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Abstract. This paper presents a methodology for supporting the moderation 
phase in DCC (Democratic Citizenship Community), a virtual community for 
supporting e-democratic processes in e-life systems and applications. Based on 
the Government-Citizen Interactive Model, the DCC encompasses an innova-
tive debate structure, as well as the moderator’s participation based on Dis-
course Theory, specially concerning argumentative mistakes. Concerning the 
moderator’s role, efforts have been made in order to improve the formalization 
of arguments and opinions while maintaining the usability of the platform. This 
research focuses on the moderator’s participation via a case study and the ex-
periment is analyzed in a Web debate. 

Keywords: Web debates, Moderation, e-Discourse, e-Government, Decision-
making, Virtual community. 

1   Introduction 

Electronic democracy (e-democracy) is a promising way to connect citizens and gov-
ernment, spurring discussions on collective matters or decision-making processes. 

Many countries have been adopting different ways to promote citizens’ involve-
ment in decision making [1]. Referenda, plebiscites and popular initiatives are  
included in the different forms of direct demonstration of popular sovereignty pre-
scribed in Federative Republic of Brazil’s Constitution. Other governmental instances 
in different fields, such as collegiates in education, elect a smaller group amongst 
themselves, which decides on certain issues.  

However, can our democratic process become electronic only by changing the 
ways of providing governmental services? E-democracy’s traditional development 
has been following a relatively predictable model: at first, organizations offer infor-
mation and add services; secondly, they initiate the attempt to add interactive tools. 
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Implementing true e-democracy requires a careful and comprehensive methodology 
for constructing an effective infrastructure that is able to stimulate citizens to partici-
pate in decision-making.  

Generally, applications with consultative and deliberative purposes are detected to 
be problematic [2]. One of these problems concerns the role ascribed to the moderator 
and, consequently, to his or her acting in environments projected with such intention. 
This paper presents a model for citizens to interact with the government and it dis-
cusses the moderator’s role in acting in a debate component model. This proposal 
uses the concepts of Discourse Theory to enhance the quality of the debate. Further-
more, defining the moderator’s interferences on discoursive bases provides an inter-
disciplinary alternative for a problem that is difficult to solve. 

This research uses the Government-Citizen Interactive Model [2], which represents 
the different phases in a consultative and deliberative process. In general, the process 
begins with the government (the administrator) defining the type of popular manifes-
tation and activity schedule. For socializing citizens, we propose the creation of a 
virtual community, structured according the type of manifestation, location and 
theme. This way, the model’s components are integrated, such as debate, voting, so-
cialization space, digital library and user’s help. The debate phase, especially, requires 
a structure that permits discussing demands (topics to be debated on): registering 
opinions leads the citizen to justify his or her vote, indicating, furthermore, if his or 
her opinion goes against or for what is being discussed, or even if it is rather neutral. 
Justifications are thus classified and remain available for consultation. Eventually, 
citizens vote. The moderator’s existence and actions are also modeled and are the 
main focus of this paper. 

In relation to citizens’ sociability on the web, Virtual Communities (VC’s) are used 
to reinforce human interaction in order to construct knowledge. VC’s have caused 
changes in society, modifying people’s life in social aspects, in relation to technologi-
cal innovation, as a communications medium and permitting the exchange of experi-
ences. Nowadays, VC’s have many social characters, not focusing on democracy and 
not stimulating citizens to participate in effective decision-making. Among other 
questions, this research investigates VC’s modeling for e-democratic purposes and 
conduces a case study using the Democratic Citizenship Community (DCC) [3][4]. 

This paper is structured as it follows: after this introduction, in the section 2 there 
are the theoretical foundations of the Discourse Theory, and the role of the moderator 
in Web environments is discussed. In the section 3, the Government-Citizen Interac-
tive Model is detailed, focusing on how the moderator can interfere in a debate ac-
cording to certain categories of argumentative mistakes, proposed with basis on the 
Discourse Theory. The section 4 describes DCC briefly. Next, the methodology and 
the data analysis are presented in a case study, also evaluating the user satisfaction. 
Finally, the conclusions and references are enlisted. 

2   Discourse Theory and the Role of the Moderator 

Virtual environments on the web, especially those in which a certain group interacts 
with a view to exchange information, require the presence of a member who is  
responsible for the moderating activity. This way, the electronic discourse  
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(e-discourse) can achieve higher quality, mainly when it is a means for members to 
make decisions. 

For the moderator to be effective, it is recommended that his or her acting should 
be supported by an interdisciplinary approach, which gathers web technologies and 
linguistic studies on discourse. Such perspective stems from the Linguistic Turn [5], 
an intellectual movement which brought together language studies at textual level 
(discourse studies) and other fields of knowledge. This way, the following reflections 
from Linguistics are applied to the study of the moderator’s role in web environments. 

In line with the discourse theory, following a logical perspective, there are two 
ways of making a mistake when expressing an idea: misthinking with correct data or 
thinking correctly with wrong data [6]. There is certainly a third way to make a mis-
take: misthinking with wrong data. The failure, therefore, can result from a formal 
error (misthinking with correct data) or from a subject error (thinking correctly with 
wrong data). According to Garcia [6], one must not confuse the error itself (the mis-
conception) with the thought that produced it. For the author, investigating the causes 
of the mistake is not a task for Logic (this is to be done by psychology, natural  
sciences, or maybe metaphysics), which must only describe its forms. Beliefs, super-
stitions and taboos are errors: Logic does not discuss them, it only proves that the 
consequent misconceptions stemmed from misthoughts. Such argumentative flaws 
may obstruct the debate in web environments, thus making it necessary to offer sup-
port to the moderator in order to warrant intelligibility in e-discourse, an essential 
condition for a dialogical construction of meanings. 

An e-discourse is a goal-oriented argumentative communication process that is 
fundamentally supported and documented by electronic media. It can be part of a 
larger attempt and is often planned and managed by a neutral moderator [7]. Modera-
tors try to minimize process frictions, keep the discussion open, clear and fair, and 
aim at a high-quality, informed and consensus-oriented result. Through electronic 
communication, more people can be involved, contribute with more ideas and per-
spectives, and arrive at a sustainable solution. Through documentation, the process 
becomes more transparent, auditable, reproducible, and transferable to new situations.  

E-moderators should be people with a great breadth of knowledge and trouble-
shooting skills. They should be neutral third persons whose goal is to manage the 
process successfully. By applying Information and Communications Technology, 
moderators can act electronically (e-moderation). With e-moderation, the e-discourse 
may benefit from a balanced input, a fair division of labor, better conflict resolution 
and a reduction of difficulties in terms of performance, socialization, domination and 
coordination. 

According to Paulsen [8] and Salmon[9], guidelines for moderation include, but 
are not limited to: selecting, briefing and preparing participants; establishing norms 
and guidelines; helping the group create common, measurable goals; developing a 
cohesive, safe and open environment; creating an open, interactional network of peo-
ple; objectively examining group processes; moderating participant interaction; inter-
preting non-verbal interaction (i.e. emoticons); opening/closing topics/threads; writing 
short summaries; issuing a final report. 

Voss and Schafer [7] propose a framework to characterize environments for e-
discourses aimed at online communities. In this framework, the e-moderator, dis-
course meters, discourse ontology, discourse flow, and discourse management are key 
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factors. Hafeez and Alghatas [10] apply Discourse Analysis to study interaction in a 
VC. According to these authors, when it concerns the virtual community, the interac-
tion among members and the moderators’ attitude can build a conversation structure. 
Moreover, they introduce the possibility of any member, even if not formally named a 
moderator to act as such, in view of strategies to make the debate clearer, more cohe-
sive and more coherent. 

Concerning the correlated works, there are researches on natural language process-
ing in discussion forums, on ontology and semantic web usage and on moderation in 
virtual environments. Besides, this paper provides as a contribution the use of Dis-
course Theory as a strategy for e-moderation, enabling differentiated interventions in 
online debates. 

3   Government-Citizen Interactive Model  

This section comprises a description of the Government-Citizen Interactive Model 
[2], developed with a view to organizing consultative and deliberative processes with 
e-democratic purposes. The main characteristics of this model are the differentiated 
debate structure, the moderator’s participation, the possibility of voting on the debated 
issues, and the formation of a virtual community for socializing its users. 

According to the model, briefly described, citizen’s participation in a community 
in a certain e-deliberative process is structured with respect to regions and themes. 
These citizens can submit their names as moderators. Enrolled citizens will be al-
lowed to post demands that interest them, which will be discussed in the debate envi-
ronment, according to a previously-arranged schedule. The debate is organized as it is 
proposed in Democratic Interaction Language – DemIL [2], which classifies opinions, 
with their respective justifications, in the categories “for”, “against” and “neutral”. 
Moderation activities in the debate are to be carried out by the citizens who proposed 
to do so. Due to the way it is structured, recovering information in the environment is 
easy, as well as analyzing data quantitatively and statistically. After this phase, mem-
bers are stimulated to vote, in definite turns. When the voting period is over, results 
are deliberated. It is suggested that there should be a socializing space for users to get 
to know one another; also, in order to exchange information in other formats of digital 
files, there ought to be a digital library. In the model, the government, preferably, is 
supposed to manage the system. 

It is very important to consider the participation model [1] that is to be adopted to 
adapt this model, once there are specificities when carrying out, for example, a popu-
lar consultation like a referendum or like a focus group. The model must also incorpo-
rate non-functional characteristics that are vital for a governmental application, such 
as usability, accessibility, security, and data privacy. 

The components of the Model for a Virtual Community have clear functions, as 
presented in figure 1. Considering that this paper focuses on the debate phase, the 
following components will not be described in detail: registering the citizen’s profile, 
using the information library, using the social space, using the help menu, and delib-
erative result. The main components for consulting and voting are: 
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Fig. 1. Government-Citizen Interactive Model [2] 

- Registering demands: the citizens who participate in the community must register 
their demands, that is, the issues they want to debate in the ongoing deliberative proc-
ess. It is important to say that demands are also categorized into themes. Regarding 
the way a demand is written, there is one restriction: it must be put into words so as to 
permit the citizen to vote against, for or neutrally towards the demand.  

- Participating in the DemIL Debate: through this component, citizens can ex-
change information, one of the primary characteristics of a democratic debate. In the 
DemIL Debate component, a forum structured with specific characteristics is mod-
eled. In this forum, previously registered demands according to location/theme are 
discussed and foment opinions (arguments), which in turn can foment other opinions 
(counterargument); this characterizes a democratic exchange. An opinion has the 
following attributes: 

- Author: citizen who posted the opinion; 
- Date: record of the date of the posted opinion; 
- Hour: record of the hour of the posted opinion; 
- Type: an opinion can either be a justification to a demand, that is, an argument, 

or suffer the moderator’s interference on the environmental theme (present theme). 
- Justification: request for the citizen’s position, in which he or she classifies the 

textually registered opinion “for”, “against” or “neutral” in relation to the demand. 
- Motivation: the moderator can interfere in the opinions posted in the debate. Citi-

zens who have a more active political commitment usually act as moderators. The 
moderator interferes only when necessary and may explain his or her interference 
textually. The Discourse Theory [6] suggests that the moderator should employ cer-
tain types of interference, which will be described and exemplified in Section 3.1 in 
this paper. Another way to motivate participation in the debate would be moderators 
posing questions to users, but this strategy is not investigated in this paper. Opinion 
clustering is part of the proposed model, but it was not implemented in the developed 
community. 

- Vote registration: a demand is put in discussion for people to vote for, against, or 
neutrally; there is a secret ballot and an anonymous justification. Votes are counted and 
the justifications registered in each demand are incorporated into the deliberative report. 
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3.1   Moderator’s Interference 

The moderator can interfere, reacting to comments posted in the community, so as to 
help clarifying utterances, stimulating the debate and warranting the good usage of the 
environment. The moderator only interferes if it is necessary and he or she can justify 
his interference textually. 

Four types of interference to be employed by the moderator were proposed, based 
on the Discourse Theory [6], in relation to discourse mistakes: unclear opinion, incon-
sistent argumentation, excessive generalization and thematic deviation. In order to 
vouch for compliance to the terms of use, another type of interference was proposed: 
disrespect to the terms of use. For a better understanding, each type of interference is 
described and exemplified below. Example of a demand (topic) proposed for debate: 
Voting is a democratic exercise, so it should not be compulsory. 

First type of interference - unclear opinion. At times, participants contradict them-
selves in their own discourses, supporting and denying the selfsame statement in a 
single post. Besides, misconstructed sentences can cause noise in communication, so 
that a member’s manifestation may be unclear to others. E.g. «The compulsory nature 
of voting, so that some defend it and others condemn it.» 

Second type of interference - inconsistent argumentation. Argumentation is based 
on two main elements: consistency of thought and evidence. When a member states 
his or her opinion but does not support it with relevant arguments, the development of 
the thought is inconsistent and the argumentation is flimsy [6]. E.g. «People should 
not be made to vote because it is not good.» 

Third type of interference - Excessive generalization. One of the possibilities for 
structuring logical thought consists of induction, a method in which one takes particu-
lar premises to reach a general conclusion [6]. By means of generalizations, a partici-
pant tries to convince others of his or her opinion, but it may lead to untruths tainted 
with prejudice. E.g. «It is useless to vote, because all politicians are corrupt.» 

Fourth type of interference - Thematic deviation. This is a common flaw involved 
in polemic debates, especially when passion deviates an individual from the debated 
issue, so that it replaces what was being discussed by some other, irrelevant claim. 
Thus, important facts become neglected, sometimes resorting to an emotional appeal. 
E.g. «Politics is present in every moment of our lives.» 

Fifth type of interference - Disrespect to the terms of use. This type of interference 
is to be used when a community member disrespects the rules that are presented in the 
previously consented Terms of Use, when entering in an e-participation system. As 
instances of such disrespect, one may cite using bad language, posting illegal or por-
nographic material and violating others’ intellectual property. E.g. “It irritates me to 
read the stupidities members post in this topic.” 

Studying these techniques to interfere on members’ comments is innovative and it 
can be hard to be understood by moderators and users, especially if we consider the 
different educational levels of citizens. However, due to their scientific bases and to 
stimulating the discussion, they are applied in a virtual community for e-democratic 
processes. In the future, if the moderator’s interferences prove to be effective for the 
debate, they will be studied in depth. Icons can even be projected to help represent 
graphically these types of interference. 



888 C. Maciel et al. 

4   Democratic Citizenship Community 

Specially based on the Government-Citizen Interactive Model, the Democratic Citi-
zenship Community (DCC) was specified, implemented and tested [3][4]. This sec-
tion briefly presents the DCC. The DCC has interaction and communication re-
sources, accessible by links in a tool bar, such as citizens’ profiles, debate (demands 
register and discussion), voting, information library, social space and user’s help. The 
system is accessed at the web address http://www.comunidadecdc.com.br/ (in Portu-
guese). See the DCC homepage in the Figure 3. 

After registering or logging in to the DCC, the user is directed to his/her Profile. In 
the «Debate» link, after choosing the manifestation he or she is interested in, the user 
can «Register a new topic» to be discussed at the DCC. Also in the «Debate» box, 
previously registered demands are discussed. According to the DemIL language, in 
the «New debate» box the citizen must post his or her opinion or comment, choosing 
an option that defines his or her vote: for, against, or neutral in relation to the dis-
cussed demand. This post is added at the end of the list of the existing posts. 

   

Fig. 2. DCC – Homepage   Fig. 3. DCC – Moderator 

Both in «Voting» and «Debate», demands are listed and divided into themes and it 
is possible to vote for them in the previously scheduled period, which is established 
by the system administrator. When voting, the citizen can justify his or her vote, as 
well as visualize the justifications presented by other users.  

For the citizen to obtain information, in order to be up-to-date when opining, there 
is a Digital Library with web links. In the socialization space of the DCC, where citi-
zens visualize other members’ profiles, one finds a news board. The DCC also has a 
help menu, structured by means of FAQs (Frequently Asked Questions), to clarify 
users’ doubts about using the environment.  

The system administrator visualizes the DCC differently, since he has distinct 
functions, as previously discussed. He has, in addition, the option «administration» in 
his tool bar. 

5   Case Study 

After implementing and, consequently, managing the DCC in a practical case, data 
were analyzed by means of usage statistics, with the aid of the analysis of logs  



 Applying the Discourse Theory to the Moderator’s Interferences in Web Debates 889 

registers in the administrator’s view, Google Analytics tool and a survey made with 
the participants in the end of the process. The used methodology for the DCC implan-
tation and the data analysis of the case study [11], focused on the moderators’ partici-
pation, are presented in this section.  

5.1   Methodology 

Considering the Government-Citizen Interactive Model, a «Public Consultative 
Committee» manifestation was registered and a schedule was designed in the system 
establishing the phases of the consultative process. This schedule determines the 
deadlines for opening the debate, voting and finishing the activities. In this phase, the 
administration of the DCC registers interested locations and themes. 

For the use of the DCC, the following phases were defined: 1) Registration of par-
ticipants; 2) Registration of participants’ demands; 3) Debate of opinions regarding 
the demands; 4) Voting; 5) User satisfaction survey; and 6) Deliberation of results. As 
suggested by users, the word «topic» replaced «demand» in the DCC’s interfaces. 
However, «demand» is kept in the analyses. 

During the initial contact between the user and the DCC, when enrolling, he or she 
registers his or her interest in acting as a moderator. After users register demands, 
moderators are allocated by the administrator according to themes. When enrolling, 
the user has access to the terms of use of the DCC, and it is necessary to agree with 
them to fulfill the enrollment.  

The schedule for the «Public Consultative Committee» manifestation was designed 
to be completed in 20 days: 15 destined to debating and 5 to voting. The request to 
participate in the experiment was sent by e-mail, through the graduation and post-
graduation lists of the institutions involved in the research. During the deliberative 
process, four warnings were sent to participants’ mailboxes by the system, with the 
intention of stimulating participation in the discussions, explaining the moderators’ 
role, reminding of the voting period, and demanding the fulfillment of the user satis-
faction survey. Throughout the process, many e-mails from the users were answered, 
explaining general doubts about the application and expressing gratitude for compli-
ments, criticisms and suggestions sent to the administration. 

5.2   Data Analysis 

This section analyzes the DCC users’ demographic profile, their degree of interest in 
diverse aspects of debating and voting, as well as the satisfaction of use attested by 
the DCC members. Due to the small extent of the sample, data were not statistically 
presented. 
 

Demographic Profile. The sample was composed of volunteer undergraduate and 
graduate students of the universities involved in the research: UFF and UC. It applied 
to a deliberative process, according to interests of the institutions. As the application 
presented the option «Invite a friend» in the social space, there were also external 
participations. Seventy-six individuals were interested in getting to know and taking 
part in the DCC, fulfilling the enrollment form. Among them, 67 were from Brazil 
and only 9 from Portugal. The participants’ average age is 30 years old; 88% are 
students; the remaining are teachers. It is believed that this difference is due to the 
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voluntary aspect of the participation, to individuals’ particular interests on specific 
issues and to the difference between the countries’ academic calendars. Another fac-
tor to be considered is the «social presence», since most of the Brazilians who were 
personally involved knew the research executor, collaborating with the experiment. 
 

Registers in Debate and Moderation. Nine issues were suggested by 8 different 
users to be discussed in relation to the themes registered in the system (a member 
suggested 2 issues). There was greater interest on education, but there were also po-
lemic topics, such as foreigners’ deportation, which is currently being discussed by 
different media, and abortion, which has already been a referendum issue in Portugal. 
In general, demands were well-written by their authors, promoting the exchange of 
ideas and favoring the debaters’ positions. Registered demands (with the respective 
acronyms) are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1. Demands posted in the DCC 

Demand’s title  ID 
Space of socialization for students D1 
Reciprocity in Europeans’ deportation D2 
Academic publishing D3 
Support to access to higher education D4 
Is there life during postgraduation? D5 
Distance Education: a solution to democratize Brazilian education D6 
Compulsory voting D7 
Abortion – for or against? D8 
Good healthcare system should be for free D9 

Opinion posts for each of them and debaters’ positions (for, against or neutral) are 
presented in Table 2.Even if a user had already posted an opinion and then decided to 
do it again, both posts were taken into consideration.  

In relation to the debates, it is noteworthy that the visibility of others’ opinions and 
positions stimulated the debate at times; sometimes, however, it inhibited users’ opin-
ion posting. Labeling positions as «for», «against» and «neutral» is positive, because 
it allows users to make a decision  and ideas to be discussed, which is good for the 
debate.  

Table 2. Posts per topic in the DCC 

ID Opinion posts For Against Neutral 
D1 22 21 - 1 
D2 19 7 5 7 
D3 9 4 2 3 
D4 9 - 8 1 
D5 8 5 2 1 
D6 17 13 2 2 
D7 14 7 5 2 
D8 5 1 3 1 
D9 2 2 - - 
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Some comments can be articulated in relation to moderators’ participation, al-
though this role has been hardly tested so far. As a whole, 13 posts were moderated. 
Demands D1 and D2 had two posts each, in which moderators made interferences of 
the «Unclear opinion» type, but these had no reply from the post authors. In D3, there 
was an interference of the «Excessive generalization» type, to which the post author 
replied, trying to defend his or her idea. Two interferences condemning «Unclear 
opinion» were made in D4, but only one of them was answered by the author, who 
tried to clarify his previous utterance. Also in D4, two posts presented «Excessive 
generalization», one of which suffered interference from two moderators; in addition, 
two other posts were moderated because they presented «Disrespect to the terms of 
use». A «Thematic deviation» was found in a post in D6, to which the author replied. 
Two posts were moderated in D7: one because of a «Thematic deviation»; the other, 
because of an «Inconsistent argumentation», but their authors did not react to the 
interferences. It is also important to note that the interferences labeled «Thematic 
deviation» and «Disrespect to the terms of use» were punctuated negatively in the 
DMM (Degree of Maturity Method), since they were considered invalid justifications. 

 

User Satisfaction Survey. By means of an online survey, thirty participants eventu-
ally filled in a user satisfaction survey, regarding their experience in the DCC. Par-
ticipants evaluated the project and the use of the application for debating and voting. 
The administrator’s participation was considered very good by 63.3% of the users and 
so was the moderators’ by 50% of the users. The reaction to the moderators’ partici-
pation was investigated in other questions of the user satisfaction evaluation tool, 
once a differentiated moderation was proposed for the debates. For 86.7% of the us-
ers, moderators’ participation helped to stimulate the debate. On the other hand, 6.7% 
thought it was irrelevant and other 6.7% issued no opinion about it. Ninety percent 
agreed that the moderators’ participation helped keep the environment orderly, but 
6.6% disagreed and 3.7% did not know what to say about it. A worrying question, due 
to the fact that it is an innovative proposal, was the use of the moderation categories, 
which were satisfactory for 73.4% of the users, but dissatisfactory for 6.7%, whereas 
20% had no opinion regarding the issue. A dissatisfied member justified his opinions 
as follows: «As far as I’m concerned, a moderator should only intervene when the 
discussion becomes offensive or improper, so as to morally damage a physical/legal 
person; otherwise, it might constrain an ethical expression» (sic). Furthermore, an-
other user stated that «The moderator can also intervene when someone intends to 
bias a discussion, in order to prevent opinions based on «populism»» (sic). These 
opinions show different expectations concerning the moderator’s role and to his or her 
preparation to adequately act as such. 

6   Conclusions 

Integrating consultative and deliberative environments for popular participation in 
democratic issues and creating virtual communities make it possible to model deci-
sion-making processes. In relation to the Model presented and to the experiments that 
were conduced, some assumptions are possible. 

If, in different methods of participation that require physical presence, it is hard to 
preside over and motivate the debate, in a virtual environment it is necessary to  
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stimulate groups in a continuous and controlled manner, combining both interpersonal 
communication competences and technical and management competences. Thus, the 
role of the moderator is essential, and not identifying individuals with such capacities 
limits the application of the Model. 

Concerning the types of interference that should be made by the moderator, it is 
possible to say that they aim at warranting the quality of the debate, although it may 
be hard for participants to understand them. So far, explanations and examples for 
each type of interference were added to the help menu. It is necessary to undergo 
further studies on the proposed textual categorization and on graphically representing 
(by means of icons) these types of interference.  

Of its own accord, the presented model does not warrant the quality of the interac-
tion between government and citizen. The interface designer can increase this quality 
if he or she considers aspects of computer-mediated communication important, such 
as usability and members’ sociability, among others. Moreover, it is essential to  
consider the need for bases on other social theories, encompassing the possibility of 
empowerment ascribed to systems, everyone’s right to accessing information (trans-
parency) and limitations imposed by digital literacy. Thus, it is necessary to discuss 
criteria, defining evaluation parameters and tools that can guide the designer when 
developing applications in specific areas.  

It is important to point out that technologies must be faced in e-democracy as 
means, not ends. They should not be regarded neutral, because they carry values, 
concepts, social views, conflictive, privileged and excluding processes, among others. 
Technologies, as DCC, were created to solve concrete problems, thus having political 
and social content. By themselves, they can’t warrant citizens’ active and critical 
participation in public interest issues. Success in a consultation and voting process is 
not directly related to the employed means, that is, technology, but to citizens’ and 
government’s motivation and interest on making it possible. 

Finally, it should be noted that the DCC is used as the test application of the Ma-
turity in Decision-Making method (MDM) [11], used for measuring, from a set of 
indicators, the participation of individuals in deliberative groups. 

Future works are intended to evaluate whether the proposed categories for the 
moderator’s interferences have been properly used. From a technical perspective, it is 
intended to study how moderation could be partially automatized, maybe using on-
tologies and semantic web for debate structuring, and how debates’ content could 
encompass a recommendation system based on social network analysis. 
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