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summARY ‘The tradition of petitioning authorities for redress of grievanc-
es can be traced back in England to the 14th century and was complet-
ed at the turn of the 21* century in the UK by the introduction of online
systems which have proved extremely popular. However, no diachronic
study has been conducted so far to precisely appraise this popularity dur-
ing the premierships of David Cameron, Theresa May and Boris Johnson
between 2015 and 2022. The first objective of this paper is thus to explore
data pertaining to over 100,000 petitions submitted to the UK Parliament
over this period to map petition submission numbers over time, analyse
the evolution of the system and probe the factors which may influence
trends in submissions. The second part of the article focuses on the volume
of signatures achieved by petitions and the dynamics of petition signing.
The main goal is to determine whether a petition’s fate is set in the hours
following its opening to the public. The analysis relies on a triangulation
methodology, combining insight from data mining, data visualisation, close
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reading and statistics in order to build a web of evidence supporting the re-
sults being offered.

KEYWORDS petition, politics, parliament, UK, temporality, diachrony

Introduction

While online petitions are 21* century tools of political participation, petitions
themselves date as far back as Pharaonic times and pre-modern China. Defini-
tions of the concept may however vary (Briassoulis, 2021). For Huzzey & Miller,
petitions are “formalised requests to authority” (2020) while Carpenter sees
them as “technology mapping human pain and experience into a set of symbolic
(textual) grievances” (2016).

In the UK, the first known petitions to parliament date from the 14" century
with the right to petition recognized both in the Magna Carta and the 1688 Bill
of Rights. By the 17" century, petitions had become a major tool for bringing
forward grievances, particularly for those who could not stand or vote for Par-
liament. At the time, such grievances essentially addressed local or personal
concerns but from the 18" century, they increasingly dealt with matters of public
policy. Petitioning activity, both submission and signing, peaked in the 19" cen-
tury before decreasing significantly after WWI (House of Commons Information
Office, 2010).

In 1999, the Scottish parliament was the first to launch its e-petitioning sys-
tem, followed by a variety of initiatives at the local, regional, national and inter-
national levels from both private and public operators. In the UK, local author-
ities pioneered e-petition projects from 2004. Nationally, the Downing Street
e-petition site was launched by the government of Tony Blair in 2006. In 2011,
following the election of the Conservative-Liberal coalition, the Downing Street
site was replaced with a new platform which in turn paved the way for the 2015,
parliament-based version supported by the creation of a dedicated committee.

Under this system, petitions reaching over 10,000 signatures are entitled
to a government response while petitions reaching 100,000 signatures can be
allowed by the government to be debated in parliament. The present article will
focus on e-petitions published between 2015 and 2022 during the premierships
of Cameron, May and Johnson.

This paper builds on the abundant academic literature on e-petitions.
The ground-breaking Scottish e-petition system was naturally the first to be-
come the object of studies (Macintosh et al., 2002; Carman, 2006) but research
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has since been published on a variety of countries. Signers of petitions (Lee et al.,
2014; Puschmann et al., 2017) as well as petitioners (Bright et al., 2020; Huang
et al., 2021) have also been investigated together with the topics of petitions
(Hagen et al., 2015; Hitlin, 2016) and reasons for success (Cruickshank et al.,
2010; Cabonce et al., 2019). Studies have addressed the democratic potential
of such initiatives (Palmieri, 2008; Horstink, 2017; Zadra, 2020), their relevance
as tools for political participation (Christensen, 2011; Béhle & Riehm, 2013),
their broader role (Hough, 2012; Leston-Bandeira, 2019) as well as their impact
(Morva, 2016).

However, Girvin (2018) emphasizes their failure to enhance participatory
forms of democratic decision-making and Matthews (2021) the apathy of West-
minster’s elected MPs towards them. Yet studies like Sheppard’s (2015) move
away from dualistic interpretations and underline the range of possibilities be-
tween slacktivist and democratic visions of e-petitions. As for Leston-Bandeira
(2019) and Wright (2016), they warn against Manichean definitions of suc-
cess and failure in this area, highlighting a myriad of subtle ripples rather than
straightforward and outstanding effects.

Beyond academic debates, for McKinnell, the chair of the House of Com-
mons Petitions Committee from 2020 to 2024, “the UK Parliament petitions
system is the most popular parliamentary initiative of its kind in the world”
(2022). And indeed, despite their limits, e-petitions remain, according to the lat-
est Hansard Audit of Political Engagement, the third most popular political
activity after voting and getting in touch with elected representatives.

However, if such assessments are supported by synchronic evidence, no dia-
chronic study has been conducted to precisely appraise this popularity between
2015 and 2022. The first objective of the current analysis is thus to map petition
submission numbers over time to analyse the dynamics of the system and probe
the factors which may influence this, in keeping with Hough’s notion that pe-
titions are not stand-alone units but come with a process (2012) and that such
processes matter (Carman, 2010; Bochel, 2020). Indeed, sustained, high levels
of usage of such tools are not a given. The German Bundestag (Leston-Bandeira,
2019), the “‘We the People’ system in the US (Hitlin, 2016) as well as Change.org
(Halpin, 2018) all witnessed a decline in the number of submissions over time
while the French platform for the National Assembly never took off. Conversely,
the present work will show that the UK parliament’s e-petition tool demonstrated
exceptional resilience over an extended period of time and present explanations
for variations in usage.


https://Change.org
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The focus on processes and temporal dynamics will also underpin the second
part of the demonstration by analysing the speed of mobilization once a petition
is open to signatures. For Yasseri et al. (2013; 2017), working on the Downing
Street site, “After a day or two, a petition’s fate is virtually set”. The current work,
from a dataset significantly larger than those of previous studies will instead sup-
port the view of Clark and Lomax for the UK parliament’s platform in 2015/2016
that “a low initial number of signatures is not a death knell for an e-petition”
(2020). To understand the reasons for such a situation, it will build upon Brias-
soulis’s view that “Outputs and outcomes are uncertain and situated, determined
by the unique, emergent e-petition assemblages that reflect its History and link
the microbehavior (molecular) of individual signing to the macro- (molar) be-
havior of the e-petition”

Data and tools

As emphasized by Hale et al. (2012), e-petitions are useful sources for stud-
ies of political participation as they make available “a transactional audit trail
of what people actually did (as opposed to what people think they did) and an
entire population (without the need to take a representative sample)” Barats et
al. (2016) nevertheless also stressed the challenges such data represent.

In the case of the current project, data pertaining to petitions published via
the UK parliament portal are made available under an Open Parliament license.
Besides, an API is provided to help with data collection. However, the data col-
lected via the API presented various reliability issues, with the major difficulty
coming from the fact that although the queries were run when all petitions were
closed, thousands of them appeared to have been archived when they were still
open and data for these, such as ultimate number of signatures or government
response, was thus unusable.

In the end, what Jouét and Le Caroff call the “Intellectual and Technical
DIY of online observation” (2013) had to be mobilised to carry out the collec-
tion of the data. At the bottom of the Published Petitions” page on the petition.
parliament.uk website was offered the possibility to download petition data
in csv or json formats. The URLs for all the petitions were therefore collected
in csvand a json extension added via Excel. The complete data was then collected
thanks to Open Refine queries and exported in csv for analysis.

As a result, for each of the 101,727 petitions published between 2015 and
2022, the following data was available: ID, title, summary, number of signatures,
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date of submission, date of rejection (if applicable), reason for rejection (if appli-
cable), date when the government response threshold of 10,000 signatures was
reached (if applicable), and date when the debate threshold of 100,000 signatures
was reached (if applicable).

Note that the platform was suspended for the General Elections of 2017
and 2019 and that the British Parliament only makes public data on published
petitions. No data is available on petitions excluded at the moderation stage,
essentially because they did not reach the required threshold of five signatures
or because they contained potentially defamatory, offensive or extreme content.

Over the whole project, Open refine was used for data filtering, Excel for cal-
culations, Tableau and R for data visualization and Voyant and AntConc to mine
textual data from petition titles.

The popularity of the UK’s e-petition site: A diachronic study
of petition publication 2015-2022

In the late modern period, petitions were a common tool of manifesting political
grievances. The average number of petitions presented annually to the Com-
mons in 1785-1789 was 176, but by 1841, the figure had risen to 18,648 and
a record was set in 1843 with 33,898 petitions presented. Overall, in the 19*
century, the number of petitions published rarely fell below 10,000 per session.
Yet by the end of the 1990s, only about one hundred petitions were presented
each session. (House of Commons Information Office, 2010).

In the UK, unlike in Germany where the launch of the Bundestag platform
did not significantly alter the number of petitions submitted (Lindner & Rie-
hm, 2011), the introduction of the Downing Street e-petition system resulted
in the opposite with 67,000 e-petitions submitted between December 2006 and
January 2010 (Riehm, Bohle, & Lindner, 2013).

For 2015-2022, the figures show a high and sustained use of e-petitions:
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Table 1. Number of published petitions, 2015-2022

Government Petitions (Dataset) Number Number of days

Government Dates Dates of Petitions Average nb petition/day
Published  Median nb petition/day
359 days
Cameron 19 Zl\;laly, 22(())1156 fg }U}Y, ;812 19,360 53.9/day Average
uy uy 31/day Median
281 days
13 July, 2016 13 July, 2016
May A . 12,371 44.1/day Average
10 June, 2017 19 April, 2017 35/day Median
681 days
May B 1214 ]]1:116) 22(?1197 lisﬁgt" 22001197 24,167 35.5/day Average
Y 4 30/day Median
101 days
25 July, 2019 25 July, 2019
Johnson A 3,935 38.9/day Average
12 Dec., 2019 2 Nov,, 2019 32/day Median
919 days
Johnson B 16351365" 22 (? 21 29 2 61\é[:r:h,22002220 41,894 45.6/day Average
Pt Pt 32/day Median
2,341 days
Total 69 é\g aZ’ 22(())1252 6 Sio tIe lﬁﬁ;jf 1250 2 101,727 43.5/day Average
Pt b ’ 32/day Median

Source: own work.

The discrepancy between average and median suggests the figures for
the number of petitions published per day were affected by outliers, which is
indeed confirmed by the following graph:
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Image 1. Number of petitions published per day with Government dates, 2015-2022

Source: own work.
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The days with the highest number of publications over the 2015 to 2022
period were the following:
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Image 2. Six periods of peaks in petition publications 2015-2022

Source: own work.

The busiest day for the whole period was June 25 2016, two days after the Eu-
ropean Union Membership referendum, with 2,540 petitions published, hence
the main area of concern expressed in their titles:
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Image 3. Word cloud for the title of petitions published on June 25, 2016

Source: own work.

The spike on January 30, 2017 came on the day Theresa May announced that
Donald Trump was invited to visit the UK, with titles indicating this visit was
indeed the main trigger for exceptional activity for this date. A spike at the end
of March 2019 was related to significant mobilisation from British citizens on Eu-
rope, and particularly a march organised on March 23, once again calling for
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the government to organise a second EU referendum and revoke Article 50
of the Lisbon Treaty. The last three periods of unusually high petition publication
in 2020 and 2021 happened each time a lockdown was announced in the context
of the coronavirus pandemic.

Beyond such exceptional days linked to contextual stimuli, image 4 suggests
a stable level of usage throughout the 2015-2022 period.
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Image 4. Boxplot of the distributions of the number of petitions submitted per day for
each government, 2015-2022

Source: own work.

If the distributions differ between governments in terms of outliers (the dots
outside the boxes) with a greater number of exceptional days during the second
governments of May and Johnson, days with above average petition publications
remain stable over the period as shown on image 5.

Mumber of Petitions Published

Image 5. Days with number of petitions above average (44), 2015-2022

Source: own work.
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The use of e-petitions in the UK, contrary to what happened in other coun-
tries with institutional e-petition systems, thus seems to show no sign of a sus-
tained downturn pointing to a growing indifference to the system.

Over the same period, there doesn’t appear to be any let-up in mobilization
either. Indeed, the number of petitions reaching the 10,000 and 100,000 signa-
ture thresholds actually increased between 2015 and 2022 as shown below.
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Image 6. Number of petitions which gathered over 10,000 signatures, 2015-2022

Source: own work.
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Image 7. Number of petitions which gathered over 100,000 signatures, 2015-2022

Source: own work.
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In the UK, evidence thus indicates that the e-petition system is not a passing
novelty but a tool for political mobilisation integrated in users’ inventory for
action and activated when needed.

Temporality of petition signing

Between 2015 and 2022, 1702 petitions received over 10,000 signatures, i.e 1.7%
of the number of petitions published in this period, and 302 reached the 100,000
threshold, which is 0.29% of the whole. 28 petitions reached the 10,000 threshold
the day they were opened while the longest time between opening and 10,000
signatures was 198 days. On average, it took 55.3 days for petitions to reach
the threshold with the median at 31. 50.6% of petitions took over 30 days to reach
the response and debate thresholds.

The graph on image 8 shows the proportion of petitions, among those reach-
ing the threshold of 10,000 signatures (solid line) or 100,000 signatures (dotted
line), whose duration up to the threshold is greater than the duration indicated
on the x-axis. It suggests that 60% of petitions which reached the 10,000 thresh-
old did so in 50 days or less, and the figure rises to 80% for those which passed
the 100,000 threshold.

Threshold
-— 210,000
== >100,000

Proportion of petitions

50 100 150 200
Duration between cpening and threshold (day)
Image 8. Duration between petition opening and passing of thresholds, 2015-2022

Source: own work.

The fastest petitions to garner 10,000 signatures on the day they were opened
can be found in table 4 in the appendix at the end of the article.

A closer look at the chronology of events around the submission and opening
to signatures of the first five petitions in the list makes it easier to understand
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their fast take-off. Petition 300628 (Close all universities down for an appropriate
amount of time amidst COVID-19) and 300403 (Close Schools/Colleges down
for an appropriate amount of time amidst COVID19) were the fastest to reach
the 10,000-signature mark after they were opened, in 1h28mn for the first and
1h45mn for the second. The first was created on March 6, but opened on March
11 as concern for covid at universities had been mounting since Leicestershire
University first Coronavirus case was confirmed on March 8. The second was
created on March 5, 2020 and opened the following day as the media reported
the first coronavirus death in the country.

The next fastest petition reached the 10,000-signature threshold in 2h17mn.
This was petition 126128 (Call on David Cameron to act to protect our steel in-
dustry & recall Parliament) created and opened on the day Tata Steel announced
plans to sell its entire UK business. It was followed by petition 178844 (Donald
Trump should make a State Visit to the United Kingdom) opened on January
30, 2017 and passing the threshold in 3h29mn on the day Theresa May invited
Donald Trump for a state visit to the UK.

Petition 573209 (Trigger Article 16. We want unfettered GB-NI Trade) came
next. Article 16 of the Northern Ireland Protocol made it possible to take safe-
guard measures if the application of the protocol led to serious economic, soci-
etal or environmental difficulties. The petition was created by the Democratic
Unionist Party and advertised on social media to its followers on February 4,
2021 by its leader, Arlene Foster the day before it was opened, hence its rapid
take-off.

The dynamics of mobilisation for those five petitions thus supports the the-
ory of Yasseri and Al that some petitions indeed soar immediately, gathering
momentum to reach high numbers of signatures.

Conversely, as shown in table 5 (Appendix), the petitions which took the long-
est to reach the 10,000-threshold did not go far beyond this figure with 18 out
of 20 staying below 12,500 signatures.

As for the petitions which reached the 100,000-threshold, there were 302
in the 2015 to 2022 period during the terms of office of Cameron, May and
Johnson. The time to reach the 100,000-threshold varied from 1 to 191 days,
with an average of 75.7 days and a median at 64. The quickest are listed in Table
6 in the appendix.

The fastest petitions to reach the 10,000-threshold all reached
the 100,000-threshold the following day or faster. Indeed, the 74 petitions which
reached 100,000 signatures in 10 days or less had reached the 10,000-mark
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in 2.1 days on average, with a median at 1. Thus, those petitions which reached
the thresholds fast indeed achieved high levels of signatures, making all of them
eligible for a Parliamentary debate, here again confirming insight from Yasseri
etal. (2013;2017).

However, on average, the ten most signed petitions took 33.7 days to reach
the 10,000-threshold, with the median at 19.5, and 37.6 to reach 100,000 sig-
natures with a median at 20.5. Details are provided in Table 7 in the appendix.

Only one such petition took off on the day it was opened. This was peti-
tion 300403 mentioned above. It was followed by petition 554276 (End child
food poverty — no child should be going hungry) launched on October 14, 2020
by Manchester United football player Marcus Rashford and passing both thresh-
olds the next day. This petition was part of a very visible nation-wide campaign
initiated in June of the same year when Rashford asked the government to pro-
vide free school meals to vulnerable children over the summer school holidays
in the context of the pandemic. The ongoing characteristic of the campaign,
its high presence on social networks and its prominent spokesperson ensured
instant mobilisation once the petition was launched.

Yet overall, among the 50 most signed petitions between 2015 and 2022, only
14 reached the 10,000-threshold on the day they were opened or the next and
10 of them passed the 100,000 threshold the following day. Immediate take-oft
is thus not the norm for the most signed petitions on the platform.

The next petition to go fast from opening to 100,000 signatures was again
petition 300403 mentioned above, followed by petition 575833 (Make verified
ID a requirement for opening a social media account). Created on February 19,
2021, it was opened on March 5 but passed the thresholds on March 10 and 11
respectively. March 10 was the day the petitioner, TV personality Katie Price,
asked her followers to support the petition on social media to help protect her
son from online abuse.

For petitions with a longer delay between opening and passing the thresholds,
understanding the context is essential too, like for instance for petition 241584
(Revoke Article 50 and remain in the EU), the most signed in the dataset. On 14
February 2019, the day it was submitted, MPs voted against a motion endorsing
May’s government’s Brexit negotiating strategy. The petition was opened 4 days
later and took 26 days to reach the 10,000-mark. However, the number of sig-
natures jumped to 100,000 as the deadline of March 29 for the UK to withdraw
from the European Union approached. This deadline was clearly the trigger for
mobilization.
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Petition 108072 (Give the Meningitis B vaccine to ALL children, not just new-
born babies) is very illustrative of the dynamics behind the slower mobilisation
around some petitions, as explained by its initiator Lee Booth:

I started the petition on the 14th September 2015. Despite my best efforts to get
it to go viral, it didn't. [...] I couldn’t understand it, why were people not signing,
it would potentially save children’s lives. [...] I'd spent ages tweeting and posting
on Facebook etc... but it really wasn't going anywhere. That was until the night
of 13th February. [...] I said to my wife, something is happening. The numbers
were starting to climb faster than at any point since the petition started! I was
contacted by members of a Facebook group of mums who had all had children
in the same month. Faye was one of those children... After chatting online to var-
ious members, I became aware that Faye had contracted Meningitis B and was
in a serious condition in hospital. Then the worst possible news came the next
day, on 14th February that Faye had died. [...] From that point onwards and
after the pictures were released, the petition soared. [...] Meningitis B became
headline news, EVERYWHERE !!! It started off with local radio interviews, then
local TV, then I had to go to BBC Newcastle. (Houses of Parliament, 2016).

The pictures mentioned here being those released by the parents of Faye on so-
cial media to raise awareness about the issue following the death of their daughter.

The passing of signature thresholds is thus clearly linked to a trigger event,
but such triggers do not necessarily happen on the day the petition is created
or opened, hence the delay between opening and high signature levels observed
for most successful petitions.

The impact of a rule regulating petition submissions can explain this situation
as well as the occasional gap between publication and mobilization. Indeed, once
a petition is published on a given topic, no other petition on the same topic can be
accepted. In the case of petition 171928 (Prevent Donald Trump from making a State
Visit to the United Kingdom) for instance, the petition was submitted while no for-
mal announcement had been made about a potential visit by Donald Trump and
therefore remained dormant. On the day the visit was announced however, other
such petitions were submitted (Cf Petitions 178831or 178991) but were rejected.
The public thus had to sign the original petition. When a trigger for mobilization is
pulled, quick, high-volume signing is thus often correlated with ultimate success for
a petition. But trigger and opening of the petition are not always simultaneous, hence
the need to consider the pre-existence of a petition on a given topic.
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Indeed, for those petitions which ranked among the most signed but took
longer to get from 10,000 to 100,000, the trigger for mobilisation occurred later.
For instance, petition 231521 (Ban all ISIS members from returning to the UK,
598254 signatures) was submitted on 30 October 2018 after the Kurdish author-
ities urged the British government to take responsibility for its nationals, and
reached 10,000 in only fifteen days. But the 100,000 marker was exceeded 93 days
later, in February 2019 when Shamima Begum, a 19-year-old British teenager
who had run away to join ISIS in Syria gave a series of interviews to express
her desire to return home. Likewise, petition 107516 (Stop all immigration and
close the UK borders until ISIS is defeated) took 70 days to get 10,000 signatures
but reached the 100,000-threshold in a few hours on 14 November 2015 after
the Paris terrorist attack. For petition 105991 (Accept more asylum seekers and
increase support for refugee migrants in the UK) opened on August 13, 2015,
the trigger was the speech made by Angela Merkel, the former German Chan-
cellor, on August 31 to welcome refugees to Germany in the context of the Syrian
migration crisis of that year. Such evidence therefore suggests that a petition’s
fate is in fact not set if its take-oft is not immediate.

Images 9 and 10 confirm that the relationship between speed of mobilisation
and final number of signatures is not straightforward but rather a complex phe-
nomenon affected by a variety of factors, including the pre-existence of a petition
on a given topic as well as contextual triggers as demonstrated above.

1000000 -

750000 -

500000 -

Final number of signatures

250000 -

o 50 100 150 200
Duration between opening and 10,000 signatures

Image 9. Final number of signatures as a function of the time to reach the 10,000 thre-
shold (days)

Source: own work.
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Image 10. Final number of signatures as a function of the time to reach the 100,000-thre-
shold (days)

Source: own work.

Indeed, images 9 and 10 illustrate that there are petitions which reached both
thresholds quickly and had a high final number of signatures, but also a num-
ber which had a final number close to the threshold as well as petitions which
reached the threshold late but had a very high final number of signatures. In fact,
the correlation test between the final number of signatures and the duration
to the threshold is significant for 10,000 signatures (Spearman coeflicient rho
= -0.50, p-value < 10-16), with the negative Spearman coefficient suggesting
that the shorter the duration to 10,000 signatures, the higher the final number
of signatures, but not for 100,000 signatures.

Moreover, if the petitions reaching the 100,000-threshold did so in 75.7 days
on average with a median at 64, time from one threshold to the next averaged
46.4 days with a median at 14. This hints at a potential correlation between a peti-
tion’s capacity to go fast from one threshold to the other and its ultimate success.
Speed of take-off from triggering event might therefore be more useful than from
opening date to assess a petition’s chance of reaching high levels of signatures.
Such a theory would however need further work and corroboration.
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Discussion

The enduring popularity of the UK’s parliamentary e-petition platform has been
revealed by various surveys of the country’s population but lacked empirical,
diachronic proof. The current article therefore demonstrates sustained level
of submissions and signatures over the 2015 to 2022 period, but also a broader
willingness from the British population to engage with the platform over time,
thus paving the way for the record highs achieved during the coronavirus pan-
demic. While the novelty of e-petition systems has worn off since their intro-
duction at the beginning of the 21* century, the ongoing, high levels of usage
of the parliamentary platform in the UK make further research in this area
relevant to advance understanding of political activism and online mobilisation
in the country.

In addition, the current work has shown that the dynamics of petition signing
is an intricate matter which, to be understood fully, requires contextualization.
Indeed, if petitions quickly achieving strong momentum in the hours or days
following opening for signatures are more likely to receive large numbers of sig-
natures, as demonstrated in previous work, it does not follow that petitions lack-
ing this rapid start are doomed. In fact, the most signed petitions in the dataset
did not peak early.

Predicting whether a petition will attract signatures or not is very chal-
lenging as petition use is affected by a variety of factors. For instance, while
the students’ climate strike of February 15, 2019 failed to affect the mobilisation
around petition 232684 (Ban the use of all non-recyclable and unsustainable food
packaging), a similar demonstration which took place a month later, on March
15 was followed by the passing of the 100,000-threshold shortly afterwards.
Thus, all events providing visibility to a cause do not necessarily trigger a surge
in petition signing. However, evidence suggests some events do trigger a surge,
and that the speed of mobilisation from this triggering event can help figure out
the potential success of a petition more effectively than speed of mobilisation
from submission or opening date.
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Appendix

Tables with captions on individual pages

Table 4. Quickest petitions to reach the 10,000-threshold, 2015-2022

Date and Nb of days Nb of hours
Signatures Date time for from from
8 and time . . .
Collected 10,000 signature Opening  Opening

ofOpening i reshold 010,000 to 10,000

ID Title

Close all
universities

down for

. 11/03/2020 11/03/2020
an appropriate 123903 15:32 17:00 0 1,28
amount

of time amidst
COVID-19

300628

Close Schools/
Colleges

down for

. 06/03/2020 06/03/2020
an appropriate 685394 17:40 19:26 0 1,45
amount

of time amidst
COVID-19

300403

Call on David

Cameron to act

to protect our 30/03/2016 30/03/2016

steel industry 153679 13:32 15:49 0 217
& recall

Parliament

126128

Donald Trump

should make
a State Visit 317542 30/01/2017 30/01/2017 0 3,29

to the United 16:56 20:25
Kingdom

178844

Trigger Article
16. We want 04/02/2021 04/02/2021
unfettered 144632 09:50 13:59 0 409

GB-NI Trade

573209

Source: own work.
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Table 5. Slowest petitions from opening to 10,000 signature-threshold 2015-2022

. Date D.ate and Nb of days
ID Title Signatures and time time for from Opening
Collected of Openin. 10,000 signature t0 10.000
pening Threshold ’
w  Extend business rates
9 . .
3 relzefto include every 11133 12/08/2020 09/02/2021 181
QO English language 11:34 18:03
o
teaching school
\O
N  Banall unpaid work 14/09/2020 14/03/2021
N
R trial periods 10218 12:24 00:19 181
n
Reciprocal
@ agreement with
o
§ the EU on the transfer 10533 26/?;_/223021 23/33‘/322021 181
v of UK CAA Flight ’ ’
Crew Licences
o Overturn
S the decision to allow 11074 25/01/2022 25/07/2022 181
§ the use of neonicotinoid 09:45 18:10
pesticides
" )
S st brgond 1052 0015 20002006
o T8 g 18:53 10:58

automatic

Source: own work.

Table 6. Quickest petitions from opening to 100,000-signature threshold 2015-2022

D.ate and Nb of days D,ate and Nb of days
Sienatures Date time for from time for from
D Title 5 andtime 10,000 ) 100,000 )
Collected . . Opening . Opening
of Opening  signature t0 10.000 signature t0 100.000
Threshold ’ Threshold >
To debate a vote
< Of no confidence
% in Health 231136 20/07/2015 20/07/2015 21/07/2015 1
§ Secretary 14:12 18:57 15:54

the Right Hon
Jeremy Hunt
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Date and

Date and

. Nb of days . Nb of days
Sienatures Date time for from time for from
D Title & andtime 10,000 ) 100,000 :
Collected . . Opening . Opening
of Opening  signature t0 10.000 signature to 100.000
Threshold ’ Threshold >
on
S fljo,:frfof'zﬁ sggozp  08/12/2015 08/12/2015 0 09/12/2015 .
i P 16:39 21:53 12:04
—  UKentry
o Consider a vote
2 of No Confidence 4.0, 11/02/2016 11/02/2016 0 12/02/2016 )
S in Jeremy Hunt, 16:56 23:00 18:20
Health Secretary
Call on David
e
S tc"me:(”; fo act I53679  30/03/2016 30/03/2016 0 31/03/2016 .
& foprotectour 13:32 15:49 09:15
—  steel industry &
recall Parliament
Donald Trump
<
S should make 30/01/2017 30/01/2017 31/01/2017
o a State Visit 317542 0 1
S ) 16:56 20:25 13:01
—  to the United

Kingdom

Source: own work.

Table 7. Most signed petitions 2015-2022 with time to 10,000 and 100,000 thresholds

D.ate and Nb of days D.ate and Nb of days
Sienatures Date time for from time for from
ID Title & and time 10,000 . 100,000 .
Collected . . Opening . Opening
of Opening  signature t0 10,000 signature t0 100,000
Threshold ’ Threshold ’
- :
% Revoke Article 20/02/2019 18/03/2019 20/03/2019
— 50 and remain 6103056 28
N 10:25 13:26 20:33
N in the EU
n EU Referendum
& Rules triggering 25/05/2016 24/06/2016 24/06/2016
N
= a2nd 4150262 11:19 06:54 30 10:48 30
EU Referendum
Prevent
« Donald Trump
S from making 29/11/2016 29/01/2017 29/01/2017
(o)}
E a State Visit 1863708 16:32 10:50 61 12:40 61

to the United
Kingdom
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Date and Date and

. Date time for Nb of days time for Nb of days
D Title Signatures . itime 10,000 from 50000 from
Collected . . Opening . Opening
of Opening  signature t0 10.000 signature t0 100,000
Threshold ? Threshold ?
[N
% Do not prorogue 15/08/2019 28/08/2019 28/08/2019
% Parliament 1725630 16:04 10:04 13 11:38 13
o Endchild
5N food poverty - 14/10/2020 15/10/2020 15/10/2020
N
& no child should 13889804 09:10 ! 17:59 !
be going hungry

Source: own work.

References

Barats, C., Dister, A., Gambette, P, Leblanc, J.-M., & Péres, M. (2016). Analyser des péti-
tions en ligne : Potentialités et limites d’'un dispositif détude pluridisciplinaire. JADT,
772-781.

Bochel, C. (2020). Petitions systems: Outcomes, “success” and “failure” Parliamentary
Affairs, 73(2), 233-252. https://doi.org/10.1093/pa/gsy045

Bohle, K., & Riehm, U. (2013, June 8). E-petition systems and political participation:
About institutional challenges and democratic opportunities. First Monday. https://
doi.org/10.5210/fm.v18i7.4220

Briassoulis, H. (2021). Becoming E-Petition: An Assemblage-Based Framework for
Analysis and Research. SAGE Open, 11(1), 21582440211001354. https://doi.
org/10.1177/21582440211001354

Bright, J., Pilet, ].-B., Soubiran, T., Bermudez, S., & Libbrecht, L. (2020). Origines et im-
pacts des hyper-utilisateurs et hyper-utilisatrices en cyberdémocratie. Le cas du péti-
tionnement en ligne. Participations, 28(3), 125-149.

Cabonce, A.B., Cago, EJ., Cornelio, C.J., & Cudiamat, S.L.E. (2019). Pa-Fansign please!:
An experiment on the effects of the presentation of social causes in acquiring support
in online petitions. Communication Research International Conference. Quezon City.

Carman, C. (2006, October 30). Assessment of the Scottish Parliament’s public petitions sys-
tem, 1999-2006. Scottish Parliament, Edinburgh.

Carpenter, D. (2016). Recruitment by petition: American antislavery, French Protestantism,
English suppression. Perspectives on Politics, 14(3), 700-723. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S1537592716001134

Christensen, H.S. (2011, February 2). Political activities on the Internet: Slacktivism
or political participation by other means? First Monday, 16(2). https://doi.org/10.5210/
fm.v16i2.3336

Clark, S.D., & Lomax, N. (2020). Linguistic and semantic factors in government e-petitions:
A comparison between the United Kingdom and the United States of America. Govern-
ment Information Quarterly, 37(4), 101523. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2020.101523


https://doi.org/10.1093/pa/gsy045
https://doi.org/10.5210/fm.v18i7.4220
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440211001354
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440211001354
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592716001134
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592716001134
https://doi.org/10.5210/fm.v16i2.3336
https://doi.org/10.5210/fm.v16i2.3336
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2020.101523

G. Castel, A.L. Samson, D. Leishman, F. Letué « Temporal dynamics of e-petitions...

Cruickshank, P, Smith, C., & Edelmann, N. (2010). Signing an e-petition as a transition
from lurking to participation. Electronic Government and Electronic Participation Con-
ference. Lausanne.

Girvin, C. (2018, November 19). Full of sound and fury: Is Westminster’s e-petitioning sys-
tem good for democracy? Democratic Audit Blog. London School of Economics and
Political Science. https://www.democraticaudit.com

Hagen, L., Uzuner, O., Kotfila, C., Harrison, T.M., & Lamanna, D. (2015). Understanding
Citizens’ Direct Policy Suggestions to the Federal Government: A Natural Language
Processing and Topic Modeling Approach. 2015 48th Hawaii International Conference
on System Sciences, 2134-2143. https://doi.org/10.1109/HICSS.2015.257

Hale, S., Margetts, H., & Yasseri, T. (2012, March 28). Petition growth and success rates
on the UK No. 10 Downing Street website. Proceedings of the 3rd Annual ACM Web
Science Conference, WebSci 2013.

Halpin, D., Vromen, A., Vaughan, M., & Raissi, M. (2018). Online petitioning and poli-
tics: the development of Change.org in Australia. Australian Journal of Political Science,
53(4), 428-445. https://doi.org/10.1080/10361146.2018.1499010

Hitlin, P. (2016, December 28). “We the people”: Five years of online petitions. Pew Research
Center: Internet, Science & Tech. https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2016/12/28/
we-the-people-five-years-of-online-petitions/ (accessed: 12.12.2025).

Horstink, L. (2017). Online Participation and the New Global Democracy: Avaaz, a Case
Study. Global Society, 31(1), 101-124. https://doi.org/10.1080/13600826.2016.1235552

Hough, R. (2012, December 1). Do Legislative Petitions Systems Enhance the Relationship
Between Parliament and Citizen? The Journal of Legislative Studies, 18(3-4), 479-495.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13572334.2012.706057

House of Commons Information Office (2010). Factsheet P7 Public Petitions. August.

Huang, H.-Y., Kovacs, M., Kryssanov, V., & Serdiilt, U. (2021). Towards a Model of Online
Petition Signing Dynamics on the Join Platform in Taiwan. 2021 Eighth Interna-
tional Conference on eDemocracy & eGovernment (ICEDEG), 199-204. https://doi.
org/10.1109/ICEDEG52154.2021.9530852

Huzzey, R., & Miller, H. (2020). Petitions, parliament and political culture: Petitioning
the House of Commons, 1780-1918. Past ¢ Present, 248(1), 123-164. https://doi.
org/10.1093/pastj/gtz061

Jouét, J., & Le Caroff, C. (2013). Lobservation ethnographique en ligne. In: C. Barats (Ed.),
Analyser le web en sciences humaines et sociales (pp. 147-165). Paris: Armand Colin.
https://doi.org/10.3917/arco.barat.2013.01.0147

Lee, C.-P, Chen, D.-Y., & Huang, T.-Y. (2014). The Interplay Between Digital and Political
Divides: The Case of e-Petitioning in Taiwan. Social Science Computer Review, 32(1),
37-55. https://doi.org/10.1177/0894439313497470

Leston-Bandeira, C. (2019). Parliamentary petitions and public engagement: an empirical
analysis of the role of e-petitions. Policy & Politics, 47(3), 415-436. https://doi.org/10.
1332/030557319X15579230420117

Lindner, R., & Riehm, U. (2011). Broadening Participation Through E-Petitions? An Em-
pirical Study of Petitions to the German Parliament. Policy & Internet, 3(1), 1-23.
https://doi.org/10.2202/1944-2866.1083

33


https://www.democraticaudit.com
https://doi.org/10.1109/HICSS.2015.257
https://Change.org
https://doi.org/10.1080/10361146.2018.1499010
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2016/12/28/we-the-people-five-years-of-online-petitions/
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2016/12/28/we-the-people-five-years-of-online-petitions/
https://doi.org/10.1080/13600826.2016.1235552
https://doi.org/10.1080/13572334.2012.706057
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICEDEG52154.2021.9530852
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICEDEG52154.2021.9530852
https://doi.org/10.1093/pastj/gtz061
https://doi.org/10.1093/pastj/gtz061
https://doi.org/10.3917/arco.barat.2013.01.0147
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894439313497470
https://doi.org/10.1332/030557319X15579230420117
https://doi.org/10.1332/030557319X15579230420117
https://doi.org/10.2202/1944-2866.1083

34

SWIAT IDEI | POLITYKI « WORLD OF IDEAS AND POLITICS

Macintosh, A., Malina, A., & Farrell, S. (2002). Digital Democracy Through Electronic Pe-
titioning. In: W. J. Mclver & A.K. Elmagarmid (eds.), Advances in Digital Government:
Technology, Human Factors, and Policy (pp. 137-148). New York: Springer. https://doi.
org/10.1007/b116295

Matthews, E. (2021). The value of ‘between-election’ political participation: Do parliamen-
tary e-petitions matter to political elites? The British Journal of Politics and Internation-
al Relations, 23(1). https://doi.org/10.1177/1369148120959041

McKinnell, C. (2020, August 27). How is the Petitions Committee representing the pub-
lic amid the procedural and practical restrictions of the Covid crisis? Hansard Society
Blog. https://www.hansardsociety.org.uk/blog/how-petitions-committee-representing-
public-amid-procedural-practical-covid-restrictions (accessed: 21.11.2025).

Morva, O. (2016, April). Are E-Petitions Operative for Change? On the Effectiveness and
the Transformative Potential of E-Petitioning. Proceedings of International Academic
Conferences, 3505977. International Institute of Social and Economic Sciences.

Palmieri, S.A. (2008). Petition Effectiveness: Improving Citizens” Direct Access to Parlia-
ment. Australasian Parliamentary Review, 23(1), 121-135.

Puschmann, C., Bastos, M.T., & Schmidt, J.-H. (2017). Birds of a feather petition togeth-
er? Characterizing e-petitioning through the lens of platform data. Information, Com-
munication & Society, 20(2), 203-220. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2016.1162828

Riehm, U., Béhle, K., & Lindner, R. (2014). Electronic petitioning and modernization
of petitioning systems in Europe (Technology Assessment Studies, Série 6). Office
of Technology Assessment at the German Bundestag (TAB). https://doi.org/10.5445/
IR/1000137567

Sheppard, J. (2015). Online petitions in Australia: Information, opportunity and gender.
Australian Journal of Political Science, 50(3), 480-495. https://doi.org/10.1080/10361
146.2015.1049512

UK Parliament - Petitions Committee (2016, November 17). Your petitions: Lee Booths story.
https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/326/petitions-committee/news/99237/
your-petitions-lee-booths-story (accessed : 24.11.2025).

Wright, S. (2016). ‘Success” and online political participation: The case of Downing Street
E-petitions. Information, Communication & Society. https://doi.org/10.1080/136911
8X.2016.1080285

Yasseri, T., Hale, S.A., & Margetts, H.Z. (2013, January 3). Modeling the rise in inter-
net-based petitions. arXiv:1308.0239v4 [Physics]. https://arxiv.org/abs/1308.0239

Yasseri, T., Hale, S.A., & Margetts, H.Z. (2017). Rapid rise and decay in petition signing.
EPJ Data Science, 6, 20. https://doi.org/10.1140/epjds/s13688-017-0116-6

Zadra, M. (2020). Do Central Government e-Democracy Reforms Work for Mid-Size Mu-
nicipalities? A Case Study of the Long-Term Effects of e-Petitioning in Southampton.
14th ECPR General Conference. Online.


https://doi.org/10.1007/b116295
https://doi.org/10.1007/b116295
https://doi.org/10.1177/1369148120959041
https://www.hansardsociety.org.uk/blog/how-petitions-committee-representing-public-amid-procedural-practical-covid-restrictions
https://www.hansardsociety.org.uk/blog/how-petitions-committee-representing-public-amid-procedural-practical-covid-restrictions
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2016.1162828
https://doi.org/10.5445/IR/1000137567
https://doi.org/10.5445/IR/1000137567
https://doi.org/10.1080/10361146.2015.1049512
https://doi.org/10.1080/10361146.2015.1049512
https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/326/petitions-committee/news/99237/your-petitions-lee-booths-story
https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/326/petitions-committee/news/99237/your-petitions-lee-booths-story
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2016.1080285
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2016.1080285
https://arxiv.org/abs/1308.0239
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjds/s13688-017-0116-6

G. Castel, A.L. Samson, D. Leishman, F. Letué « Temporal dynamics of e-petitions...

Dynamika czasowa e-petycji do parlamentu Wielkiej Brytanii
w latach 2015-2022

STRESZCZENIE Tradycja skfadania petycji do wtadz w celu uzyskania zados¢uczy-
nienia za krzywdy siega w Anglii wieku XIV, a na przetomie wiekdéw XX i XXI
zostala uzupelniona w Wielkiej Brytanii o systemy internetowe, ktdre cieszg sie
ogromna popularnoscig. Jednak do tej pory nie przeprowadzono zadnych badan
diachronicznych, ktére pozwolilyby dokladnie oceni¢ te popularnos$¢ w okresie
sprawowania urzedu przez Davida Camerona, Therese May i Borisa Johnsona
w latach 2015-2022. Pierwszym celem niniejszego artykulu jest zatem zbadanie
danych dotyczacych ponad 100 000 petycji zlozonych do parlamentu brytyjskie-
go w tym okresie, aby przeanalizowa¢ ewolucje systemu i zbada¢ czynniki, ktdre
moga wplywaé na trendy w sktadaniu petycji. Druga cze$¢ artykulu koncentruje
sie na liczbie podpiséw zebranych pod petycjami oraz na dynamice podpisywania
petycji. Gléwnym celem jest ustalenie, czy los petycji jest przesadzony w ciagu
kilku godzin od jej udostepnienia publiczno$ci. Analiza opiera si¢ na metodzie
triangulacji, taczacej wnioski ptynace z eksploracji danych, wizualizacji danych,
dokladnej lektury i statystyk w celu zbudowania sieci dowoddw potwierdzajacych
przedstawione wyniki.

SLOWA KLUCZOWE petycja, polityka, parlament, Wielka Brytania, temporalno$¢,
diachronicznos¢

Date of submission of the article: 30.06.2025; date of acceptance of the article:
25.09.2025.
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