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Abstract 
The study of the relationship between the Internet and democracy has produced two main debates. Some studies 
have said that the Internet has significantly contributed to democracy while others disagree. This study 
challenged the thesis of Habermas (2006) about the relationship between the Internet and Deliberative 
Democracy. This study was built on the following propositions: that the Internet causes bloggers to become 
parasitic, fragmented, and isolated; that it is effective in breaking down authoritarian regimes to create an 
egalitarian relationship, but it fails as a deliberative medium. This study used the concept of the public sphere 
and Habermas’ Deliberative Democracy (2006). It also explored the use of 2.0 qualitative methods with a 
hacking analysis perspective. Moreover, it gained data from the Internet by using the latest version of 2.0 Web 
and a virtual community. It focused on both discursive and non-discursive construction. The results of this study 
support only one of Habermas’ three propositions: that the Internet creates egalitarianism. Thus, this study rejects 
Habermas’ thesis apart from this one proposition. Furthermore, this study recommends that further research be 
done using the same propositions but on Twitter instead of the Internet. 

Keywords: bloggers, blogosphere, deliberative democracy, online research 
1. Introduction 
There is a relationship between the public sphere and Deliberative Democracy. The public sphere was a major 
requirement for Deliberative Democracy (Habermas, 1994; Smuts, 2010). The public sphere was the arena of 
freedom and equality where citizens deliberated (Bohman & Regh, 1998), and created public argument and 
responded through reason among fellow citizens (Cohen, 1989). Deliberative Democracy has decreased the 
political dominance of the government, parliament, judiciary and political parties. These bodies had previously 
determined public policy without a wider public’s involvement. In contrast, Deliberative Democracy engaged 
public participation, especially the participation of marginal society (Ferree, 2002). 

Habermas's public sphere was constructed by arguing facts from the 17th and 18th centuries in Europe in which 
the public sphere stood between civil society and the state. Civil society mediated between the state and 
private/corporate interests through public opinion and political practice (Sikka, 2006). Habermas defined the 
public sphere as people coming together as a public, claiming to be public, creating public authority itself, and 
engaging in public debate about government regulations relating to the public interest (Habermas, 1991a). In the 
public sphere, everyone participated without external pressure. Individuals used rational-critical debate and 
generated public opinion (Habermas, 1991b). Therefore, based on Habermas’ view, the public sphere is the realm 
of communication for citizens to share opinions, express ideas, and publish public opinions autonomously 
without any pressure from the government and the owners of capital and free from personal interests whilst 
keeping the interests of the public at heart. 

Habermas (1994) explained Deliberative Democracy. He said that informal public opinion-formation generated 
“influence”; influence was transformed into “communicative power” through the channels of political elections; 
and communicative power was again transformed into "administrative power" through legislation. It was the 
practice of democracy that emphasized deliberation among elements of society to influence political policy. 
Furthermore, deliberation emphasized the political participation of citizens to discuss political issues through 
rational arguments critically and aimed to reach consensus through communicative action. Through the resulting 
political discourse, citizens had political influence transformed into communicative power, and at some stage, 
became administrative power through legislation or policy. 
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Habermas (2006) claimed that the Internet’s effective use is to oppose authoritarian regimes, and that it hampers 
the freedom of public opinion and public spaces. Moreover, the Internet was not able to create an integrated 
community through consensus-building. In addition, bloggers were fragmented and isolated, so their voices 
could not directly influence policy. Habermas (2006) argued that the Internet only created a more egalitarian 
social life. However, Geiger (2009) rejected Habermas’s claim that the Internet did not have a mechanism of 
collective action. The blogosphere mediated collective political action in society. The Internet websites 
Tehnocrati, Delicious, Digg and Google integrated bloggers and facilitated collective action among them. The 
blogosphere integrated the bloggers through both discursive and non-discursive construction. The Digg users 
could share non-discursively through algorithms to determine websites, blog posts, videos and other content to 
be displayed in accordance with their interests. Bruns (2007) and Rheingold (2007) disagreed with Habermas 
because he failed to read the phenomenon of political communication on the Internet. They argued that even 
though the public in the online community is so complex and diverse, individual participation is not lost in their 
offline activities. The bloggers either implicitly connected through joint membership or explicitly connected 
through a hyperlink posted throughout a variety of forums. The bloggers were connected through cross-linkage. 
Habermas believed that intellectuals were needed to focus public debate online; however, he downplayed blogs. 
In contrast, Burns (2007) believed that Wikipedia could perform the role of intellectuals. Furthermore, he 
thought that the Internet not only consisted of chatrooms but also contained many political discussion sites of 
various levels of rationality and civility, such as mailing lists, wikis, blogs, and message boards. Nevertheless, 
Habermas (2006) stuck to his thesis that the media became commercialized through the process of evolution 
from the print media to the telegraph and then the Internet. As a result, mass media had radically damaged the 
public space (Rheingold, 2007). 

As mentioned previously, the study of the relationship between the Internet and democracy has produced two 
main debates. Habermas’s first opinion, however, the second view that the Internet strengthens the democratic 
process, has been supported by several studies. Ó Baoill (2004) said that the Internet revived the flagging public 
sphere. According to Kahn & Kellner (2004), and Kerbel & Bloom (2005), the blogosphere encouraged civic 
engagement in politics. Schalken (2006) believed that the Internet contributed to democracy by creating its own 
public sphere. Smith (2005) concluded that the Internet increased civil liberties. In addition, Hague and Loader 
(1999) found that the Internet increased government accountability. Klein (2009) showed that social networking 
on the Internet increased. Lenk (1999), Mele (2005), and Prior (2009) concluded that the Internet increased 
participation and collective action. Furthermore, Geiger (2009), and Reedy & Wells (2009) argued that the 
Internet improved democracy through the power of information because it involved many people. Morrisett 
(2003) and Rasmussen (2009) showed that the Internet supported bloggers’ ability to deliberate, choose and act 
politically by providing information. Setälä & Grönlund (2005) claimed that the Internet had a positive impact in 
generating more publicity. In conclusion, the Internet grows political will and facilitates citizen participation. 

Nevertheless, Rasmussen (2009) thought that the Internet facilitated communicative action, and was different 
from mass media and face to face interactions. The Internet contributed to the local, national, and international 
public sphere. He believed that the Internet had fostered social capital by building information and membership 
in online and offline social networks. The Internet has connected individuals to create social mobilization for a 
common goal. Furthermore, Cummings & Kraut (2002), Uslaner (2004), DiMaggio (2007), Rasmussen (2009), 
explained that the Internet improved social contacts. Lievrouw (2001), Shah (2001), Gershuny (2003), and 
Rasmussen (2009) found that activity on the Internet was not at the expense of offline interaction. The Internet 
has connected young people and encouraged interpersonal civic engagement across gender and age. However, 
Rasmussen accepted Habermas's thesis that the Internet played a secondary or marginal role in democracy. In 
fact, bloggers have had a political impact when mass media has taken their messages and exposed them to the 
general public. Rasmussen (2009) concluded that the model of an online public sphere in cyber-democracy was 
confusing. Nevertheless, Milliken, Gibson and O'Donnell (2008), Bimber (1998), and Gimmer (2001) argued 
that the Internet had the potential to enhance democracy through political discourse online that attracted public 
attention. The Internet has offered a contribution in building public opinion and engaging citizens in political 
discourse in the online public sphere, as well as providing information to the public space offline. For example, 
Dahlberg (2004), and Dahlgren (2005) found that emails, both public and private, blogs and websites supported 
the practice of democracy in the virtual public space. 

Some researchers have agreed that the role of the Internet and democracy in Indonesia has had a long history. 
This statement has been supported by Marcus (1998), Tedjabayu (1999), Hill & Sen (2000), Wong (2002), Lim 
(2002), Hill (2003), Nugroho & Tampubolon (2008), and Nugroho (2009; 2011). For example, Tedjabayu (1999) 
and Wong (2002) reported that NGOs and journalists used the Internet to expose Human Rights issues and 
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resisted the New Order regime. The Indonesian Forum for the Environment, or WALHI, used the Internet in 
1989 and was followed by the Community Legal Aid Institute, or LBH, in 1990 (Tedjabayu, 1999). Furthermore, 
the Indonesian NGO, LBH, exposed the situation of Human Rights (HAM) in Apakabar (apakabar@clark.net), 
USA, to a United States based newsletter via the Internet. Apakabar was a real battleground between 
pro-democracy activists and supporters of Suharto's rule. In 1995, the LBH sent a message through Urgent 
Action (UA) to Apakabar protesting the killing of a female labor activist, Marsinah, who had led the workers' 
strike in East Java. Consequently, the fax machine of the office of the president of the Department of Foreign 
Affairs and the Ministry of Defence and Security was jammed by hundreds of faxes sent in protest from around 
the world (Wong, 2002). 

In 1998-1999, the Internet played an important role in the development of democracy, in particular bringing 
down the New Order regime. Marcus (1998), Tedjabayu (1999), Wong (2002), Hill and Sen (2005), Lim (2006), 
believed that the Internet had an influence on the consolidation of democracy through particular means. Hill & 
Sen (2005) indicated that the Internet and Internet café became a medium for activists to oppose the New Order 
regime. The Internet was used by young people and activists for social action and political coordination. The 
Internet was an efficient tool for activists to organize the movement, to mobilize action and to expand the 
network (Hill & Sen, 2005). Ferdinand (2000) observed that the overthrow of President Suharto in 1998 was the 
first Internet revolution. The Internet became a space to articulate opposition to the status quo and the pro-free 
market. Ferdinand (2000) added that there were similarities between the infrastructure of the Internet café with 
the Habermasian eighteenth century public sphere where the public space was simultaneously a source of 
information, allowing people to share information, opinions and gossip, but, in contrast, the Internet was not 
structured, institutionalized, or censored. Marcus (1998) and Tedjabayu (1999) claimed that the Internet had 
become an alternative media that was free from the control of the New Order regime. When television, 
newspapers, magazines, and the radio were controlled by the regime, the Internet became an alternative media to 
disseminate information. Because the telephone was expensive, the activists protested via email. The fact of 
President Suharto's corruption was spread via email. The Activists used chat forums on the Internet to share tips 
against the military. In Indonesia, which consists of 17,000 islands, the Internet was a very effective means of 
political communication (Marcus, 1998). 

From 2004-2011, there were changes to the Internet and political movements in Indonesia. In 2004, the Internet 
developed into Web 2.0 and was followed by the phenomenon of blogs (BlogSpot, WordPress), and social media 
(Facebook, YouTube, and Twitter). This changed both political action and, as a consequence, the political actors. 
Therefore, political movements were no longer monopolized by NGOs, journalists, and intellectuals. Moreover, 
bloggers became new political actors. In Indonesia, in 2007, the number of bloggers was around 25,000,000 
(www.apjii.or.id). In 2011, according to CheckFacebook.com, the number of Indonesian facebookers was ranked 
second (34,498,920) on Facebook with the United States ranked first (148,867,700), and the United Kingdom 
ranked third (28,080,160). Since then, bloggers have focused on micro-political issues, such as injustice, 
corruption, education, and environment. For example, Prita Mulyasari, who is a housewife and was a patient at 
the Omni International Hospital (OIH), was jailed after her complaints about her treatment about an email that 
she sent to friends. She was fined 204 million rupiah (US$ 20,500) causing support for her to grow. A mailing 
list and Facebook group called "KOIN UNTUK PRITA" collected coins to help Prita to pay the fine. Knowing 
the huge support for Prita, OIH dropped the civil lawsuit. Another example followed with a Facebook group 
called “Gerakan 1,000,000 Facebookers Dukung Bibit & Chanda" which helped to liberate Bibid and Chandra, 
who were chairmen of the Corruption Eradication Commission, or the KPK. Bibit & Chandra were released 
from prison and returned to their roles as chairmen of the KPK. 

This study answered the question: did the Internet encourage Deliberative Democracy in Indonesia? Specifically, 
this study answered three questions: firstly, did the Internet make bloggers parasitic to mainstream media and 
create a virtual public sphere that was not autonomous? Secondly, did the Internet encourage an egalitarian 
relationship among bloggers or legitimize democratic elitism? Thirdly, did the blogosphere mediate online 
deliberation and generate public opinion to influence policy? This study challenged the thesis of Habermas (2006) 
about the relationship between the Internet and Deliberative Democracy. He believed that the Internet was 
effective in breaking down authoritarian regimes and creating an egalitarian life, but it made bloggers become 
parasitic to mainstream media, so their public opinion could not influence constructed policy. 

2. Online Research Methods 
This study adapted "qualitative 2.0" research methods with a hacking analytical perspective. This method argued 
that research in virtual communities could not be equated with a study from the face -to-face environment 
(Bruckman, 2002a; 2002b; Frankel & Siang, 1999; Jacobson, 1999). Some fundamental ethics could not be 
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adapted in a virtual reality, such as the need for approval and the clarity of the subject (Hudson, 2005; Snee, 
2008). The research on the Internet exposed the anonymous or pseudo anonymous presentation of the subject 
(Turkle, 1995; Branscomb, 1995; Reid, 2005; Danet, 1998; Curtis, 1992; Mnookin, 1996; van den Boomen, 
1998). Some researchers looked at online anonymity where the subjects presented themselves more honestly and 
courageously (Hewson et al., 2003; Hookway, 2008). The demands of mainstream research ethics, such as the 
importance of the subject’s request for approval, could hamper research, especially in large quantities. This was 
considered as SPAM. The mainstream research methods failed to understand the importance of developing a 
virtual reality and online research (Herring, 1996; King, 1996; Boehlefeld, 1996; Schrum, 1997; Frankel & Siang, 
1999; Eysenbach & Till, 2001; Bassett & O'Riordan, 2002; Bruckman, 2002a; Ess, 2002a; 2002b; Walther, 
2002). 

This study engaged national bloggers and international bloggers who are living in South Korea, Brazil, Berlin, 
Malaysia, Australia, Netherlands, Kuwait, United States, and Germany. The subjects of this study were divided 
into two types of bloggers. The first type was creator bloggers. These bloggers created an account or channel to 
support Bibit & Chandra and to stop the criminalization of the KPK on Facebook, and YouTube. This study 
found 112 accounts to support Bibit & Chandra on Facebook and 4 YouTubers who supported the KPK, namely: 
WongBusan, Mappln, Tvinilah, and Polittika. The second type was commentator bloggers. These bloggers 
actively commented and shared images and hyperlinks about the criminalization of the KPK on Facebook and 
YouTube. The data collection was carried out on the Internet from 2009-2012. This study used Internet Web 2.0 
to collect data. Snee (2008) argued that there were three advantages in using Web 2.0 for social science research. 
Firstly, the user-generated content in the online environment was relatively easy to access. Next, daily life was 
being increasingly documented online. Finally, Web 2.0 created the quality and closeness of the relationship 
between researchers and research subjects. 

Researcher makes a Facebook account and Youtube channel with none-anonymous and anonymous account to 
collect data. The research on anonymous account has been conducted by Glaser (2002) when he conducted 
research on racism in Internet. Researcher in this study used a full name and clear profile to build trust among 
Facebookers and Youtuber in none-anonymous account. Researcher joins and becomes friend with facebookers 
and youtuber to collect date derived from the individual account and group. Researcher is a participant observer 
who obtains data of the research subjects automatically as the effect of algorithms. Facebookers who update 
status on Facebook wall share info, a photo, video, friend, or group automatically linked into researcher account. 

News feed and timeline as collected data are taken from facebookers’ comments. The data on facebook profile 
are social status, economic and politics (status, region, age, education, work, political views, religion, music, 
games, or film). The data on a facebook photo are picture, photo and comments (like/ dislike). The data on a 
group or friend are membership of groups and links to blogosphere. Referring to the data, researcher can map 
social networking. The structure in Facebook gives strength in facebookers to spread the appropriate data: 
limited only to friends (friends only), everyone (everyone/ public), other friends (friends of friends) and adjust 
facebook setting (customize). By being a “friend” of facebookers, researcher can hack their data. Researcher 
tried not to give comments, take a side to build neutral relationship with Indonesian and Malaysian facebookers. 

The approach on Youtube user is different from Facebook user, in which Facebook is focused on public, while 
Youtube channel are more private. By using Youtube search engine, it can be seen that channel with given video 
“angle” and later given an architectures such as like, dislike, share, flag as inappropriate and comment. 
Researcher looked at posting text, pictures, video and comments to see jargon files used by youtuber. Researcher 
also observes the movement or civil pattern of bloggers to link and share to the blogosphere. The bloggers make 
links to blog and other online media, namely detik.com, kompas.com, mediaindonesia.com, liputan6.com, 
Wordpress, Youtube and other online media. 

3. Result 
The Internet did not make bloggers parasitic to mainstream media. Habermas (2006) believed that bloggers were 
subordinated by mainstream media. In contrast, it encouraged them to be creative in organizing and making the 
virtual public sphere alive, both nationally and globally. The bloggers created the public sphere on Facebook and 
YouTube. The bloggers developed 155 threats to support Bibit & Chandra or the KPK. One thread, which had a 
mass of 1,745,961 bloggers, supported Bibit & Chandra on Facebook (see Figure 1). Wallsten (2007) found that 
the blogosphere was independent and different to mainstream media. The blogosphere was not bound by the 
authority of the state and corporate industry power (Barlow, 1996), and it connected the bloggers, who were 
geographically separated (O'Brien et al., 2000). They met online without being in the same geographical location. 
Wellman (2002) called this phenomenon "glocalisation.” Therefore, the Internet produces a strong public sphere. 
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It is independent. That is, it is not subordinated by mainstream media. 

The bloggers constructed alternative public opinions and widely disseminated them without relying on 
mainstream media. They were not only consumers, but also the actors that created information without any 
censorship from any source (Hill & Sen, 2005). Moreover, the Internet embedded confidence that the 
information that had been shared by bloggers was more accurate than mainstream media. For example, when the 
bloggers supported Bibit-Chandra, they believed more facts on “Fakta Kriminalisasi KPK” 
(faktakriminalisasi.wordpress.com, see Figure 2) than in mainstream media. The study found three public 
opinions. Firstly, corruption impoverished society, injured people’s sense of justice and robbed public welfare. 
Secondly, Bibit and Chandra were a symbol of injustice. The bloggers believed that the KPK was disabled, and 
Bibit & Chandra were detained, so that they could not investigate cases of corruption, specifically the Century 
scandal. The corruptors counter-attacked, though, through organized power, and the involvement of law 
enforcement agencies. Thirdly, the bloggers resisted injustice. The bloggers embedded the awareness of the 
importance of joining together, enforcing truth & justice through the law, engineering action against corruptors, 
and throwing corruptors in prison. 

This study believed Podhoretz (2002), and Johnson & Kaye (2004) that bloggers possessed powerful political 
analysis and were more credible than mainstream media. In contrast to bloggers who didn’t follow mainstream 
media, mainstream media watched political blogs (Roth, 2004; Drezner & Farrell, 2004a; 2004b; Smolkin, 2004; 
Wallsten, 2007). Consequently, this study refutes the assumption of Habermas, Horkheimer, and Adorno that the 
control of material production controls ideas and the classes (Ubayasiri, 2006). As a result, the study rejected 
Gramsci, who argued that the dominant group had hegemony through inducing the consent of the majority lower 
class that were politically marginal (Hoare & Smith, 1999). This study believes Cert (1999), Gates (1995), and 
Rheingold (1993) that the Internet was for everyone, giving individuals the opportunity to choose which 
balances the power between citizen and state. In addition, the Internet was a neutral medium rather than a mode 
of production (MacKenzie & Wajcman, 1985; Bijker et al., 1993). In fact, mainstream media and the state have 
not subordinated and controlled bloggers. 

 

  

Figure 1 Figure 2 Figure 3 

 

The bloggers used everyday language for deliberation. Their responses were diverse: rational, emotional and 
critical. Public opinions were constructed through petitions (rational), emotional statements (emotional), and 
investigative information (critical). The emotional bloggers’ comments were "President SBY is inconsequential," 
"Police are Corrupt," "President SBY protects corruptors", "President SBY only gives lip service", "Politics is 
crushing the KPK", and "Corruptors cover the rot". The rational bloggers’ comments were "The KPK has been 
criminalized, because the KPK investigated the Century case", "President SBY, Vice President Boediono and 
Finance Minister Sri Mulyani’s case involved the Century scandal", "Chaos theory is being used to divert public 
attention", "President SBY is inconsistent," "Bibit & Chandra should not be imprisoned but should be tried first 
and then given the right to justice"," Indonesian corruption is number one". The bloggers used the jargon file to 
portray grassroots society as a “lizard” fighting against the political elite, who were portrayed as a “crocodile”, to 
raise public awareness (see Figure 3). 

The emotional statements evoked group dynamics, participation and increased the arousal to comment. It 
suggested that bloggers engage in group discussions (Young, 1996; Sanders, 1997, Stokkom, 2003; Mansbridge 
et al., 2006). In contrast, when the rational criticism was monopolized by the elite and ignored the masses, it 
demeaned the silent masses, which then became more assertive and confrontational. Deliberation should not 
eliminate emotion as initiated by Habermas (2006) and developed by Cohen (1989), Manin (1987), Thompson & 
Hoggett (2001), and Hershenov (2005). According to Habermas, irrational and emotional responses damage the 
judgment of deliberation (Rorty, 1985; Nussbaum, 1995; Sanders, 1997). Moreover, emotional responses did not 
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make for poor deliberation (Hill & Hughes, 1998; Wilhelm, 1999) but created an inclusive deliberation (Davis 
and Owen, 1998). It created people who talked directly and took decisions (Bessette, 1994; Chambers, 2004). 

3.1 E-Participation and Democracy Gap 

The Internet created egalitarianism across age, gender, ethnicity, community group, religion, education, and 
economic stratum. The Internet made bloggers' political involvement easier with e-participation which resulted 
in breaking the democracy gap. The Internet facilitated bloggers involved in political action through 
e-participation. This undermined the democracy gap. The blogosphere accommodated bloggers who were 
dispersed over 17,000 islands to support Bibit-Chanda. In fact, before the blogosphere, a public sphere could not 
be created in Indonesia, across regions, islands or the whole country. However, the bloggers who supported Bibit 
& Chandra came from Jakarta, Surabaya, Yogyakarta, Makassar, Nusa Tenggara Barat, Pekanbaru, Medan, 
Pontianak, Riau, and Bengkulu. Furthermore, the study found that the international bloggers, who were living in 
South Korea, Brazil, Berlin, Malaysia, Australia, Netherlands, Kuwait, United States, and Germany, were 
actively involved in deliberation and the formation of public opinion as well. 

The blogosphere has given bloggers a chance to participate through e-participation politics. There were five 
forms of e-participation. First, the bloggers commented collectively. They easily posted comments and 
statements and quickly received information (Sproull & Faraj, 1995). Consequently, the Internet mediated 
democratic discourse (Corrado & Firestone, 1996; Thornton, 2002). The grassroots could interact with political 
leaders in everyday language. Second, the bloggers listened to public opinion. The bloggers uploaded 43 videos 
on YouTube, which were heard by 55,412 people. Therefore, the bloggers were more enlightened (Burkhalter et 
al., 2002; Carpini et al., 2004; Melville et al., 2005, Warren, 1992). In addition, they were more engaged, 
empathetic, egalitarian, and inclusive (Mendelberg, 2002; Hickerson & Gastil, 2008). Third, the bloggers built 
mass support. On Facebook and YouTube, the bloggers ‘liked’ their desired opinion and ‘disliked’ the opinions 
they rejected. Fourth, the bloggers shared public opinion. The bloggers spread public opinion through sharing, 
TAG, and SPAM. Actually, the Internet increased the flow of political activity under the power of information 
and ideas (Keck & Sikkink, 1998; Klein, 1999; Geiger, 2009; Reedy & Wells, 2009). The bloggers involved in 
information sharing made democracy more healthy (Barber, 1984; Pateman, 1970; Betsill & Bulkeley, 2004). 
Fifth, the bloggers marginalized public opinion. They vindicated social reality through an inappropriate flag, and 
hid and removed public opinion that was considered wrong. In fact, the Internet provides deliberation and action, 
and Deliberative Democracy (Morrisett, 2003; Rasmussen, 2009). 

The blogosphere decreased the democracy gap. In the 1990s, the political movement was dominated by NGOs, 
intellectuals, and journalists. This study agreed with Habermas (2006) that the Internet created an egalitarian 
society. The Internet engaged the grassroots populace in the democratic process (Rheingold, 1993; Davis & 
Owen, 1998; Coleman, 2005). The blogosphere facilitated bloggers to meet, interact and make critical political 
communication (Fraser, 1992). This was not offered in the traditional mass media (Brundin, 2008) or in the 
offline public sphere, such as coffee shops, campuses, and “istighotzah.” These have been dominated by NGOs, 
intellectuals, journalists, and elite religious organizations such as Nahdlatul Ulama and Muhmmadiyah. In 
contrast, the blogosphere provided opportunities to engage and expand the mass base (Blumler & Gurevitch, 
2001; Gimmler, 2001; Papacharissi, 2002a; 2002b). The blogosphere eliminated the ruling elite through the 
involvement of many people (Grönlund, 2001; Geiger, 2009; Reedy & Wells, 2009). 

The Internet eases bloggers involved in political activities through e-participation to decrease democracy gap. 
The blogosphere confronts Indonesian and Malaysian bloggers in a debate only through the social media. 
Internet encourages civil involvement in politics (Kahn & Kellner, 2004; Kerbel & Bloom, 2005). Internet 
increases individual participation and collective action (Lenk, 1999; Mele, 2005; Prior, 2007). The Internet is not 
only to create an egalitarian culture among bloggers, but also reverse democracy dominated by the elite, activists, 
students, intellectual, NGO’s, reporters, politicians, political party, and other religious organizations. The 
bloggers involved in movement of supporting Bibit-Chandra and reclaiming identity Indonesia-Malaysia are 
from the various social background, regional, ages, education. The advantage of internet is that people can 
engage in the public space without having a physical mobilization. 

The bloggers spread public opinion in the blogosphere with “share, TAG, SPAM“device. The bloggers depend on 
the strength of information and ideas (Keck & Sikkink, 1998). The blogosphere culture, bloggers easily spread 
public opinion with a device “share and tag”. The opinion will be considered as right and represent bloggers’ 
voice which is freely shared. Sunstein (2001) said that deliberation on the internet only for those who have same 
views. They believe that bloggers stuck into wall discussion makes their voices echoes. The wall in the Internet 
will filter the different views and close the same one. Sunstein (2001) also reminds that though Internet offers 
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various views and identity, blogger just tries to get information and interacts to strengthen their ideas, avoids 
communicating with different view-owned by other bloggers. Research conducted by Wilhelm (1999) shows that 
blogger will lead to strong dispute and generally the bloggers’ arguments follow the previous same argument. 

Filtering conducted by internet users has an impact on limited views and identity. The debate on the Internet was 
running only for them who have the same thoughts and identity. Sunstein (2001) stated that Internet contributes 
to community fragmentation or deliberative fragments. The deliberative fragments lead to the polarization 
among different groups. Sunstein (2001) stated about polarization that it will restrict society to understand each 
other from a different view and increase enmity and even violent and also threaten democracy. 

This study produces a different proposition from Habermas et al. Deliberative Online in the Internet, by taking 
the theme of supporting Bibit-Chandra and reclaiming identity produces a proposition that deliberative online in 
the Internet has multiple ratios, both the critical and emotional ratio and has a daily language discourse. The 
deliberative online frequently appears in the form of the consensus and dissensus; for instance, Bloggers tend to 
meet the consensus on morality issue, for instance; anti-corruption, but they tend to have dissensus on the issues 
of identity. This study also found that bloggers were very critical and disorient to conquer the regime. 

The blogosphere builds virtual solidarity. The spirit of eliminating deliberative fragments makes opinion to be 
listened by the society. The blogosphere contrasts with assumption of Habermas and Sunstein (2001) who 
believes that the Internet isolates bloggers from the community to share their views for their own surrounding 
and isolate from the different views of other bloggers. On the contrary, the blogosphere is appropriate with Bruns 
(2007) that membership in online community is so complex, diverse of participation and an individual does not 
lose activities in the context of offline. The virtual community is not isolated because their members are 
connected through membership and through the hyperlink connecting the posting in the forum. The blogosphere 
equipped with hypertext and hyperlink has facilitated social relations through cross-linkage (Bruns, 2007). 

Customizing communication on online device at the blogosphere is not increase people ability to hear their own 
voice and avoid communication from others as Sunstein feared. Segregation in the blogosphere feared by 
Sunstein is eroded by hyperlink that pierce bloggers wall. Hyperlink has integrated bloggers to traditional media, 
blog, social networking, other bloggers account. Besides hyperlink, the blogosphere are equipped with a device 
“like, comment, share (LCS)” that allows bloggers have the mutual comment, support, and share public opinion, 
also discourse public in the form of text, photos, video systematically and sustainable, and documented regularly. 
This phenomenon is not separation but aggregation for bloggers. 

Thus, this study rejected the idea of Sunstein (2001) that puts negative effect of any person customizing 
themselves in the Internet. It rejected proposition that the Internet increases any person’s ability to hear 
reverberation of voice and walls from the other (Sunstein, 2001). He stated that the Internet weaken democracy 
as it enables the community to isolate themselves in the group to share their views and experience and reject the 
information that may be contrary to their belief, a phenomenon known as “cyberbalkanization" or political 
polarization. 

The bloggers spread the public opinion and public discourse in the form of a photograph or video to wall of 
bloggers massively. It is different from share that infects news feeds of bloggers, tag device get into wall of 
bloggers which is so private. With “tag” device, public opinion spreads collectively which has the opportunity to 
be greeted and read. The blogosphere with algorithms aggregation meets both parties with different discourse 
attacking and disputing each other. 

3.2 The Power of Public Opinion 

Public opinion was built by bloggers who had the power to influence political policy by enlarging its mass base 
and public consent. Bibit and Chandra were released through the reopening of the KPK and reoccupied their 
positions. The bloggers used public opinion as a "weapon" to fight corruption. This study supported the idea of 
Tilly (1978) and Mele (2005) that public opinion is a victim of arbitrary rule and that, for this reason, injustice 
must be encouraged for collective action to influence political policy. The bloggers used the blogosphere to 
express public opinion (Allan, 2006). The bloggers were transformed from being mere spectators and players 
involved in the making of meaning (Coleman, 2005) thus affecting the flow of information and helping bloggers 
interpret and predict political events. The main strength of blogging was to find appropriate information so as to 
establish a considered point of view. They produced information and public opinion based on political events and 
then amplified this information through social networks which stole the attention of governments and even 
entered into the mainstream media. 

This study clearly refused the claims that internet create the democracy gap indicated by the poor response. The 
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bloggers accustomed to uploading public opinion in the form of video and other bloggers listening. The from the 
uploaded 96 video on Youtube in the theme of reclaiming the identity of Indonesia-Malaysia is heard or at least 
greeted 5.350.863 good bloggers of Malaysia and Indonesia. While from 43 video uploaded by bloggers in the 
theme of supporting Bibit-Chandra is heard by 55.412 Indonesian bloggers. While listening the voice such as the 
“cry” of bloggers, the blogosphere also provides a device that can be attracted gain support and denials, even 
marginalize the unwanted public opinion. On the contrary, the bloggers give support (like) each other or a refusal 
(dislike) against public opinion. From 26 video on Youtube uploaded by bloggers in the theme of reclaiming 
identity, gets 651 supports and 356 oppositions of bloggers both from Malaysia and Indonesia. 

The Internet offers alternative ways for the bloggers to participate in politics without leaving house or workplace, 
or delaying on scheduled travel and other activities. The political participation can be done in the private (at 
home) with the help of the Internet. By pressing “click” item, bloggers engage to in participation, called political 
“click-activism”. 

The blogosphere provides freedom to bloggers to produce and reproduce public opinion in form of statement, 
comments, photo or video. The blogosphere provides opportunity to bloggers to participate by supporting (like), 
and spreading public opinion which is intended and refuse (dislike), mark (flag as inappropriate), hide, even 
remove the unwanted public opinion. Through online deliberations, researchers not only enlighten bloggers but 
also increase citizens’ participation in general (Burkhalter et al., 2002; Carpini et al., 2004; Melville et al., 2005; 
Warren, 1992; Hickerson & Gastil, 2008). E-participation such as listening to others with empathy, as stated by 
Mendelberg, he extended the public interest with more egalitarian views, an open mind and argument" 
(Mendelberg, 2002). The bloggers listen to the public opinion which is built and spread through a video. 

4. Conclusion 

In conclusion, this study found a relationship between the Internet and Deliberative Democracy. Therefore, it is 
believed that Internet did not make bloggers parasitic to mainstream media. In fact, the bloggers created 155 
virtual public spheres both nationally and globally to support Bibit & Chandra. Moreover, they produced 
alternative public opinions and reinforced the truth that their opinion was fact. The bloggers produced three 
discourses in the blogosphere. Firstly, corruption impoverished society, injured the people’s sense of justice and 
robbed public welfare. Next, the criminalized Bibit & Chandra were a symbol of injustice. They were 
represented by the lower class (lizard) and opposed the class elite (crocodile). Finally, the bloggers resisted 
injustice. The bloggers shared their opinion in the blogosphere (Facebook, YouTube and so on). They deliberated 
through shared comments, TAG photos, created videos, and polling. In addition, the bloggers created petitions, 
collective consciousness, and formed demonstrations. Their deliberation promoted a court of public opinion. 
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