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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF POLITICAL PARTICIPATION
IN THE CONTEXT OF THE SPREAD OF DIGITAL
TECHNOLOGIES BASED ON THE STUDY
OF THE EXPERIENCE OF THE UK AND KAZAKHSTAN’

D. Fazylzhan

ABSTRACT

This article examines the role and impact of digital technology
on political participation and development in countries such as
the UK and Kazakhstan. Despite the decline in trust in traditional
representative institutions and politicians, people are ready to
participate in the public sphere. Digital technologies provide ad-
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ditional opportunities for expressing this involvement. Citizens
participate in online conversations, consultations and discus-
sions can contribute to the causes they support, share their opin-
ion through digital platforms that help hold public institutions
to account. The article also notes that digital transformation has
offered a new set of tools for political management, contribut-
ing to its widespread use. Digital technologies also affect the
political and civil society landscapes. Digital technologies offer
ways to improve the quality of political governance in terms of
accountability and responsiveness. Digitalization can offer pub-
lic administration new channels for delivering quality services.
The digitalization of public administration is driven by the polit-
ical will to deliver better services while achieving cost-effective-
ness, but it is not without challenges: effective change is driven
by end-user needs and must be accompanied by an enabling
environment.
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¥nbi6putaHua meH KasakcraH TaxipubeciH 3epaeney HerisiHae undpabik,
TeXHOJIOrUANapAblH Tapaaybl XaFaalblHAa Cascu KaTbiCyAblH, CaNlbiCTbIPMabl TaAaybl

AHOamna. byn makanaga CaHAblK TEXHONOMMAHbIH ¥ablbpuTaHma MeH KasakcTaH CusaKTbl
enjepAeri caacu KatbiCy MeH JaMyAafbl Pefi MeH acepi KapacTblipblaagbl. [acTypai ekingi nHcTu-
TyTTap MeH cascaTkep/epre AereH CeHiMHIH TeMeHeyiHe KapamacTaH, agaMmjap Kofamzblk canafa
KaTbicyfa AaiblH. Lindpabik TexHonoruanap 6yn katbicygbl 6ia4ipy YWiH KOCbIMLLA MYMKIHAIKTEP
6epegi. A3amatTap oHNalH-aHriMenecyepre, KOHCy/bTaLMaNapFa XKaHe TanKbliaynapFa KaTbicagbl,
onap KonjalTbiH cebenTepre ynec koca anafpl, MEMAEKETTIK Mekemenepsi >ayanka TapTyfa
KeMeKTeceTiH Lumdpablk niathpopmanap apkblabl 3 nikipaepimeH 6esice anagbl. Makanasa CoHbI-
MeH KaTap Lndpblk TpaHCPOpMaLms casich MeHEAXKMEHT YLLIH KypanaapabiH, XXaHa XUbIHTbIFbIH
YCbIHbIM, OHbIH, KEHiHEeH KOoNAaHblybIHa biKMan eTkeHi atan eTinreH. CaHAblK TEXHOOrUANAP cascu
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KaHe a3zamaTTblk KOfaM newnsaxzapbiHa Aa acep etegi. Lindpabik TexHonorusnap >kayankepLuinik
MeH >KayanTbiiblK TYPFbICbIHAH cascu backapy camacbiH apTTbipy XOAAapbiH yCbiHaabl. Lind-
pAaHAbIpy MeMaeKeTTik 6ackapyAbl cananbl KbI3MeT KOpPCeTy/iH XaHa apHanapbiH yCbiHa anajbl.
MewmnekeTTik 6ackapyzbl LndpaaHablipy YHEMZAINIKKE KON XKeTKi3e OTbIpbIMN, XXaKcblpak Kbl3MeTTep
KepceTyre JAereH cascu epik-xirepmeH Herizgenegi, 6ipak 6yn KWbIHAbIKTAPCbI3 eMec: TUiMai
e3repicTep TYMKINIKTI NarAanaHyLbIHbIH, KaXeTTiNikTepiHe HalnaHbICTbl XaHe KOoNalabl OpTamMeH
6ipre Xypyi kepek.

Tyliin ce30ep: cascu KatbiCy, UMPPAbIK TexHonorvsnap, ¥aolbputanus, KasakctaH, cascu
6enceHainik.

CpaBHMUTE/IbHDbIM aHa/IM3 NOJIMTUUYECKOTO yYacTUA B YC/IOBUAX pacnpocTpaHeHus
u1dpPOBbIX TEXHONOTUI Ha OCHOBe U3yueHus onbita BennkobpuraHmm n KasaxcraHa

AHHOomayusa. B faHHON CTaTbe pacCMaTPUBAETCH POJib U BAUAHWE LNPPOBBIX TEXHONOTUN
Ha MO/JMTMYeCcKoe yyacTne W pa3BUTUE B Takmx CTpaHax kak Bennkobputanuma n KasaxcraH. He-
CMOTPA Ha CHWXEHWe YPOBHS JOBEPUA K TPAANLIMOHHBIM NPeACTaBUTENbHbIM UHCTUTYTaM W Mno-
NNTUYECKUM AeATeNsM, NI0AM TOTOBbI y4acTBOBaTb B obLiecTBeHHOM cdepe. Lindposbie TexHO-
NOTUM NPesoCTaBAAT AOMOJHUTENbHbIE BO3MOXHOCTU ANA BbIPaXKEHUA 3TON BOBAEUYEHHOCTU.
[paxaaHe y4acTBYHOT B OHJ/IaliH-pa3roBopax, KOHCY/bTaLMAX U JUCKYCCUAX, MOTYT BHOCUTb BKAAZ,
B Zle/1a, KOTOpble OHU NOAAEPXKMBAIOT, A€NNTLCA CBOVM MHEHMEM Yepe3 LnudpoBble Naathopmsl,
KOTOpble MOMOraoT NPUBJIEYb FOCYJaPCTBEHHbIE YUPeXAeHUA K OTBETCTBEHHOCTM. B cTaTbe Takxe
oTMeuvaeTcs, UTo umdpoas TpaHCcPopMaLMa NPeasoxmaa HOBbI Habop MHCTPYMEHTOB ANA MOo-
JINTUYECKOTO YrpaB/IeHNs, CNOCOBCTBYA ee LUMPOKOMY UCMOoJb30BaHuto. Lindposblie TexHoNOrMm
TakXe B/AMAIOT Ha NoAnTUYeckue naHAwabTbl n naHgwadT rpaxgaHckoro obuwecrsa. Lindposbie
TEXHOJIOTUN NpeAnaratoT Cnocobbl MOBbIWEHWA KayecTBa MOJNTUYECKOTO YNpaBieHUsA C TOYKM
3peHna NOAOTHETHOCTU M onepaTUBHOCTY. Lindposur3auna MoxeT NpesnoXnTb rocysapcTBEHHO-
My YMpaB/eHWO HOBble KaHabl 418 MPeAoCTaBNeHUA KayecTBeHHbIX ycayr. Lindposmsauma ro-
CyZapCTBEHHOTO YrpaB/ieHUs 0byCNOBAEHA MONNTUUYECKON BOIEW K NPesoCTaBieHNio bonee Ka-
YeCTBEHHbIX YCNYT MPU Of4HOBPEMEHHOM obecneyeHnn 3KOHOMUYECKOW 3PPEeKTUBHOCTM, OAHAKO
OHa He auweHa NpobiemM: 3pPeKTUBHbIE N3MEHEHMA UMEIOT B OCHOBE MOTPEBHOCTU KOHEUHBbIX
noJb3oBaTesnel U JONKHbI COMPOBOXAATLCA Pa3BUTMEM 61aroNPUATHBIX YCIOBUN.

Knrodesble cnoea: nonntnyeckoe yyactue, Lmdposble TexHonornm, Beamkobputanus, Kasax-
CTaH, NoAUTMYeCcKas akTUBHOCTb.

Introduction

Digital technologies have an impact on
every aspect of life, from the economy to
government, from geopolitics to how ordi-
nary people interact. The process is mov-
ing at a very fast pace, to the point where
it seems that some technologies, especial-
ly artificial intelligence, may soon lead to
revolutionary changes for which people,
institutions and societies are not yet fully
prepared. In recent years, many states have
begun to reflect on these issues in order to
help their members identify the challeng-
es associated with digital technology and
better prepare to take advantage of the
opportunities it offers. Global technology
firms have provided a new infrastructure for

public debate and interaction, the Internet
has made information freer and more ac-
cessible, and now people can express their
opinions easier than ever before. Neverthe-
less, despite the fact that they are becom-
ing more familiar, many questions remain
about how these new resources should be
mobilized within the framework of political
governance. In this connection, the pur-
pose of this study is to compare the role of
digital technologies in the process of polit-
ical participation in the countries of Great
Britain and Kazakhstan. The research ques-
tion is as follows: how digital technologies
can influence the development of political
participation in modern society.
Governments use several mechanisms
for public participation at various stages of
https://adamalemijournal.com 103
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policy development, including voting, polls,
public meetings, open forums and opinion
polls. Public participation is a continuation
of democratic processes and helps govern-
ments to interact with citizens on an ongo-
ing basis and in a more direct way.

The COVID-19 pandemic accelerated
the process of interaction through digital
technology, as many political institutions
needed to switch to online mode. As a
result, in 2020, these processes led to an
increase in electronic participation of cit-
izens in political governance. Electronic
participation is the process of involving
citizens in the process of making public
decisions using this technology, for exam-
ple, through websites, social networks or
text and instant messages. E-participation
strengthens cooperation between govern-
ment and citizens by facilitating broad-
er public participation, analysis of large
amounts of information received from
citizens, and two-way communication be-
tween government and citizens. However,
despite increased investment in digital
technologies, this technology is not be-
ing fully used by Governments to expand
e-participation.

Research Method

The research method consists of a re-
view of scientific articles, as well as an
analysis of statistical indicators and a
comparative analysis of the use of digital
technologies in the political participation
of Great Britain and Kazakhstan. The study
is descriptive in nature and is based on
the results of previously published works
in both statistical and comparative analy-
sis. The literature review was conducted in
several databases: The Cochrane Library,
Elsevier, Academic.edu, Research gate. Af-
ter a bibliographic review, articles with the
best methodological base on the research
topic were selected. Conference materials,
collections and government reports on the
implementation of digital technologies
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in the political sphere were also used for
analysis.

Literature Review

One of the first to define the concept
of “political participation” were Verb S. and
Ni N.H. According to the authors, political
participation was defined as “the activity
of private individuals, more or less direct-
ly aimed at influencing the selection of
government personnel or the actions they
take” [1, p. 2]. However, since then, there
have been significant changes in terms of
both its structure and its scale. According
to some authors, going beyond the pre-
vious differences between conventional
and non-traditional, political participa-
tion now manifests itself in a wide variety
of individualized, creative, expressive and
everyday forms of interaction with social
and political problems [2, p.14], [3, p.349].
Indeed, the very concept of political partic-
ipation has undergone significant chang-
es in recent years to accommodate these
changes: van Dett's “conceptual map of
participation” now offers a tool for defin-
ing any emerging activity as being inside
or outside one of the four main categories
of participation [3, p.351]. However, the
question remains whether and how the
emerging forms of participation represent
the emergence of more comprehensive
forms of participation.

The study by Theoharis Y., de Moor J.,
van Det J.V. examines whether the expan-
sion of political participation represents a
continuation of the previous logic of par-
ticipation in new forms and regimes or a
more fundamental shift in how citizens
participate in politics [4, p.31]. One of the
most famous places to expand citizen par-
ticipation today relies on online means.
According to research by Earl J., Kimport K.
online participation, as it is often called, in-
volves a wide range of activities that range
from fairly static posting of political con-
tent on government forums to signing a
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petition on a “petition repository website”
such as Change.org, to interactive actions
such as responding to a local to a repre-
sentative on Twitter or posting a request
for support on a question of interest on
Facebook [5, p.123], [6, p.71], [7, p.3].

Gibson R., Kantiyoh M., Bimber B., Stoll
K., Flanagin A.J., Hirsalla F., van Zoonen L,
Auxerre J., Huget M., Marien S. note that
the hybridization of some online and of-
fline forms of participation and the in-
creasing blurring of boundaries between
these spheres when it comes to political
organization have provided that online
activity and offline activity are now closely
intertwined. At the same time, several ap-
proaches to online participation consider
it a continuation of some offline actions in
the online sphere [8, p.701], [9, p.72], [10,
p.481], [11, p.91].

According to R. Schroeder, the integra-
tion of digital technologies into a demo-
cratic context has changed the political en-
vironment in terms of content and format
diversification. It is noted that social net-
works such as blogs, Facebook and Twitter
open up additional opportunities for po-
litical participation. This article is intended
to contribute to the literature by analyzing
the impact of digital media in the context
of their role in changing approaches to po-
litical organization and campaigns, with an
emphasis on a case study of British politics
[12, p.168].

The use of social media to participate
in politics may indicate more fundamental
changes. The technological possibilities of
Web 2.0 technologies have changed the
landscape of participation, and various
forms of participation can indeed offer
completely new opportunities for partici-
pation in politics. In particular, the authors
emphasize the unique characteristics of
what has been called “digital network par-
ticipation”, defined as “network personal-
ized action based on mass media, which is
carried out by individual citizens with the
intention of demonstrating their own mo-

bilization and activating their social net-
works in order to raise awareness or exert
social and political pressure to solve social
or political problems” [13, p.6].

Several studies use the concept of dig-
ital network participation and the type of
activity, including in the context of mo-
bilization, inequality of participation, the
consequences of selective influence on
participation and youth activism [14, p. 11].
Moreover, it has been shown that manifes-
tations of digital participation are crucial
for the formation of political self-esteem,
such as political self-efficacy and interest,
strengthening of political self-representa-
tion of people in social networks and their
public commitment to their image of po-
litically active [15, p.429]. Thus, digital par-
ticipation has many manifestations, which
can range from loud, symbolic and inter-
active (for example, attaching #MeToo to
a political message on Twitter, identifying
with #ClimateChangelsReal by changing
your Facebook profile and to less intense
actions, such as comments via tweet to an
ongoing public discussion on a political is-
sue [16, p.276].

Results and Discussion

Participation in political life on the In-
ternet is part of civic engagement, and its
main actions, such as the dissemination of
political information, are aimed at influenc-
ing government actions and policy-mak-
ing. The United Nations measures and
ranks member countries by the use of dig-
ital technology infrastructure to transmit
government information to citizens. This
includes providing information about pol-
icies and budgets, consulting with citizens
in the policy-making process, and enabling
people to make their own contribution to
the public decision-making process. The
survey results are intriguing because they
show that e-participation varies signifi-
cantly around the world, but at the same
time there are countries with different in-
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come levels, democracy and technological
infrastructure that rank side by side. There
is a limited amount of research on a global
scale to give an idea of why e-participa-
tion differs in different countries. We will
consider only two countries. In order to
understand how actively the political par-
ticipation of citizens in the digital space is
developed, it is important to understand
what percentage of the population uses
the Internet.

According to the UK government re-
port called “Annual Estimates of Internet
Use in the UK by Age, Gender, Disability
and Geographical Location” 92% of adults
in the UK are Internet users in 2020, com-
pared with 91% in 2019. Almost all adults
aged 16 to 44 in the UK have recently used
the Internet (99%), compared to 54% of
adults aged 75 and over. Although there
have been minor changes in Internet use

by adults aged 16 to 44 in recent years, the
proportion of people aged 75 and older
who have recently become Internet users
has almost doubled since 2013, from 29%
to 54% in 2020. 6.3% of adults in the UK
have never used the Internet in 2020, com-
pared to 7.5% in 2019 [17].

In comparison with the UK, Kazakhstan
is certainly inferior, but the difference is not
so high. In general, if we consider Kazakh-
stan from the point of view of digitaliza-
tion, then the country has a high potential
and a developed structure. In Kazakhstan,
the share of Internet users, as well as in the
UK, has been growing every year. Accord-
ing to the latest results, the percentage of
users across Kazakhstan is 88.2%, which is
4% higher compared to the previous year.
The leaders are the cities of Nur-Sultan,
Almaty, and two regions: Karaganda and
Pavlodar regions (see Table 1.).

Table 1. The share of Internet users from the total population aged

a) Kazakhstan

2018 2019 2020
The whole country 81,3 84,2 88,2
Akmola region 73,8 794 84,6
Aktobe region 81,1 85,7 88,0
Almaty region 85,3 85,4 88,7
Atyrau region 78,1 80,7 80,7
West Kazakhstan region 76,9 80,4 83,9
Zhambyl region 80,9 81,6 86,0
Karagandy region 73,9 80,5 93,1
Kostanay region 85,7 86,9 87,1
Kyzylorda region 717 779 80,0
Mangystau region 78,9 82,3 85,9
South Kazakhstan region - - -
Pavlodar region 83,3 85,7 93,0
North Kazakhstan region 77,0 81,2 88,9
Turkestan region 84,8 89,6 92,5
East Kazakhstan region 79,2 81,7 84,1
Nur-Sultan city 88,1 91,7 94,5
Almaty city 84,3 87,7 91,8
Shymkent city 80,0 80,1 82,3
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Source: Bureau of National Statistics of the Republic of Kazakhstan

b) Great Britain

2018 2019 2020
The whole country 89,8 90,8 91,2
North East 87,6 87,7 88,6
North West 89,0 90,0 91,0
Yorkshire and the Humber 87,9 89,8 90,7
East Midlands 88,4 89,9 91,3
West Midlands 88,7 88,7 90,9
East of England 90,6 92,0 92,2
London 92,6 93,0 94,9
South East 92,0 93,0 94,2
South West 89,8 92,3 933
Wales 889 89,6 90,2
Scotland 89,2 89,6 91,3
Northern Ireland 85,6 86,7 88,0

Source: UK Bureau of National Statistics

In the UK, unlike Kazakhstan, the devel-
opment of political participation by means
of digital technologies began much earli-
er. One of the main differences is that in
the UK there was an experience of online
voting during elections. Also, the election
law has been changed to allow local au-
thorities to experiment with various forms
of electronic voting. State-funded pilot
projects that tested various types of elec-
tronic voting were first conducted in local
government elections in 2000 and were
significantly expanded in local elections
in May 2002 to include remote electronic
voting. In England, pilot voting was held
in May from 2000 to 2006. In 2000 and
2004, the London mayoral elections and in
2004, the elections to the European Parlia-
mentary Assembly were counted using an
optical scanning voting system [18, p.63].
In both elections, some editing of the de-
sign of the ballots was required to facilitate
electronic counting of votes, although they
differed only slightly from the previous
ballots in the style of “cross-marking”. In
their more limited form, these pilot proj-
ects provided for the provision of comput-
er terminals at polling stations. However,

there have also been numerous pilot proj-
ects of “multi-channel” electronic voting,
allowing voters to vote remotely via the In-
ternet, phone or SMS, often with the pos-
sibility of pre-voting before polling day.
The most systematic piloting of electronic
voting in the United Kingdom took place
in Swindon, where remote voting projects
were conducted at polling stations via the
Internet, telephones and digital televi-
sion, as well as the use of mobile kiosks
for electronic voting and laptops at polling
stations. Despite the fact that the reviews
of these elections were positive, the eval-
uation reports of the Election Commission
(electroalcommission.org.uk ) testified to
extreme disappointment, pilot projects of
electronic voting had practically no effect
on turnout [19, p.3].

According to some researchers, the
biggest challenge when using digital tech-
nology in political processes is the follow-
ing:

- it is necessary to create an IT system
that should verify the identity of about 50
million users within 15 hours;

- the IT system should anonymously
register votes so that it is impossible to
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establish a connection between the con-
firmed personalities and the votes cast;

- to store data on these votes in such a
way as to ensure independent verification
and verification after the election and in a
form that absolutely cannot be changed or
manipulated after the fact;

- to ensure absolute reliability, without
any possibility of hacking, penetration or
even just a failure during the voting period.

Experts note that even a small failure
in any of these points will undermine one
of the foundations of the governance sys-
tem — the recognition of the democratic
legitimacy of the government [18, p.65],
[20, p.29].

Kazakhstan also amended the law in
March 2004 to allow electronic voting. The
electronic voting system “Sailau” was first
deployed in Kazakhstan during the parlia-
mentary elections in September 2004 [21].
Within a short time, the system has un-
dergone modifications and improvements
concerning both hardware and software. It
should be noted that at that time the intro-
duction of electronic voting systems was
considered in Kazakhstan as part of the
e-governance agenda along with the pro-
motion of various technological solutions
in the field of public administration, such
as, for example, e-public procurement,
e-cooperation, e-education and other re-
lated platforms. Practically all interested
parties considered it as part of nation-
wide digital administrative reforms aimed
at improving the efficiency of state insti-
tutions and reducing huge public funds
[22, p.305]. Therefore, the introduction of
electronic voting was carried out through
traditional promotion channels, such as di-
rectives, resolutions and decrees of central
state bodies, as well as in the field of elec-
tronic government.

An analysis of the experience of the
two countries shows that in the case of
Kazakhstan, the electronic voting system
is technically considered “insufficiently
implemented” to be fully implemented in
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national elections. It is interesting to note
that from the point of view of software
developers, trust in electronic voting is a
context-dependent political phenome-
non, since technologies “have no limits of
perfection”, but there is always a technical
possibility to manipulate election results,
regardless of whether we believe in tech-
nology or not. Thus, the public sector and
civil society are obliged to ensure proper
verification of such systems at all stages:
procurement of equipment and software,
verification of software source codes, se-
lection and summing up procedures, etc.
The experience of both countries shows
that there is always a potential problem,
since it is impossible to exclude the risk of
manipulating the results of voting in elec-
tronic voting.

Political participation in the application
of digital technologies is also actively used
in calls for political action. So in the UK, co-
median Eddie Izzard sent only one tweet
with #GE2015 a week before the election,
expressing his personal opinion about
why he is #NotVotingUkip. His post was
retweeted 769 times, as a result of which,
this led to the appearance of a category of
citizens supporting his position. @Robert-
sonSteff, the account of a citizen speaking
for the Scottish National Party, sent just 10
tweets. However, one in particular with an
image of her daughter waving the Scot-
tish flag received 1,125 retweets. Despite
the fact that @RobertsonSteff had only
418 subscribers (compared to 3.7 million
at @Eddielzzard), this led to the popular-
ity of this party among citizens. There are
many such examples when civil activists
or just citizens used digital technologies
and social networks to exercise their right
to political participation. The analysis also
showed that in the UK, some policy areas
related to digital technologies have been
delegated to the delegated leadership and
fall under the digital strategies of decen-
tralized governments, namely the digital
strategy of Scotland, the digital strategy
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of Wales, the digital strategy of Northern
Ireland.

There was also a similar situation in
Kazakhstan, when the population ex-
pressed their support for the state through
hashtags:  #Kazakhstan, #bizbirgemiz.
In particular, #bizbirgemiz was popular
during the coronavirus pandemic, which
carried a sense of support for the whole
country. Another hashtag with a more po-
litical basis is #zhanakazakhstan. In this
case, how to perceive this hashtag de-
pends on the context itself, since it can
contain both positive and negative mean-
ings. In the course of the analysis, it can
be seen that in both countries the partic-
ipation of citizens in social networks has
increased other types of civic activity, for
example, helping to organize protests and
fueling interest in politics, even if it does
not manifest itself in traditional forms of
participation. However, it has been found
that policies implemented on the Internet
are more susceptible to “filter bubbles”
that limit participants’ exposure to oppos-
ing views and thus contribute to polariza-
tion.

Conclusion

Digital technologies have changed
our lives and will continue to do so. Ka-
zakhstan’s economic future, jobs, wages,
prosperity, national security, cost of living,
productivity, ability to compete globally
and our geopolitical position in the world
depend on the constant and growing suc-
cess in the field of digital technologies.
That is why the country should strengthen
its position in the development of digital
technology, and therefore it is important
to study the experience of other coun-
tries. Kazakhstan, in comparison with other
Central Asian countries and even Russia,
already have good platforms for govern-
ment institutions and for citizens. In the
end, it becomes clear that politicians on
both sides need to look more consistently

at the relationship between political par-
ticipation and technology. Research shows
that there has been a surge of interest in
this topic, and, in particular, there is a de-
sire in the United Kingdom to enact reg-
ulation in order to “set a global standard
for a risk-based, proportionate regula-
tory framework”. While our analysis has
demonstrated a degree of consistency in
the values and ideals that politicians pro-
mote and seek to protect, we have also
identified areas of inconsistency and ten-
sion that, if not addressed, could lead to
regulatory difficulties.
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