick and choose among the hodgepaidgules to clobber

their adversary (and even justify a block or a fan)

Hence, the resolution process over content gavé bor the battle between
inclusionists and deletionists. During this corfliwvo associations were
initiated by administrators — the Association ofclirsionists Wikipedians
(AIW) and the Association of Deletionists Wikiped&g& (ADW). Each has a
Wikimedia page, where their members, perspectinespainciples are treated.
Hartzog [9] noted that the Web pages of ADW visilibllow traditional
organizational practices while AIW considers itsedfa movement.

Several (ex—)Wikipedians interviewed thought tihé battle was detrimental to
Wikipedia G., aWikipediacontributor, pointed out that “the time spent amgu
fine points could be used elsewhere, creating contg solving other
problems.” F., anothénNikipediacontributor, remarked that “this inclusionist vs
deletionists thing has been absolutely overstatEde majority of us
[contributors] create and contribute content anahdbparticipate in this battle,
which after all only weakens our motive power.” Mover, C., a prominent ex—
Wikipedian once a deletionist and later an incloisg pointed out the problems
with Wikipedia'sgovernance:
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“The crux of the battle between ‘inclusionists’ aideletionists’ is over what
subjects should be considered ‘notable’ for purpagfeinclusion inWikipedia

... l would not say that the policy itself is reafigrt of the problem. Rather, it is
open editing policy and the ‘consensus’ policy, &ow they are administrated,
that | identify as the more likely culprits [he msathe instant and anonymous
editing of articles] ... Wikipedia'sgovernance is so diffuse and dysfunctional,
that even they don't know how to describe it ... Iswaterested to see that
Jimbo Wales [nickname of Jimmy Wale¥/ikipedia's founder] effectively
admitted ... thatWikipedia's policies were essentially made up as they went
along. Thisad hocnature ofWikipedia'sgovernance, coupled with some basic
flawed assumptions upon which the project was hasede all the drama with
Wikipediainevitable.”

However, C. clarified that the inclusionism vs. ef&lnism debate would still
have taken place even MWikipedia had a more rational and functional
governance mechanism: “It's just that it would héesn less of a distraction”
he remarked, adding that this conflict was not @ mroblem but a symptom.
Bauwens [10] disagrees with C.’s remarks and mimeththat the battle was
actually a root problem. Bauwens suggested thatnwthere are abundant
resources, people do not have to fight over ressupat instead self-aggregate.
When there is scarcity, decisions have to be mdmbeitaallocation through
democratic, hierarchical or market mechanisms. Thalkowing Bauwens’
view, “what deletionism does, is to artificiallyeate a scarcity and hence a
power mechanism where none was objectively negesSar [this battle] is a
fundamental issue.” Concluding, Bauwens underlitted “of course you can
argue that even with deletionism, an appropriateateatic mechanism may
have been selected, and that would have mitigakedampant power abuse ...
So, in a way, there are different levels of analysery much inter—related so
that any root cause never exists on its own, cgudirthe others.”

Hartzog, in an e—-mail exchange between me and BasuJ2009), took the
point further seeing inclusion and exclusion (agprefers calling deletionism)
as a consequence of drawing boundaries:

“The challenge in both communities and knowledgacsp is how to create
aggregates in which boundaries are interpenetrated overlapping. In
knowledge spaces, it's tagginge. non—'mutually exclusive’ categorization
schemas. In communities, it's cosmopolitan multimalism, i.e, non—
‘mutually exclusive’ categories. | think that theoplem has always been central
to human civilization, but the information techngiles ... have given us an ease
and speed that bring the problem to the fore.”
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Hartzog ended his philosophical narrative with Adnrsaying that “we can't
avoid categories and boundaries, so all we canadd,we must do it, is to
remain reflective and compassionate about our shahs and exclusions.”

Bruns [11] considered the debate over inclusioni@letion as more suited to
Britannica than Wikipedia— as “in Wikipedia’s digital environment, there’s
certainly no commercial or practical reason to edel any topic from being
covered (unlikeBritannica, where adding another topic requires more staff
resources and adds further to the page count).feftve, Bruns [12] argued:
“the question of whether a topic is worthy of irgtin in the encyclopedia now
comes down more simply to a question of whetheloaayis able to write a
good entry about it — and ‘good’ here means botlweitten and in line with
Wikipedia's core principles of NPOV, verifiable, and not basmu original
research.” Like F. and G., some Wikipedia'scontributors | contacted, Bruns
[13] wondered to what extent the importance of tkauggle has been
overstated and how much of this struggle betwedierdnt philosophies is
connected with day—-to—day practice withivikipediaitself. In other words,
perhaps the start of a division is taking placéwben those who are attempting
to develop a conceptual framework for describirfedent schools of thought
amongstWikipedia's contributors at a more abstract level, and thos® w
continue to edit and develdpikipediaat a practical, everyday level [14]. Bruns
does not belittle the search for better theoretitameworks to describe
Wikipedia as he believes it is important tiikipediais reasonably clear about
what it chooses to cover or not to cover [15]. He@rehe suggests that the vast
majority of Wikipedia'susers and contributors probably would not knowt tha
there are factions called deletionists and inchisis, and would not self—define
as one or the other:

“[They] may even say that in practice, the decisi®tween including and
deleting is made on a much more fine—grained, dgs&ase basis that shows a
great deal more complexity than a simple dichotdsngble to do. And that ...
is a result of whatWikipedia fundamentally is: it's not a controlled, even
controllable, well-organised mechanism for develgpa reliable knowledge
base that asymptotically approaches perfectiorutiiracareful editorial quality
control processes (as encyclopaedias of the tadititype may once have
claimed to be), but something much more unruly -sometimes messy, self—
organising, continuously unfinished collaborativeoqess that relies not on
hierarchical structures, but on the wisdom of crevidr its quality control
processes.” [16]

Reflections
Wikipediais about representations of knowledge, about ighfed artifacts in a

constant process of creation and evaluation. Isdoa& rely on hierarchical
structures, but on the wisdom of the crowds forgusility control processes.
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This is undoubtedly a valuable lesson learned hyn8r2008; interview with
Bruns, 2009). It illustrates th&Vikipediais a peer project, most of the times,
relied upon self-organized, uncontrollable, hetdrigal structures. Of course,
this does not imply that there are no particulgumements to be met. On the
one hand,Wikipedia follows some certain rules (WP:RULES) for content
creation, which are in some cases mutually incterisisand conflicting.
Therefore, administrators who are adept at maniijpglahe rules are capable of
defeating their foes in order to justify a deletiditock or ban. Active and
organized minorities often prevail over the uncamated majority and others.

Many critically commented on the lack of clarity\Gikipedia'srules and on the

absence of a functional conflict resolution prodesontent disputes, without
turning these disputes into editorial slugfestse Thajority of participants in

this research suggested that there is an urget foeereform. In particular,

Kort [17] pointed out that “the whole Rules and &&ns paradigm is ill-

conceived and should be scrapped in favor of at‘Zentury Community

Social Contract Model' consistent with collegial rms of academic and
scholarly enterprises.” Further, it was argued tréificial scarcity, which the

deletionist approach inevitably creates, leads need for a power mechanism.
An inclusionist view, on the other hand, would avonany internal conflicts.

Moreover, from discussions with (ex—)Wikipedianspécame clear that this
battle over content is detrimental to the projddtis struggle facilitates an
“unproductive need” for self—definition, while thease itself is much more
complex than just a simple dichotomy.

The consensus of my discussions and interviews witperts and (ex—
)Wikipedians can be very well reflected in Brunshaments [18]: “If those
criteria Wikipedia'score principles — neutral point of view, verifilityi, non—
original research] are met, | can’t see any reasatelete a submitted entry —
however obscure the topic may be.” Hence, a recardat®n could be that the
project return to its inclusionist roots. At thensa time, following Kort's
proposal, an unambiguous community social contramtel should be openly
formulated to secure, protect, empower and enrick peer mode of
governance.

Lessons for peer governance

Wikipedia'smode of governance is an unfinished artifactoliofvs the constant
reform and refinement of social norms within thenoaunity. However, open
participation in combination with an increasing rhen of participants makes
the situation more complex (O’Neil, 2009). By examg the battle between
inclusionists and deletionists, it was understobdt tVikipedia's lack of a

clearly defined constitution, or what Kort [19] lsala “Community Social

Contract Model,” breeds a danger for local juriidits where small numbers of
participants create rules in conflict with othe@Neil, 2009). These challenge
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the sustainability of the peer project. Arguabhe degree of openness in every
aspect of a peer project's governance should bestigned and closely
investigated.

During conflicts, persistent, well-organized mities can adroitly handle and
dominate their opponents. The values of communabluetion and
equipotentiality are subverted by such practicesHAbert [20] remarked group
polarization is a significant danger that open,tugl communities face:
“discourse among like—minded people can very quicldad to group
polarization ... which causes opinions to divergbeathan converge ... [s0], it
is very probable that the strongest groups will oh@t@ the common life.” In
these cases, transparency and holoptism are iredddecisions are being made
in secret and power is being accumulated. Authorityrruption, hidden
hierarchies and secrecy subvert the foundationpeafr governance, that is
openness, heterachy, transparency, equipotentatity holoptism — the very
essence diVikipedia

Peer governance is a suitable mode to govern Ilsogeces, working more
effectively in abundance [21]. This constitutes th&in argument why
Wikipediashould return to its inclusionist roots, whileumétional, scrupulous
and scientifically designed resolution process ¢ontent disputes and an
unambiguous community social contract model need®timplemented.

Conclusions

As noted earlier, the main characteristics of pegovernance are
equipotentiality, heterarchy, holoptism, opennes$working, and transparency.
“The aim of peer governance is to maximize the-sdlibcation and self-

aggregation by the community, and to have formdesfision—making that do
not function apart and against the broader collectiom which they spring.”

[22]

Wikipediais constantly at risk of transforming itself irdo inflexible, despotic
hierarchy, while new disputes are emerging aboaitntbde of content creation
and governance. As the sizeWikipediaincreases (in terms of both content and
participants), it becomes more difficult and comdier a relatively small group
of administrators to keep track of everything thappens “in the far—flung of
the site.” [23] Co—ordination problems on interperal and interorganizational
levels as well as gaps concerning the intereststlamddentities of the inter—
Wikipedian communities result in governance crisdhreatening the
sustainability of the project. Active and organizathorities often prevail over
the uncoordinated majority and others. Furthervéimgue distinction among the
social and technical powers of administrators — vglomnetimes take more
authoritative roles and make more ‘moral’ decisiaf®ut user behavior —
leads to power accumulation in one section of tbenraunity (Forte and
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Bruckman, 2008). A functional resolution processrésolving content disputes
and an unambiguous community social contract madelneededWikipedia
may follow some rules regarding content creatiohjcty, however, in some
cases are mutually inconsistent and conflictingusl radministrators, adept at
gaming the system, can pick and choose among raled, defeat their
opponents. Moreover, how do you balance particpatand selection for
excellence? In other words, “how to make sure thah does not become the
rule of the majority and that expertise can firgdgtace?” [24]

In addition, artificial scarcity, the fundamentalipt of deletionists, leads to a
need for a power mechanism. A line has to be drhetmveen the sphere of
abundance, where self-allocation is natural, amdfigld of scarcity, where
cost-recovery requirements demand choices. As &an hrticulated, for the
latter, some formal democratic rules are neededoiiing to Bauwens [25]:

“Rules and requirements that select for excellarg®function against external
attacks are legitimate, but processes that protegbrivileged layer are

illegitimate and destroy or weaken both the selfiragation and the democratic
procedures. So, what can go wrong? 1) The spherabohdance can be
designed to create artificial scarcities, which atee limited choices and
therefore power to choose ... 2) In the sphere ofFthendations, such as the
Wikimedia Foundation, which manage the infrastrietaf cooperation, a lot

can go wrong ... such as a lack of differentiatiotween community and

private business interests, and the lack of comiypumpresentation in the
Foundation ... So, when the private power of Jimmyléd/aand the formal

leaders of the Foundation mix and merge with tlermal powerbase of the
privileged editors, there is a lot of potential &use.”

Proposals

Bauwens [26] suggested that in the cas@Vifipediait would be essential “to
return the project to its inclusionist roots., recognition of abundance; the
strengthening of democracy and community repretientan the Wikimedia
Foundation; full transparency and business divestniie the Foundation.”
Based on my research, | side with a moderate iiwlist perspective of
Wikipedia'scontent. After all, to put it in Bruns’ style (28)) Wikipediais about
“representations of knowledge.” A bottom—up sel§amizational mode is
enhanced by the reform of rules for content creataeation of a functional
process for resolving content disputes and the dtation of an unambiguous
community social contract model. These developmearts crucial steps
supporting the sustainability of the project and pemerment of peer
governance.

While some worry about a danger of the tyrannyhaf majority, a notion of
meta—governance — that is operating in a contexhegotiated decision—
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making — will handle many issues. Bauwens, partlyoing Jessop (2003) on
meta—governance, noted:

“A possible solution is to create a mirror page dgperts, who do not make the
final decision, but can point to scholarly weakmesss the open pages. | would
also recommend the allowing of personal or coNectorks, so that people can
encounter a variety of perspectives, next to tfieiaf consensus page.”

In peer projects, the reintroduction of certain nedats of traditional
organization (hierarchy or market; project—baseghoization) contributes to
their sustainability (Loubser and den Basten, 20B8nkler, 2006). These
elements are, after all, part of what it is und®dtas peer governance — an
heterarchical, hybrid mode of organization. Bauw@nsposition of allowing
experts to have their own distinct voice (eventia form of a mirror page)
corresponds to Forte and Bruckman’s [27] interpi@iaof Ostrom’s (2000)
principles: “the continued presence of the old—tsnevho carry a set of social
norms and organizational ideas with them,” contdbuo the sustainability of
the project. In addition, a distinction is requird the social and technical
powers of administrators, in order to avoid powsauanulation.
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Interviews

The following table contains the names and rolethefinterviewees as well as
the methods and periods of the interviews:

nsland University
of Technology.
Author of Blogs,
\Wikipedia,
Second Life and
Beyond: From
Production to
Produsage (Peter

Lang, 2008)

interviews)

Name Role Method Period
Bauwens, Founder of the E-mail Exchange February
M. P2P Foundation (Semi-structured 2009
interviews) &
Google Talk chat
Bruns, A. Associate E-mail Exchange February
Professor at Quee |(Semi-structured 2009
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http://wikipediarevie

w.com/ (membership
is required). | did not
actively get involved

in the discussion

C. Active Member E-mail Exchange February
(anonymity) & Author of (Semi-structured 2009
Wikipedia interviews)
Review
G. & F. Active (ex- E-mail Exchange February
(anonymity) Wikipedians & (Structured 2009
Wikipedia interviews)
Review users
(randomly
chosen)
Hartzog, P. PhD Student at E-mail Exchange February
University of (Semi-structured 2009
Michigan interviews)
working on
Panarchy
Kort, B. MIT Media Lab E-mail Exchange February
scientist & (Semi-structured — March
Wikipedia interviews) 2009
contributor
Yehuldi & Users of They participated in | January
two Wikipedia & a discussion that 2009
anonymous Wikipedia took place in
Wikipedia Review Wikipedia Review
users forum

The full content of most of the interviews has bpahlished at
http://blog.p2pfoundation.net/peer-governance-aildpedia-interview-with-
bauwens-bruns/2009/06/22; http://blog.p2pfoundatietipeer-governance-and-
wikipedia-interview-with-cedric-and-barry-kort/2000®/23; and
http://blog.p2pfoundation.net/peer-governance-aridpa&dia-interview-with-
hartzog-discussion-with-bauwens-cedric-hartzog/208/24, accessed 28 July

2009.
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The Advent of Open Source Democracy and Wikipolitics
Challenges, Threats and Opportunities for Democratic
Discourse

Vasilis Kostakis
Abstract

It has been claimed that the Web 2.0, the opercsoupvement, and
the emerging mode of peer production have inauggiratnew era of
debate about openness, patrticipation, and cooperasi bedrocks for
rebuilding the civilizations of the modern world.y Bivay of
introducing the concept of wikipolitics, this papetamines whether,
and if so how, politics and democracies can befiefit this emerging
participatory spirit and modern ICTs, and to docompossible
dangers of such a shift in the democratic process.

Keywords: open source, wikipolitics, peer productidemocratic discourse.

A radical change in the organization of informatipnoduction has been
observed during last decades. Two parallel shidtgeehtaken place: The most
economically advanced societies are moving towadsinformation-based
economy (i.e., emphasis on financial services, ptar§, software, science, and
culture), while the declining costs of informatioand communication
technologies (ICTs) make them available to a muickemportion of the world’s
population (Benkler, 2006). This has led, in tutm,the creation of a new
communicational, interconnected, virtual environmenwhich a new social,
productive, and exchange model has emerged thadlisally different from the
industrial one (Benkler, 2006). This new paradigas lbeen described by
Benkler (2006) as commons-based peer productioithwieduces the value of
proprietary strategies and makes shared informatione important through
large-scale, cooperative information productioroe. Bruns (2008) has called
this era “produsage,” where “produsers” (producersisers) simultaneously
innovate, produce, distribute, and consume, allm@ed on an ethos of
participation, sharing, communication, and coll@bon. Therefore, peer
production, in this context, is a new mode of pidun that has been enabled
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through Internet-based coordination, where decssiamise from the free
engagement and cooperation of the people who @®ales create common
value. It is a mode arguably more productive in ¢heation, production, and
distribution of nonmaterial value (i.e., knowled@&ormation, or culture), in
which the creative energy of multitudes is coortkdanto meaningful projects
without the traditional hierarchical organizatioBa(gwens, 2005a, 2005b;
Benkler, 2006). The on-line free encyclopedia Wakii@, which hosts millions
of pages of information and knowledge; the thousaagplications of FLOSS
(i.e., free/libre/open source software, e.g., Lindke Apache Web server that
provides a foundation for open, collaborative saftvdevelopment projects;
and the LibriVox project, a digital library of frggublic-domain audio books
read and recorded by volunteers, are just a fewnpbes of the legion of the
ongoing peer production endeavors. Simultaneousifas been frequently
argued (Bauwens, 2005a; Benkler, 2006; Lessig, 20@4 culture is becoming
more participatory and self-reflective, “where mampre of us participate
actively in making cultural moves and finding me®nin the world around us”
(Benkler, 2006, p. 15). Millions of blogs, the opatcess movement, and the
free dissemination of music, photography, andditge via Creative Commons
licenses provide an account of the so-called “frekure movement” (Lessig,
2004).

The present paper, by and large, subscribes tp#ngpective and takes it as its
framework and starting point. This, in turn, ledds several questions. If
produsers in the economic arena can create comratre wia open, self-
governed, networked, virtual communities—especiaigarding nonmaterial
production—what should and/or could be done ingrexedure of democratic
discourse? If, as argued by Surowiecki (2004), dtwevds are actually wiser
than the few experts and capable of making betémistbns under certain
conditions (that is, the crowd needs to be diveasd decentralized with
independent members), then how can modern ICTheoso-called networked
area, in coordination with the open source cultlsammarize citizens’
opinions, arguments, and suggestions into a coleeerdict that may provide
societies with co-created political value? Whateefffcan the open source
movement in software and knowledge production haweenhancing and
enriching modern demaocratic structures? What aeléimgers of such a shift of
the democratic process? This paper addresses theemtoof wikipolitics,
examining whether and how wikipolitics can faciitaan environment for peer
production in the political field, and discussitge tpotential dangers, based on
the study of a prominent peer project, Wikipedia.

Introduction to wikipolitics

Staring at open source democracy
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Historically, democracy has been in an arduouscheprocess of reinventing
itself: “Like fire, painting or writing, democracgeems to have been invented
more than once, and in more than one place” (D98, p. 8). And because
democratic processes are tightly connected witlorindition flows and
communication nowadays, new opportunities, mainlyduced by the
technological progress especially in the ICT sectare emerging and
simultaneously transforming and being transformedalrefreshed subjectivity.
Bauwens (2005a, 2005b) argued for the emergendbeopeer-to-peer (P2P)
concept. This specific form of relational dynamisgased on an assumed
equipotency (i.e., no prior formal filtering forgtimipation) of its contributors and
organized through the free cooperation of equalgdew of the performance of a
common task, creates a common good, with forms eaistbn making and
autonomy widely distributed throughout the netwddlow can this networked
environment facilitate a better democratic discews in other words, a better
democracy and indeed a better society? Before ssidee that, what do we
really mean by better democracy? How do we perctieeenhancement of
democratic structures and the democratic discoupsgRocracy could be said
to be about the resolution of competing claims astns of the good society
in an arena open to all (Alexander, 2003). The deai® utopia is perceived as
a number of processes based on equal and opermigaitin in decision
making, where every person has its say. So, inghpger, the enhancement of
democracy is understood as a step closer to theraémtioned utopia. Some
scholars (Bauwens, 2005a, 2005b; Benkler 2006; $8raf08; Lessig, 2004;
Rushkoff, 2003, 2007) claim that the participatogntext, within which the
myriad commons-based peer production endeavordlamming, signals the
return to autonomy, cooperation, and collectivityew social norms are
emerging. At the same time, numerous politicalrdsés highlight the need for
embracing cooperation, because otherwise the weoldd be ruled by “one
power structure in terms of economic-technologidavelopment, military
power and knowledge production” (Suoranta & Vad@908, p. 182).
Moreover, Sen (2002) underlined the importancehafring common good in
order to enrich human freedom.

Rushkoff (2003) demonstrated that the current igalit structures can be
changed:

Transparency in media makes information availabléhbse who never
had access to it before. Access to media techn@aogyowers those same
people to discuss how they might want to changesthiis quo. Finally,
networking technologies allow for online collabdoat in the
implementation of new models, and the very realldvarganisation of
social activism and relief efforts ...We are headingtowards a toppling
of the democratic, parliamentary or legislative qasses, but towards
their reinvention in a new, participatory contegt. 63)
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In 2007, Rushkoff considered the modern informaéiga as a second
renaissance:

Printing press, perspective, extended metapharurtinavigation of the

globe, re-invention of the “individual”, the begings of calculus all find

their modern parallels in the internet, holograpiypertext, orbiting the

globe, re-invention of the collective, the begirggrof systems theory....
old, repressed ideas, like the value of collaboratind cooperation, are
being reborn in the next context of connectividméwer 1, para. 1)

During the original Renaissance, people were toamsfd from
passive recipients into active interpreters ofvloeld. In the current
renaissance, people are playing new roles: theofad@ithor, the role
of creator (Rushkoff, 2003). ICTs, or what Rushk{#b03) calls
“‘interactive media,” can arguably provide the tods develop
collective narratives while remaining connectedeéxh other. In a
networked, information-based society (Bauwens, 20@605b; Bell,
1976, 1978; Benkler, 2006; Castells, 2000, 2008),which a
participatory, open, and free culture is emergisgcieties aspire
towards “a highly articulated and dynamic body mliA genuinely
networked democracy, capable of accepting and aiaing a
multiplicity points of view” (Rushkoff, 2003, p. $1The promise of
this “networked democracy” lies in encouraging bieygparticipation
and taking advantage of the collective wisdom &edperspectives of
the crowds. According to Jenkins (2006), ICTs irdagoarticipatory
culture that contains low barriers to civic papatory engagement
and activism, as well as new forms of social conmegcsolidarity,
and collectivism.

“Open source democracy” (a concept introduced bghRoff, 2003)
is related to a “model for the open-ended and qupatiory process
through which legislation might occur in a netwatldemocracy” (p.
56). Members of open source communities experiémeavay that
their actions affect the whole and, as a resudly ire more conscious
of “how their moment-to-moment decisions can béebetligned with
the larger issues with which they are concernedisfiRoff, 2003, pp.
60-61). Open source democracy deals with interatedelocal
communities that are experienced as places tordesid implement
policies incrementally; this eventually will haven &ffect on the
whole. It can be said that open source democraagtisglly a strand
of on-line participatory democracy, or “eDemocracgince it
concerns a particular context of democratic goadstabling
participation through input and consultation; indgcengagement
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and deliberation; and having no relation, for ine& with e-voting or
simple digital feedback. In a nutshell, it tries redefine modern
democratic discourse in the digital information .a@pen source
activity is, in some ways, similar to “crowdsougih although |
prefer using the terropen sourcéecause it stresses concepts such as
openness, the common good, and collaboration.

Wikipolitics constitutes those sociotechnologicaiplecations and
processes that can exploit the untapped collectntelligence
resources. It aims to strengthen democratic presdsg facilitating
electronic input within policy development and orel policy
consultation. After all, it is about content coatien. So wikipolitics,
where “networking technologies allow for onlinelabbration in the
implementation of new models” (Rushkoff, 2003, B),8s a means
with the potential to give rise to open source damary. But, as Clift
(2004, p. 3) noted, “There is no ‘leap frog’ patiatteasily leads to
responsive governance that supports human and m@mno
development.” Getting over the hype in media cayeraf the early
1990s, the Internet and ICTs are not inherentlyateatic or capable
of leading absolutely on their own towards a dempzrevolution.
“ICTs might be functional to implement a certaindiof democracy,
while it might lead to undemocratic results in &eotinstitutional
setting,” said Hilbert (2007, p. 7). However, noags, as will be
explained in the next section, technology reflecthange of attitude
towards participation and openness, expressea ifotmation of new
interactions—P2P relations—while new forms of it and
productive organization are emerging. Open souepeodracy, along
with wikipolitics, is being built upon this new ational dynamic at
work.

The evolution of technology and the emergence afeav social order

At this point, it will be helpful to shed light ahe evolution of technology and
the emergence of new modes of social organizaspecifically following
Bauwens’ (2005b) analysis developed in his “P2Pkumchan Evolution” essay,
since this provides a framework for the analysisctome. According to
Bauwens, premodern technology was participative mondifferentiated world:
The tools of the artisans were extensions of thedlies, and their societies were
not differentiated, meaning people were part oftele that was dominated by
spirits (their ancestors, spirits of nature, olgeattc.). In the modern era
(industrial capitalism), technology became less tigpative but more
differentiated: Nature was considered an objeet,(ia resource to be used),
while tools no longer served as an extension ofhtln@an; rather, the human
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became an extension of the machine. In the indlistiistem of production,
humans and machines were of the same nature, logh i0 the system.
Nowadays, in the postmodern, information-basedyvorded era, machines are
intelligent, but in a way different than humans.(i.machines lack creative
innovation, problem-solving, and decision-makingoatailities). During the

process of “informationization,” a new paradigm heserged (although
coexisting with the old one): Computers are becgngxrtensions of the human
brain while humans cooperate with them, thus engblan effective

communication among a much wider human community.

According to this argument, technology would refflec change of attitude
towards participation. This change is expressethénformation of new P2P
relations, while new forms of political and produet organization are
emerging. These new forms do not offer solutionthto problems per se, but
they constitute alternative, new processes forviagi at solutions. An
increasing number of people are now able to mattage political, social, and
productive lives through a variety of interdependeatworks. These trends
contribute to the formation of a social order iragiagly based on meaningful
cooperation. These new forms of civilization congbgubjectivity (new values),
intersubjectivity (new relations), objectivity (aenabling technology) and
interobjectivity (new forms of organization; i.peer production as a new mode
of production in the information and knowledge secthat mutually strengthen
each other in a positive feedback loop.

It can be said that there are two primary questiorise answered. The first one
IS an ontological question: How is technology tfansing us? The second
guestion, and the focus of this paper, is a palittme: What can we make out
of technology (Feenberg, 1998)?

The essence of wikipolitics

The advent of Web 2.0 has enabled large-scaleatttens (O’Reilly, 2006) via
emerging Web technologies such as wikis. Butleycdoand Pike (2008, p.
1108) arrived at the conclusion that the “true powafewikis lies in the fact that
they are a platform that provides affordances, wiabow for a wide variety of
rich, multifaceted organizational structures.” Aating to Suoranta and Vaden
(2008, p. 11), wikis ideally exemplify the Haberiiaas potential of digital
technology and communication (see Habermas, 198dause they “seem to
promise almost limitless global open collaboratimterms of content production,
discussion and argumentation.” Wikipolitics is oalyneans to an end. According
to Rawls (2003), the focus in the design of dentacrinformation and
communication processes should be premised upareguees, rather than on
truthful results. In addition, a great challenge Yakipolitics is to “efficiently
steer and correctly administer the information tieer of a very large number of
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participants” (Hilbert, 2007, p. 21). Indeed, “nafiormation technologies are not
simply tools to be applied, but processes to beldped” (Castells, 2000, p. 31).

Is there any specific example of wikipolitics beipgt into practice? This paper
will deal later with three projects that can be sidared wikipolitics cases
because they have many of the characteristicslopaoitics, as described above,
and bring some empirical results. They will be fyientroduced here already.
The first one is the Deliberatorium platform iniéd by landoli, Klein, and Zollo
(2008), scholars from MIT and Naples UniversityeTiesearchers were trying to
create a platform that would allow for collectiveslideration, suggestions
formulation, and decision making concerning impatitaomplex issues, such as
climate change. The second wikipolitics projectdstd here was called
wikipolitics.gr;' it is now inactive. Developed by PASGlhe dominant socialist
party in Greece, and supported by the on-line miufRe-public and the
newspaperTa Neg this platform facilitated collaborative politicszuture
Melbourne? the third wikipolitics project, dealt with “theansformation of a
traditional city planning exercise governed by @,féo a global, wiki-based
collaboration on the future of Melbourne, Austrdliaccording to Mark Elliot
(2008, para. 1), a key contributor. The goal wadet@rage the potential of
collaboration and to take advantage of Web 2.0 dppities. Therefore, the
city's 10-year plan was migrated “to a wiki-basedlaborative environment for
both internal and public consultation” (Elliot, ZB)OAIl these cases were studied
in winter 2008-2009, and, exactly after 2 yearsytivere re-examined and their
progress is documented within the relevant secttuaisfollow in this essay.

As was mentioned above, if the crowds are realgewthan a few experts, and
democracies are not as transparent and participa®rthey could be (and
assuming transparency and participation are gond, iadeed essential, for
democracy) a question comes to the fore. Undertlgsumstances, can the
modern ICTs, in coordination with the open soungituce, summarize citizens’

opinions, arguments, and suggestions into a coleeserdict that may provide

societies with co-created political content?

Varoufakis’ (2007) main objection to the wikipotiE notion was that “these
splendid hopes rest entirely on an erroneous d&gndNamely, that our
democratic deficits [sic] is a technical problemsearch of a technological
solution.” He explained,

As long as our societies are typified by a stapasation of the political
from the economic sphere, reserving equal rightsttie former while
allowing the latter to be characterised by incregsinequality in the
allocation of property rights, wiki...can play no sificant role in
civilising them. Wiki may help democracy but onlyiti is employed in
the context of a wider political project of redesitg property rights in
such a way as to make possible a world in whichpfgeform units of
production which create and distribute value iragipipatory manner; in
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a manner such that no one employs anyone, evegamteibutes labour
and ideas, while each is rewarded according toribanion but also need.
Until then, all wiki can achieve is, at best, iggling experiments in non-
price spontaneous order (like Wikipedia) and, atstycan éJob that is

as distant from an’Bemos as Genghis Khan was from a contemporary
critic of nationalist divisions. (Varourfakis, 2007

In a similar vein, Pawley (2007) noted,

It is perhaps the case that to be optimally effegtsuch re-imaginings of
political action must be accompanied by a re-imagim of the
institutions that provide them. Such a solutionjl@bptimistic, offers the
best chance of transcending tensions between ipattan and passivity,
centralisation and subsidiarity, and past and &utur

But perhaps such an institutional redesign is umdsr as well, closely related to
technological facilitations of participation. Inmoaterial production, humans co-
create and distribute value in a participatory neanifihe production of knowledge
and politics becomes diffuse; it is distributedotighout the system and, thus,
disrupts former spatial and temporal continuitiétarzog, 2007). It is not
accidental that the emergence and the conceptii@tizaf wikipolitics and open
source democracy coincide with the observed emeegehwhat has been called
new modes of property and governance: peer propedypeer governance. Peer
property includes the universal common propertynieg and legal means for
social reproduction of peer projects, which aresiehtly more distributive than
both public and private property (Bauwens, 20032058). For instance, the
General Public License or some forms of the Crea@ommons licenses are
examples of peer property legal regimes. In othards; peer property is a modern
form of communal shareholding whereby resourcediale in common and each
individual contributes according to his/her willmess and ability (Fiske, 1991).
Peer governance is a new mode of governance andttambup mode of
participative decision making that is being tedtegeer production projects such as
FLOSS production and Wikipedia (Bauwens, 2005a, 5BPO Thus, peer
governance is the way that peer production, theggowhere common value is
produced, is organized and managed. It could heedrthat the emergence of peer
processes supported by the Commons and the opessanovements facilitates a
wider political context in which reimagining patit at the institutional level is
possible.

An important question that could be posed, howememvhether citizens will
actually embrace the possibility for participatidtilbert (2007, p. 129) noticed,
“The argument is that the average citizen has ro#imgr private interests and does
not want to get bogged down in political detailseTtommon counterargument is
that citizens see no point in participation becaniséhe limited civil influence
allowed by political institutions.” Hence, Hilbe2007, p. 129) concluded,
“Political apathy is the consequence.” In Barb€B603, pp. 265, 272) words,
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“The taste for participation is whetted by partitipn: Democracy breeds
democracy ... [Citizens] are apathetic because theyawerless, not powerless
because they are apathetic.” Despite the factlthatnot completely agree with
such a linear, one-directional causal explanatiamare Hilbert's view (2007, p.
129) that “digital transparency in the public sectmuld ... stimulate people’s
willingness to participate.”

Another important issue concerning wikipolitics teansparency and its
democratic nature. The programming of an ICT t@tkedmines “the democratic
institution that channels and guides public dellien” (Hilbert, 2007, p. 117).
Hence, it must always be ensured that ICTs carmatdmipulated. Open source
software and open protocols have to be used irr ¢odensure transparency in
the process. Elliot et al. (2007) highlighted tweykhreats facing the use of
Internet nowadays as a medium for open source dacyac

[the] exploitative manipulation of the medium thghuthe harvesting
and subsequent misuse of personal information efisas/ the biasing
of the Net’s infrastructure through legislationasated with net ‘non-
neutrality’. Such moves undercut public trust aaithfin the system
to protect their rights while providing an accunapresentation of the
digital world. (para. 13)

Regarding the protection of privacy, wikipoliticaust balance the “democratic
independence of the individual, the increase obrimition efficiency for the
benefit of the individual and the protection of tipaiblic from criminal
individuals” (Hilbert, 2007, p. 120).

One of the most significant challenges is thatrofioe accessibility, that is, the
standards and methods in order to ensure equatsatoecontent across the
barriers of distance, cost, and usability (Ellibtk, 2007). Having no access to
digital infrastructure and being digitally illiteeaconstitute important barriers to
equal access in open source democracy. As withr dihnologies, the
distribution of ICTs follows a center—periphery enfe: The center is
distinguished by certain characteristics (highe@ome and level of education),
whereas the periphery tends to be at a lower tvaédvelopment (Hilbert, 2007).
This follows long-established patterns of ineqyalfHilbert, 2007), which,
following Elliot et al. (2007, para. 14), “mightsal be seen as a signal for the need
to provide digital network access as a basic, $mgice.” It can be claimed that
more access to emergent forms of on-line demoaragiit also help spur many
more forms of social, civic, and economic partitipa(Elliot et al., 2007).

Therefore, if the goal is to consider wikipolitias a medium for democratizing
democracy, it is necessary to widely distributeemsial ICTs to ensure the
availability of information regardless of time alodation. Already movements
such as the One Laptop per Childnd the two world summits on the
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information society have focused on safeguarding the right to ICT s&ckn
that context, it is encouraging that the costsI@®F equipment are falling and
the mechanisms for collaboration are blooming. Hm@weSuoranta and Vaden
(2008) maintain that even in the Western world,alene the rest of it, giant
strides to reach satisfactory levels of digitadrlicy are necessary. Nonetheless,
as Clift commented in 2004, “Waiting for the diditdivide to close will
eliminate the opportunity to build social expeaiat for civic uses of the
Internet while the medium is still relatively new.”

Wikipolitics cases
Web 2.0 and virtual communities

It has been argued (O'Reilly, 2006) that with tdgemt of the Web 2.0 large-scale
interactions take place via the emerging Web tdolgres such as blogs, forums,
wikis, e-mail, podcasts, and so on. Therefore,gusinch “collective intelligence
technologies” nowadays makes it possible to “dragether knowledgeable
individuals, analytic tools and information souroesa scale that was impossible a
few short years ago” (landoli et al., 2008, p.Tf)e emergence of new ICTs, along
with growing on-line virtual communities, gives gido new practices in the
production of politics. However, several differemaxist between on-line virtual
communities and traditional organizations. Intecactvithin the virtual community
takes place mainly or solely via the Web; individaantribution is basically
voluntary and limited to three forms: knowledgevisimn, knowledge rating, and
knowledge organization (e.g., classification; ldn@b al., 2008). According to
these authors, a virtual community is a self-orgsohisystem where top-down
management and centralization can be found ordyry limited extent.

However, as landoli et al. noted, in order for waft communities to work
properly, three important governance problems babe addressed:

Attention governance: We must attract a consideraiimber of users,
reduce the risk of premature convergence and enahbiliicient
exploration of the search space by countervailihg influences of
informational pressure, social pressure and comknowledge;
Participation governance: We must retain a criticeelss of motivated
diverse users, and provide them with support aodntives for evidence-
based reasoning as well as the sharing of uniqusopal knowledge;
Community governance: We must identify the rulesd athe
organizational structures of the community in terofighe process and
roles that enable attention governance and effegarticipation. (2008,

p. 6)

The Re-publicteam developed the wikipolitics.gr platform. Timéerview with
their developers involved, among others things,thtee challenges raised by
landoli et al. (2008) and how the team was dealiitp them during the
operation of wikipolitics. Moreover, the strengtasd weaknesses of such a
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platform were identified and speculations about fbeure of democratic
discourse were made. The e-mail exchange with Mal&in regarding
Deliberatorium followed a similar vein. The exantina of Future Melbourne
was built on an on-line discussion that took plat®2P foundation’s bldgn
the middle of 2008, as well as on material extdtem the project’s official
Web platforn?

Discussion with Priftis and Hatzopoulos of PASOHK#gkipolitics platform

The wikipolitics.gr project began in 2007 with adeiranging on-line interview
with PASOK'’s leader, and current (from 2009) primmister of Greece, George
Papandreou. More than 1,000 citizens submitted tpeestions, which were
evaluated by about 50,000 citizens. Then Papandweggied to those with the
highest rating. In late 2008 the wikipolitics-partient project was launched. In
early 2009 | interviewed Thanasis Priftis and Pa@atzopoulos, the initiators of
the wikipolitics.gr platform and editors &e-public and our discussion focused
more on the parliamentary usage of wikipoliticdtgt had just completed its first
phase. Later, in mid-2009, two open discussionth (vérious evaluation processes)
about education affairs as well as green developtaek place via wikipolitics.gr.
In late 2009, before the national elections in Geeewikipolitics.gr gathered
citizens’ suggestions for the agenda of the fit@ #lays of cabinet, if PASOK
would rise in power, which it did. After that thiaghorm became inactive, and was
superseded by the more sophisticated opengov.gistiihe web page of Greek
prime minister’s office for open government, runabyost the same people.

It is still interesting to address the 2009 intewiwith Priftis and Hatzopoulds,
the people behind wikipolitics.gr and, now, the mé&égures of Greek prime
minister’s office for open government, since mahyheir views have been the
cornerstones of their effortso empower democratic structures through ICT”
(Priftis). The beginning of the conversation dewilth the correlation between
modern ICTs and participation in politics. They wesl ICTs promoting
participation as only partly true since, on onedyahe“Web is really us’

In theory, the more you adopt participatory ICTethmore possibilities
you have towards the realization of an open pa@penness opens the
way for investment in people. On the other handerwiirying to adapt
this idea to real life, things are not so easy heyt might seem. The
existing bureaucratic, hierarchical model of govance and organization
within a political party—even if its leadership wario—is very difficult
to relinquish. Only a few PASOK members of theiBamént, say nine or
ten, have understood the dynamics of this opemreulBut they cannot
act very differently in an old-fashioned politicadcene; where
hierarchical filters gobble up a large part of tHeottom-up voices....
Furthermore, the use of ICT does not guarantee thatill effectively
strengthen democracy. Culture and social norms,, land faults in
implementation threat such an initiatiy@riftis)
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The methodology of wikipolitics.gr is quite simple:

We are trying to convert a bureaucratic processtfat time, the process
involved the submission of questions to the Grea#idPent] into a
more transparent one by connecting it to the dlgitarld. Such a process
predicates open access to information and wantietiver accountability
that will win citizens’ approval(Priftis)

As Priftis noted, at that period of time, the impkntation of the wikipolitics.gr
project was in an early phas&Ve are experimenting and creating fissures in
the existing mechanism... After all, we are tryindotdld up a momentum in
order to ensure and strengthen democracy in tharimdition age.”Their work
aspired to show that all of the questions to berstieéd to the Parliament would
be at least open to a more transparent processwltezens could have their
say. For instance, Anna Diamantopoulou, a promif&EOK member who
became Greece’s minister of education and innovapiolicy when PASOK
came to power in 2009, submitted a question towhepolitics.gr platform
while still a member of Parliament for open disemissabout converting the
ugly roofs of the housing blocks in Athens intoagregardens. The comments
made by the citizens offered many interesting imsigand inputs, so that the
guestion actually submitted to the Greek Parlianvesd really coauthored by
Ms. Diamantopoulou and dozens of active citizessPaftis and Hatzopoulos
told me. At the time of our interview, citizens weto start discussing and
evaluating the suggestions of PASOK about techrgchlcation in Greece.
“The next step,”Priftis said in 2009;is that all the questions of the PASOK
members of the Greek Parliament would be availdbfediscussion at the
wikipolitics.gr platform.” This is now taking place at the opengov.gr platfor
for several, but not all, of the bills that areb® presented in the Parliament for
passage.

When asked about the function of their platformiftiBrand Hatzopoulos
replied that a stable team of people maintains peikics.gr, while a critical
mass of citizens quite often offer their commemtmriin the beginning, we
were worried about the prevalence of quantity ayaality... We are constantly
trying to create clearly defined ways to gather awsess the inputsPriftis
said. In a similar vein, Clift (2004, p. 28) adwsinat “without structured ways
to gather, evaluate, and respond to public inplihenthere will be diminishing
value received or perceived with each additiondlipuicomment.” In addition,
Priftis and Hatzopoulos realized the need for aemautomated mechanism
regarding the coordination between their team hadriembers of Parliament:

We push the comments and the formulated idea®et®ABOK members
of the Parliament. With our platform, we want taahthat every citizen
should have the right to participate in the debater particular issues,
even via lottery(Hatzopoulos)
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Our conversation ended with Hatzopoulos’ specutatiabout the future of
politics:

We live in a contradictory, globalized society. Pgmoduction and
Commons coexist with the capitalistic, speculatiwveduction and the
exclusive ownership. Every effort, so far, to subwmpitalism was
“symmetrical,” and thus doomed to failure: symmeinya world that is
asymmetrical and contradictory. Hence, we belichag tve are moving
towards a mixed political system that includes dipant and asymmetric
elements that coexist. Societies have to devoeeaid resources to have
a better understanding of the real threats and pti&d of wikipolitics, as
the dystopia is always a possible scenario.

Discussing the Deliberatorium platform

In 2009, | discussed this platform via e-mail wihark Klein, a principal
research scientist at the MIT Center for Collectimelligence and one of
Deliberatorium’s main developers. According to Kieihe initial results (from
three evaluations—200 people in Naples, Italy, 3®ople in Zurich,
Switzerland, and 100 people at Intel in MassaclisisgiSA) showed that large
numbers of people, without special training, coeftectively use this tool to
create large deliberation maps on complex topi¢sinkold me that next steps
included the development of new functionalities edhat (a) making it easier to
find/enter content in large maps; (b) collectingtmes on the progress and
problems in a deliberation; and (c) integratingilmertion maps with social
media tools that are based on narratives and cestvens (e.g., chat, e-mail,
wikis). The current version of the Deliberatorivoolthas incorporated many of
these changes and can be found on¥firfkhe access is open and some of the
collected data is analyzed as part of an ongoindysbn improving the support
of large-scale web-mediated collaborative workhas website states.

Klein was also asked to articulate his ideas raggrdhe effects that
Deliberatorium could have on the production of ficdi that is, decision-
making and problem-solving processes. Klein hopad t

The Deliberatorium will make it possible for largembers of people to
much more effectively and systematically collead a&valuate a wide
range of ideas concerning how to solve complex|prob. | believe it can
help in two ways:
Take better advantage of the cognitive diversity smcieties offer to
increase the range of solutions being consideradcurrent social
computing systems, all too often only a tiny fratctof the possible
solution ideas see the light of day, because oblpros such as
redundancy and dysfunctional collaboration dynamics
Foster decision-making based on evidence and Iagfer than bias
and emotional manipulation. The Deliberatorium issijned to
encourage people to explain why they support gigdeas, and uses a
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community-rating scheme that rewards coherent, -sughported
arguments.

Talking about open source democracy and wikipalitias realized in the
current research project, | asked Klein whetheadreed with the view that the
Deliberatorium platform could be one of the meaowards open source
democracy. He replied,

Open source democracy has different meanings ferdift people. | think
many see it as being about giving everyone an ego@e in making
decisions that affect them. While | appreciate tredtie, my focus is more
on finding ways to use our collective intelligentce identify the best
possible responses to pressing problems. Since éxgioring the use of
reputation and proxy voting systems, you might esep that the
Deliberatorium embodies meritocratic, rather thanengbcratic,
principles. But | think it is compatible with opsaurce democracy, since
my work aims to help people identify possible smhst and is agnostic
about the process by which people eventually dewitlieh of these
solutions is adopted.

Finally, Klein referred to the main strengths anelaknesses of that platform.
He mentioned that its main strength is thatallows us to tap, in ways not
previously possible, the skills and knowledge mjdanumbers of people in the
service of solving complex multi-disciplinary preivs.” On the other hand,
Deliberatorium’s main weakness is the fact thiatis based on a style of
interaction that is somewhat formal and artifictaHowever, as Klein clarified,
their goal is‘to integrate the strengths of a deliberation majphwthe narrative
conversational modes of interaction that peopld fiatural.”

The Future Melbourne Project

According to Elliot (2008Y, Future Melbourne was the first project in Aus#al

that used a wiki for public consultation and thstfone in the world that did it

so extensively in a city planning process. It comgd more than 150 targets to
measure the city’s progress towards achieving thtmmough six key goals: a

city for people, a prosperous city, an eco-citinawledge city, a creative city,

and a connected city. In 2007, the vision that g&eto the Future Melbourne
project was the reengineering of Melbourne’s citpgess for generating its
next 10-year strategic plan (2010-2020). ElliotG@Pnoted,

Previously, such plans were produced using codperparticipation
(contribution of discrete elements that are syiitkdsby someone
other than the contributors). However a requirenwérthis project
was that the new plan be produced by collaborgtizeicipation
(contribution with the capacity to add/edit/delbte all in order to
inclusively represent the perspectives of all iaedl through
collective contribution and synthesis). (para. 2)
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In a nutshell, according to Future Melbourne’s Wahtform, this project
constituted a community plan that aimed to

* Engage citizens in creating a vision for the futwetting priorities, and
contributing to decision making;

* Value and utilize local networks;

* Focus on people and places, requiring a more fiexdnd joined-up
[collaborative] approach to policy and service dgtly;

* Connect the top-down and bottom-up policy proceskas influence
resource allocation.

The strategic planner and wiki administrator of fineject (Dale Bowerman, “6
Responses,” item 6, in Elliot, 2008), deemed tled hew form of on-line
consultation/participation would need some timeokeefthe majority of people
feel comfortable in taking part. Discussing the umi&g of this new mode of
governance, Elliot wrote,

It won't be long until special interest groups aladbbyists develop a
better understanding of the potentials. This wikely spawn more
conflict (along with healthy debate) surrounding thtruggle for the
representation of a decision. However, | see thiso way as a drawback;
rather it would simply be an indication of maturdf/the medium through
the mirroring of life’s normal activities within.itAt which point, our

dispute resolution policies would no doubt devedapordingly and given
enough time, perhaps the need to be able to reyresere

perspectives/interests in policy would exert pressipon government to
rethink how “valid” policy is formed, created anghdated. (2008, “6
Responses,” item 2)

Coordination problems on interpersonal and intenoizational levels, as well as
gaps concerning the interests and the identitiese wften to be found in virtual
communities and may result in subsequent conflidisrefore, Future Melbourne
had a specific plan (informed by the Wikipedia aigece, Elliot, 2008, “6
Responses,” item 2) for conflict resolution.

Further, Bauwens (commenting in Elliot, 2008) assdrthat the separation of
the idea formation from the representational amer@st-based decision making
Is a key step for the success of such a wikipsliject. He believed,

What is happening until today is that “interestsistdrt not only

representation, but also crucially the input phagesolution-seeking, so
that solutions are filtered a priori with interesiseady in mind, thereby
prohibiting good ideas to filter through. But if iiave a mechanism to
allow good ideas to filter through, then it beconaebt more difficult,

with that transparency build in, for illegitimatetérests to come through
to the back door, and they can only acquire legitiynby engaging with
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the good ideas, not filtering them out a prioria(Bvens in Elliot, 2008,
“6 Responses,” item 3)

With regard to Bauwens’ comment, Elliot (2008, “6dponses,” item 4) stated,
“This sums up the ideal role ... providing a publidgcessible means of
developing the ideas, which opens them up to sgruind discussion, while
enabling the further development of the ideas traasparent and open-access
way.” Elliot thought that the Future Melbourne @maj had already achieved
this.

At the moment Future Melbourne has accomplishednitsion and the “Post
Implementation Review” conducted by Collabforged()). an organization

specialized in social media and government usingemo ICTs, investigated
the degree of its success. According to this repakis are a viable platform

for public consultation that should be further exaed. Following the review,

important recommendations in this regard are thatapportunities for further
implementation of collaborative on-line consultatimust be explored; that a
link between the delivery of on-line consultatiordahe development of digital
literacy is necessary; and that policies for thevettjpment and the

implementation of an innovative change managemeodgram, which adopts
and integrates the new ICTs and processes in aisaiste way, are of a crucial
importance.

Wikipedia project

Wikipedia, the popular free, on-line encyclopediapften hailed as a prominent
peer production project where individuals volumyagarticipate and produce a
vast knowledge base. However, various criticismsu¢igens, 2008; Butler et al.,
2008) have been recently leveled against Wikipadgarding the mode of
governance that is followed. Although Wikipedian a wikipolitics project, it is

a virtual community and shares several similaritig wikipolitics. So, using the

Wikipedia project as a point of departure, | wil} to identify and draw some
conclusions regarding the dysfunctional and probt@m situations of the

governance mechanism. This study will allow for ttier considerations

concerning the dangers of misplaced openness atidigation for open-source
democracy and wikipolitics projects.

Introduction to Wikipedia

The Web 2.0 has triggered large-scale interactionsprecedented ways and
gave rise to many collaborative projects, such las well-known free
encyclopedia:

Wikipedia is a free, web-based, collaborative, itinfual encyclopedia

project supported by the non-profit Wikimedia Foatidn. Its 18 million
articles (over 3.6 million in English) have beentten collaboratively by
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volunteers around the world, and almost all ofitscles can be edited by
anyone with access to the site. Wikipedia was lhaddn 2001 by Jimmy
Wales and Larry Sanger and has become the largestmast popular
general reference work on the Internet, rankingiagioseventh among all
websites on Alexa and having 365 million readers.

The name Wikipedia was coined by Larry Sanger[10] and is a
portmanteau ofwiki (a technology for creating collaborative websites,
from the Hawaiian wordwiki, meaning "quick") and encyclopedia.
(Wikipedia, 2011, para. 1 & 2)

This is how Wikipedia defines itself. It uses thikiwechnology that allows
anyone to create and edit content on-line, in a@nagccess and participatory
context. Wikipedia is actually what Bruns (2008, . pp04, 137) calls
“representations of knowledge” rather than a “sgatb of a unified position of,
and on, knowledge or ‘truth’ itself”:

[If] provides a central, accessible, and easilytaddie space for the
compilation and maintenance of such communal kndgéeand an
effective means for the aggregation of multiple adiderse such
community knowledge bases into a unified, singlgjgat devoted to the
compilation, synthesis and extension of represiemst of human
knowledge about the world. (p. 104)

In other words, Wikipedia offers a draft of histotiiat is subjected to
continuous revision (Rozenzweig, 2006), so it iswtunfinished artifacts in a
constant process of creation and evaluation (Br2d@8). The content creation
remains always incomplete, since it relies on tlestant constructive
participation of the community (Bruns, 2008). Brdmgher commented that the
government processes in Wikipedia are not relatecarty form of direct
democracy. The heterarcfiystructure, however, is constantly at risk of
transforming itself into a more inflexible hieraycbf administrators. In the next
subsection, the main governance problems are disduvased on the study of
internal forums, external Websites concerning Wékiip, and e-mail interviews
with (ex-)Wikipedians and experts.

Governance problems

The Wikipedia project is premised on values suchtragsparency, mass
collaboration, equipotentialit}, holoptism'* heterarchy, communal evaluation,
and sharing. However, the creation of an allegedpen playing field
occasionally entails the prevalence of active amgamized minorities or
individuals over less active members of the comtyur@Group polarization is
another danger that open, virtual communities, sashWikipedia, face:
“Discourse among like-minded people can very quicktad to group
polarization ... which causes opinions to divergbeathan converge... [s0], it
is very probable that the strongest groups will ohate the common life”
(Hilbert, 2007, p. 120). Further, according to Bauw (2008), a power structure
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in Wikipedia has been created that is largely iblésand hence vulnerable to
the tyranny of structurelessness, as describeddsnfan (1970):

Contrary to what we would like to believe, therens such thing as a
“structureless” group. Any group of people of whate nature coming
together for any length of time, for any purposé| wevitably structure
itself in some fashion. The structure may be flexiit may vary over
time, it may evenly or unevenly distribute taskswpr and resources over
the members of the group. But it will be formedaetiess of the abilities,
personalities and intentions of the people involvEe very fact that we
are individuals with different talents, predispmsis and backgrounds
makes this inevitable. Only if we refused to relaténteract on any basis
whatsoever could we approximate “structurelessnasd’that is not the
nature of a human group. (para. 5)

Freeman’s argument is that even seemingly strdeBsegroups possess some
structure, even if it is hidden, that may imposeouss practices and processes on
the rest. An unregistered user of Wikipedia whoritacted at random in a fordin
cynically commented that Jimmy Wales, one of Wiklip&s co-founders, created
“the structurelessness of a tyrannypersonal correspondence, Informant 1,
January 2009). Another user observed that Wikip&iks ‘functional system
architecture” and “functional social contract” (personal correspondence,
Informant 2, January 2009). A user named Yehuldeshd'There is a social
contract, and most users and most admins adheite Tlne fundamental flaw is
that there is no way to deal with the minority ofivans who don't”(personal
correspondence, Informant 3, January 2009).

Wikipedia is constantly at risk of transformingeifsinto an inflexible, despotic
hierarchy, while new disputes are emerging abaigtivernance mode of content
creation. As the size of Wikipedia increases, @dmees continually more difficult
for a relatively small group of administrators teek track of everything that
happens “in the far-flung [reaches] of the sitetuss, cited in Kostakis, 2010).
Based on my observations (Kostakis, 2010) and stéoos, coordination
problems on interpersonal and interorganizatiorealels, as well as gaps
concerning the interests and the identities ofitier-Wikipedia communities,
result in governance crises (conflicts about pasias’ editing practices,
unjustified bans, power abuse by administrators, sb-called battle among
inclusionists and deletionists, as documented by Ebonomist, 2008, etc.) and
threaten the sustainability of the project. Furthiee vagueness of the distinction
between the social and technical powers of the m@idirators (who sometimes
take more authoritative roles and increasingly niakeral” decisions about user
behavior) leads to power accumulation in one seaifahe community (Forte &
Bruckman, 2008). According to interviews | conddctaith active (ex-)
Wikipedians (Kostakis, 2010), a functional resaatprocess for resolving content
disputes and an unambiguous community social adntreodel are lacking.
Wikipedia may follow certain rules regarding corttereation that in many cases
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are mutually inconsistent and conflicting. Thusmadstrators who are adept at
gaming the system can pick and choose among ttgepodge of rules, “clobber”

their adversary, and justify a deletion, a block,aoban. Moreover, another
problem to be solved is the balance between pgaation and selection for

excellence; in other words, “how to make sure thah does not become the rule
of the majority and that expertise can find itscpla(Bauwens, cited in Kostakis,

2010).

Reflections in relation to wikipolitics

The study of the Wikipedia case (Kostakis, 201@ught to the fore several
potential threats and problems that on-line, virtapen communities—including
wikipolitics sites—face. In a nutshell, the docuteehdysfunctions and threats are
the following:

- Active and organized minorities may prevail ovee timcoordinated
majority and other individuals, and individuals ptlat the function of
the platform can adroitly handle it and dominatrtibpponents

- Group polarization

- The tyranny of structurelessness with hidden hoérias

- An overload of information that makes it difficéitir administrators to
keep track of everything

- Coordination problems on interpersonal and intexoizational levels,
as well as gaps concerning the interests and tastiitks of the
intercommunities, may result in governance crises.

Of course, wikipolitics projects differ from Wikig& in that, for the moment at
least, they are not self-governed: Administratarsvikipolitics projects are paid

employees that manage and maintain each project @kamination of

Wikipedia’s governance problems showed how impottia® presence of a clear
and consistent set of rules and principles is,tierowords, a community social
contract® that will reduce the chance of power abuse, prdtem the danger of

corruption provoked by unsavory individuals (or wpoof individuals), and

facilitate selection for excellence when needed.

Conclusion

The aim of the current paper was to contributeh theory of open source
democracy and provide an understanding of the eatine effects, and the
potential of the concept of wikipolitics for a realized democratic discourse.
The research issues were approached from bothoaettoal and a pragmatic
perspective. In theory, | demonstrated that, orotlee hand, modern ICTs offer
new ways for humans to produce and organize thegin@mic, cultural, and

political lives, as the economically advanced waégms to shift towards new
paradigms that appear less hierarchical and mamesparent, based on a
participatory ethos. On the other hand, the thraatsthe problems of an open
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source approach, and consequently of wikipolitieste documented: There is
no leapfrog path that can instantly transform de@mogc Minority prevalence,
group polarization, the tyranny of structurelessnesformation overload,
platform manipulation, protection of privacy, anammbiguous and clear social
community contract enforced by law, a user-friendighitecture with natural
narrative conversational modes of human interactemmd a change in the
attitude of some politicians and citizens are ostyne of the issues and the
problems that a scrupulous and scientifically destgwikipolitics project must
confront.

Although open source democracy introduces new farfhasemocratic practice, it
remains unclear whether and how they can effegtinatlefine democracy. Still,
fiducial solutions are needed for several govereapooblems that on-line
communities face. Moreover, as democracy defigigsrat merely a technical
problem in search of technological solution (Vaekis 2007), change in the
attitude of both people and politicians is need&d.make this point clearer, and
to end on a more personal note, it might be s@téblquote Carlota Perez, the
prominent theorist on great surges and techno-esienparadigm shifts, about
technological utopianism and the efforts Greece hasle under George
Papandreou to take advantage of modern ICTs. Im#émee of openness and
transparency some politicians, who seemed at tbit po share that vision,
thought that if we masquerade the bureaucratihalgpe.g., Greece) as a white
horse using a technological veil, then it will ras fast as a horse: Looking like a
horse, the elephant can easily enter the village,vehile villagers are admiring
its beauty, the short-tempered elephant can ladeedly attacks. What most of
the villagers would think is “How evil these whit@rses are!” and never trust
horses again (Personal communication, Carlota P2068).

The investigation of the three cases of wikipditic(Deliberatorium,
wikipolitics.gr, and Future Melbourne) showed thair empirical results so far
seem positive and capable of splitting the traditichierarchical paradigm. In
general, all the examined cases showed that therepassibilities for large
numbers of people to effectively collaborate infilvenulation and the evaluation
of a wide range of ideas regarding the solutionaphplex problems. We saw that
some of the theoretical conclusions articulatedtHsy Deliberatorium team had
been verified by the function of the wikipolitics.glatform: The three main
governance issues to be dealt with in an on-limensonity (attention governance,
participation governance, and community governaace)ital towards sustaining
it. However, the ICTs used in wikipolitics projet¢tave to become less artificial
and formal and adopt more natural narrative or emsational modes of human
interaction. Also, they have to be user-friendlyttsat users can easily and quickly
grasp and handle them. Some of the discussiongedidt’'s (2004) advice that
significant barriers to successful wikipolitics &pation are the bureaucratic fears
of quantity over quality and the scarcity of tinaedd by citizens. Therefore, well-
structured ways for content submission and evalnaie needed, something that
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seemed to happen in the case of Future Melboumeddition, during our
discussion with the wikipolitics.gr team, it wasdenstood that the traditional
hierarchical modes of organization within politiparties and societies, in general,
arise as an obstacle towards a new, more participata for democracy.

It becomes obvious that the open source approdtbhwentertains openness and
cooperation in various fields of human activitysha long way to go towards
rebuilding a tolerant, integrated civilization bEtmodern world. Because ICTs are
rapidly evolving, and their application and praesicare quite recent, reliable
empirical data are still rare. Moreover, it is ddasably difficult to assess the
future of democracy. “Our economic life determities political life” a Marxist
would say. Peer production, a mode of productiosethaon collaboration and
communication, rings the bell for the creation ohmaterial value: Together we
have everything; together we know everything. Heriteis up to us—the
citizens—to achieve the next step towards to thmuigely democratic utopia:
Together we decide everything.

Endnotes

1. The main page of wikipolitics.gr can be found aptwww.wikipolitics.gr/

2. See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Panhellenic_SadsialMovement for more
info about PASOK.

3. The main page of Ta Nea is accessible from htipriéa.dolnet.gr/

4. The main page of the Future Melbourne project @afobnd at
http://www.futuremelbourne.com.au/wiki/view/FMPlan

5. The URL to main page of the OLPC initiative is
http://laptop.org/en/laptop/software/index.shtml

6. Background and information on the World Summit be Information Society
Geneva 2003 — Tunnis 2005 can be found at theviolp Websites:
http://www.itu.int/wsis/index.html
http://www.itu.int/wsis/docs/geneva/official/poantit
http://www.itu.int/wsis/docs2/tunis/off/6rev1.html

7. The discussion can be found at http://blog.p2pfatiod.net/future-melbourne-
the-dawning-of-the-age-of-p2pgovernance/2008/06/Qtrieved  April 30,
2009). Elliot's post includes interesting commemgsMichel Bauwens (founder
of the P2P foundation), Zbigniew Lukasiak (useeif#ce consultant), and Dale
Bowerman (strategic planner and wiki administraibithe Future Melbourne
project).

8. See the dispute resolution plan at
http://www.futuremelbourne.com.au/wiki/view/FMPI&uoliciesAndGuideline
s#Dispute_Resolution

9. Pavlos Hatzopoulos and Thanasis Priftis were ifg@®d in person in Greek
and, thus, their quotes have been translated itidarigy the author.
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10.The Deliberatorium platform can be accessed at/Htgnc2.mit.edu/ci/login

11. Al of the quotes concerning the Future Melbournejgct are derived from an
on-line discussion that took place at P2P found&idlog in the middle of
2008, as well as on material extracted from thgept official Web platform.

12.Peer production projects such as FLOSS or Wikipddianot operate in strict
hierarchies of command and control. Rather theyaipe‘in a much looser
[environment] which...allows for the existence of tipleé teams of participants
working simultaneously in a variety of possibly opjmg directions” (Bruns,
2008, p. 26). The “leadership is determined throtigh continuous communal
evaluation of participants,” and “through the degoé community merit they are
able to build in a process” (Bruns, 2008, p. 26).tHis sense, peer projects’
heterarchies are not simply adhocracies, but adr@itocracies.

13.In peer production projects, such as FLOSS or Véifia, all participants have
an equal ability to contribute, although not ak tharticipants have the same
skills and abilities, a situation termed equipotdity (Bauwens, 2005a,
2005b).

14.Holoptism is the ability for any part to know thehete (Deleuze, 2005). In
peer production projects, holoptism allows particifs free access to all
information, in contrast with panoptism where pap@nts have access on a
need-to-know basis only (Bauwens, 2005b).

15.The conversations with three former Wikipedianstdbators (two anonymous
and one with the username Yehuldi) took place remgon Wikipedia's
Review forum in February 2009 at
http://wikipediareview.com/index.php?showforum=Xg&e also the interview
information provided in the Appendix.

16.Regarding Wikipedia, Barry Kort, a MIT Media Labiesttist and active
Wikipedian, said to me in an interview, “The whdRules and Sanctions
paradigm is ill-conceived and should be scrappethwor of a 21st Century
Community Social Contract Model consistent with leglal norms of
academic and scholarly enterprises.”
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Appendix

Consent for publication has been given by all pgodints for interviews and
conversations conducted for this research project:

Bauwens, Michel, interview in February 2009 via alrexchange; subsequent
Google talk, April 2009.

Bruns, Axel, interview in February 2009 via e-mailth semi-structured
guestions.

C., G., and F. are active (ex)Wikipedian users ingho keep their anonymity
and were contacted regarding questions about ti#gms of
Wikipedia’'s governance in February 2009. The stmett interviews
took place either via email or via the message abthe website
Wikipedia Review at http://wikipediareview.com/ (mbkership is
required).

Hatzopoulos, Pavlos, interview in April 2009 vianail exchange.

Klein, Mark, interview in February 2009 via e-mailchange. | had contacted
all of the initiators of collaboratorium (the formeame of
Deliberatorium, i.e., landoli, Zollo, and Klein)h&y decided that Klein
would answer my (semi-structured) questions.

Kort, Barry, interview in 2009. He received strueitl questions via email in the
beginning of February and returned the responsesetm March.

Priftis, Thanasis and Hatzopoulos, Pavlos, fackte-interview in Athens,
Greece, in February 2009. The 90-minute convenrsati®sreek was
recorded and the most significant points were teaed into English.
The interview was semi-structured.

Yehuldi and two other anonymous Wikipedia users foart in a discussion
that took place in Wikipedia Review forum, in Jarpu2009. These
informants noted within the article.
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Commons-Based Peer Production and the Neo-Weberian
State: Synergies and Interdependencies

Vasilis Kostakis
Abstract

After the demise of the New Public Management (NRMY the rise of the
concept of the Neo-Weberian State (NWS) as onellpligsfor the post-NPM
Public Administration (PA) paradigm in Europe andybnd, one of the
problems the NWS may face is that, while it taket iconsideration the
genuine lessons learned from the NPM experiencegyt have a tendency to go
back to a dirigistic, top-down, rigid form of gowance in which citizens and
government are each other’s “Other”. This couldsgug be ameliorated if one
could combine the NWS with one of the recently egimgy and most intriguing
modes of political economy, namely Commons-basegl peoduction. This
alternative mode of production and governance cgnably offer interesting
chances for successful PA reform, stressing thenessand the importance of
abundance, distribution and intrinsic positive matiion for and within a
responsive state.

Key words: New Public Management; Neo-WeberianeStpeer production;
peer governance; commons

1. The demise of the New Public Management and tlemergence of
the Neo-Weberian State

The concept of the New Public Management (NPM)ioatgs from the early
1980s, when neo-liberal governments dominated tle@es while the Welfare
State model was allegedly in crisis. (Drechsler5200~ounded “on themes of
disaggregation, competition, and incentivizatiopufleavy et al. 2006, 467), it
has often been described as “a useful model foeldping countries to follow”.

(Manning 2001, 297) It has been widely claimed.(&geer 1994; Zifcak 1994;
Mascarenhas 1993; Walsh 1995; Larbi 1999) that ranwon feature of the
states which took the NPM route has been the eciontrises that triggered the
quest for efficiency and for lowering the costs miblic services. NPM

techniques are drawn from the private sector withingreasing use of market
principles and business practices and an emphasiseficiency and

performance. (Drechsler 2005a) They may come frongld\America, as

Drechsler (2005a) mentions, but, according to Bayz€2001, 160-161) “the
equation of NPM with an Anglo-American approachpublic management

Tallinn University of Technology, Estonia
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policy is hardly a recipe for policy analysis amhrning on an international
scale.” Larbi (1999) claims that in the 1990s, aats of NPM techniques and
practices were applied in several transitional eatigs as well — many of them,
though, have chosen only some items from the NPKun@urner 2002)

Manning (2001, 297), a senior public-sector-managenspecialist with the
World Bank, argues that the “victory of NPM wasyeartial” as it changed the
debate over the models of Public Administration)(RAit “did not silence other
public management voices and certainly did not teke the end of managerial
history.” Drechsler (2005a) sees NPM as “part @& tieo-classical economic
imperialism within the social sciences” that isdz®n the idea that all human
behaviour is always motivated by self-interest amre concretely, profit
maximisation. One of the main arguments of Drectss(@005a) critique is that
NPM considers public and private interests as ideht“The use of business
techniques within the public sphere”, he writesprifuses the most basic
requirements of any state, particularly of a Deraogr with a liability:
regularity, transparency, and due process are gimpth more important than
low costs and speed.” Lynn (2008, 24) argues tet fnanagerialism promoted
by global capitalism is highly vulnerable to therdes of democracy in
significant part because it has lacked democratigimacy.” In a similar vein,
Greve and Jesperson (1999, 147) articulate thatctimcepts of citizen, citizens
rights and citizen participation are almost norseat in NPM debates.”
Moreover, there is no empirical evidence that NR¥bmms have increased
either productivity or welfare; but on the contragready van Mierlo (1998,
401) outlines that “several years of attempts amgeeences of public
management reforms in western Europe and other OEGINtries give
evidence of relative failure rather than succebtoivever, Larbi (1999) does
not see the problem in the concept of NPM itselft blaims that the main
reason for the unsatisfactory results of NPM isitiséitutional environment that
persists and constrains the implementation capacity

On the other hand, Drechsler (2005a) makes anibiet attacking the very
essence of NPM economics where quasi-markets aeateck within
administrative organisations in order to createketbehaviour. He argues that:

Such a behavior can only develop in genuine andimajuasi- (i.e.
pseudo-) markets. For example, if there are prochamnopolies and no
free consumer choice — if one administrative io§tih is supposed to
have a contract with a predetermined other, reggrdiproduct or service
that cannot be delivered by anyone else, for imgtan then there cannot
be a free market either, nor its beneficial consegas.

Batley (1996, 748) maintains that “the presumptiloat involving the private
sector makes for higher levels of performance vemionly partial support” by
the evidence. In addition, Clarke and Newman (1997notice that “NPM is

often portrayed as a global phenomenon — a comegiein the process of
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convergence between states, overriding distinctitigall and cultural
characteristics.” Bouckaert and Mikeladze (20083d stress this point stating
that “we are providing the right answer to the vga@uestion”, as “culture and
context do matter”.

Drechsler and Kattel (2008, 98) conclude that tnmide of NPM is, nowadays,
a fact: “NPM is certainly dead — not as dead asarthil, perhaps, but among
scholars not a viable option anymore.” Despite fdwt that the NPM reform
message has become sympathetic to states that éwm father resistant
previously, such as India (Chakraverti 2004; Shath Bakore 2006) or Japan
(Yamamato 2003), nowadays it seems that this wasgddrgely stalled or been
reversed: The “NPM is arguably as much a casudltthe global economic
crisis as are the markets and market mechanismshwimderpin it”. (Levy
2010, 234) Dunleavy et al. (2006) argue that thgnitive and reform scheme
of NPM may still be afloat with few of its elementsan active development;
however, NPM policies are intellectually dead-ehdmg gradually replaced by
a variety of information-technology-centred appites

The overall movement ... is toward ‘digital-era gawence’ (DEG),

which involves reintegrating functions into the gowmental sphere,
adopting holistic and needs-oriented structuresd gorogressing

digitalization of administrative processes. DEGedsfa perhaps unique
opportunity to create self-sustaining change, r@ad range of closely
connected technological, organizational, culturahd social effects.
(Dunleavy et al. 2006, 467)

Dunleavy et al.’s articulation is taken up lateisag when dealing with the
political economy of Commons-based peer production.

A viable alternative to NPM, which has entered fie& of debate concerning
the future of PA, is the concept of the Neo-WebreBtate (NWS) that was first
introduced by Pollitt and Bouckaert in their bddkblic Management Reform:

A Comparative Analysi$2004) and later advanced by Drechsler (2005a and
2005b), Drechsler and Kattel (2008), Pollitt (2Q0Bdtucek (2008), Randma-
Liiv (2008) and others. According to Pollitt andiBkaert (2004), the NWS can
be considered a model of public-management reforneven, if we follow
Drechsler and Kattel (2008), a political orientatid@his encompasses the ideas
of political power and modernisation:

First, the state remains a strong steering andlatgg presence within
society. Thus the objective is not the minimalestat The state is ... the
guarantor and partner of both a strong economyaandilized, socially

cohesive society. It is the initiator or facilitatof a whole range of
additional democratic mechanisms, central and |dmath representative
and direct ... Second, the state is steadily modiegniprofessionalizing
and seeking improved efficiency. But there is neuagption that aping
the private sector ... is thenly way[author’s italicization] to achieve
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efficiency and professionalism. Private sector mdthmay [author’s
italicization] be chosen on some occasions anddamne policies, but they
have no automatic priority or superiority. (Pol208, 14)

This makes the NWS a genuine post-post-NPM, Webdrgesed system, as
emphasised by Drechsler (2005a), with lessons dglarfrom the NPM

experience. As Pollitt (2008, 14) underlines, th&/8lis not just a mix of

traditional Weberian bureaucracy with some NPMcehcy tools; rather, it
seeks to modernise the state and includes, asevitliscussed in more detail
later, both “Weberian” and “Neo” elements. Thedattpreserve the main part
of the traditional Weberian model and moderniz@vhich ... can take various
context- and country-specific forms)”. (DrechslardaKattel 2008, 96) This
comes in accordance with Larbi's (1999) claim thatareful and selective
adaptation of some NPM elements to certain seattag be beneficial for

societies.

However, although the NWS takes into consideratioe genuine lessons
learned from the NPM experience, it may tend tdack to top-down forms of
governance, which are too rigid and inflexible teen citizens’ increased
demands as generally postulated. (Dunn and Mill&72 One could also claim
that the NWS is, after all and in spite of any updaa historical concept, and as
societies and individuals substantially change otmere and have indeed
experienced great changes under the influencecbhtdogy, most recently and
still currently Information and Communication Teckwgies (ICT) (see only
Castells 2000, 2003, 2009; Bauwens 2005; Benkl@6R0new claims and
expectations should be counted in the formulatibRAreforms, because they
do address human living-together today and thust mdapt to it. (Drechsler
2011) These new claims and expectations can belfoua particularly strong
and pronounced way in one of the recently emergimtymost intriguing modes
of political economy, namely Commons-based peedyxtion. Building on
Drechsler (2005a and 2005b) and putting the “hupenson into the center of
administrative decision-making” (Drechsler 2005h)s essay argues that the
optimal solution for “a responsive and responsittiate” (Drechsler 2005a)
should contain elements not only from NPM but d&tsa the alternative modes
of production and governance as exemplified by Coms¥based projects, such
as the Free/Open-Source Softviaard Wikipedid As the next sections will try
to demonstrate, the latter does not conflict wlith NWS, but actually can help,
synergise and enrich it in spheres where it pragelse more productive and
effective than the classical, hierarchical state.

2 There are a myriad of FOSS projects. Some pramioees can be found at

http://www.linux.org/, http://www.gnu.org/, httpwivw. ubuntu.com/, and
http://www.mozilla.org/. All the URLs in the foottes were retrieved on 25 December
2010.

3 http://www.wikipedia.org/.
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2. The emergence of Commons-based peer production

Within information production (“information” stand®r culture, knowledge
and data), one of the most important movements theefast two decades has
been the emergence of the Commons-based Peer Rood(€BPP), a term
coined by Yochai Benkler (2006). During that peraddime, two parallel shifts
could be observed: Not only did the most advandates move towards an
information-based economy, but the declining cadtdCT made them also
available to a much wider fraction of the populatigBenkler 2006; Castells
2000, 2003, 2009; Bell 1976) According to Benkl20(6), this has led to the
creation of a new communicational, interconnectédual environment that
has given birth to a new social productive and erge model radically
different from the industrial one. CBPP, exemptifiby projects such as
Free/Open-Source Software, the free encyclopaedtigp®dia or LibriVox, the
digital repository of books narrated by voluntéerseeduces the value of
proprietary strategies, making public, shared imfmtion more important, and
allows for large-scale, co-operative informatiorogarction efforts. (Benkler
2006) Bruns (see Bruns 2008; Kostakis 2010, 20&lls ¢his “produsage”,
where produsers (producers + users) simultaneoustypvate, produce,
distribute and consume, impregnated with an etHopadicipation, sharing,
communication and collaboration. Thus, CBPP, is tlontext, is a third mode
of production that has been enabled through Intdyased co-ordination, where
decisions arise from the free engagement and catipe of the people who
coalesce to create common value. (Kostakis 20101)20 is a mode arguably
more productive concerning the creation, productiand distribution of
information value, in which the creative energynadiltitudes is co-ordinated
into meaningful projects without the traditionakfarchical or market-based
organisation. (Bauwens 2005; Benkler 2006)

Benkler, in the bool\ealth of Network$2006), makes, amongst others, two
intriguing economic observations which challenge e thmainstream
understanding of Standard Textbooks Economics (STBIPP projects serve as
examples where STE's assumption that in the ecanpnaiduction, the human
being solely seeks profit maximisation, is turnkdast upside-down. In CBPP,
multitudes of volunteers contribute to informatipreduction projects, gaining
knowledge, experience, reputation and communicatitiy each other, i.e. they
are motivated by intrinsic positive incentives. Shdoes not mean that the
monetary motive is totally absent; however, itakegated to being a peripheral
concept only. (Kostakis 2009) Many aspects of hueression, according to
Benkler (2006, 461), “are replete with voluntarismamd actions oriented
primarily toward social-psychological motivationsathier than market
appropriation.” The second challenge comes agdestonventional wisdom
that, to put it in Benkler's words (2006, 463), “whave only two basic free

4 http://www.librivox.org/.
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transactional forms — property-based markets aretatghically organized
firms.” CBPP can be considered the third one, astiduld not be treated as an
exception but rather as a widespread phenomenoithwhowever, for the
moment, is not counted in the economic census: 8&/orms Benkler highlights
(2006, 463), “we do not count them [CBPP processespur institutional
design”. In STE terms, CBPP can be considered,aasvBns (2005) maintains,
“only in the sense that individuals are free totdbnte, or take what they need,
following their individual inclinations, with an wisible hand bringing it all
together, but without any monetary mechanism.” ldemt contrast to markets,
i.e. the holy grail of STE, in CBPP, the allocatioh resources is not done
through a market-pricing mechanism, but hybrid nsodé governance are
exercised, and what is generated is not profitusetvalue, i.e. an Information
Commons. (Bauwens 2005)

It can be argued that CBPP projects flourish itestaf information abundance,
giving rise to new modes of governance as a resutte new productive forces
of production, i.e. the combination of means ofolab (ICT and abundant
information) and human labour power (person’s gbtlb work; in the case of
CBPP mostly brain-power), while new relations obgwctions are developed.
The near-zero marginal cost for reproducing infaromagoods, which are non-
rival (the use of one unit does not diminish the ualue of the next one; on the
contrary, it may increase its value), leads toestaif abundance for resources,
tools and goods. If CBPP “describes the processasfamation production
within on-line, collaborative, voluntary commungievhich produce common
value using mechanisms of self-governance, then geesrnance [Commons-
based peer governance, CBPG] is the way that peelugtion is organised.”
(Kostakis 2010) It is a bottom-up mode of partitiypa decision-making where
decisions are taken through the unconstrained engagt and free co-operation
of producers. (Bauwens 2005; Kostakis 2010) Kostedtudy (2010) on the
characteristics of CBPG, using Wikipedia and theerimal battle between
inclusionists and deletionists as a case studyatpthat CBPG is actually an
unfinished artefact that follows the constant refaand refinement of social
forms within the online communities. It is a sul@abmode to govern large
sources, working more effectively in abundance (gkis 2010); whereas in the
scarcity realm, democratic — in the form of repntagon — or market-based
modes tend to prevail.

Especially when abundance is replaced with scaaigyhappened in Wikipedia
when deletionists demanded a strict content contpoiwer structures emerge
as CBPG mechanisms cannot function well. (KostaRik0) In order to have a

better understanding of abundance, it is importarmealise how scarcity, i.e.

“the condition when available goods do not meet almis” (Hoeschele 2010,

19), is created. Hoeschele (2010, 19-20) suggkatstiere are three ways that
scarcity can be generated:
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First, the total amount of a good or service camdukiced. For example,
the expansion of market activities may reduce thewnt of goods
provided by nature (such as clean air) ... Secondidra can be placed
between people and a good. Of potentially many waysbtain that
good, only one or a few may be left available, iegdo the creation of a
bottleneck ... Third, new wants or needs can be etgatr existing ones
modified, so that demand for a commodity exceegmplsu... All three
basic mechanisms not only increase scarcity, taat alirtail freedom by
forcing increased expenditures on people and reduavailable options
of how to satisfy their needs.

“Throughout history”, Hoeschele maintains, “we camceive of social power
as having been based in part on the constructioscafcity.” That is why
abundance is a key to CBPP projects’ sustainability

The reintroduction of certain elements of tradiiborganisation (hierarchy or
market) contributes to their sustainability as wglbubser and den Basten
2008; Benkler 2006), whenever there is a need tagm scarcity. A benevolent
dictatorship can be the result of spontaneous tuieyain which the leader of
the project — for instance, in the Linux projednus Torvalds is the benevolent
dictator (Malcolm 2008) or in Wikipedia, Jimmy Waleholds that role
(Kostakis 2010) —, whose sole role is to serve dbemunity, has authority
which comes from responsibility and not from thewpo to coerce. (Weber
2004) These elements are, after all, part of whiatunderstood as CBPG — an
heterarchical (heterarchies, following Stephens@®09), bring together
elements of networks and hierarchies and are tha& matevant organisational
structure, as they provide horizontal links, whidlow for various elements of
an organisation to collaborate, while optimisingliitidually several success
criteria), hybrid mode of organisation which con#sntraditional modes of
organisation with network-based ones; or, to qWber, “an imperfect mix
leadership, informal coordination mechanisms, igipland explicit norms,
along with some formal governance structures traesolving and doing so at
a rate that has been sufficient to hold surprigirggimplex systems together.”
(2004, 189)

Before discussing CBPP and CBPG in relation to NWS, it would be

important to show how the former differ from or qaement the seemingly
relevant concept of the Digital-Era Governance (PHBunleavy et al. (2006,

468) stress the central significance of ICT-baskdnges “in management
systems and in methods of interacting with citizand other service-users in
civil society in the underpinning and integrating ourrent bureaucratic
adaptations.” They (2006, 468) view this influefiae having effects not in any
direct technologically determined way but via a evidange of cognitive,

behavioral, organizational, political and cultucianges that are linked to
information systems broadly construed”. As mentibabove, DEG summarises
this constellation of ideas and reform changesa imutshell, it has three key
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elements: Reintegration (e.g. reversing fragmematnetwork simplification,
re-governmentalisation, procurement concentratioth specialisation); needs-
based holism (e.g. client-focused structures, agglgernment processes, one-
stop provision); and digitalisation (e.g. automatioNeb 2.0 governance,
electronic service delivery, moving toward opendogovernment). (Dunleavy
et al. 2006)

CBPP has been emerging in the so-called digitalaard it represents some of
those cognitive, behavioural, organisational, pmlt and cultural changes
linked to ICT. However, in the context in which Deavy et al. (2006) describe
DEG, it seems that they draw ideas from transaatigarvices and from the
business sector — one can argue that DEG is stheyto frame citizens as
consumers bringing in mind the general vein of NRNbut not from CBPP
initiatives: In their analysis, CBPP is not exglicitouched at all. In addition, it
has been contended (Bauwens 2005; Benkler 2006C8RP reflects a change
of consciousness towards participation, creatingew public domain, an
Information Commons, as exemplified by certainiatites which inaugurate a
more co-operative social order. The political esopcof CBPP, according to
Bauwens (2005), incarnates the egalitarian sidehisf new digital culture,
connected to the older traditions of co-operatibthe workers and peasants —
to the search for a meaningful life which becomesxpression of individual
and collective creativity. Hence, it becomes obsithat the CBPP is a mode of
production, complemented by certain processes opgrty and governance,
that all together create and manage a Commons.

It is also important that CBPP is not confused wilon-Governmental
Organisations (NGO) — although Commons-based pmoj@ay be run and/or
supported by NGO — because the former, as wa®phasised, is a mode of
social production, whereas the latter is a modelaofegally constituted
organisation. CBPP may work independently from gorent for the moment,
transcending fixed organisational formats whicbhwalpower to consolidate, but
this does not mean that governments and stateoicdemefit from taking
certain lessons from the phenomena of CBPP and CB®@ill be explained
next.

3. CBPP and the NWS

It is now argued here — as a suggestion more alloadines of a research
programme, rather than as a fully-developed claithat CBPP and CBPG can
be of particular interest within the disciplineA as well, because they largely
rest on a new ideology and epistemology substantiifferent from those of
the STE that gave rise to NPM. (Drechsler 2005ap Inutshell, following
Drechsler (2005a), from an ideological perspect&EE and NPM interpret all
human behaviour under a self-interest, profit-masdtion spectrum, while
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from an epistemological one, they share the queatibn myth, i.e. qualitative
judgements are of no value as “everything relecantbe quantified”.

It is especially interesting to look at synergieithvihe Neo-Weberian concept
of state that can learn certain lessons from CBRFGBPG, especially with the
final goal, to put it in Aristotle’s terms (see Bhsler 2003), of the Good Life in
the Good State. The “Weberian Elements” of the NWw&del describe the
strong Weberian basis on which reforms should fakee in order to ensure
that they will work well. (Drechsler and Kattel Z)0But precisely this means
that in the debates about the Neo-Weberian paisgilihe danger is that one
might go back to dirigistic modes of governance which citizens and

government are each other’s “Other”.

Pollitt and Bouckaert (2004, 99-100) summarise rtha@scription of the
Weberian basis of the model in the following fooirgs:

Reaffirmation of the role of the state as the ménilitator of
solutions to the new problems of globalizationhtemogical change,
shifting demographics and environmental threat;

Reaffirmation of the role of representative demogracentral,
regional and local) as the legitimating elementhinit the state
apparatus;

Reaffirmation of the role of administrative law witably modernized
— in preserving the basic principles pertainingthe citizen-state
relationship, including equality before the lawgdé security and the
availability of specialized legal scrutiny of statetions;

Preservation of the idea of a public service witligtinctive status,
culture and terms and conditions.

Drechsler and Kattel (2008) stress the necessity @&olid, stable, neutral
bureaucracy and suggest that states should avaiyelfor the sake of change:
“The idea of modernization itself should be clafj what does ‘modern’ really
mean?”, they wonder. (2008, 97) The current edsay tries to contribute to the
political orientation for the NWS understanding ‘deon’ not in the sense of
‘new’ or ‘fashionable’, but using it to add elemenn line with times and

situation.

Apart from the ‘Weberian Elements’, the NWS incladalso some ‘Neo
Elements’ that are summarised in the following fpaints:

Shift from an internal orientation towards bureaiticr rules towards
an external orientation towards meeting citizereeds and wishes.
The primary route to achieving this is not the emgpient of market
mechanisms (although they may occasionally conteaimdy) but the
creation of a professional culture of quality ardvice.

Supplementation (not replacement) of the role gbresentative
democracy by a range of devices for consultatioth wnd the direct
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representation of citizens’ views (this aspect gaimore visible in the
northern European states and Germany at the lesel Ithan in
Belgium, France or Italy).

In the management of resources within governmempédernization
of the relevant laws to encourage a greater otientaon the

achievement of results rather than merely the cori@lowing of

procedure. This is expressed partly in a shifthie balance from ex-
ante to ex-post controls, but not a complete abameémt of the
former.

A professionalization of the public service, sottti@e ‘bureaucrat’
becomes not simply an expert in the law relevartisoor her sphere
of activity, but also a professional manager, dadnto meeting the
needs of his/her citizen/users. (Pollitt and Boecka004, 99-100)

The narrative of CBPP and CBPG, especially conogrtine first two points,
could offer interesting insights and introduce Hoxenues for the set goals. To
begin with, it would interesting to address the giloifities of open-source
democracy and wikipolitics, as explained in Kosta@d011), for experimenting
in small-scale projects with participatory platf@mwyhere citizens can
articulate, evaluate or even suggest solutiondedr fproblems and needs. Of
course, there is no leap-frog path that can inlstamnansform democracy
(Kostakis 2011): Online communities face many oisgtional problems — such
as minority prevalence, protection of privacy, imfiation overload, platform
manipulation, group polarisation, etc. (Kostakid4@02011) — and participatory
platforms lack a user-friendly architecture withtural narrative conversational
modes of human interaction. (Kostakis 2011) HoweWee investigation of
projects like Future Melbourne, which tried to sBorm the traditional,
hierarchical city-planning exercise run by a few, @ global, wiki-based
collaboration concerning the future of Melbournkpws that their empirical
results so far are positive and capable of amenitiegraditional, hierarchical
paradigm. (Kostakis 2011)

Furthermore, CBPP reintroduces the importance ahdance. Opening (non-
confidential) public information and freely offegnthus, a significant means of
production can have positive externalities and cedthe creation of novel
projects. For instance, the digital archive of aljgutelevision broadcaster can
serve as a great repository for further culturaltion. Or the free distribution
of public raw data, say, concerning burnt forests ead to the creation of a
digital record with reforestation regions, as thiaghos project has done in
Greece; which, however, was not supported by thte dbut citizens, using their
GPS machines, recorded the burnt forests near theththis created a large
database of the burnt areas categorised per régiepartment. CBPP makes
evident that social imagination and creativity lmeeounpredictable since an
abundant intellect (i.e. the surplus creativity pifople) can have access to
resources (information), tools (ICT) and goodsdinfation as final product).

° http://www.tilaphos-reforest.blogspot.com/.
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Thus, in the management of resources, concernilggst information, it would
be important to take into consideration the wayt tlesources are organised
within CBPP, which produces more immaterial valiant the industrial sector.
(Benkler 2006; Bauwens 2005) Moreover, legal reginseich as the Creative
Common$ or the General Public Licendethat define the distribution of
resources and tools within CBPP, can offer intergstinsights while
modernising laws, especially, regarding immategaids.

In fact, the NWS should — in a normative sensealige the potential of CBPP,
and if Benkler (2006) and Bauwens (2005) are coiretheir observations (for
instance that CBPP is based on the highest intringitivation; it is more

productive in the immaterial field of productiomadit creates collaborative
relations of production based on synergies), a domehtal mission of a
responsive NWS should be the empowerment of dgecial-value creation by
user communities, because that is the task ofirtte it which we live, the task
of the era of the Social Web (Benkler 2006; Bauw&035; Bruns 2008) and of
the time in which the second phase of the ICT TEB® to create, hopefully, a
Golden Age. In that way, the NWS becomes an arbitdreating from the

binary state/privatisation dilemma to the triarehichoice of an optimal mix
amongst government regulation, private-market foeednd autonomous civil-
society projects. (Bauwens 2010)

In addition, as mentioned above and as supporte®dywens (2005) and
Kostakis (2010 with further discussion and refeeshcin states of abundance,
at least in the information production of the Imi; CBPG allocates resources
and results more effectively than representativeabeacy or markets. If this
claim is correct, then what could that mean forkWS and PA? CBPG offers
people autonomy and the possibility to pursue tlmaierests and passions
through their engagement in the social process-ajperation. CBPG processes
can arguably be implemented in other aspects ofahuexpression where
resources and tools are abundant and are fredijbdied, creating fields of
unconstrained co-operation, which can produce icerésults and goods. In that
way, people satisfy some of their higher needs evhsimultaneously
contributing to creative projects whose result rhaye several positive effects
for societies. It becomes obvious that CBPG and E;B¥ich represent civil
society’s efforts to directly produce use valuearsha common feature here
with the NWS: Context does matter, and higher hunmeads and incentives are
not neglected, as happens in the worldview of Siié [dPM. This change in
the context, complementarily proposed by the rhetof the NWS and the
empirical examination of CBPP, should not be ndglgéeven in the current
wave of austerity (after the financial meltdown in@ing to unfold in 2008)
which, if following Dunleavy and Margetts’ (2010)amwing — although they
(2010) notice that for the moment “NPM ... has neived despite the pressure

6
7

http://www.creativecommons.org/.
http://www.gnu.org/licenses/gpl.html
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on public spending” —, could bring about a retwptivatisation, contracting
and outsourcing as a way to cut down public-sestmigets. Pollitt reported in
May 2011 that “the widespread misery of deteriogatiservices, mass
redundancies and a disgruntled citizenry” is immineoncluding that “the pain
of the cuts must not tempt us to turn inwards. @sson from the innovation
literature is that new ideas and synergies can dooneanywhere.”

It would be interesting to deal with Carlota Pergz@at-surges theory and her
model of Techno-Economic Paradigm Shifts, both el in her 2002 book
Technological Revolutions and Financial Capital:eTBynamics of Bubbles
and Golden Ageswhich can provide thought-provoking insights intioe
institutional shifts, in which the NWS, along withe concepts of CBPP and
CBPG, could arguably play key roles. The Pereziadeh(2002), which at first
looks at long-term development like the relentiadgance of technology, has a
techno-economic focus, and thus its introductida the discussion can offer an
“over the horizon” projection. According to it, mess takes place by
overlapping surges, with each surge lasting appratély 40-60 years:

A great surge of development is ... the process higlwa technological
revolution and its paradigm propagate across tlwnauy, leading to
structural changes in production, distribution, oaumication and
consumption as well as to profound and qualitatiilanges in society.
(Perez 2002, 15)

Following her analysis, during the last two cerdgyisocieties have experienced
five technological revolutions with each evolvinfom small beginnings in
restricted sectors and geographic regions”, engimencompassing the bulk of
activities in the core country or countries andugiing out towards further and
further peripheries, depending on the capacity bé ttransport and
communications infrastructures.” (Perez 2002, 15) gheat surge of
development consists of five phases, which, althaugt strictly separated, can
be identified as sharing common characteristicsutinout history. To be more
concrete, firstly we have “irruption” (technologiaxplosion) that is the initial
development of the new technologies in a world whbe bulk of the economy
is made of old, maturing and declining industriben “frenzy” follows, which
is a very fast development of technology that neelds of finance (this is when
the financial bubbles are created). These two fpjbhses constitute the
installation period, when finance and greed preivad free market atmosphere.
Next, turbulent times come (i.e. collapse, recessiod instability) in what she
calls “the turning point”, when the institutionahanges are made for the
deployment period to begin. A lot of institutioriahovation (hopefully) takes
place, and economies are enabled to take full adgarof the new technology
in all sectors of the economy and to spread theefiisnof the new wealth-
creating potential more widely across society. €h@gergies occur in the early
stage of “deployment” (synergy phase) until theprapch a ceiling (maturity
phase) in productivity, new products and marketlelithat ceiling is hit, there
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is social unrest and confrontations while the ctowlé are being set for the
installation of the next revolution.

It could be argued that the current crisis is ict favhat Perez calls a turning
point in the middle of the diffusion of a technamaomic paradigm.” (Kattel,
Drechsler and Reinert 2009, 1) And although po#&pse/recession is the
current situation, what lies ahead may be a “Golige”. If the NWS model
incarnates what Perez considers institutional cbsingvhich create the
necessary infrastructure to overcome the crisisspaah the benefits of the new
wealth on society, (Drechsler and Kattel, 2008nthige timely concepts and
time orientation of CBPP and CBPG can serve pricagethe inroads of those
organisational, precisely paradigm- and phase-tséenchanges for the
formulation of models for public-administration oefn. Of course, it is
important to emphasise that like any other “over torizon” projection and
speculation, these predictions may partly or tptadisfire. As CBPP is a timely
and quite recent concept, which is rapidly evolyimgnay change its character
in ways that are not anticipated here.

4. Conclusion

The aim of this essay was to shed light on the ahyos of the relatively recent
concepts of CBPP and CBPG in relation to the NVttt attention to the
specific local reality”, (Drechsler 2005a) CBPP &BPG can offer interesting
chances for successful PA reform stressing thenessend the importance of
abundance, distribution and intrinsic positive mation for the Aristotelian
concept of the Good Life and in the Good Statee (Seechsler 2003) These
observations are not only of technological natiwg, more of a political one
contributing to the political orientation of the N8VMoreover, CBPP projects
can redefine the ways that citizen involvementhe gdemocratic mechanisms
can be exercised; however, we should keep in niiadthe democratic deficits
are not merely a technical problem in search ohretogical solution.
(Varoufakis 2007)

Therefore, the main goal of this essay was to teetg argue that a Neo-
Weberian system with both Weberian and Neo- elesneotild very well, and
probably should, adopt and adapt elements, idedgpBotesses (re)introduced
by the timely concepts of CBPP and CBPG. The argisndeveloped here do
not call for a modernisation of traditional Webergan for the sake of
modernisation, but they try to contribute to thdital orientation for the
NWS, understanding “modern” not in the sense ofw'her “fashionable”, but
using it to add elements in line with times andatibn.

It is important to take into consideration, thougfmt, echoing Drechsler and

Kattel's (2008) articulation regarding NPM refornisthe Commons-oriented
reforms are to work well at all, they will only do on a strong Weberian basis.
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And of course, in order to prevent dysfunctionalitation, we have to
remember Bouckaert and Mikeladze’s (2008, 7) advibat “a more
sophisticated diagnosis, as a function of cultaomtext, and systems features”
allows for “selective transfers, for inspiration logher good practices, for
adjustments of solutions, for facilitated learnimgdoing, for trajectories which
are fit for purpose”.
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An Essay on P2P Energy Policy
George Papanikolaou & Vasilis Kostakis

Abstract

This essay, written in a manifesto form, addressese crucial issues related to
the timely topic of the distributed or Peer-to-P&2P) energy production. It
uses the emerging mode of the P2P production inirtiveaterial field of
production (information, culture, knowledge) asanp of departure to realize
the dynamics of this new energy technology and sligit on its socio-
economic aspects.

A radical change in the organization of informatipnoduction has been
observed during last decades. Two parallel shifteehtaken place: the most
economically advanced societies are moving towandsinformation based
economy while the declining costs of ICT (Infornsatiand Communication
Technologies) made them available to a much widectibn of world
population. This led to the creation of a new iot&mected environment in
which a new social productive and exchange modetierging that is radically
different from the industrial one (Benkler, 200G} are becoming witnesses of
the emergence of P2P production (or juestr productioh

P2P production is a third mode of production thas been enabled through
internet-based coordination, where decisions dnsen the free engagement
and cooperation of the people, who coalesce taemm@mmon value, without

the traditional hierarchical organization (BauweB805; Benkler, 2006). The
online free encyclopaedia Wikipedia; and the thadsaapplications of FLOSS,
i.e. Free/Libre/Open Source Software, are very ésamples of the legion of
the ongoing P2P production projects. This new pgrachas also been called
‘produsage’ (Bruns, 2008), almost synonym to what call P2P production,

where ‘produsers’ (producers + users) simultangoushovate, produce,

distribute and consume, premised on an ethos efnghacommunication and

collaboration. The hybrid role of produser représehe merging of producer
and consumer roles, as the produser is activelyhvad in the collaborative and
constant development of existing content in pursditfurther improvement

(Bruns, 2008).

In P2P production, the productive processes aranizgd with the aid of

distributed networks, from the bottom-up, and asedd on the free choice of
individuals to cooperate — without financial rewéneing their basic motive —
for the accomplishment of common goals or projects.

If the detachment of the means of production aet gccumulation by a class
of owners was the necessary condition for the dgweént of the capitalist
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relations, the reunion of the means of productiaoth ywroducers is the most
fundamental condition for the genesis of P2P prodncFurther, the access to
distributed capital leads to the creation of a aiyeaccessible infrastructure
that allows for the voluntary and autonomous coali@n of individuals giving
rise to the concept of produser.

The nature of the current technological infrastoet which makes the
production and distribution of energy possible,gdoet permit us to talk about
P2P production or produsage in the same way akersphere of immaterial
production. Technological restrictions, such agtéohdiminution in relation to
performance; the relatively high costs for the dsition of energy producing
equipment; and the presence of a hierarchicaliloligsion network of one—way
energy flows from big producers to small or biggssnsumers, create
considerable barriers. Although the horizon for tihensgression of these
barriers is starting to become visible, it is mominent: today, it is necessary to
plan and effectuate transitional and applicablatswis.

Hence, P2P energy production can be described @sotbanization of

distributed production systems that are intercotateavith a network, which

permits energy flows from many to many. It is basmd the voluntary

participation of individual producers, who ideallyse renewable sources
safeguarding this way a long term sustainability acological balance.

P2P energy production is characterized by multigdvantages: it ensures
security (the destruction or malfunction of censed infrastructures paralyses
economical activity) and it is also more effectimgacing the strategic dangers
posed by climate change. Firstly, because it csemtgeographically distributed
backbone of production activity that deters theageation of the countryside,

and then because it is friendlier to the environimen

The distributed architecture creates multiple armmbggaphically dispersed
positions of dependent work and self-employmentceamparison with the
concentrative one. Producers adopt a more respgenatbtude towards the
environment in respect to energy consumption anthgawhen they are self-
producers and partner managers of their energycesuiit is to their own
interest to adopt softer technologies environméntaise, since they suffer
directly by the environmental impacts of their aes.

P2P production can overcome the problem of theralesef social approval for
energy investments by local societies, a resulthef justified distrust with
which the plans of the would-be “green energy sglirare treated. In P2P
production the main bulk of energy flows is acheve the interior of local
networks, by saving the energy that is lost dutragsmission and by reducing
the needs for investments on upgrading the netwodepacity. The
interconnection of the electrical network with theernet permits the formation
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of smart local networks, where energy demands eaadapted to production,
minimizing thus the needs for storing that ultinatereduce energy
performance.

The defenders of the current architecture involdhrie-economic arguments
such as the high (today) financial performance ofcentrative system of
electricity production. In these estimates the i@t is obscured, while the
negative impacts on society, on the environmerd, anfuture generations are
not counted in and remain “external” to the cappeiformance.

We, therefore, have to invent new indexes thatinilbrporate the real costs for
the society and the environment. For the next ydasproduction of energy
will remain an important field of economic activity the context of the market,
so that cost issues will continue to have an ine@mimfluence on the transition
strategies.

Although the genesis of relations of P2P produciionthe spheres of free
software and cultural production was a bottom-upcess and was established
through legal forms embracing universal properhe (Creative Commons or
the General Public Licenses, for example), this masle possible because the
fundamental prerequisite of the existence of disteéd stable capital was
already accomplished, via the use of distributethmatational power and of a
medium (internet) through which, at a low cost,dugers could self-organize.
On the contrary, the current cost of technologaglipment, technical skills,
and the existence, in most cases, of small pripedperties, make P2P energy
production today mainly a business for the middes< In addition, the current
architecture of the electricity network deters mikir “from the bottom-up”
emergence of P2P energy production. Although tbes,sfrom the bottom-up
development, cannot be ruled out, it is most likedat it will be a parallel
“bottom-up” and “top-down” process.

The principal technologies that will prevail in theansitional era (without

exhausting the whole picture) are photovoltaic gyngroduction, wind power,

and combined heat and power (CHP). The first twe ehewable sources,
whereas the latter requires raw material that aadifferentiated (oil, natural

gas, biomass, etc.). The performance of these odmiiies is greatly dependent
on geo-spatial conditions.

Since the access to renewable sources as welleaspitial distribution of
human activity is subject to geographical differatmns, we will have to keep
an open mind to any technology or mixtures of tedbgies that can efficiently
utilize local wealth and local social conditiongrExample, the cogeneration is
more suited to dense urban areas where the ingtallaf wind turbines is
practically impossible and the use of photovoltéiopinges on the complexity
of administrative barriers, especially when it ias the presence of multiple
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small properties. The use of photovoltaics is fadorby appropriate
architectural design of isolated houses in areadon§ sunshine duration,
whereas the wind potential is richer in island arefathe country.

Policies have to allow for the biggest possibleefi@n of choice to the
producers as to what modes of production will beduand what types of
institutional form the cooperation will take, whasecentral planning might be
proven catastrophic. In reality, central planningl Wwave to be limited to the
formation of a loose regulatory framework of papation that will mainly aim

at safeguarding ecological sustainability. The pobdidn potential of

individuals and local societies will have to befseé in order to organize -using
the inventiveness that characterizes collectiveigypation- local networks of

energy production and distribution.

Policy measures like subsidizing the Kwh generéatiommsumption are simple to
implement and might be quite effective in a traasifperiod, helping the quick
return on investments; enhancing thus the necesdiatyibution of stable
capital. We ought to be cautious, however, becthsse types of policies can
disproportionally burden the economically weakasrupting in this way the
necessary political and economical alliances tbastitute the middle class. In
the cases of medium sized installations that pilynaerve the needs of a
geographic community, various patterns of coopenadimongst producers can
be developed. The creation of stock companies tndihsferable shares should
not be subsidized and the property rights, whidh e strictly confined to the
inhabitants of the local society, must be univeasal non transferable.

The ownership, the management, in a few wordsnttgtacture of the relations
that the distribution network defines, form the tivege and conflict point of
different social interests. It becomes, thus, teat@l focal point of policy
making. Its public (and not necessarily state) ati@r will have to be secured,
its absolute independence from governmental amye leorporations, as well as
the priority of its use by small producers agabigtones. Local societies must
have the right to install and manage their own peka/

The technological equipment of the devices intemeating producers should
have an open design and operate via open prottmadiards communication.
This way, the establishment of strategic monopaigt®l in the operations of
the network by the state and by large corporati(sisilar to the current

established standard that controls telecommunicatiérastructures) will be

prevented and innovation will be able to develog. the same time, an
opportunity for development will be offered to mamgdium—small businesses
of intensive knowledge having small needs for ventapital. The collective

participation of the producers through the opemiggctures will accelerate the
maturation of its services.
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Open planning can be supported by the researchguahips of universities,
research institutes and private companies. Thegareh results, at least to the
extent that tax payers’ money is used, must nedssad directly fall under
the public sphere in the shape of licenses of wotusive property. In this way,
research results could be diffused directly anitkelibusinesses that lack the
potential to finance research and development Isanudilize them.

The current organization of the network tends tolwahe establishment of an
obligatory intermediary, who will intermediate ih @xchanges. As favorable as
this deal may seam, the intervention of an obligatotermediary in energy

flows introduces a hierarchical element that pcmdstration risks. The sale

prices for small producers will finally have to pleafreely and the consumers
themselves should be the direct buyers in a snesmancipated and P2P
informed energy market. Such a network must pettmaitdirect interconnection

and negotiation of many among many, a fact thatireg a different topology

and technology of interconnection than the one segdoday.

Technological choices are not socially neutral. @beninant public discourse
tends to underestimate this aspect and displadaigc mlialogue in ostensibly
technocratic controversies. Behind energy choices the arguments their
defenders evoke, we must detect the interweavimgheorporation interests,
social classes, social groups and expressionsliattabpower.

We find ourselves in the middle of a crossroadsenggotiation of almost all of
the up to date “constants” of our social and peditsystem, under the weight of
a systemic crisis and the unprecedented threan afcalogical disaster. The
political powers that aspire to rule in this higtat period must prove that they
can face and manage, in the name of society as @dewthe problem of
sustainable development. In this way, the so-cédtieelen development” will be
a common appeal of the entire political spectruts. focal point is the
architecture of the energy—electricity productiangess. This is where social
and class interests meet and clash and the ditfstetegies unfold.

Since the direct production process is the one dedines distribution, the
single most important innate advantage of P2P mtimtuis that it ensures, on a
long term and on a stable basis, a fairer and requal distribution of wealth.
In P2P energy production the largest part of trexgynproduced is intended for
individual consumption, limiting the field of thearket to exchanges of energy.
A network that allows, without the mandatory intmtion of a third party, the
reversal of energy flows between peers, delimitaten more the sphere of the
market and the official monetary circulation.

The quality features of the architecture of P2Ripobion build a new economy

of autonomy and solidarity that is developed withiire capitalist mode of
production. P2P energy production launches a trigkdistribution:
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redistribution from the few and large to the snaaltl many; from the city to the
countryside; and from the older to the younger gerens. The latter not only
because younger people as natural carriers of @gmologies will secure more
jobs and business opportunities, but also becausegses their environmental
shares.

In an unstable historical period, submerged in egoa insecurity, the middle
class senses the opportunity offered by P2P ergaguction. By investing in
it, the energy safety of households in secureds jote created, and a steady
income is generated, while it is also beneficialh® environment. In any case,
it is an attractive refuge for the financial reserat least against the alternative
of a parasitic financial system, which is under theeat of collapse. Under
conditions of economic crunch, the tax payers fadé hostility the idea to
subsidize -in the name of the environment- thetineaf private investments
the products of which they will have the obligattonbuy afterwards. More so,
when they can become producers of this commoditys Eondition brings
political claims for distributed access to stablepital (means of energy
production) much closer than we imagine today.

These tendencies are, for the moment, organized fragmentary manner
through civil society organizations, and civic mments that are often
manifested by their resistance to the political Andncial choices of organized
corporate interests and of a state that operateerutieir influence. The

inevitable progressive awareness will sharpen tbitiqal struggles giving

them an increasingly positive object of contentibhe success of a fast P2P
transformation in energy production would requiré'partner state”, i.e. a

transformed state that will move from being a patod corporate interests to
being a supporter and organizer of the networksdpctive activities.
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