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Abstract. Participatory citizen platforms are innovative solutions to
digitally better engage citizens in policy-making and deliberative democ-
racy in general. Although these platforms have been used also in an en-
gineering context, thus far, there is no existing work for connecting the
platforms to requirements engineering. The present paper fills this no-
table gap. In addition to discussing the platforms in conjunction with
requirements engineering, the paper elaborates potential advantages and
disadvantages, thus paving the way for a future pilot study in a soft-
ware engineering context. With these engineering tenets, the paper also
contributes to the research of large socio-technical software systems in a
public sector context, including their implementation and governance.
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1 Introduction

In recent years there has been an increasing interest to better engage citizens in
public policy-making due to real or perceived problems in representative democ-
racy [1, 3, 12]. The argument is that citizens want to engage in politics and
democracy, but they do not have knowledge or means to do so. The increasing
digitalization of societies has allegedly also rendered the traditional participatory
infrastructures outmoded; the old democratic agoras of a polity have disappeared
or became dysfunctional. At the same time, large amounts of citizens have moved
to social media platforms within which the many real or perceived problems are
well-recognized; the list includes, but is not limited to, algorithmic polarization,
engagement and amplification, so-called echo chambers and filter bubbles, dis-
information, misinformation, and propaganda, hate speech and harassment, and
many other issues [18]. According to critical viewpoints, deliberative democracy
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is in trouble due to these and other related trends [13].3 To this end, these
trends have prompted new arguments and ideas about the difficult relationship
between democracy and its institutions, including knowledge, markets, and the
so-called “marketplace of ideas”. For instance, it has been recently argued that
expertise and epistemology are at the heart of the problems; citizens must have
means to receive knowledge that matters for policy-making, and they must have
functioning democratic channels to subsequently voice their knowledge-based
opinions [8]. This argument suits well for framing also the paper’s scope.

Thus, on one hand, expertise and knowledge are essential also in require-
ments engineering; here, software or other engineers are the experts who solicit
requirements from non-experts, including customers, clients, and stakeholders.
To further frame the scope, the paper considers requirements engineering of
large socio-technical systems in a public sector context; hence, the non-experts
include also citizens for whom the systems are foremost implemented. Then, on
the other hand, the previous points about platforms frame the paper’s central
idea; the potential use of so-called citizen platforms for requirements engineering
in the context described. These platforms have been successfully used in some
countries for participatory policy-making and deliberative democracy in general.
The citizen platforms and their potential use for requirements engineering are
discussed in Section 2. While there is existing work also on the use of citizen plat-
forms in large-scale engineering projects, such as so-called smart cities [11, 20],
the paper is the first to contemplate these explicitly in relation to requirements
engineering. Finally, regarding the paper’s remaining structure, after the already
noted section, a conclusion and a discussion are presented in the final Section 3.

2 Citizen Platforms and Requirements Engineering

Citizen platforms are innovative means for better civic engagement in the cur-
rent, increasingly digitalized societies. In essence: citizens gather on a platform
for discussing, debating, and deliberating about a given public policy issue, even-
tually reaching a consensus everyone can agree upon. Taiwan has been the lead-
ing country in the adoption of citizen platforms; over the years, numerous plat-
forms have been deployed there and successfully used to democratically solve
policy issues [2]. Recently, citizen platforms have been developed and deployed
also elsewhere, including in Europe. As a testimony of the potential offered,
similar ideas and implementations have been adopted for even more challeng-
ing scenarios, such as peace-building and conflict resolution [4]. Against this
brief background, it seems sensible that citizen platforms could be used also for
requirements engineering in the public sector context in particular.

3 In addition to direct democracy, deliberative democracy is one of the leading con-
cepts to patch the current problems in representative democracy. Drawing on ideas
that can be traced all the way back to the ancient times, the essence is that “people
come together, on the basis of equal status and mutual respect, to discuss the po-
litical issues they face and, on the basis of those discussions, decide on the policies
that will then affect their lives” [1, p. 2].



These platforms may overcome a long-standing sin in requirements engi-
neering; the involvement of only a few stakeholders at the expense of users,
citizens, employees, consumers, and other people for whom many systems are
designed [5]. Given the public sector context, citizen platforms may also help
at gathering voices from underrepresented or even marginalized citizen groups.
The obvious benefit would be supposedly increased citizen satisfaction with a
given socio-technical system implemented. In addition, deliberative participa-
tion may increase trust placed upon a system, among other things. Even more
importantly, the platforms may catch two important birds with a single stone;
not only may these increase satisfaction with and trust toward a socio-technical
system, but these may also do the same with respect to democracy itself.

Three clarifications are needed before continuing. First: although the basic
idea is rather similar, citizen platforms should not be confused with so-called
citizen assemblies, which have been increasingly enacted in Europe in recent
years [12]. Second: although somewhat similar in terms of technical implemen-
tations, citizen platforms are different from requirements engineering platforms
designed for crowd-sourcing contexts [5, 7]. Importantly, citizens in a society are
not a some anonymous crowd in the Internet; they have a right to participate
and have their voices heard on public policy matters affecting them. The existing
citizen platforms have also been strongly influenced by deliberation; participants
on a platform seek a consensus through discussion. They are thus not merely a
crowd from whom feedback is solicited. Third: from a broader perspective, citi-
zen platforms also interlace with the discussion on public alternatives to the large
multinational social media platforms and commercial platforms in general [22].
This point underlines the public sector context. It serves also as an argument
in favor of citizen platforms; citizens and stakeholders may be more eager to
participate on an open source citizen platform orchestrated by a public sector
body due to privacy, data protection, integrity, trust, and ethical reasons.

In terms of existing implementations, Polis4 is the pioneering citizen plat-
form. The discussions on the platform do not mimic those on social media or
traditional discussion boards in the Internet. Instead, arguments are raised about
a particular topic, and citizens can then agree or disagree with those. Participants
can also raise new arguments for others to vote. Thanks to real-time analytics,
participating citizens can also observe the formation of agreeing or disagreeing
opinion groups. In contrast to the polarizing discussions and algorithms on social
media, these features should help at reaching a consensus about a policy topic.
Although the functionality may be slightly different in other implementations,
such as Decidim [3]5 and CONSUL DEMOCRACY6, the basic ideas are still
typically shared across different citizen platform implementations.

Participatory citizen platforms have also been presented in academic re-
search [21]. Against this backdrop, it might be reasonable to develop a tai-
lored citizen platform specifically for participatory requirements engineering.

4 https://compdemocracy.org/Polis/
5 https://decidim.org/
6 https://consuldemocracy.org/
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The functionalities of the Polis platform help at presenting a few high-level de-
sign ideas for such a platform. The iterative requirements engineering practices
typically used in agile software development [15] can be used to frame the ideas.
Thus, the process on a citizen platform might involve the following steps:

1. In the preparation phase requirements engineers, possibly together with a
product owner, write instructions and guidelines about an envisioned large-
scale software system, and then recruit and invite citizens and stakeholders
to a platform, delivering the instructions and guidelines to them beforehand.
These should also include high-level materials on matters such as user stories.
Alternatively, it may be possible to arrange a preliminary offline or online
lecture about these topics and a given socio-technical system envisioned.
Some citizen platform implementations, such as the noted Decidim [3], have
also been designed with education and pedagogy in mind.

2. Based on the instructions and guidelines, the citizens and stakeholders en-
gage in the initial requirements engineering phase by discussing the software
system envisioned, raising high-level requirements as arguments, contemplat-
ing these with the help of analytics and a facilitating requirements engineer,
and finally voting on the most important or desirable requirements.

3. After the initial gathering on a platform, requirements engineers and other
developers engage in the prioritization phase by evaluating particularly the
feasibility of the requirements put forward, ranking these, and sketching
design ideas for implementing these. Given the context of large public sector
socio-technical systems, the evaluation process should involve also public
sector representatives with expertise in financial, legal, and related matters.
Then, the prioritized requirements are either delivered to the citizens and
stakeholders directly or a second gathering is arranged on a platform for the
citizens and stakeholders to evaluate the prioritized requirements, possibly
again voting on these and their ranking.

4. The development phase then proceeds as is common in agile software de-
velopment. After an iteration of software development, a gathering is again
arranged on a platform for the citizens and stakeholders to evaluate and dis-
cuss the system being developed. Either voting or informal consensus-seeking
might be again used to evaluate satisfaction with the system together with
possibly new requirements that may emerge in the discussions. Given that
the amount of participating citizens and stakeholders would presumably be
much larger than in conventional software projects, it may be reasonable that
a single gathering on a platform covers multiple development iterations.

5. In the final acceptance phase the finished system is evaluated particularly
against the initial and subsequent requirements. While voting or informal
deliberation might be again used, it might be also possible to develop a
citizen platform in a way that supports the ideas of acceptance testing.

These five steps provide high-level design ideas for a citizen platform in the
requirements engineering context. Each step contains also its own risks. To be-
gin with, the preparation phase is likely crucial for a success. Yet, it remains



generally unclear how many citizens and stakeholders should be invited, and
how representative they would be in terms of a whole society [19, 20]. While
techniques from survey research might be used to gain representativeness for
the recruitment invitations, it may well be that the resulting participants would
be biased toward stakeholders on one hand and those citizens who are already
engaged on the other. This potential bias would be particularly severe in case
citizens for whom a system is geared are missing. For instance, it would seem
oblivious to develop a public sector system for helping people to find employ-
ment in case unemployed people are missing. There is also a question whether
deliberation on a platform should be only between citizens, stakeholders, and re-
quirements engineers or whether third-party associates such as politicians should
be allowed to participate.

Also the initial and later gatherings on a platform contain their own risks. As
face-to-face requirements elicitation is preferred in agile development [15], dig-
italized platform-based elicitation would likely require new sills and techniques
from software engineers. A similar point applies to the participating citizens and
stakeholders. Like in so-called co-design practices, it may be that participants
with technological or domain-specific knowledge would dominate those without
such knowledge; so-called end-users would be overruled by so-called power users
who are closer to being developers themselves [6, 19]. It may well also be that
particularly ordinary citizens would have difficulties to articulate requirements.
They may also be dominated by powerful stakeholders. This point underlines
the importance of the prior instructions and guidelines. Analogously to focus
groups [10], the role of a facilitating and moderating requirements engineer is
likely highly important too [3, 5]. If there are difficulties to generate require-
ments, or if a discussion gets struck, he or she should have the skills to put the
process again on the right track. Given the public sector context, it may also
be that a discussion gets too heated; hence, he or she should also know how
to moderate a discussion, possibly by using a platform’s moderation tools. Be-
cause citizen platforms should engage also citizens who possibly speak different
languages [20], language barriers may pose an additional risk, including with
respect to a facilitator. This point is particularly important in the development
of truly large, pan-European socio-technical software systems.

Then, there are also risks in the prioritization phase, at least in the form
sketched. Because civil servants would be likely needed in the feasibility eval-
uations, the process sketched would imply a double burden for requirements
engineering. In addition, it may be that not the citizens and stakeholders on
a platform but the civil servants would fail to reach a consensus. Particularly
financial matters may be difficult to agree upon. A further point is that legal re-
quirements are not easy to specify [9]. Given the public sector context, financial
uncertainties and legal obstacles may even lead to a failure of the prioritization
phase altogether. To counter these risks, it may be possible to use a different
platform instance for this auxiliary group of participants; after all, they are – or
should be – experts in deliberation already. Some citizen platform implementa-
tions [3] offer also tools for budgeting and project financing.



Finally, it may be that plain voting, while necessary for a democracy, is not
particularly well-suited for requirements engineering, despite it sometimes ap-
pearing in the literature [7, 16]. This point applies to co-design and co-creation
as well. A memorable illustration of the point appeared in the Simpsons cartoon
series; in an episode Homer had a chance to design a new car, and, expectedly, it
failed miserably because a lot of unneeded and undesirable features were imple-
mented.7 Due to these and related reasons, it may be that citizen platforms are a
poor solution to develop innovative systems. Though, unlike in product develop-
ment, it must be added that innovativeness is not necessarily a primary or even
a top-ranked criterion for the development of large socio-technical systems in the
public sector context. Against these backdrops, nevertheless, a citizen platform
for requirements engineering may need more complex voting techniques that take
different feasibility and related criteria into account, including financial, legal,
and other constraints that are important for requirements engineering and soft-
ware design in general [17]. It might be also reasonable to prototype and evaluate
so-called downvoting functionality. As has been also pointed out in a related con-
text [7], a citizen platform for requirements engineering may also benefit from
customized algorithms, including natural language processing methods tailored
for requirements specifically. These methods are also a thriving research do-
main [23]. That said, the deliberative underpinnings and involvement of ordinary
citizens put forward additional challenges for natural language processing meth-
ods. Additionally, techniques such as gamification might be used [5], although
the so-called nudging involved in these techniques arguably aligns poorly with
the fundamental ideals of deliberative democracy. In other words, even in the
presence of tools and algorithms, the central design idea should be that citizens
and stakeholders can freely, without manipulation or other push factors, reach a
consensus about requirements in their own terms through informed discussions.

3 Conclusion

This short vision paper presented preliminary but novel ideas about a potential
use of citizen platforms for requirements engineering of large public sector socio-
technical systems. In contrast to the crowd-sourcing ideas already presented in
the requirements engineering literature, these platforms are essentially about
consensus-seeking through deliberation, including on potentially controversial
or otherwise hot political topics.

By and large, these platforms have been previously used for politics and poli-
cies, not implementations based on the policies enacted. In terms of governance
of large public sector socio-technical systems, both citizens and stakeholders
exert pressure upon political decision-makers who enact new technology regula-
tions [14]. By implication, in order to reach the full potential of civic engagement,
citizen platforms could (or should) be used for both the formulation of technol-
ogy policies and the implementation of conforming software solutions. There is a
lot to improve also on the traditional policy side. For instance, in the European

7 https://simpsons.fandom.com/wiki/The_Homer
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Union (EU), from which most technology policies nowadays come from in Eu-
rope, the associated policy consultations can gather thousands of responses [18],
and it remains unclear how well the voice of EU citizens is heard in the face of
heavy lobbying by powerful industry groups. In addition, policy consultations
have obvious limitations in that these are largely non-deliberative and particu-
larly non-iterative. Thus, maybe there might be room to pilot citizen platforms
also in the EU’s future technology policy-making.

Piloting a citizen platform for requirements engineering is also a good way to
continue in research. A pilot study should shed more light on the potential ad-
vantages and disadvantages, including the risks discussed. In particular, better
understanding is required on whether and how well the principles of delibera-
tive democracy apply to requirements engineering. If a pilot study indicates that
citizen platforms are poorly suited for requirements engineering, it might be rea-
sonable to contemplate alternatives. An example would be public procurement
of large socio-technical systems; here, a citizen platform might be used to eval-
uate tendering in terms of acceptability and desirability among citizens. As was
discussed, a further research avenue opens on the implementation side; it may
be desirable to implement a new citizen platform specifically for requirements
engineering. Though, in order to avoid wasting resources, the applicability of the
existing citizen platform implementations should be evaluated first.
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