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LOOMIO – collective 
decision-making

loomio is an online application whose purpose is collaborative decision ma-
king, and at the same a non-governmental initiative stemming from anti-
-system protest movements whose purpose is to make it possible for citizens 
to participate in political decisions to a greater extent. The name “loomio” is 
a word based on the English term “loom”, which in this case refers to a cloth-
-weaving workshop.

Figure 1. Loomio logo.

Source: https://www.loomio.org/
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As the initiators see it, it is about “weaving” the social fabric by making deci-
sions that take account of many voices in the debate and many viewpoints.

According to the assumptions presented by the authors of loomio, illustra-
ted in Figure 2., the decision making is supposed to comprise three stages: 

1. the debate that makes it possible to present various opinions and ide-
as for solutions to the identified problems; 

2. building agreement: each participant in the debate may propose a so-
lution, which will be commented by others and subject to voting accor-
ding to specific rules; 

3. collective decision making.

Figure 2. A schematic of the decision making process according to the authors of 

Loomio.

Source: https://www.loomio.org/

loomio is an attempt at practical implementation of “collaborative decision 
making” as a way to govern an organisation, which has been introduced in 
such fields as banking in recent years1. It also fits the assumptions of “collabo-
rative governance”, which involves inviting stakeholders from various groups 
concerned with a specific problem, who then create an environment, which 
makes it possible to reach a decision that takes all the presented positions 
into account to the greatest extent possible by taking part in the discussion, 

1 Stanek P., Teoretyczne aspekty kolektywnego podejmowania decyzji w polityce 
pieniężnej a praktyka Europejskiego Banku Centralnego i Narodowego Banku Polskiego, 
Zeszyty Naukowe Uniwersytetu Ekonomicznego w Krakowie nr 85,  
http://yadda.icm.edu.pl/yadda/element/bwmeta1.element.ekon-
element-000168025126.
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justifying their views, commenting one another's opinions and voting2.

loomio is a non-governmental initiative that has been created in New Ze-
aland and combines experience from the civil protest movement ("Indignants 
Movement”, “Occupy Movement”) with the interest in collaborative decision 
taking involving the use of ICT tools. The institution that implements the 
project is an IT start-up, which has prepared the source code and placed the 
online application on the market. What makes loomio different from other 
similar initiatives is the scale: since June 2015 over 86,000 registered users 
from a hundred countries have taken about 28,000 decisions using the appli-
cation3. Since 2014, the application has been widely used in Podemos – a Spa-
nish political party. Of course, there have been reasons for it: the application 
is distinguished by it intuitiveness and simplicity in term of functioning, care 
for responsiveness and adjustment for various types of mobile devices, nu-
merous language versions, and the loomio team's constant work on its im-
provement, which is promising as far as the perspective of the development 
of the initiative is concerned.

The Occupy movement – the direct inspiration 
for Loomio

The social issue which was the challenge for the creators of loomio is, gene-
rally speaking, the crisis of confidence in representative democracy, which 
has been observed in recent years, and whose symptoms include lower elec-
tion attendance, decrease in the number of political party members, and 
the belief that parties are no longer structures adequate to pursue political 
goals. The problem is often associated with the criticism of some phenome-
na in the global economy and the waves of public protest that have grown 
stronger after the 2009 crisis, which is expressed e.g. by protests against 
the market domination of large banks and corporations, social inequalities, 
high unemployment, etc. An additional factor that contributed to those pro-
tests was inspiration from the so-called “Arab Spring” – mass anti-gover-
nment demonstrations that started in 2010 in Arab countries, where the 

2 Ansell C., Gash A., Collaborative Governance in Theory and Practice, http://sites.duke.
edu/niou/files/2011/05/Ansell-and-Gash-Collaborative-Governancein-Theory-and-
Practice.pdf.

3 Heaps of exciting news from Loomio HQ :), http://blog.loomio.org/2015/06/15/heapsof-
exciting-news-from-loomio-hq/.
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wide use of social media in organising political undertakings was observed 
for the first time. Social movements that followed this trends were: the 
Occupy Movement, which stemmed from the sit-in protest that started on 
17th September 2011 in New York's Zuccotti Park. Its participants named 
themselves “the 99 per cent” to stress the fact that they protest against 
expropriating the society by a single per cent of citizens, i.e. a group that 
includes the political class and the financial elite.

Figure 3. Occupy Wall Street, fourteenth day of the protest. New York,  

30th September 2011.

Source: David Shankbone, http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/0/03/Day_14_
Occupy_Wall_Street_September_30_2011_Shankbone_2.JPG, udostępnione na zasadzie 
licencji Creative Commons Uznanie autorstwa 3.0.

Similar protests that lasted many weeks took place simultaneously in nume-
rous cities of the world, e.g. Madrid (the “Indignants Movement”), Montre-
al, london, lisbon, Rome, and many others. The cities included a number of 
places in New Zealand, where the protesters were joined by the people who 
later founded loomio, e.g. Richard D. Bartlett who recalls the events thus: 
We come from the Occupy movement, prior to that was the M15 Indignados 
movement, the Arab Spring, the Sunflower Movement, Occupy Central in Hong 
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Kong… there’s this ongoing wave of social movements4.

The common feature of those gatherings was wide use of the Internet and 
social media to coordinate meetings, broadcast reports, organise telecon-
ferences, etc. The most frequently used platform included Facebook, Twit-
ter, Meetup, Skype, the dedicated solutions provided by Indymedia and May 
First/People link were also used5.

The groups that were organised with the help of social media were at the 
same time a platform for discussion which led to common, constructive 
demands. Numerous protesters intended to transform the critical protest 
movement into a group that would implement the principles of participati-
ve democracy and formulate a political problem. This resulted in attempts 
to arrange a coherent system for exchanging opinions, discussing them and 
voting that would be based on work in problem-focused groups and voting 
in the general assembly, assuming a number of principles related to the or-
der of speeches and moderation, and acknowledgement of the consensus 
as the aim of the discussion:

People involved in this "consensus" process find it incredibly em-
powering – a refreshing contrast to the alienating remoteness and 
weary predictability of parliamentary representative democracy, 
which most people here see as totally irrelevant to their real lives. 
The sense of collective engagement overwhelms the multiplicity 
of different strategies and suggestions within the movement: eve-
ryone turns up with their own problems and grievances, but the 
process of engagement becomes just as important . “I do not come 
here to affirm who I am already,” one visiting Spanish activist in 
New York said last week, “I come here to discover who I can be with 
other people. This is a new kind of politics6.

4 Bartlett R. D., What is the government of the future?, Given lecture on: Summit g0v 
2014: Taiwan and the future of democracy, http://blog.loomio.org/2015/04/13/g0v-
summit-2014-taiwan-and-the-future-of-democracy/#more-1925

5 See e.g. Conover M.D., Ferrara E., Menczer F., Flammini A., The Digital Evolution of 
Occupy Wall Street, http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.
pone.0064679

6 Miller J., Will Extremists Hijack Occupy Wall Street?, http://www.nytimes.
com/2011/10/26/opinion/will-extremists-hijack-occupy-wall-street.html?_r=0,  
Penny l., Protest by consensus: Laurie Penny on Madrid's Occupy, http://www.
newstatesman.com/blogs/laurie-penny/2011/10/spain-movement-square-world
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In order to organise the discussion at the meetings of specific groups, a set 
of gestures to be used by the participants in those meetings was propaga-
ted. The gestures meant such things as willingness to speak, to give a direct 
answer, explain one's opinion, as well as agreement or disagreement, absta-
ining from voting, or a strong blocking vote7.

Figure 4. A proposal of systematised set of gestures for general assemblies of the 

Occupy Movement.

Source: Ruben de Haas, „Occupy hand signals”, źródło: http://occupydesign.org/7789

This organisational method, however, was hampered by a technical barrier: 
inconvenience in taking the floor and difficulties in moderating were particu-
larly visible in the case of discussions involving a greater number of people. 
In this context, and idea to create an application that would solve this pro-
blem appeared. let us give the floor to the originator and one of the foun-
ders of the project, Benjamin Knight:

Loomio emerged from the need for a scalable way to make inclusive group deci-
sions during the Occupy movement in 2011. We experienced the transformative 

7 A film that present the gestures used by the participants in Occupy Houston:  
https://vimeo.com/30816750.
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potential of collaborative decision-making, as well as its severe limitations: if 
people have to be in the same place at the same time to participate, it can never 
scale8.

I got really sucked in, Knight recalled. A bunch of us in Wellington were involved 
in the solidarity movement with Occupy Wall Street and occupied the town squ-
are here. It was the first time I was exposed to collective decision-making on 
a large scale. That’s true of a lot of people involved in Loomio9.

Knight admits that the manner of discussion initially seemed extraordinarily 
exciting, as in a way where everyone feels heard, empowered, equal to every-
one else, in a public setting where people don't know each other, I've never seen 
anything like that.

Richard D. Bartlett, also one of the founders of loomio and the leading pro-
grammer, describes his experience related to the Occupy Movement as fol-
lows: We had a shared understanding that there are these massive global chal-
lenges. Then we’d sit in a circle and hear from everyone, one by one, ‘What do 
you think we should do about it?´10

They soon experienced technical difficulties. Knight: The dark side of that is 
that meetings last 5 hours, the process breaks down, and everyone can walk 
away feeling disempowered and pissed off11. If it had been difficult to go thro-
ugh the collaborative decision making process in a group of a few hundred 
people, it would be impossible with tens of thousands participants which 
were expected by the organisers of the movement. Bartlett: it was also at 
times crushingly depressing, when you find yourself in meetings for 6 hours and 
discover that people don’t actually understand each other very well. So there 
are conflicts, and we’re all amateurs that don’t know what we’re doing, we’re 
making it up as we go along… you get these pointless debates that go forever. 
Over the space of weeks and then months, our camp, like so many other Occupy 

8 https://www.loomio.org/about
9 Blitzer J., In Spain, Politics via Reddit, http://www.newyorker.com/tech/elements/

spain-politics-via-reddit; Sifry M.l., Can Social Software Change the World? Loomio Just 
Might, http://techpresident.com/news/wegov/23517/cansocial-software-change-
world-loomio-just-might.

10 Bartlett R. D., What is the government... op. cit.
11 Sifry M.l., Can Social Software… op. cit.
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camps around the world, disintegrated into this really unpleasant place12.

The then future creators of loomio, however, felt that they could propose 
a solution to that problem: how could we learn from this amazing and inspi-
ring methodology, this practice of direct democracy, while bypassing some of 
the major pitfalls The obvious answer was to use technology, to replace the 
General Assembly where people have to sit together in the same place at the 
same time, and move that into an online space where people can participate 
on their own terms, when they have time, on the issues they care about13. Kni-
ght refers to the matter in a similar manner: using the Internet to give people 
an easy way to make good decisions together, wherever they are14. The way 
to get them to participate is to break down the practical barriers of time and 
geography15.

Collective intelligence and the background  
of the application

Benjamin Knight became interested in the subject of collective intelligence 
a few years before the Occupy Movement was created. The term collective 
intelligence became popular in the mid 1980s as a term related to the colla-
borative decision making process, including the decisions taken on the basis 
of consensus. According to the assumptions proposed by P. levy, a socio-
logist, a group may effectively collect knowledge on a specific subject by 
discussion, exchange of information and debate, and its members support 
one another in searching for new data. The group's ability to find a solution 
to a problem is better than the best individual solutions proposed by mem-
bers of that group independently of each other. The quality of the collected 
knowledge is subject to constant improvement, which is facilitated by the 
development of the members' sense of responsibility for the content they 
create: everyone who has noticed an error may then modify definitions, add 
missing information, and delete unnecessary data. levy referred to this by 
stating that no one knows everything, everyone knows something. Mankind 
has the whole knowledge16.

12 Bartlett R. D., What is the government… op. cit.
13 Ibidem.
14 https://www.loomio.org/about
15 Sifry M.l., Can Social Software… op. cit.
16 http://mfiles.pl/pl/index.php/Zbiorowa_inteligencja
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Figure 5. Symbolic representation of collective intelligence that uses a computer 

network.

Source: Alexandre de Moura Paz, źródło: http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/
File:Intelig%C3%AAncia_Coletiva.jpg. 
This file is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution-Share Alike 3.0 Unported license.

The concept of collective knowledge is currently closely connected to the de-
velopment of Web 2.0 defined as the philosophy of design and construction 
of technological solutions oriented towards the use of collective intelligence, 
which employs cooperation between users to create “added value”. It should 
also be remembered that ”collective intelligence” is not the same as ”crowd 
wisdom”. The term collective means: based on collective work, joint action. The 
term ”crowd wisdom” is rather related to common or average system of deci-
sions or preference. The objective chosen by the designers of applications based 
on the Web 2.0 concept is to create such a logical architecture for an application 
(selection of tools, technologies, etc.) so as to release collective intelligence17. 
One of the best known works of collective intelligence is, of course, Wikipedia.

Knight's work on his doctoral dissertation involved research on collective in-
telligence, e.g. in the form of fieldwork on chimpanzee intelligence. It was 
an interesting research topic, he recalls, but it felt irresponsible to stay in a sys-

17 Kaznowski D., Social media – społeczne wymiary internetu, [in:] E-marketing, 
Wydawnictwo Naukowe PWN, Warszawa 2013, (own translation).
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tem where the pace of translating that knowledge into real action was painful, 
when I could look around and see how much was going wrong in the world18.

He describes observations related to his study and the conclusions he has 
reached as follows:

 � Humans are the only creatures known to develop collective intelligen-
ce over time. 

 � Mankind collects increasingly broader knowledge and experience from 
generation to generation, which results in our ability to perform incre-
asingly complex tasks. 

 � Thus, a question arises: if we are increasingly wiser as a species, why are 
political institutions deteriorating and their work is increasingly worse?

 � The Internet is a medium that has been working long enough to ap-
preciate its potential in transforming the reality. Nowadays, the Inter-
net might be called global brain, global consciousness; a medium that 
provides massive infrastructure immensely powerful in mobilising huge 
numbers of people.

 � Therefore, why hasn't Internet affected the development of political 
institutions so far? According to Knight, those institutions are very 
ineffective: they work primarily for their own interest, they are sepa-
rated from one another and from the potential sources of collective 
intelligence.

 � In 2011 a new type of social movement appeared for the first time. 
What the Arab Spring, M15 Indignados and the Occupy Movement had 
in common was the fact that the Internet was used to organise prote-
sts and communication among the participants to a great extent for 
the first time. For the first time, the Internet had spoken, and its first 
word was “no”.

 � The subject to be considered is the way to change the social protest 
movements all around the world into organised, constructive, creati-
ve shared action; to use the enormous amount of information that 
people exchange via Internet to make various perspectives of people 

18 Sifry M.l., Can Social Software… op. cit.
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who take part in the discussion contribute to achievement of better 
results and decisions, to extend the common understanding of pro-
blems, and to conclusions that may be put to life.

 � At the same time, the risks related to unrestrained discussion not 
resulting in a decision or domination by random people should be 
eliminated19.

Origin and development of the project

The idea of Loomio appeared in late 2011 based on the experience described 
above. A group of people from New Zealand (primarily from Weillington) in-
spired by the large-scale collaborative decision making experience became 
involved in the project. The group included technology specialists, open 
source developers, social activists who decided to create a team and work 
together for the following months. Initially the informal group was descri-
bed as “social tech cooperative”, and then it formalised its activity as a social 
(“workers'”) company known as loomio Co-operative limited. The group was 
relatively quick to begin cooperating with a local start-up incubator, Enspiral, 
which involved the use of office space made available by the latter.

A number of people became involved in loomio Co-operation limited. Apart 
from B. Knight and R. D. Bartlett, the project team included 17 people, 
mostly programmers, data analysis and visualisation specialists, but also so-
cial organisation specialists (including Vivien Maidaborn, Executive Director 
at UNICEF New Zealand). What is more, a counselling team has been created, 
and the people invited to join were journalists and people with ICT and social 
media experience. Initially, the group focused on the development of a pro-
totype of the application and the tests. The popularity of the initiative exce-
eded the local circles back then, and the tests involved over 2,500 – volun-
teers gathered in about 400 discussion and decision groups. Monst of them 
were from New Zealand (local communities, local authorities, environmental 
organisations, centres for elderly people)20.

19 Knight B., The Internet's Missing Link: Tools for Turning Talk Into Action, https://www.
youtube.com/watch?v=wSj81OxhdBg.

20 https://love.loomio.org/real-democracy-needs-to-include-everyone 
Sifry M.l., Can Social Software… op. cit.
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Figure 6. Loomio application design process using handmade mock-up.

Source: https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=91&v=B1glEAKPkOc

Even the tests involved first implementations, and the recipients included:

 � Wellington City Council (New Zealand): public consultations concerning 
the implementation of the government policy on alcohol consumption;

 � The Playcentre Federation (New Zealand): help in managing day 
nurseries;

 � Hallgatoi Halozat (Hungary): a students' movement, organisation of 
a number of protests;

 � Timebanks Aotearoa (New Zealand): a network of communities that 
implement the principles of barter economy;

 � launching a discussion platform for the Pirate Party of India and China, 
and the Five Star Movement of Italy.

Initially, the projects were implemented on voluntary basis and with the help 
of 10,000 dollars from partner organisations and a loan. After 18 months' 
work on the prototype and collecting comments, it was possible to enter 
another stage, i.e. the development of the stable version of the application 
proper. It required a new source of funding, so in early 2014 a decision was 
taken to launch a crowdfunding action (it is worth noticing that the decision 
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was taken by voting using the then current version of the application21). That 
action turned out to be a great success, as the collected amount exceeded 
125,000 dollars from 1,657 sponsors22. The campaign was advertised e.g. in 
FastCompany23 and Wired24 magazines.

Figure 7. The loomio team working on the development of the application.

Source: https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=63&v=_5q7QgT3n5w

Effective fundraising made it possible to start working on loomio version 1.0. 
Taking into account the experience from the tests and earliest implementa-
tions, as well as social initiatives that took place, the following assumptions 
related to the development of the application were defined:

 � Application should be free and made available on the open source ba-
sis under the AGPl3 licence.

 � It should be adjusted to various platforms, including mobile devices, 
thus the selection of Ruby on Rails, AngularJS and HTMl 5 technology.

21 https://www.loomio.org/d/zIPwZM4H/is-a-kickstarter-campaign-the-best-use-of-our-
energy

22 https://love.loomio.org/real-democracy-needs-to-include-everyone, pobrano 
20.06.2015 r., http://www.crowdfundinsider.com/2014/05/37516-loomio-scores-125k-
crowdtitle-campaign/

23 http://www.fastcoexist.com/3029132/fund-this/an-occupy-inspired-app-that-helps-
groups-make-actual-group-decisions

24 http://www.wired.com/2014/04/loomio/
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 � It should be simple and easy to use in order to reach the greatest num-
ber of users possible.

 � Users should feel secure and be confident about their privacy, that is 
why the entire application may be downloaded and installed on any 
servers whose owners will have full control over it.

 � It should have an open API which makes it possible to integrate with 
other tools.

 � It should support many language versions and localisation.

 � It should be connected to a wiki which would collect best practices re-
lated to collaborative decision making.

 � Plug-ins that enable participative budget and delegated voting are 
provided for.

 � Depending on the budget: development of a module that enables 
voting via text messages for citizens of countries where mobile Inter-
net is not popular25.

Figure 8. The Loomio team testing the application.

Source: https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=63&v=_5q7QgT3n5w

25 Loomio crowdfunding campaign goes live!, http://blog.loomio.org/2014/03/11/loomio-
crowdfunding-campaign-goes-live/
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Loomio functionalities

The application is made available online in the SaaS (Software as a Service) 
model, which allows both individual users as well as public and commercial 
institutions to create user accounts and communities. There is also an option 
to download the installation version of loomio from Github and install it on 
one's own server26.

When a user who decides to use Loomio in the SaaS model registers in the 
system, they are proposed to join one of the existing groups or create a gro-
up of their own. The user may freely browse public groups, but they have 
to have an invitation to access the closed groups. The summary window in 
all groups show all current discussion threads and simplified pie charts that 
illustrate voting results. Each group has its coordinators who are responsible 
for administrative matters. The coordinator may invite new people, accept 
requests for joining the group, modify its structure.

Figure 9. Presentation of discussion in a sample community.

Source: www.loomio.org

In order to start a new thread, a user should indicate the topic and the con-
text of discussion, and set the manner of notification about changes in the 
thread. When a proposal is subjected to voting, its title, deadline for voting 
and details also have to be defined. The user who has started the voting (or 

26 The application is available for downloading at: https://github.com/loomio/loomio
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the group coordinator) may close it if they reach the conclusion that its pur-
pose has been lost.

One of the most important features of the application, which has been cho-
sen as its distinctive feature by the creators, is its simplicity and intuitive-
ness. The left part of the screen allows the user to follow the discussion 
and to take the floor, publish additional documents, and the participants' 
opinions are shown in order of appearance. Each user may attach an image, 
a text file or a link to an external website to their opinion. The participants' 
votes are at the same time displayed using a pie chart. As a reference to 
the voting methods used at the assemblies of the Occupy Movement, there 
are four voting options: for, against, abstain from voting, blocking vote. The 
same thread may include competing proposals, which are also subjected to 
voting.

Figure 10. A sample discussion combined with voting (prototype).

Source: Demo: Making a Decision with the Loomio prototype, https://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=ZipyebSY2lo

The basis for the application is the assumption that other users may be per-
suaded during discussion. Each user presents their view, and it is possible for 
the user who changed his opinion due to the opposing side's arguments to 
modify their decision prior to the deadline for voting.
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Figure 11. Change of a decision by users and the close of voting (prototype).

Source: Demo: Making a Decision with the Loomio prototype, https://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=ZipyebSY2Lo

The Loomio team's idea was to lead to the situation when a group becomes 
integrated by extending their knowledge on a specific subject. That means 
that when you get to the outcome, it's not that everyone has to agree to the 
outcome, they just have to agree that its the best outcome the group can reach 
at that time, says Benjamin Knight27.

The creators of loomio pay much attention to developing the software on 
the open source basis. Richard D. Bartlett thinks that “freedom” in the con-
text of open source might be understood as three aspects – first, people who 
take part in the development of software let others use it for free; secondly, 
there are no limits for those who would like to join the team and participate 
in project development; thirdly, the main objective of the availability of such 
software is extension of personal freedom. When we’re thinking about the 
future of governance and the future of democracy, those three principles are 
pretty exciting, says Bartlett28.

An important feature of the application is its responsiveness, which allows 
the user to hold debates and vote via mobile devices. The figure below shows 
an example of a discussion displayed on a smartphone. The ease of use and 

27 Sifry M.l., Can Social Software… op. cit.
28 Bartlett R. D., What is the government… op. cit.
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the possibility to vote quickly makes loomio a good solution to count votes 
not only during online debates, but also at real life meetings.

Figure 12. Voting via mobile device.

Loomio and other initiatives

loomio as a “civic” application created from scratch fits a broader trend, 
which has been developing in recent years and comprises initiatives that 
combine political demands with projects of technological solutions that are 
supposed to facilitate their implementation. The best known initiatives of 
such type include:

1. Liquid Feedback

Software developed due to an order from the German Pirate Party. “Pirate 
Parties” that exist in various countries are an international public movement 
that began in 2006 whose goal is to legalise free file exchange for non-com-
mercial purposes, weakening intellectual property protection, reinforcing 
personal data protection, free access to all intellectual protection created 
on the basis of state procurement and paid for with public money, and limits 
for patenting.
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The demands have also included the development of direct democracy (re-
ferred to as “liquid democracy”) by propagating voting via Internet and intro-
duction of the complex vote delegation, e.g. by indicating people who may 
decide on behalf of the citizen in specific thematic areas. This is the purpose 
of the development of liquid Feedback software, which has been used to 
organise debates and voting in individual “Pirate Parties” as well as in the 
Italian Five Star Movement and in the German “slow food” propagation initia-
tive. What is more, it has been implemented as an application for public con-
sultations in the German district of Friesland29.

Figure 13. Liquid Feedback screenshot.

Source: https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:liquid_Feedback_Screenshot.png

The software is developed by Interaktive Demokratie e.V. company and made 
available under MIT licence. The organisation has also published a book enti-
tled The Principles of LiquidFeedback and has launched The Liquid Democracy 
Journal30, which discusses the issues related to the logic of the system they 
propose.

2. Democracy OS

Democracy OS is an international project derived from a political movement 
in Buenos Airs, Argentina. The project aims at adjusting the current politi-
cal systems to the information age and the opportunities offered by the 

29 https://www.liquid-friesland.de/
30 http://www.interaktive-demokratie.org/publications/index.en.html
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Internet, e.g. by launching a website that present civic, political and legal 
initiatives in an accessible form and described with plain language, and then 
allowing citizens to vote to or for their implementation: both directly and 
through delegates (in a manner similar to Liquid Feedback). The initiators 
of DemocracyOs made the source code of the application available at the 
GitHub website and raised funds for the development of the project using 
the KickStarted web portal. Currently (mid 2015), the fully functional version 
of the service is not available despite the publicity in the media.

Figure 14. Decision-making screen in the Democracy OS demo version.

Source: https://demo.democracyos.org/law/54ea2a71e32500030083fec4

The project assumes that the user should be able to use DemocracyOS to par-
ticipate in the creation of new solutions in the public sector, including propo-
sing new bills. The proponent has to create a description for their initiative, 
publish documentation, define the thematic category, and then subject it to 
discussion and evaluation by other users. The Internet users who are logged 
in may vote for or against the project, they may also comment the idea and 
add their own proposals, and share the results in social media. The initiative 
has been launched by an Argentiniad political party named El Partido de la 
Red whose website http://dos.partidodelared.org/ presents DemocracyOS 
as a hybrid of direct and representative democracy. According to the infor-
mation on the website, the application is used in the Argentinian parliament.

What do loomio and the initiatives described above have in common, what 
are the differences between the projects? We notice that they share similar 
origin (the projects are related to political initiatives that oppose mainstre-
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am politics), criticism of the current system of representative democracy (the 
opinion that politics is dominated by parties who do not express the opinion 
of the public), and orientations towards direct democracy. The difference is 
the scale: loomio has been designed to allow its users to make decision in 
groups up to a few hundred people, while liquid Feedback and Democracy-
OS aim at working on national scale. Smaller scale, however, is at the same 
time an advantage of loomio: the interface is simpler and more friendly, and 
an individual user's opinion is not lost in the mass of information. This is pro-
ved by the fact that the popularity of loomio is increasing, while the com-
peting application remain project available to the relatively small groups in 
relation to their creators' original plans. Another important difference is the 
approach to participation itself: due to the assumed scale, liquid Feedback 
and DemocracyOS emphasise delegating votes, and the creators of loomio 
believe that every user's real participation n the debate and independent 
decision making is the most important thing.

Richard D. Bartlett referred to this matter in the following way:

Projects like DemocracyOS and LiquidFeedback are exploring the 
delegative model, where votes can be passed between people to 
form blocs of influence. I can imagine that being pretty awesome, 
and pretty problematic too. Loomio is currently far down the de-
liberative end of the spectrum. [...] When we’re talking about na-
tion-scale decision-making, the problem with either electoral or de-
legative systems is that the point of citizen engagement is entirely 
discontinuous with the actual crux of governance: negotiation, 
compromise and consensus-building. Voting leaves a bitter taste in 
my mouth, it feels like I’m giving up my autonomy in the hopes that 
some jerk who I don’t even know is going to exercise it in my inte-
rests. Conversely, the deliberative model is fractal, self-similar at 
all scales, so the grassroots participants have an insight into what 
operations look like at the uppermost or innermost decision-ma-
king body. Participation is an enriching experience for the individu-
als, and it draws out collective intelligence greater than the sum of 
its parts […]31.

31 Bartlett R.D., Some thoughts about large scale decision-making, http://blog.loomio.
org/2015/03/09/some-thoughts-about-large-scale-decisionmaking/5/.



88

E-GOVERNMENT 2.0 IN PRACTICE

The emphasis on the deliberative aspect of decision making makes loomio 
closer to a different type of applications, those designed to organise discus-
sion, participation and collaborative decision making in various organisations 
(not necessarily political ones), companies, local communities. In the HORI-
ZON 2020 programme conducted by the European Commission, such appli-
cations were defined as CAPS (Collective Awareness Platforms for Sustaina-
bility and Social Innovation)32. Applications currently in development that 
meet the CAPS requirements include Assembl33 and Debate Hub34 – tools for 
organising and moderating debates, litemap35 – an application for creating 
visualisations that illustrate participation, and Collective Intelligence Da-
shboard36 – an application that facilitates researching collective intelligence. 
In 2015, an initiative that combined loomio with testing projects that meet 
CAPS requirements took place37.

Implementations and perspectives  
for development

Since early 2014, loomio has been growing and the users have included new 
groups. In December 2014, an official launch of the 1.0 version was announ-
ced,38 and due to that, the newer implementations take place on the stable 
platform. The initiatives which involved the use of loomio include:

 � The Ministry of Economy of the Republic of China (Taiwan) decided to 
make the application available to the participants of the National Ener-
gy Conference as the tool that helps the user with participating and 
submitting proposals for discussion39. 

 � Structuring the decision making in the Spanish Podemos party. The 

32 http://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/en/collective-awareness-platforms-sustainability-
and-social-innovation

33 http://assembl.org/
34 https://debatehub.net/
35 https://litemap.net/
36 https://cidashboard.net/
37 Participate in the first round of Assembl tests with Loomio!, http://assembl.org/

participate-in-the-first-round-of-assembl-tests-with-loomio/.
38 It’s here! Get your sneak peek of Loomio 1.0!, http://blog.loomio.org/2014/12/03/

itshere-get-your-sneak-peek-of-loomio-1-0/.
39 http://blog.loomio.org/2015/01/12/taiwans-ministry-of-economic-affairs-to-host-

national-energy-conference-public-engagement-on-loomio/
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party organised its local groups, problem groups, and professional 
groups as discussion groups on the Loomio platform. Their task is to 
indicate the most important problems that should be submitted to the 
central group that comprises representatives of local groups, and they 
should be included in the political agenda on that basis. In late 2014, it 
was estimated that 60% of the online traffic on the loomio platform 
resulted from the Podemos members' activity40. 

 � The implementation of the Pirate Party of Greece (Giorgio Mariotti, 
Greece) – creation of 461 loomio groups, each of which corresponds 
to a central or local government unit. The implementation involved nu-
merous modifications in the system, an the website that resulted from 
it was made available as E.D.A. ("Ενημέρωση Διαβούλευση Απόφαση" 
lub "Information, Consultation, Decision"), and it has included services 
other than loomio, e.g. Mumble voice communication, Etherpad group 
text editor, IRC, and Doodle41. 

 � Organisation of discussion for a group of programmers that are cre-
ating the Diaspora project, which is supposed to be an alternative to 
Facebook without the influence from the corporations42. 

How can the perspective for the development of the project be described? 
The creators of loomio claim that the income from implementation services 
for specific organisations make it possible to pay for the upkeep of loomio 
Co-operative limited and maintain the open source licence. Paid services 
include personalisation of software and adjustment to the requirements of 
a specific user, as well as expert analyses of group work organisation. The 
application is available for free via GitHub website for individual installation. 
The creators of Loomio declare that their aim is to facilitate work for the 
common good oriented towards the public sphere, and not the maximum 
income. However, it is not an obstacle from receiving payments from registe-
red organisations (companies or political parties) for using the application 
in the SaaS model. The monthly payment is USD 1 for an individual user, but 
there is also a possibility to negotiate the amount. The popularity of the ap-
plication allowed its owner (loomio Co-operative limited) to gain renown 

40 http://www.newyorker.com/tech/elements/spain-politics-via-reddit
41 http://techpresident.com/news/wegov/24818/loomios-largest-project-yet
42 http://techpresident.com/news/wegov/23517/can-social-software-change-world-

loomio-just-might
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not only as an entity that provides technological solutions for collaborative 
decision making, but also an organisation ideologically committed to the de-
velopment of direct democracy, which is good for the future development 
of the application.
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