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This article proposes to start considering the role that citizens play in platform governance as a way of critically reflecting on issues of inclusivity in and effectiveness of current decision-making processes. This article attempts to apply the above suggestion by studying citizens' discourse in recent European efforts to regulate online content. It does so by employing an experimental methodology, namely, a computationally assisted Critical Discourse Analysis on textual data derived from citizens' contributions to the European Commission's Public Consultations on three crucial regulatory texts: the Code of Practice on Disinformation, the Recommendation on Tackling Illegal Content Online and the Digital Services Act. The present analysis suggests that the EU's strategy to advance participatory governance through public consultations seems to ignore citizens' qualitative input and, thus, the feedback received can be severely limited. Concluding, the article maintains that scholarship should adopt a more encompassing scope when studying platform governance, especially concerning citizen and user participation, beyond the traditional frame of participation through civil society representation, while critically scrutinising existing ostensibly participatory structures.

Introduction

A burgeoning volume of scholarly work has embraced the notion of platform governance as a way of conceptualising, on the one hand, the broader categories of stakeholders who participate in decision-making processes within the platform ecosystem, and on the other hand, the norms, mechanisms andformal or informalrules that dictate how platforms govern and are governed [START_REF] Flew | The turn to regulation in digital communication: the ACCC's digital platforms inquiry and Australian media policy[END_REF][START_REF] Gillespie | Custodians of the internet: Platforms, content moderation, and the hidden decisions that shape social media[END_REF][START_REF] Gorwa | What is platform governance? Information[END_REF]. In other words, platform governance refers to the assemblage of sociotechnical and political-economic facets of platform technologies [START_REF] Mansell | Advanced introduction to platform economics[END_REF]. The question, though, of who and in which ways partakes in governance deliberations has puzzled many researchers. In a widely cited attempt to tackle this issue, Gorwa introduced the concept of 'platform governance triangle', a 'heuristic that could map out governance relationships and power relations' concerning 'informal content regulation ' (2022, p. 2).

Recently, a few online platforms have been experimenting with the idea of involving users in their decision-making processes regarding content moderation through projects like Twitter's 'Community Notes' or Meta Oversight Board's acceptance of public comments on cases they are examining. Well before these endeavours, other platforms, both for-and non-profit, have been operating a 'community-led' approach to content governance trying to involve their users [START_REF] Wagner | Reimagining content moderation and safeguarding fundamental rights: A study on community-led platforms[END_REF]. These capacities offered by technological advancements had also reinvigorated the interest in citizen participation in governance deliberations and politics more broadly. A case in point is the European Commission's (hereinafter Commission) 'Better Regulation Agenda', 1 adopted in 2015, which aimed to increase the range of stakeholders participating in governance deliberations and, particularly, amplify the role of civil society [START_REF] Deligiaouri | Evaluation of public consultations and citizens' participation in 2015 better regulation agenda of the EU and the need for a deliberative e-rulemaking initiative in the EU[END_REF]. A fundamental mechanism of this approach has been the Commission's public consultations, where all relevant stakeholders, including citizens, are invited to voice their opinions about proposed policies and regulations.

Subsequently, in this article, I propose to start considering the role that citizens play in platform governance. I argue that this could enable us to critically reflect on issues of inclusivity in decisionmaking, to avoid projecting and perpetuating existent power asymmetries through our research, as well as to contribute to theorising how alternative structures of governance could be reified. This article, then, attempts to apply the above suggestion by studying the involvement of citizens in recent European efforts to regulate online content. More specifically, it looks at the public consultations of three regulatory frameworks put forth by the Commission which have been fundamental for its strategy for online content governance: the 'Code of Practice on Disinformation' (EC, 2018b; hereinafter Code), the 'Recommendation on Measures to Effectively Tackle Illegal Content Online' (EC, 2018a; hereinafter Recommendation) and, finally, the Proposal for a Regulation on a Single Market For Digital Services (Digital Services Act) and amending Directive 2000/31/EC (EC, 2020a; hereinafter DSA). These consultations are based on lengthy questionnaires that also include open-ended questions which, as my analysis postulates, have been largely ignored by academia and policymakers alike.

As such, this publication aspires to contribute to existing literature, on the one hand, on an epistemological level by providing an example of an alternative way to study a facet of platform
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governance and, on the other hand, on an informational level by sharing novel insights as regards citizens' discourse about content regulation. The driving research questions for this article are:

RQ1. How can we start considering the role that users and citizens play, either directly or indirectly, in platform governance?

RQ2. What do European citizens have to say about online platforms and the way that the Commission has attempted to approach online content regulation?

Platform governance and public deliberation

This article is positioned within the literature regarding online content governance, that is, how content is governed, on the one hand, by platforms (terms and conditions, design and code) and, on the other hand, by a system ofmostly in the Westmultiple stakeholders [START_REF] Gillespie | Custodians of the internet: Platforms, content moderation, and the hidden decisions that shape social media[END_REF]. What is more, recently, scholars have also begun discussing a third aspect of platform governance: how power is exercised through platforms [START_REF] Agarwal | State interest in content governance through platforms[END_REF]. These realisations have moved us away from the 'techno-optimist' early years of 'Web 2.0', which were characterised by a lack of regulation, which played a key role in enabling the growth and domination of many digital companies, as well as the rise of platform capitalism [START_REF] Srnicek | Platform capitalism[END_REF]. As critical media scholar José van Dijck has observed, in the early years of the 'platform revolution', there was a surge, even within academic circles, of the conviction 'that networked technologies [could] offer sufficient leverage' to previously 'passive' recipients 'to renegotiate their relationships' with then-dominant gatekeepers, like media companies (van Dijck, 2009, p. 43).

Likewise, in the field of social and political sciences, scholars have talked about how global commercial online technologies may constitute a new structural transformation of how our public spheres are shaped [START_REF] Seeliger | A new structural transformation of the public sphere? An introduction[END_REF]; what role private social media platforms may play in creating social silos [START_REF] Habermas | Reflections and hypotheses on a further structural transformation of the political public sphere[END_REF], or in appropriating citizens' participation in sociopolitical deliberations for profit [START_REF] Staab | Social media and the digital structural transformation of the public sphere[END_REF]. Others have argued that such capacities may be employed to foster 'deliberative e-rulemaking', that is, 'the development of [a] law-making environment online which enables and facilitates public participation' (Deligiaouri & Suiter, 2020, p. 4). For instance, the Commission tried to do this with the adoption of its 'Better Regulation Agenda' in 2015 to increase the range of stakeholders participating in governance deliberations and, particularly, amplify the role of civil society [START_REF] Deligiaouri | Evaluation of public consultations and citizens' participation in 2015 better regulation agenda of the EU and the need for a deliberative e-rulemaking initiative in the EU[END_REF].

Relevant scholarship has attempted to identify these stakeholders based on concepts borrowed from political science and international relations studies, as well as by analysing the products (e.g. regulatory frameworks) of these power relations [START_REF] Papaevangelou | The existential stakes of platform governance: A critical literature review[END_REF]. For instance, Abbott and Snidal proposed the 'governance triangle': a 'heuristic device to structure analysis of widely varying forms of governance' (Abbott & Snidal, 2009, p. 52), with NGO, state and firm actors as the principal governance stakeholders. Gorwa operationalised that triadic model to use as a 'heuristic' to identify key stakeholders that participate in processes of governance, especially in relation to informal content regulatory frameworks (Gorwa, 2022, p. 2).

Subsequently, it is implied that platform governance can promote an inclusive and participatory environment, given that it is a system of de facto networked governance and, thus, there is a constant interplay of state and non-state (Drahos & Krygier, 2017, p. 15), as well as of human and non-human actors. Recent works have criticised current conceptual frameworks for not being able to account for the underlying 'inter-capitalist competition' among stakeholders (Flew & Wilding, 2021, p. 129) and for nuances that are visible only to close readings of governance processes [START_REF] Papaevangelou | The existential stakes of platform governance: A critical literature review[END_REF].
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At the same time, the research agenda of platform governance is constantly negotiated among the scholarly community, with many academics pushing for its 'reimagination' despite its relative novelty. For instance, some scholars have warned against adopting a privileged platform deterministic perspective, which '[risks fetishising] a Western legal and policy focus' [START_REF] Solomun | Reorienting platform power, medium[END_REF], while others have underlined the need for the community to engage with understudied phenomena relating to platform governance and platform power, like sexual expression online [START_REF] Tiidenberg | Sex, power and platform governance[END_REF].

Furthermore, in a recent essay, Gorwa attempted to further clarify and expound on his previous work by defining stakeholders as 'actors with a stake in the processes of platform governance' without 'necessarily [acting] on it [as] all individuals affected (or governed) by the outcome of a policy process are stakeholders' (Gorwa, 2022, p. 8). He also suggested a more nuanced typology of possible stakeholders who may appear in platform governance processes, ranging from 'industry associations' to 'ordinary users' (Gorwa, 2022, p. 10). Additionally, he highlighted that 'key stakeholders [will] vary across platform policy issue areas' (Gorwa, 2022, p. 14;emphasis his), echoing what others have said about how grouping stakeholders based on their interests and power relations can shed light on how regulations are developed (Papaevangelou, 2021, p. 10). As Flew et al. have argued, an expansion of how we study power relations of platform governance should account for 'the shifting alliances across categories and also the heterogeneity of interests within them' (Flew, Martin, & Suzor, 2021, p. 134).

As such, it might be that scholars, arguing in favour of a 'reimagination' of platform governance [START_REF] Suzor | A constitutional moment: How we might reimagine platform governance[END_REF], are pushing for a politicisation of the field by adopting more critical and radical approaches. In this sense, discussing whom exactly we talk about when we talk about stakeholders is difficult yet necessary. For instance, it is often taken for granted that civil society organisations represent citizens in governance deliberations [START_REF] Kohler-Koch | Civil society and EU democracy: "astroturf" representation?[END_REF]p. 107, Regilme, 2018). However, 'civil society guarantees only the existence of a public, not public consensus' (Flyvbjerg, 1998, p. 229).

So, as mentioned earlier, the advent of online technologies reinvigorated interest regarding the possibilities of public participation to make citizens governance stakeholders. Hence, the European Commission's endeavours to implicate citizens in its deliberations through online consultations. Certainly, it is not only public authorities that have been trying to do so. For example, Meta's Oversight Board also welcomes public comments for their cases (Wong & Floridi, 2022, p. 2), while Twitter's 'Community Notes' project invites 'contributors collaboratively add context to potentially misleading Tweets'. These examples demonstrate that platform governance stakeholders, platforms themselves in these instances, experiment with public participation in their decision-making processes. Therefore, while macroscopic approaches to (platform) governance are indeed useful because they facilitate theory-building, I contend that we should also investigate instances of public participation that may shed light on citizens' role in governance processes, as well as on the impact that these experiments may have.

The brussels effect and online content governance

The European Union (hereinafter EU) has traditionally put much faith into the concept of multistakeholder governance, with various stakeholders playing a role in shaping and implementing regulation [START_REF] Beyers | Who feeds information to regulators? Stakeholder diversity in European Union regulatory agency consultations[END_REF][START_REF] Saurwein | Combating disinformation on social media: Multilevel governance and distributed accountability in Europe[END_REF]. The Commission introduced the procedure of public consultations in 2015 as part of its 'Better Regulation Agenda' in a bid to increase citizen participation in policy-and law-making. 2 Indeed policymakers and scholars have long been thinking of ways to take advantage of online technologies to increase the political participation of citizens [START_REF] Deligiaouri | Evaluation of public consultations and citizens' participation in 2015 better regulation agenda of the EU and the need for a deliberative e-rulemaking initiative in the EU[END_REF]. These consultations last for 12 weeks and, in principle, any European citizen who speaks an official European language may contribute; once the public consultation round is concluded, the Commission shares a summary of the findings, along with a file containing all contributions.

Furthermore, the EU is often touted as a regulatory powerhouse with the capacity to influence regulation at a global scale; Bradford has named this phenomenon as the 'Brussels effect' [START_REF] Bradford | The brussels effect: How the European union rules the world[END_REF], '[referring] to the EU's unilateral ability to regulate the global market place [which] can be unintentional, arising from a set of enabling conditions […] rather than from the EU's active efforts to export its regulations' (Bradford, 2020, p. 1). As van Dijck has written, 'the [EU], despite a scarcity of home-grown "big" tech companies, tries to position itself as a governmental agent of change in the global digital economy' [START_REF] Van Dijck | Seeing the forest for the trees: Visualizing platformization and its governance[END_REF], p. 2804). Recently, it seems that the Commission changed its strategy and now seeks to actively 'export its regulations', as it plans to inaugurate a new office in Silicon Valleyhome to major American technology companiesto 'have a positive relationship between the regulator and the regulated' and to coordinate common regulatory action with American regulators [START_REF] Bertuzzi | New EU office in the silicon valley mulls big tech diplomacy[END_REF].

Moreover, it is not uncommon for European scholars to depict the European approach as a kind of a third ideological model for platform governance [START_REF] Van Dijck | Governing platformization in Europe[END_REF]van Dijck & Lin, 2022, p. 65), with the other two deriving from the United States, which is '[promulgating] less-stringent regulatory standards' (Bradford, 2020, p. xv) and from China, which 'operates a state-controlled, corporately run ecosystem of platforms' that are increasingly toppling US's dominance [START_REF] Van Dijck | Seeing the forest for the trees: Visualizing platformization and its governance[END_REF], p. 2814).

However, legal scholar Yang Cao has noted that China has adopted a 'less stringent attitude towards digital platforms', maybe in a bid to establish its 'internet sovereignty home and abroad' (Mckune & Shazeda, 2018, p. 3850), while its 'antitrust legislation and implementation rules' seem to have been 'heavily based on Western rules' (Cao, 2020, p. 2). Similarly, de Kloet et al., have called for '[steering] away from geopolitical binarism' to avoid reinforcing 'the dichotomy of China versus the West' (2019, p. 250). For instance, a comparative analysis of a ride-hailing platforms in China and the United States, namely Uber and DiDi, found that 'both share relatively similar visions of datafication and [infrastructuralisation] and they both intentionally exploit the legal [grey] zones for profit-making' despite differing in how they seek legitimisation vis-à-vis state power (Chan & Kwok, 2022, p. 143).

Therefore, one cannot gloss over the fact that accounts presenting the EU as a potential role model for 'governing a digital platform society' (van Dijck, Poell, & de Waal, 2018, p. 165), despite being compelling, might oversimplify complex socio-political and socio-economic situations. What is more, such approaches also run the risk of replicating a Eurocentric approach, 3 which as the present analysis suggests, might skew conflicts and tensions found within the EU, as well as the problems that exist with the current policymaking system, which is far from the idealised participatory system envisioned in the Commission's 'Better Regulation Agenda'. In the following sections, we will unpack some key texts put forth by the European Commission to govern online content.

Tackling online disinformation: A European approach

The European Commission has defined disinformation as 'verifiably false or misleading information that is created, presented and disseminated for economic gain or to intentionally deceive the public, and may cause public harm' (EC, 2018b, pp. 3-4); importantly, genres like satire are excluded from this definition's scope. The Commission devised the Code as a self-regulatory mechanism that would involve the participation of third parties in the fight against disinformation, like fact-checkers (Gorwa, 2019a;[START_REF] Shattock | Self-regulation 2:0? A critical reflection of the European fight against disinformation[END_REF], and would have four principal objectives:

'improve transparency regarding the origin of information'; 'promote diversity of information'; 'foster credibility of information'; and 'fashion inclusive solutions' (EC, 2018b, p. 6). The first signatories of the code were Facebook, Google, Twitter, Mozilla and advertisers, while Microsoft and TikTok joined in 2019 and 2020, respectively. 4 Signatories are not obliged to comply with any of the suggestions made by the Commission but commit to a set of activities, like producing transparency reports and facilitating research on disinformation (EC, 2018b, p. 8).

Originally, the Code's focus was on the 2019 European Parliamentary elections but since the pandemic's outbreak, it gradually shifted toward tackling disinformation related to Covid-19 (Shattock, 2021, p. 2). Moreover, it has received criticism due to 'evident shortcomings in its implementation and scope', most notably, because of the absence of requiring a standardised format for platforms' transparency reports, the lack of a stricter regulatory backbone, the fact that platforms were allowed to prioritise their own community standards over the Code's commitments, and others [START_REF] Eileen | CovidCheck: Assessing the implentation of EU code of practice on disinformation in relation to covid-19[END_REF]. The Commission responded by publishing its 'Guidance on Strengthening the Code of Practice on Disinformation' (EC, 2021) under its broader 'European Democracy Action Plan' (EC, 2020c). What is more, provided that the DSA will enable the European authorities to develop voluntary codes of conduct at Union level (EC, 2020a, art. 35), like the Code discussed here, platforms will be compelled to adhere to them, because this will be considered as 'an appropriate risk mitigating measure' (EC, 2020a, rec. 68). Therefore, when the DSA comes into effect, the revamped Code will progressively transform into a co-regulatory mechanism.

Recommendation on measures to effectively tackle illegal content online

In March 2018, the Commission unveiled its 'Recommendation on measures to effectively tackle illegal content online' to supplement its strategy to govern online content found on platforms. The Recommendation was an expansion of a Communication that had been issued in response to the series of terrorist attacks in the EU in 2017 and 'the proliferation of terrorist propaganda online' (EC, 2018a, para. 5); the recommendation set out a timeline with actions that both authorities and platforms should take to 'ensure the swift and proactive detection and removal of illegal content online' (EC, 2017, p. 20). The Communication was harshly criticised, primarily, due to the promotion and legitimisation of extensive use of automatic solutions to proactively remove illegal content, as well as to prevent it from re-appearing [START_REF] Edri | Q&A on the recommendation on measures to 'effectively tackle illegal content online[END_REF].

Nonetheless, in 2018, the Commission issued non-binding principles, in the form of recommendations, to tackle manifestly illegal content, that is, any information that is incompatible with Union or one Member-state's law (EC, 2018a, para. 4). Harmful but legal content, like mis-or disinformation was left out of the Recommendation's scope. The Recommendation encouraged the involvement of 'trusted flaggers', 5 a concept also found in the Commission's 'Code of Conduct on countering illegal hate speech' (EC, 2016) which involves third parties 'considered by a hosting provider to have particular expertise and responsibilities for the purposes of tackling illegal content online' (EC, 2018, para. 8). What is more, the Recommendation contained several references to 'copyright' and 'intellectual property', which critics attributed to successful campaigns of 'copyright lobbyists' [START_REF] Edri | Q&A on the recommendation on measures to 'effectively tackle illegal content online[END_REF].

As a result, the Recommendation, among others, sought to incite platforms to act against illegal content, ranging from terrorist content to the use of uncopyrighted content; to put in place accessible technological means of notifying platforms and interested parties; to publish details about their activities, as well as to notify law enforcement authorities in cases of terrorist content. Given that the Recommendation was simply a set of non-binding guidelines, the Commission did not introduce a 6
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Digital services act (DSA)

The DSA is the Commission's proposal for an overhaul of the EU's online content governance and regulation. It was proposed alongside the Digital Markets Act (EC, 2020b) in December 2020, which is going to act as the EU's competition regulatory tool; the two complementary regulations are the EU's proposition to reshape modern governance of the digital economy. The DSA will progressively replace the 2001 E-Commerce Directive, which inter alia protected intermediaries from liability for illegal activities, of which they had no knowledge, on their services (EP and EUCO, 2001, arts. 14, 15). In other words, this 'safe harbour regime', alongside the U.S. Section 230 of the Communication Decency Act, shielded platforms from online content regulation and, thus, had a huge impact on the development of the EU's digital market, while creating a 'de facto transatlantic market for platforms with [UGC]' (Heldt, 2022, p. 70). Furthermore, the Commission wished to '[overcome] existing legal fragmentation and regulatory gaps' (Buri & van Hoboken, 2021, p. 7) caused by unilateral regulatory measures adopted by EU's Member-states and, thus, proposed the DSA, which introduces a horizontal framework for all intermediaries concerning primarily the regulation of illegal online content, 6 albeit with more obligations for 'Very Large Online Platforms'. 7 The DSA, among others, maintains the prohibition on general monitoring obligation; provides rules for moderating illegal content; introduces due diligence transparency obligations (e.g. improved transparency reports, risk mitigation assessments, etc.); allows more opportunities for researchers to access platforms' data; 8 stipulates the creation and cooperation of new authorities 9 to implement and enforce DSA's obligations (i.e. the new Digital Service Coordinators); and introduces co-enforceable regulatory backstops for self-regulatory frameworks, like the Code [START_REF] Buri | The digital services act (DSA) proposal: A critical overview[END_REF][START_REF] Heldt | EU digital services act: The white hope of intermediary regulation[END_REF].

Corpus and methodology

This article is interested in the public consultations that preceded all three texts presented above. This analysis does not include the Code of Conduct on 'Countering Illegal Hate Speech' (EC, 2016), as it did not have a public consultation and was thus excluded from our corpus. All data were downloaded from the Commission's website as a spreadsheet, with all participants' information anonymised. Both raw and formatted data are available at the repository of the Open Science Foundation for download. 10 I only analysed replies given by EU citizens, 11 while all non-English texts were translated into English using the Commission's official translation tool; this is one of this paper's limitations, as it inadvertently fiddles with the nuance of the respondents' languages. 12 The corpus consists of data from the public consultations on:

• 'Fake news and online disinformation', which ran from 13/11/2017 to 23/02/2018. The survey received 2986 replies: 2784 from individuals and 202 from legal organisations and journalists. • 'Measures to further improve the effectiveness of the fight against illegal content online', which ran from 30/04/2018 to 25/06/2018 and received a total of 8961 replies, of which 8749 were from individuals.
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• 'Digital Services Actdeepening the internal market and clarifying responsibilities for digital services', which ran from 02/06/2020 to 08/09/2020 and received 2863 replies, of which 1894 were from EU citizens.

To explore the problematics set out in the introduction, more than 13 thousand contributions of EU citizens were analysedwith each contribution containing several repliesto open-ended questions. Critical discourse analysis (CDA) of the citizens' contributions was preferred as the optimal way of approaching this study. The concept of discourse analysis is quite malleable but, in general, refers to the investigation of written or spoken texts [START_REF] Peräkylä | Analyzing talk and text[END_REF]. CDA enables us to address the (geo)political aspects of analysed texts to understand how they might 'reproduce power and inequalities in society' [START_REF] Peräkylä | Analyzing talk and text[END_REF], p. 1167). In other words, it allows us to 'investigate how [discursive] practices, events and texts arise out of and are ideologically shaped by relations of power and struggles over power' (Mogashoa, 2014, p. 105).

The analysis was conducted using IRaMuTeQ [START_REF] Ratinaud | Iramuteq: Interface de R pour les analyses multidimensionnelles de textes et de questionnaires[END_REF], an open-source software for computational textual analysis, which algorithmically dissects textual corpora into thematic clusters based on the linguistic principles of lexicometry, allowing us to explore and compare the discourse employed in different textual corpora [START_REF] Chaves | Use of the software IRAMUTEQ in qualitative research: An experience report[END_REF][START_REF] Ratinaud | Iramuteq: Interface de R pour les analyses multidimensionnelles de textes et de questionnaires[END_REF]. While the use of IRaMuTeQ remains somewhat experimental, some scholars have been integrating it into their research enquiries as a supplementary tool for critical discursive analysis [START_REF] Ramos | IRAMUTEQ software and discursive textual analysis: Interpretive possibilities[END_REF].

By embracing such approaches, we can lead ourselves to unexpected results that shed light on topics that were previously considered difficult to investigate. At the same time, we ought to be critical of how we employ such tools, especially when it comes to automatic software, to avoid replicating 'black-boxed' methodologies and falling into the trap of considering produced results as unchallengeable objective information. Therefore, we should be wary that these are results produced according to the input data we provide the software with and that they depend on the code with which the software is written.

For this analysis, a Descending Hierarchical Classification (DHC) analysis was preferred, which algorithmically splinters the corpus on hundreds or thousands of Text Segments (TS) and sorts them into different thematic classes, which are then depicted in a dendrogram form and are spatially represented based on their vocabulary similarities. The way that the clusters are visualised in the produced dendrogram (Figure 1) represents their semantic vicinity. Put simply, if two clusters belong to the same sub-branch (e.g. Classes 1 and 2), this suggests that their TSs were often used together in the text or, even, that the same words were used but in a slightly different context; thus, this also allows us to observe and interpret clusters' relations.

In addition, the DHC-produced data were combined with a Specific Words Analysis, which examines the frequency and uniqueness of specific words across a textual corpus and presents them on an aggregate lexical table constructed with the selected variables. Last, it is important to note here that, in citizens' replies, I found instances of extreme right-wing discourse that often became hateful and racist; these were included in the DHC analysis, primarily to not skew the results, but were excluded from this manuscript to avoid amplifying hateful discourse. To summarise, the steps for my analysis were as follows:

1. Downloaded all three datasets from the Commission's website 2. Identified the open-ended questions and replies and started building a separate file with these data (first as CSV and then as TXT, which is the compatible file type for IRaMuTeQ)
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3. Translated the data using the Commission's official translation tool, and then formatted the data according to IRaMuTeQ's requirements, using the respondents' countries and each consultation dataset as an identifying variable 4. Conducted a DHC analysis on the dataset 5. Created lists of words comprising each cluster (or words of interest more broadly) and compared their usage across datasets and countries (Specific Words Analysis)

Findings and discussion

Due to space and word limitations, the main findings, which were inferred from the DHC classes found in Figure 1, are presented in bullet points. The findings are drawn from examining the words structuring each cluster, allowing us to understand the predominant points of discussion of our textual corpus, as well as their prevalence compared to the other discursive points. For instance, Class 5 (Green colour), which contains TSs referring to the pandemic, has a size of 5.5%, indicating that, while it contained TSs that were unique enough to be listed in a separate cluster, it covered a very small part of the whole corpus. This is reasonable considering that the pandemic was only discussed in the consultation regarding the DSA. The findings were bundled based on my interpretation of the texts found in each cluster, as well as on a closer reading of my dataset. Therefore, I did not necessarily follow the clusters' relations suggested by the visual representation of the DHC analysis. The overarching findings could be summarised as follows:

• Platforms have showed inadequacy or inaction to weed out malignant content, like mis-and disinformation; citizens complained that this worsened during the coronavirus pandemic outbreak (Classes 2, 5) • Citizens repeatedly expressed concerns regarding foreign manipulation of information that have posed a threat to democratic processes, like the 2016 US Presidential Election or the Brexit referendum (Class 1) • Respondents continuously prioritised the need to protect fundamental rights, namely freedom of expression and freedom of information, against abuse of power both by platforms and governments; this sentiment was accompanied by distrust towards both governance stakeholders as key decision-makers (Classes 1, 5) • Citizens also emphasised the importance of media literacy and education in relation to online harms as a long-term remedy, as opposed to stricter rules that could stifle freedom of expression (Class 2) • There was a consensus to outright ban explicitly illicit content, like child pornography, phishing, or terrorist material, but with sufficient safeguards against potential collateral censorship of legitimate content (Class 6) • Some respondents also communicated the lack of a level playing field among content creators, rightsholders and platforms, as well as how copyright strikes could be weaponised to censor unwanted content; the latter was also mentioned as a risk in relation to flagging content (Classes 3, 4) • Last, Classes 10 and 9and to a lesser degree 8 and 4of Figure 1 demonstrate the discourse of non-citizen stakeholders, which is full of legal and expert terminology, exhibiting the fact that the public consultations' process is not without problems. For instance, one of the most dominant themes refers to the difficulty of enforcing the proposed regulations which would require the cooperation of many a European authority.

Complementing the DHC analysis with a closer reading, that is, looking at citizens' replies and comparing specific words across countries, I additionally noted that:

• Citizens of the former 'Eastern Bloc' 13 were strongly interested in discussing issues of foreign interference, manipulation of information and weaponisation of disinformation, which might suggest that people who once lived under repressive regimes are overly concerned about individual freedoms, as well as about Russia's growing influence 14 (Figure 2). A characteristic example is the following reply from a Lithuanian citizen in the public consultation on the Code: 'Fake news comes from Russian channels and social media accounts on a daily, constant basis, the initiators of which try to influence the attitude of the EU's former and former Soviet states (especially national minorities) towards Russia, its military conflicts in Ukraine and Georgia, and foreign and business interests' • German citizens were consistently the most active respondents in the consultations (Table 1).

Notably, UK respondents came in second in all consultations, with French and Belgian participants following; as such, the process of public consultations is yet another area that will be impacted by Brexit • Many citizens also criticised the Commission for the consultation's format, mainly for: not allowing more nuanced responses, bundling copyright infringement with dangerous material as examples of illegal content, as well as focusing only on social media's role in disinformation without regard for traditional media's role. This can be understood as a way of negotiating power and exercising agency by citizens in a different from the envisaged way • Replies of non-citizen stakeholders, like civil society groups, were either categorised as those of citizens, despite the existence of the respective categories for various types of stakeholders, or were not categorised at all, which can skew the feedback received.

Consequently, I contend that, far from an ideal and harmonised European landscape, citizens prioritised nationally sensitive themes. For example, citizens from countries that had a more visceral experience with Russian state-backed disinformation, were much more vocal regarding the dangers thereof, as well as more critical of the EU's inaction to decisively act against it. What is more, the lack of trust shown by citizens to those holding power, that is, governments, European institutions,
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Global Media and China 0(0) rightsholders, platforms, to effectively regulate online content governance, suggests that coregulatory frameworks are more fitting for multi-stakeholder systems. However, the question of power asymmetry persists. For instance, 'Big Tech' companies are increasingly becoming dominant lobbying forces within the EU, 15 which makes their position much more influential compared to that of other stakeholders, who do not have the same capacities to compete with them in terms of advocacy. Furthermore, my analysis also surfaced the shortcomings of how the Commission has been receiving input for its regulatory proposals from citizens. Most importantly, the qualitative aspect of citizens' feedback was largely ignored. For instance, by looking at the summary reports produced by the Commission for all three of the examined consultations, 16 we seldomif at all -find mentions of the open-ended replies given by individuals. A striking example is that, in the summary report for the DSA, despite the fact citizens provided most of the feedback, the Commission presented companies, non-governmental organisations and public authorities as the largest respondent groups.

As a result, we can infer that these consultations might not be more than a vehicle for legitimating decision-making and regulatory proposals. In addition to this, citizens' criticism of the consultations' process itself, as expressed in their replies, further indicates the agonistic nature of governance deliberations. In other words, the fact that citizens see such opportunities to express themselves on topics going beyond the surveys' scope, may demonstrate the lack of substantial and accessible gateways through which they can be heard. Last, looking at the three largest clusters of the DHC analysis (Classes 4, 9 and 10), we can see the use of a more sophisticated vernacular; by conducting a Specific Words Analysis on the words comprising these clusters, I was able to infer that most of the respondents using such terminology was from Belgium contributing to the consultation on the DSA, which suggests that, on the one hand, some respondents may have been misclassified as individuals instead of representatives of vetted interests and, on the other hand, that those who are closer to decision-making centres, like Brussels, are better equipped to engage with complex topics. As a result, my analysis also illustrates a problem of inclusivity vis-à-vis the identity of respondents.

Concluding remarks

The public sphere was envisioned by Habermas as a mediating space of deliberation where the (civil) society could convene with the state [START_REF] Habermas | The structural transformation of the public sphere: An inquiry into a category of bourgeois society[END_REF][START_REF] Seeliger | A new structural transformation of the public sphere? An introduction[END_REF], and, in traditional governance systems, civil society represents citizens [START_REF] Kohler-Koch | Civil society and EU democracy: "astroturf" representation?[END_REF]. This article wished to contribute to the literature studying platform governance and, particularly, the aspect that engages with content governance and regulation. It aspired to do so by following scholarly calls to 'reimagine' the field (Suzor, 2020) by proposing to consider citizens' role in governance deliberations, by following an experimental research method, namely computationally supported CDA, on three public consultations of the European Commission to understand EU citizens' discourse concerning online content governance. By extension, one could argue that the space created by the Commission with these consultations resembles a public sphere, in the Habermasian sense, only in an ostensibly direct way. So, by taking these consultations as its case study, on the one hand, we set out to investigate how effective and inclusive were these spaces created by the Commission and, on the other hand, to understand what it is that EU citizens say regarding online content governance.

The principal findings could be summarised into the following themes: citizens' complaints about platforms' inaction regarding mis-and disinformation; citizens' concerns regarding foreign disinformation campaigns; citizens' concerns regarding the restriction of fundamental rights; citizens' consensus on banning explicitly illegal content; citizens' emphasis on (digital) media literacy as a long-term remedy for harmful content; citizens' criticism to the Commission regarding the regulatory proposals and the public consultations' process; citizens' lack of trust for top-down and self-regulation of online content; last, it ought to be mentioned that respondents with a deeper understanding of the complex legal vernacular.

EU's strategy to advance participatory governance through public consultations seems to ignore citizens' qualitative input and, thus, the feedback received can be severely limited. Additionally, the sheer number of participants in these processes was tremendously low, which de facto poses a problem of communicating the need for people to be more actively engaged in such deliberations, as well as in the process in and of itself. As such, this article also challenges the celebrated Eurocentric approach that holds the EU as a role model in developing and enforcing regulatory frameworks and invites scholars to critically reflect on the EU's own contradictions. Additionally, it is important to underline that citizens should not be considered a homogenous stakeholder group with a unanimous voice. Indeed, it seems that these public consultations are yet another field of political contestation, even if semi-public and indirect.

Moreover, I assert that this work is timely considering 'Big Tech's' incessive lobbying in decision-making centres, as well as the fact that, as mentioned earlier, platforms and other stakeholders have been trying to integrate users' input in some of their procedures concerning content governance. For instance, non-profit organisations, like ARTICLE 19 (2021) or the Public Policy Forum in Canada (PPF, 2021), have proposed building 'Social Media Councils', which are multi-stakeholder bodies to convene interested parties including citizens, primarily, around issues of online content governance.

While the effectiveness of such undertakings is not yet clear, we should continue to scrutinise them, challenge their claims, while keep exploring and studying alternative structures that will enable a more inclusive, and 'radical [transparent]' platform governance [START_REF] Josefa | Social media councils: An effective means of holding digital platforms accountable?[END_REF]. Simultaneously, this publication demonstrated that the current involvement of citizens in public deliberations concerning platform governance within the EU is not yet adequately impactful. It maintains that it is important to adopt a more encompassing scope when studying platform governance, especially in relation to citizen and user participation, beyond the traditional frame of participation through civil society representation and wishes to inspire other researchers to follow suit.
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 1 Figure 1. DHC clusters based on citizens' replies to all three public consultations.
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 2 Figure 2. Word specific analysis of a cluster referring to issues of malignant content projected on all replies of the consultation on disinformation. Words selected: Russia, Russian.
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