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Executive Summary 

This report on requirements and parameters for the selection of relevant information 

constituted Deliverable 2.1 of Work Package 2 Understand to Transform in the CITADEL Project. 

The objective of WP2 is “to collect information coming from citizens and other stakeholders 

[public officials’] in order to analyse and understand which are the required transformations 

needed to be carried out in the policies and processes of the PAs so as to deliver services with 

higher added-value, more effectively, and more efficiently” [1, p. 13]. In this report we take the 

first step by collecting, monitoring, and analysing information on public officials’ attitudes, and 

on the contexts and behaviours of citizens [1, p. 13]. As such, this report is primarily reflective 

of task 2.1 Collect and monitor information from different sources presented in the CITADEL 

Grant Agreement (p.13). The studies presented in this report serve as requirements and 

parameters for the CITADEL Assessment service  [KR6] and the CITADEL Information Monitoring 

service [KR2] [1].  

In the first part of the report, we study public officials’ willingness to engage with citizens. Public 

officials’ willingness to engage with citizens is understood to be a prerequisite to citizen-centric 

public administrations. We start out with a broad-country based overview of citizens’ voice in 

decision-making in the EU based on open source data (as required by task 2.1 [1]). We then 

present the results of the vignette experiment into public officials’ attitudes toward citizen 

participation (willingness to engage, perceptions quality, and anticipation of popular support). 

The vignette experiment is one of the main studies conducted within the CITADEL WP2 and was 

conducted among public officials at the city of Antwerp. Finally, we present the contents of a 

survey into public officials’ attitudes toward citizen engagement (voice and exit) conducted in 

each use case. This survey will help use case organizations tailor specific training solutions for 

their staff prior to developing new involvement and open data initiatives. The descriptive results 

of these surveys are presented in the appendix to this report.  

In the second part of the report, we study citizens’ ability to take-up electronic government 

services. We again start out with a broad country-based overview of citizens’ digital abilities and 

use of Internet solutions. We use open source data, like Eurostat, Eurofound, and European 

Social Survey (ESS) to provide a first impression of Internet use in the EU. We then present the 

results of the interview study Explaining non-adoption of electronic government services by 

citizens. A study among non-users of public e-services in Latvia, using 133 in-depth interviews 

conducted with users of Latvian Citizen Service Centers (CSCs). This study focusses on the 

motives of citizens to use physical channels of public service provision when digital alternatives 

are available.  

In the third part, we present the eGovernment Maturity assessment model. The main objective 

of this model is to assess the Digital Maturity of a Public Administration in order to provide 

improvement recommendations. It provides a gap analysis in the form of recommendations on 

various topics. In this document, we focus on the source questionnaire.   
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 Public officials’ willingness to engage 

Central to the success of participatory processes are public officials willing to engage with 

citizens [2]–[7]. They are involved in all stages of the participatory process; they influence how 

participation takes place and what is done with the specific inputs [5], [8], [9]. In this section we 

examine public officials’ attitudes toward citizen engagement. First, we collect information on 

public officials’ willingness  to engage with citizens by means of existing open data repositories 

such as the European Social Survey [10], and the European Values Study (EVS) [11]. Second, we 

present a vignette experiment study into the effects of input legitimacy on public officials’ 

willingness to engage with citizens. This study provides requirements and parameters on how 

to open-up public administrations to citizens voice and engagement. Third, we present to 

content of the CITADEL-wide willingness to engage survey conducted among each use case of 

the project. The descriptive results of these surveys are included in the appendix of this report. 

This survey provides use-case data on the requirements and parameters for the information 

monitoring services that are developed in WP4. 

 Public officials’ attitudes toward citizen engagement. 

To which extent are public officials willing to let citizens engage in administrative decision-

making and service delivery? Public officials willing to accept citizens’ Voice, Exit, and initiatives 

in transforming public policies and processes are crucial to creating more effective, efficient and 

citizen-centric public administrations (PAs). In this opening paragraph we provide a country-level 

comparison of the experienced openness of the administrative system to citizens, and citizens 

readiness to engage with public administrations, based on open source repositories. The 

paragraph correspondents to part of WP2 requirements under task 2.1 collect and monitor 

information from different sources. As stated in the Grant Agreement, task 2.1 focusses on public 

officials’ attitudes toward citizens (“willingness to accept citizens’ Voice and Exit”) and 

information related to the citizens. We review four indicators: the perceived say in what 

government does, perceived ease to take part in politics, confidence in own ability to take part 

in politics, and attitudes toward expert decision-making. These indicators assess respondents’ 

self-assessed political efficacy and democratic/technocratic attitudes, both much discussed 

indicators in public engagement research [2], [3]. 

The open data repositories used in this pilot are the European Social Survey (ESS) [10], [12] and 

the European Values Survey (EVS) [11]. The ESS is an academically driven, biannual, cross-

national survey that measures the attitudes, beliefs, and behavioral patterns of Europeans. The 

data used here is derived from the 2014, 7th round that includes 40.185 respondents from 24 

countries, and the 2018 8th round with 44.387 respondents from 23 countries [10], [12]. The EVS 

is a cross-national, longitudinal survey, providing data on ideas, beliefs, preferences, attitudes, 

values, and opinions of citizens all over Europe. The study uses the data from the most recent, 

2008, 4th wave from over 70.000 respondents from 47 countries and regions [11]. Furthermore, 

we present never before published data from the Coordinating for Cohesion in the Public Sector 

of the Future (COCOPS) project [13] 

On a methodological note, the ESS changed its scaling for some of its variables from an 11-point 

continuous scale in the 7th round to a 5-point ordinal scale in the 8th round [10], [12]. In order to 

avoid scale-based confusion, we will present the data of both waves in separate figures. 

 The perceived administrative openness to citizens 

Countries with an open administrative system are expected to be more engaging with their 

citizens than countries with an administrative system that its citizens perceive to be closed off. 

We use two indicators to help assess the openness of the politico/administrative system in a 

number of countries in and around the EU. 
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First, the say respondents perceive to have in what their government does. If say is perceived to 

be low, then citizens will likely be less engaged in administrations than when say is perceived to 

be high. The data come from the 7th and 8th waves of the ESS, in which respondents were asked 

to rate: How much would you say the political system in [country] allows people like you to have 

a say in what the government does? [10], [12]. The figures below show the mean-results for the 

countries surveyed in both years. 

 

Figure 1. Say in what government does, ESS 7th wave (0 = not at all, 10 = completely) 

 

Figure 2. Say in what government does, ESS 8th wave (1 = not at all, 5 = a great deal) 

Respondents from countries at the right side of the figure are most positive about the say they 

have in what government does in their country, respondents from the left side of the figure are 

least positive about the say they have in what government does in their country. In addition to 

clear country-based variance across the board, we can observe a distinct grouping of countries. 

Respondents from Switzerland, Norway, and Sweden (7th wave) and Switzerland, Norway, and 

The Netherlands (8th wave) are most positive about the say they have in what government does. 

Respondents from Slovenia, Hungary, and Estonia (7th wave) and Slovenia, Estonia, and Lithuania 

(8th wave) are least positive about the say they have in what government does in their country. 

Some interesting differences in the country rankings between both waves can be observed. For 

example, respondents from Poland are comparatively less positive about the say they have in 

what government does in their country according to the eighth wave than according to the 

seventh wave. On the other hand, respondents from Austria have become considerably more 

positive. 
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Second, the perceived ease with which citizens can take part in politics. It is assumed that 

citizens from countries’ whose respondents rate the ease with which they can participate as 

relatively high are easier engaged in the administrative process than citizens from countries 

whose respondents rate this ease lower. Data is only available for the 7th wave of the ESS. 

Respondents were asked to rate the following statement: how easy do you personally find it to 

take part in politics? on an 11-point scale. The figure below shows the results for each of the 

countries in the 7th wave of the ESS. 

 

Figure 3. Ease with which to take part in politics (0 = not at all easy, 10 = extremely easy) 

Again, we see substantial country-based variation in the distribution of mean-country results. 

Respondents from Denmark, Switzerland, and Finland are most positive about the ease with 

which they can take part in politics. Respondents from Hungary, Poland, and Portugal are least 

positive. 

 Citizens readiness to engage with administrations 

Overall, the readiness of citizens to engage with administrations is also rather low. We use two 

indicators to assess the readiness of citizens to engage with administrations: respondents’ 

confidence in their ability to take part in politics and respondents’ assessments of a political 

system based on expert decision making. 

The 7th and 8th wave of the ESS both survey respondents’ confidence in their ability to participate 

in politics (“how confident are you in your own ability to participate in politics?”). Respondents 

who do not feel confident to participate are likely not ready to engage with administrations. 

Figures 4 and 5 display the mean scores per country of respondents’ confidence in their own 

ability to participate for the 7th and 8th waves of the ESS. 

The country-based variability in the readiness scores is again substantial. For the 7th wave, 

respondents from countries like Norway, Switzerland, Estonia are most confident in their own 

ability to take part in politics. Respondents from countries like Hungary, Slovenia, and Czech 

Republic are least confident. Save for some small changes, a similar distribution in confidence 

scores can be observed for the 8th ESS wave. In this latest wave, respondents from countries like 

Germany, Norway, and Switzerland are most confident in their own ability to take part in politics. 

Respondents from countries like Czech Republic, Lithuania, and Estonia are least confident. 

Interestingly, respondents from Germany have become remarkably more confident in their 

ability to participate between the 2014 and 2016 data. 

Furthermore, respondents from Denmark, Sweden and Switzerland are more hesitant about a 

political system based on expert decision making than respondents from Hungary, Slovenia, and 

Poland. The pattern of countries observed above remains relevant. Figures 4 and 5 display the 
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country distributions of respondents’ confidence in their ability to participate and respondents’ 

preferences for a political system based on expert decision making. 

 

Figure 4. Confidence in own ability to take part in politics, ESS 7th wave (0 = not at all confident, 10 = completely 

confident) 

 

Figure 5. Confidence in own ability to take part in politics, ESS 8th wave (1 = not at all confident, 5 = completely 

confident) 

The second indicator of citizens’ readiness to engage in administration is their attitudes toward 

expert decision-making. Citizens with a strong preference toward expert decision-making 

opposed to non-experts (e.g. citizens) making administrative decisions. Data about respondents’ 

attitudes toward expert decision-making comes from the EVS [11]. The 2008 (4th) wave of the 

EVS asked respondents to rate the following statements between very good (1) and very bad 

(4): “Having experts, not government, make decisions according to what they think is best for 

the country” [11].  
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Figure 6. Having experts, not government, make decisions according to what they think is best for the country 

Figure 6 shows that respondents from countries like Hungary, Slovenia, and Poland are most 

positive about political systems in which experts, not government, makes the decisions. The 

figure also shows that respondents from countries like Denmark, Sweden, and Switzerland are 

most negative about a political system in which experts, not the government makes the 

decisions. 

Respondents working in the public sector are generally more pronounced than respondents not 

working in the private sector. We conducted four independent sample t-tests to test for 

differences (see table 1). Public sector employees assess their say on what government does 

and the ease with which they can take part in politics significantly higher than non-public sector 

employed respondents do. Furthermore, public sector employee respondents are also more 

positive about their own perceived ability to take part in politics and less positive about having 

experts, not government, make decisions according to what they think is best for the country. 

Table 1. Independent sample t-tests between public sector and non-public sector employees (ESS, 7th round) 

Query Mean 

difference 

t-

statistic 

df. p-

value 

Political system allows people to have a say in what government does -,343 -7,388 4364,262 ,000 

Confident in own ability to participate in politics -,419 -8,030 4401,085 ,000 

Easy to take part in politics -,431 -8,700 4298,224 ,000 

Political System: experts making decisions ,258 2,561 103,366 ,012 

 

 Relative importance of citizen participation according to public 

managers 

Additional cross-country evidence can be found in the COCOPS project’s Top Executive Survey 

[13]. We first describe a number of cross-country differences, and will then attempt to explain 

variation at the individual and national level. 

First, we look at how important the use of citizen participation methods is according to top civil 

servants, when looking at their own policy domain (1. ´not at all´, 7 ´to a large extent´). The 

picture emerges that top civil servants in most countries do not see the use of citizen 

participation methods as an important trend. This is especially the case in France and Hungary. 

When subsequently asked to assess whether things have deteriorated significantly (1) or 

improved significantly (7) when it comes to citizen participation and involvement during the last 

five years, a pretty flat picture emerges (figure 7). In most countries, the mean scores are around 

the center of the scale, indicating that on average top civil servants see very little change. Public 
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officials in Spain and France are more pessimistic, whereas the picture is slightly more positive 

in Estonia and Norway. We do see a fair deal of variation in the scores, suggesting that within 

countries the answers vary widely. To explore this variation, we ran two linear regression; with 

the importance of citizen participation methods and changes in citizen participation as 

dependent variables. Independent variables include individual respondents’ characteristics, 

characteristics of the type of organization and policy sector within which they are active. Country 

fixed effects are added using country dummies (see table 2). 

Table 2. Citizen Participation according to European top civil servants (COCOPS) 

 Trend: citizen participation 

methods 

5-year change in Citizen 

participation and involvement  
B Std. Error B Std. Error 

 

sex (ref. is male) 

    

resp is female 0,140 0,053**1 0,141 0,040** 

sex is missing 0,119 0,181 -0,026 0,139 

 

age (ref. is 45 or less) 

    

age 46-55 -0,078 0,062 -0,076 0,047 

age over 55 -0,080 0,067 -0,196 0,051*** 

age is missing -0,518 0,242* -0,095 0,209 

 

Education (ref. is BA-level 

or lower) 

    

MA level -0,036 0,076 0,003 0,059 

PhD level -0,135 0,101 0,067 0,078 

no education indicated 0,238 0,143 0,121 0,110 

 

hierarchical level (ref. is 

first) 

    

second -0,121 0,067 -0,137 0,052** 

third -0,306 0,074*** -0,243 0,057*** 

 

Private sector experience 

(ref. is 1 year or less) 

    

1-5-year private sector 

experience 

0,148 0,060* -0,045 0,046 

more than 5 years private 

sector experience 

0,104 0,068 -0,085 0,052 

private sector experience 

not indicated 

 

0,250 0,093** 0,063 0,072 

org. size (ref. is < 100) 
    

org size is between 100 

and 499 

0,002 0,071 -0,072 0,055 

                                                           
1 *p < .05.  

**p < .01. 

***p < .001. 
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org size is between 500 

and 999 

0,103 0,089 -0,054 0,069 

org size is 1000 or more 0,154 0,078* -0,151 0,060* 

agency -0,181 0,055** -0,196 0,043*** 

     

policy field 
    

infrastructure, 

environment, agriculture, 

transportation 

0,325 0,070*** 0,286 0,055*** 

finance and economic 

affairs 

-0,288 0,065*** -0,040 0,050 

general government, 

foreign affairs 

0,004 0,065 -0,015 0,050 

employment, health, 

social protection and 

welfare 

0,261 0,068*** 0,043 0,053 

education, recreation, 

culture, religion 

0,177 0,080* -0,063 0,062 

other -0,044 0,068 0,019 0,053 

justice, public order, 

safety, defense 

 

-0,251 0,075** -0,149 0,058* 

country dummies (ref. is 

Germany) 

    

United Kingdom -0,226 0,158 0,245 0,122* 

France -1,323 0,156*** -0,611 0,121*** 

Spain -0,942 0,160*** -0,730 0,123*** 

Italy -0,215 0,155 -0,234 0,121 

Estonia 0,470 0,155** 0,071 0,121 

Norway -0,409 0,157** 0,196 0,121 

The Netherlands -0,422 0,148** -0,069 0,115 

Hungary -1,215 0,157*** -0,273 0,121* 

Portugal 0,668 0,165*** -0,134 0,128 

Lithuania -0,913 0,158*** -0,136 0,124 

Austria -0,429 0,157** -0,096 0,121 

Serbia -0,668 0,160*** -0,431 0,123*** 

Ireland -0,697 0,154*** -0,220 0,119 

Sweden -0,161 0,160 -0,016 0,124 

Denmark -0,565 0,155*** -0,119 0,120 

Finland 0,222 0,155 -0,158 0,120 

Iceland -0,440 0,159** -0,290 0,122* 

Croatia -0,455 0,163** -0,244 0,126 

Poland -0,394 0,160* -0,250 0,123* 

(Constant) 4,364 0,167*** 4,476 0,129*** 

     

N 5143 
 

4975  

Adjusted R2 0,092 
 

0,040 
 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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First, we look at the variation in whether citizen participation methods are a common trend. 

Female top civil servants see this as a more significant trend. Compared to managers at the top 

level or just below, public managers at the third hierarchical level of an organization perceive 

less use of citizen participation methods. In addition, there are some important differences 

across policy fields. Respondents working in infrastructure, environment, agriculture, and 

transportation, or for instance in employment, health, social protection and welfare see 

significantly more use of participation methods than managers working in the field of finance 

and economic affairs or justice, public order, safety, and defense. This is not surprising given the 

nature of the work that is performed in these domains. It probably also reflects historical 

developments in some sectors. In the area of urban planning or environmental issues, 

participation is already quite old, and often legally prescribed. Finally, there are important 

difference across countries. In Estonia and Portugal for instance, managers’ report considerably 

more use of participation methods. We need to add though that the explanatory value of the 

model remains low, suggesting that variation cannot be adequately explained by looking at the 

factors mentioned here alone. 

Secondly, we look at variation in how managers assess changes in citizen participation and 

involvement. Here, the model performs even worse. Still, a number of significant effects stand 

out. Female civil servants are more positive about the changes, whereas older civil servants are 

less positive. The higher one sits in the organizational hierarchy, the more positive one is about 

changes in citizen involvement. Managers working for an agency are less positive. Again, there 

are policy sector differences. Respondents in the field of infrastructure, environment, 

agriculture and transportation are more positive, whereas those working in justice and public 

order are more negative about the development. There are fewer differences across countries, 

compared to the question whether citizen participation is taking place. Especially in Spain and 

France, respondents are more negative about changes in citizen involvement. 

 

Figure 7. Perceived five-year change in performance on citizen participation and involvement (N=6317) 

 Conclusions of the country comparison 

In summary, the openness of the administrative system and the citizen readiness to engage 

differ substantively per country. Furthermore, public managers do not see the use of methods 

of citizen participation as an important trend.  

Interestingly, Northwestern European countries appear to be significantly readier to engage the 

public in administrative decision-making than Southeastern European countries. Especially the 

Scandinavian countries plus Denmark and Switzerland score high on all related variables. On the 
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other hand, Hungary, Slovenia, Estonia, Portugal, and Poland score consistently low on these 

same variables. Because these patterns of countries have similar cultural and administrative 

characteristics, the findings lend support to a cultural/institutionalist interpretation of 

readiness. In table 3, the country results have been ranked from relatively high readiness to 

relatively low readiness. The countries indicated in green are considered most ready to engage 

citizens in administrative decision making, the countries in red least ready. 

Table 3. Country Comparisons Willingness to Engage 

Country Rank  Perceived say in what 

government does 

Perceived ease to 

take part in politics 

Confidence in own 

ability to take part in 

politics 

Disapproval of expert 

decision making 

Switzerland 1 5,7 4,99 5,33 1,78 

Denmark 2 4,84 5,27 5,18 2,01 

Norway 3 5,05 4,6 5,35 1,76 

Sweden 4 4,66 4,56 5,07 1,85 

Germany 5 3,59 4,24 5,07 1,34 

Finland 6 3,51 4,62 4,52 1,58 

The 

Netherlands 

7 4,37 3,8 3,79 1,57 

United 

Kingdom 

8 3,71 3,48 4,32 1,56 

France 9 3,29 3,45 4,08 1,58 

Austria 10 3,1 3,42 4,32 1,44 

Belgium 11 3,51 3,46 3,74 1,37 

Ireland 12 3,22 3,26 3,87 1,65 

Spain 13 2,88 2,91 3,92 1,38 

Czech 

Republic 

14 3,4 3,44 2,67 1,28 

Lithuania 15 3,03 2,7 2,99 1,47 

Portugal 16 3,14 2,57 3,05 1,29 

Poland 17 3,84 2,38 2,77 1,06 

Estonia 18 2,79 2,69 2,82 1,3 

Hungary  19 2,37 2,29 2,56 0,87 

Slovenia 20 1,77 2,59 2,61 0,98 
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 When will public officials listen? A vignette experiment on the role 

of input legitimacy on public officials’ willingness to use public 

participation. 

Public officials can be reluctant to use citizens’ input in decision-making, especially when turnout 

is low and when participants are unrepresentative of the wider population. Using the democratic 

legitimacy approach by Scharf [14]–[16], we conduct a survey-based vignette experiment among 

public officials to test the effects of turnout and participants’ representativeness on public 

officials’ attitudes toward public participation. Specifically, we test how the input legitimacy of 

participatory processes affects: (1) public officials’ willingness to use public participation in 

administrative decision-making, (2) their assessment of the quality of the policy decisions, and 

(3) their anticipation of popular support for the policy outcomes. We find that turnout and 

participants representativeness have a positive and significant effect on public officials’ attitudes 

toward public participation. Specifically, participants’ representativeness strongly influences 

public officials´ willingness to use citizens’ inputs, more so than turnout does. The study shows 

that traditional democratic considerations remain an important aspect of public officials’ 

decision-making process, also in non-traditional and direct forms of public participation.  

Practitioner Points 

• High turnout and participants’ representativeness play an important role in fostering 

public officials’ willingness to use public participation. 

• Public officials’ positive assessments of public participation are better served by 

providing no information about turnout and participants’ representativeness than with 

information about either low turnout or low participant representativeness. 

• Traditional democratic input considerations remain important in public officials’ 

decision-making process based on direct public participation. 

 Introduction 

Public officials’ positive attitudes toward public participation are crucial to the success of public 

engagement efforts [3], [5]. However, a lack of input legitimacy during participatory processes, 

for instance when actual participation is low, or when those who participate are not 

representative of the wider population, can make public officials reluctant to use citizens’ input 

in the decision-making process. Public officials deplore what they see as the same handful of 

people participating on a regular basis [5], [17], and can consider public participation without 

sufficient input legitimacy to be an unwanted burden [18], [19]. Unless public officials assess the 

inputs of citizens to be sufficiently representative, they might fail to make use of those inputs 

completely.  

Proponents of direct public participation argue that public participation is instrumental in 

increasing the quality and legitimacy of public administrations (e.g.: [20], [21]) , that it facilitates 

the identification of new ideas and solutions to societal challenges [9], [22]–[24], that it serves 

as a client feedback mechanism for public services [25], and that it fosters community support 

for government programs and policies [21], [26], [27]. On the other hand, opponents argue that 

public participation serves at best as yet another opportunity for the participatory elite (male, 

well-educated, affluent citizens) to press their advantages, and at worst as a waste of 

administrative resources, time, and money, resulting in suboptimal and biased policy outcomes 

[18], [28], [29]. 

Central to the success of participatory processes are public officials who are willing to engage 

with citizens [2]–[7]. Public officials’ are involved in all stages of the participatory process, they 

influence how participation takes place and how public inputs are put into practice [5], [8], [9]. 
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According to Yang and Callahan [5] “it stands to reason that favourable attitudes toward public 

participation may positively affect administrative decisions to include citizens in administrative 

processes” (p. 250; see also: [6], [30]).  

In this section, we study how public officials’ attitudes toward including public inputs in 

administrative decision-making are affected by the input legitimacy of the participatory process. 

Are public officials more willing to use citizens’ inputs in administrative decision-making when 

these inputs come from a participatory process that is characterized by high turnout and 

representative participants instead of low turnout and unrepresentative participants? Do public 

officials believe that participatory processes with high input legitimacy produce qualitatively 

better policies and decisions than processes with low input legitimacy? Do public officials 

anticipate the turnout and participants’ representativeness to affect the popular support for 

policies and decisions? We formulate the following research question: 

 

What is the effect of the input legitimacy of a participatory process on attitudes of public 

officials toward public participation in administrative decision-making? 

 

We address this research question using an online survey-based vignette experiment with 825 

local government officials. These public officials were randomly assigned to evaluate four short 

descriptions (vignettes) of an administrative decision-making process involving public 

participation. Respondents were presented with a public participation process characterized by 

low turnout and unrepresentative participants, low turnout and representative participants or 

high turnout and unrepresentative participants, high turnout and representative participants, 

or no information about turnout and participants’ representativeness at all. After each vignette, 

respondents were asked to evaluate the vignette using questions designed to (1) assess their 

willingness to use public participation, (2) determine their assessment of the quality of the 

resulting policy decision, and (3) measure the extent to which they believed the inclusion of 

citizens’ input would increase the popular support for the decision. 

We start by reviewing some of the existing literature on public officials’ attitudes toward public 

participation in public administration. In the second part, we present our theoretical framework. 

We use Scharpf’s [14]–[16], [31] democratic legitimacy approach to explain why the input 

legitimacy of a participatory processes affects public officials’ attitudes toward public 

participation. We also formulate three hypotheses that guide the research. In the third section, 

we present our methodological approach, followed by the results in section four. In the results 

section we pay special attention to the sampling and randomization procedure of the study. In 

the final two sections of the paper, we discuss the results and present our conclusions. 

 Previously identified determinants of attitudes 

Previous research has demonstrated that public officials’ attitudes toward public participation 

are a crucial element in the success of participatory decision-making efforts [3]–[5], [7], [8], [30], 

[32]. However, research informing on the determinants of public officials’ attitudes toward 

citizen involvement is limited (for example: [2], [3]). Among the most studied determinants 

influencing public officials’ attitudes toward public participation are the perceived costs [3], [18], 

[26], the perceived participatory competences of citizens [5], [6], [33], and the democratic 

legitimacy of participatory processes [17], [33], [34]. For this study, especially this last group of 

determinants is important. 
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Previous research has indicated that public officials assess the benefits of public participation in 

relation to its perceived costs [3], [26], [35]. “The per decision costs of citizen-participation […] 

is arguably more expensive than the decision making of a single administrator” [18, p. 58]. For 

public officials to be willing to engage with citizens, the benefits must outweigh the costs.    

Public managers’ support for public participation is partly dependent on the participation’s net 

instrumental value to the public manger [26]. Moynihan distinguished four types of participation 

costs: direct administrative costs, self-interested administrative costs, decision process costs, 

and decision outcome costs. He argues that managers might reduce representativeness and 

citizens’ influence in order to reduce administrative coordination costs and managers’ self-

interest costs [26]. 

Similarly, Liao and Schachter (2017) argued that public managers are more likely to support 

public participation when they believe participation contributes to policy development at low 

costs. They studied how socio-historical, organizational, and individual factors affect perceptions 

of participatory costs and benefits. Their results showed that managers’ red tape perceptions 

and technocratic orientation increased the perception of participation cost, while knowledge of 

previous success factors increased perceived benefits. They concluded that the perceived costs 

and benefits of participation cannot be separated from the social context in which those 

attitudes were constructed [3]. In addition, participatory costs are also related to the self-

interest of public officials [26]. Administrative self-interest costs arise from public officials’ 

potential loss of control and reduced administrative influence and autonomy over day-to-day 

activities. Public “officials tend to be jealous of their legal authority and are loath to share it with 

citizens” [19, p. 96].  

Public officials’ attitudes toward public participation are also influenced by their perceptions of 

citizens´ participatory competences [5], [6], [19], [23], [33], [36]. In general “many public 

managers do not trust that citizens have the competence to participate effectively” [33, p. 883]. 

One study found that almost half of respondents perceived a lack of citizen expertise as a barrier 

to citizen involvement, affecting both the reported use of participation mechanisms and the 

reported use of public participation in strategic decision-making [5]. In addition, public managers 

appear more positive about the outcomes of participatory processes from citizens they 

perceived to be more competent [6], [33]. Research found that participants’ knowledge and 

inclusiveness affect the number of proposals that are adopted. Local city councilors were more 

inclined to adopt proposals from participants whom they perceived to have sufficient knowledge 

about the policy issue at hand and from processes with higher inclusivity [6]. 

Other studies focus on the effect of the participatory quality of participation on public officials’ 

attitudes toward public participation. According to these studies, public officials’ are less willing 

to use participatory inputs when only a few people participate or when those who participate 

are unrepresentative of the community they represent [28], [33], [34], [36]. Unless designers 

actively engage in the fair design of participatory processes, inequities will persist [37]. Research 

established a direct link between participants’ representativeness and public officials’ attitudes 

toward public participation. Yang and Callahan [17] found that 85% of the 248 county and 

municipal public officials they surveyed believed that “the same handful of people participated 

on a regular bases” [17, p. 203]. Two years later, the same authors concluded that 

“administrators tend to dismiss the input of usual suspects and perceive their regular 

involvement to be troublesome” [5, p. 257].  

Comparative research in Europe showed similar results. In an interview study among German, 

Spanish, and Austrian public officials, three quarters of respondents rated the 

representativeness of participants in public participation processes as moderate or insufficient 

[34]. Furthermore, a quarter of respondents regarded the lack of representativeness as a serious 



D2.1 Requirements and parameters for the selection of relevant information Version 1.0 – Final. Date: 30.09.2018 

Project Title: CITADEL Contract No. GA 726755 www.citadel-h2020.eu 

Page 23 of 240 

barrier to participation; concluding that “it is always the same (already known) people who 

participate in the initiatives” [34, p. 297]. Other research found that participant 

representativeness was directly related to participation outcomes [33]. The study, which 

included 1097 functional managers, concluded that: “the more non-representative the 

participation is, the less likely change will occur in government decision making” [33, p. 888].  

These factors are but a few of the determinants of public officials’ attitudes identified in the 

literature (see also: [2], [3], [33]. Based on the discussion above, this study focusses on the effect 

of the democratic legitimacy of the participatory process on public officials’ participatory 

attitudes. No prior research has empirically tested the effect of turnout and participants’ 

representativeness on public officials’ attitudes toward public participation. The objective of this 

study is to fill this hiatus.   

 Explaining public participation using input legitimacy 

Scharpf's [14]–[16], [31] democratic legitimacy approach provides an explanation as to why 

turnout and participants’ representativeness affect public officials’ attitudes toward public 

participation. The democratic legitimacy approach is based on the normative premise that 

legitimate rule-making should be based on the voices and interests of the community to which 

those rules apply [16]. 

Democratic legitimacy is a multifaceted concept. According to Scharpf, it consists of two 

elements: input legitimacy and output legitimacy. Input legitimacy refers to the participatory 

quality of the decision-making process. It posits that rule making is legitimate when rules are 

derived from the authentic participation and preferences of the members of a community. It 

denotes the extent to which citizens’ opinions and attitudes are reflected in the decision-making 

process. Output legitimacy states that rules are “legitimate if and because they effectively 

promote the common welfare of the constituency in question” [15, p. 6]. It refers to the 

effectiveness and problem-solving quality of the decision-making process. It denotes the 

measure to which policies are able to meet their predefined objectives and can be 

conceptualized as the quality of policies, popular support for policies, etc. [15], [16], [38]. As 

such, input legitimacy and output legitimacy are two sides of the same coin; whereas input 

legitimacy is government by the people, output legitimacy is government for the people [15]. 

Why does the legitimacy of a participatory process affect public officials’ attitudes toward it? 

The main importance of legitimacy is behavioral. Tyler [39] defined legitimacy as “the belief that 

authorities, institutions, and social arrangements are appropriate, proper and just” [39, p. 376], 

and actors like public officials are more inclined to act in accordance with what they perceive is 

legitimate. To Scharpf, legitimacy beliefs imply “a socially sanctioned obligation to comply with 

government policies” [16, p. 2]. Therefore, as rule-making and decision-making procedures are 

experienced as more legitimate, decisions and rules are more willingly accepted [39]. 

We argue that public officials’ favorable attitudes toward public participation are in part 

determined by their belief in the legitimacy of the participatory process. Higher turnout and 

more representative participants increase the democratic input legitimacy of the participatory 

process and make public officials more favorable toward participation. Therefore, higher input 

legitimacy could make public officials more willing to use citizens’ inputs in administrative 

decision-making. We formulate the following hypothesis: 

H1: The higher the input legitimacy of the participatory process, the more willing public 

officials are to use citizen inputs in administrative decision-making. 
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In addition, the input legitimacy of a participatory process can affect public officials’ perception 

of the output legitimacy of a participatory process as well. Bureaucracies are goal oriented 

institutions in which public officials are expected to assess how policy inputs affect 

organizational performances and outputs [26], [40], [41]. As such, public officials will evaluate 

the benefits of public participation in instrumental terms [26], [42]. 

The input legitimacy of a participatory process could affect public officials’ perceptions of the 

extent to which engagement increases the quality of policies. For public officials, public 

participation can serve as a tool to identify and address new ideas and solutions to challenging 

problems [9], [23], [43], [44] or to learn from citizens’ experiences [45], [46]. Public participation 

can also help to understand clients’ needs and feedback [26], [30], [47], [48]. However, if such 

inputs are produced by a limited and unrepresentative group of participants, it is unclear 

whether public officials will award them much credence. 

Furthermore, the input legitimacy of a participatory process can also affect public officials’ 

anticipation of popular support for policy outcomes. Procedural fairness theory has 

demonstrated that citizens are more willing to accept rules and decisions they believe have been 

established through fair and honest procedures [39]. For example, Thibaut and Walker [49] 

showed that decision acceptance is linked to the fairness of the procedures by which authorities 

make decisions. Additionally, prior research on participatory processes found that participation 

fosters community support for programs and policies that organizations implement [24], [26], 

[27], [50] and provide citizens with a sense of policy ownership [18], [32], [51]. Based on these 

studies we formulate two more hypotheses: 

H2: The higher the input legitimacy of a participatory process, the higher the anticipated 

quality of policy outcomes. 

H3: The higher the input legitimacy of participatory processes, the higher the anticipated 

popular support for policy outcomes. 

 Method 

Experimental design 

In this study, we use a survey-based vignette experiment. A vignette is a short textual description 

of a situation that represents a systematic combination of theoretically determined 

characteristics [52]. The systematic manipulation of these characteristics provides the 

experimental treatment used to assess the effects under observation [52]–[54]. Vignette 

experiments combine the internal validity of traditional experiments with the external validity 

of survey research [52], [54]–[56] and are found to be empirically robust [57]. Importantly, 

research found that vignette experiments are particularly well suited for testing the effects of 

personal attitudes, judgments, beliefs, norms, etc., on actual behavior [52], [58]–[60].  

The experiment consists of two factors manipulated at two level (2*2 full-factorial design) [61]. 

Unlike the classic one-factor experiments in which single-factor effects are examined, the full-

factorial design enables the simultaneous estimation of effects and interactions of multiple 

factors and leads to more valid and realistic scenario [52], [54], [61]. Unconventionally, we also 

include a control vignette in which no information about the experimental factors is 

administered. The two factors included in the design are turnout and participants’ 

representativeness. Turnout is operationalized as a contextualized, quantitative measure of the 

number of participants participating in a participatory activity. The treatment combination 

indicates either high turnout (higher than expected) or low turnout (lower than expected). 

Participants’ descriptive representativeness is operationalized as the extent to which a 

neighborhoods’ socio-economic and demographic background characteristics are reflected by 
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the participants participating in the participatory activity (e.g.: Pitkin [62]). The treatment 

combination indicates either high participants’ representativeness (a representative group of 

local residents) or low participants representativeness (a select group of active local residents).  

This design is replicated over two interchangeable and politically uncontroversial vignette 

scenarios (producing a total of 10 vignettes). The first scenario describes citizens participating in 

a decision-making process about replacing bicycle parking spaces with public seating, the second 

scenario described citizens participating in a decision-making process on the construction of a 

neighborhood playground. Respondents are confronted with a hypothetical colleague with the 

discretion to decide on the extent to which citizens’ inputs are incorporated into a policy 

recommendation. Previous research has shown that asking respondents to react to a 

hypothetical colleague reduces the possibility of social desirability bias [60], [63]. Respondents 

are asked to evaluate that colleague’s decision as if it was their own decision to make. As such, 

respondents make the decision using their own evaluation of the situation presented in the 

vignette. Respondents asses the vignettes in their own vernacular, the English translations of 

the vignettes are presented in figure 8. 

We use the vignettes to estimate the effects of turnout and participants’ representativeness on 

three outcome variables: public officials willingness to use citizens’ inputs in administrative 

decision-making (My policy recommendation would depend strongly on the input provided by 

the local residents), public officials anticipation of policy quality (By engaging the input of these 

local residents, the quality of the recommendation will increase considerably), and public 

officials’ anticipation of popular support (By engaging the input of these local residents, the 

acceptance of the policy recommendation’s outcome by local residents will increase 

considerably). All three variables are measured on a seven-point Likert-like scale (1 = totally 

disagree, 7 = totally agree). 

Based on a pre-study power analysis we decided to employ a within-subjects random allocation 

design. Participants are asked to assess four randomly selected vignettes. In order to reduce 

response bias and exclude observed or unobserved confounding effects, we fully randomized 

the allocation of vignettes. Through randomization all known and unknown confounding effects 

are equally distributed across all respondents, making them irrelevant to the net treatment 

effects [55]. To further reduce the response bias, respondents were asked to evaluate an 

unrelated set of survey questions after having evaluated the first two vignettes. The scenarios, 

manipulations, and technical implementation of the vignettes were tested twice: once among 

21 public management PhD-students and once among a subset of the sample (n = 9). 

Imagine the following situation: 

A colleague of yours – employee at the city of Antwerp – was asked to prepare a policy 

recommendation about replacing a number of bicycle stands by public seating and park benches. 

City residents increasingly use bicycles to get to and from work and the shops. Storing these bikes 

requires a lot of sparse space in the city center. At the same time, there is great need for more public 

seats and park benches to relax and meet friends and family. Replacing a number of bicycle stands 

with public seats is a solution but comes at the expense of scarce space to store bicycles. To solve this 

dilemma, local residents were asked to give their opinion on the desirability of replacing a number of 

bicycle stands with public seating and park benches. 

The participation activity produced <far fewer / many more> reactions than expected. These 

reactions mainly came from <a select group of active local residents / a representative group of 

local residents>. Based on this information, your college had to decide how important the 

information provided by the local residents was going to be in the final policy recommendation. 
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Imagine the following situation: 

A colleague of yours – employee at the city of Antwerp – is asked to prepare a policy 

recommendation about the construction of a neighborhood playground. 

The construction of a neighborhood playground is expected to increase the quality of life in the 

neighborhood, and increase the attractiveness for families with young children. At the same time, it is 

expected that the playground will increase noise disturbance and deplete the funds for other 

community projects. To resolve this dilemma, local residents are invited to provide their opinion 

about the desirability of constructing a new playground. 

The participation activity produced <far fewer / many more> reactions than expected. These 

reactions mainly came from <a select group of active local residents / a representative group of 

local residents>. Based on this information, your college had to decide how important the 

information provided by the local residents was going to be in the final policy recommendation. 

Figure 8. Vignette Experiment Base Vignettes 

Sampling 

We focus on local public officials. Public officials and citizens interact most directly at a local 

level and local level policy issues are most comprehensible and adjacent to citizens (building 

permits, neighborhood-zoning policies, etc.). Not surprisingly, most citizen involvement 

experiments and participatory innovations take place at the local level [50]. Data are collected 

among public officials employed at the administration of the Belgian city of Antwerp. The city of 

Antwerp is a major urban center with a population of over 520.000 inhabitants and a 

professional staff of over 6900 employees in 2016 [64]. 

The sampling frame contains apolitical career officials with administrative grade A or B, 

employed by the municipal administration. These public officials have the analytical skills and 

theoretical knowledge required to run the administration and formulate policies. Their 

administrative grades are coupled to educational attainment and organizational seniority. Public 

officials with an academic or vocational bachelor’s degree are labelled administrative grade B. 

Public officials with an academic master’s degree or higher are labelled administrative grade A 

[65]. City of Antwerp officials facilitated access to the sampling frame and provided background 

data on the participants. The size of the sampling frame and the easy access the respondents 

enabled a total sampling strategy. We purposefully included all administrative grade A and B 

public officials employed by the city of Antwerp administration in our study. The final sampling 

frame contained N = 2128 individuals.  

The study was conducted online. Every official in the sampling frame received a personalized 

invitation, informing them about the purpose and objective of the study, and with a unique link 

to the vignettes-survey. To increase response, we sent two reminder-emails to non-

respondents, spaced one week apart. Access to the survey and vignette instrument was 

restricted to participants who had provided their informed consent. The survey took about 

fifteen minutes to complete (for the full survey, see appendix 1). 

Method of analysis 

We used a two-step analytical procedure. First, we conducted an ordinary least squares 

regression analysis with cluster-robust standard errors and dummy-coded vignette terms to 

estimate the total sample average treatment effects (SATE) for each vignette. We estimated the 

relative SATE-scores by calculating the marginal differences between each vignette score. 

Crucially, under the condition of successful randomization, SATE approaches the population 

average treatment effects (PATE) [54], [55], [66]. Second, we estimated the individual and 

interaction effects of the factors turnout and participants’ representativeness based on the 
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playground scenario vignettes (excluding the control vignette). We recoded the vignette 

manipulations into two separate variables, one for turnout and one for participants’ 

representativeness. Each factors’ high-level manipulation was coded 1, each low-level 

manipulation -1. We subsequently run a two-factor interaction model for a 2*2 factorial design 

[61] to estimate both factors’ primary and interaction effects. To account for possible clustering 

due to the within-subjects sampling strategy, we estimate confidence intervals using cluster-

robust standard errors using the Fast Estimators for Design-Based Inferences package in R [67]. 

Fielding and data quality checks 

The vignettes were fielded between February 1st and February 21st, 2018. Of the 2128 individuals 

in the sample frame, 1270 responded to the invitation. A total of n = 890 participants completed 

the vignette experiments and were included in the analysis, which amounts to a response rate 

of 41.8 %. Except for an age difference, the background characteristics of the 380 dropouts did 

not differ statistically from the final sample 2. We further assessed the validity of the SATE-scores 

using three manipulation checks and one check for speeders. Respondents who answered more 

than one of the manipulation checks wrong were excluded from the analysis (n = 53) (see 

appendix 1). Furthermore, respondents with a mean response time less than 25 seconds per 

vignette were also excluded from the analysis (n = 12). The final number of respondents included 

in the analysis is n = 825. One treatment combination (high turnout*representative participants) 

was administered twice in the same vignette scenario (vignette 4) and was removed from the 

analysis. The total number of vignette evaluations included in the study is 2983, ranging between 

the 319 and 350 evaluations per vignette.  

 

 

The success of randomization was assessed using four balance tests. The absence of statistically 

significant differences in the parameters of the overall sample compared to the individual 

vignettes samples indicates balance and successful randomization. Apart from a small 

Figure 9. Density plots with normality line for each dependent variable 
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oversampling of women in the first control vignette, no statistically significant differences 

between the vignette populations and the overall population were observed3. The sample 

contained of 473 women and 340 men. Of them, 475 had an administrative grade A and 344 had 

an administrative grade B. The mean age of the respondents was 43.1 years old, higher than the 

41.2 mean population age. Of the respondents, 258 attained a professional bachelor’s degree, 

245 attained an academic master’s degree. 

 Main results 

Does the input legitimacy of a participatory process affect public officials’ willingness to use 

citizen inputs in decision-making, their perception of policy quality, and their anticipation of 

popular support for the policy outcome? Figure 10 presents the experimental outcomes, 

grouped per vignette. For each cluster, the score on the top represents respondents’ willingness 

to use citizens’ inputs in decision-making. The one in the middle indicates respondents’ 

perception of participation-based policy quality; and the score at the bottom represents 

respondents anticipated popular support for the policy outcome. All scores are presented within 

their 95% confidence interval around the mean. 

 

Vignette Scores 

For most vignettes, the scores lie well above 4. Indicating that in most situations public officials 

are positive to very positive about the participation of citizens in administrative decision-making. 

The scores related to the vignettes with the treatment combination low turnout and 

unrepresentative participants fell beneath the threshold agreement score of 4. Irrespective of 

the vignette scenario, participants were unwilling to use the inputs of participatory processes 

characterized by low turnout and unrepresentative participants. Furthermore, respondents did 

not believe that participation with low turnout and unrepresentative participants produced high 

Figure 10. Vignette experiment results 
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quality policies and public support. On the other hand, the clustered scores related to the 

vignettes with the treatment combination high turnout and representative participants were 

the highest of all. Participants were most willing to use citizens’ inputs under conditions of high 

turnout and representative participants. Furthermore, their perceptions of policy quality and 

anticipation of popular support were highest under these conditions as well. 

Table 4 displays the experimental outcomes in more detail. Based on these outcomes we 

calculated the SATE scores. The sample average treatment effect of low turnout and 

unrepresentative participants versus high turnout and representative participants on 

participants’ willingness to use citizens’ inputs in administrative decision-making was 1.45 (t = -

15.08, p. <.001) or 20.7 percentage points for the seating scenario, and 1.75 (t = -19.04, p. <.001) 

or 25 percentage points for the playground scenario. For participants’ perception of 

participation based policy quality the treatment effect was 1.25 (t = -12.85, p. <.001) or 17.9 

percentage points for the seating scenario, and 1.5 (t = -16.31, p. <.001) or 21.4 percentage 

points for the playground scenario. Finally, for participants’ anticipation of popular support the 

treatment effects was 1.47 (t = -15.24, p. <.001) or 20.9 percentage points for the seating 

scenario, and 1.69 (t = -17.59, p. <.001) or 24.2 percentage points for the playground scenario. 

 

 Table 4. Sample Average Treatment Effects 

 

Control vignettes 

Usually full-factorial vignette experiments do not include control vignettes [61]. However, we 

did include two control vignettes. Interestingly, we found that respondents were more positive 

than about participation in which no information about the input legitimacy of participation was 

provided than participation processes that had either high turnout and unrepresentative 

participants or low turnout and representative participants. In fact, the control vignettes were 

the second highest rated vignettes in the study. In short, to foster public officials’ positive 

assessments about public participation it is better to provide no information about turnout and 

participants’ representativeness than information hinting at low turnout or representativeness. 

Turnout and participant representativeness  

Vignettes  Willingness 

to engage 

Perception 

of quality 

Anticipation 

of popular 

support 

Seating: Control 4.56 

(.05) 

4.67 

(.10) 

4.79 

(.02) 

Seating: Low Turnout / Unrepresentative participants  3.66 

(.14) 

3.93 

(.19) 

4.05 

(.30) 

Seating: Low Turnout / Representative participants 4.27 

(.00) 

4.51 

(.17) 

4.54 

(.02) 

Seating: High Turnout / Representative participants 5.11 

(.11) 

5.18 

(.10) 

5.52 

(.24) 

Playground: Control 4.81 

(.12) 

4.90 

(.13) 

5.03 

(.15) 

Playground: Low turnout / Unrepresentative participants 3.46 

(.14) 

3.76 

(.12) 

3.79 

(.21) 

Playground: Low turnout/ Representative participants 4.46 

(.01) 

4.57 

(.14) 

4.61 

(.19) 

Playground: High turnout / Unrepresentative participants 4.15 

(.16) 

4.60 

(.14) 

4.66 

(.16) 

Playground: High turnout / Representative participants  5.20 

(.24) 

5.26 

(.17) 

5.48 

(.15) 
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Our findings showed that respondents’ willingness to use citizens’ inputs in administrative 

decision-making was influenced by the direct effects of turnout and participants’ 

representativeness. Participants’ representativeness had the strongest direct effect on 

participants’ willingness to engage with citizens. Keeping turnout constant, the change from 

unrepresentative participants to representative participants increased respondents’ willingness 

to use citizens’ inputs by .514 (p-value = .011). At the same time, while keeping participants’ 

representativeness constant, the change from lower than expected turnout to higher than 

expected turnout increased respondents’ willingness to use citizens’ inputs by .36 (p-value = 

.006) (measurements have been made on a seven-point scale). We find no evidence for a 

statistically significant interaction effect between turnout and participants’ representativeness 

on public officials’ willingness to engage citizen input. Both democratic input factors combined 

explained 20% of variance of respondents’ willingness to engage citizens in administrative 

decision-making (see table 5). 

Turnout and participants’ representativeness also affected respondents’ perceptions of 

participation based input quality. The effect sizes of both factors are roughly the same. The 

positive effect of participants’ representativeness on public officials’ perceptions of the quality 

of participation based policies was .37 (p-value = .001) when controlled for the effect of 

participants’ representativeness. The positive effect of turnout on public officials’ perceptions 

of the quality of participation based policies was .38 (p-value = .01) when controlled for the 

effect of turnout. We found no statistically significant interaction effect between turnout and 

participants’ representativeness on public officials’ perceptions of participation based policy 

quality at the .05 level. Combined, the two terms accounted for 16% of the variance of 

respondents’ perceptions of participation based policy quality. 

We further found that both turnout and participants’ representativeness had a significant and 

positive effect on respondents’ anticipation of popular support for policy outcomes. Again, the 

effect sizes of both factors were roughly the same. Controlled for the effect of turnout, the 

increase of participants’ representativeness from unrepresentative to representative resulted 

in a .41 higher anticipation of popular support for policy outcomes (p-value = .006). Controlled 

for the effect of participants’ representativeness, the increase of turnout from lower than 

expected to higher than expected resulted in a .43 higher anticipated popular support for policy 

outcomes (p-value = .002). The interaction effect between turnout and participants’ 

representativeness failed to achieve statistical significance (p-value > .05). Combined, the direct 

effects of participants’ representativeness and turnout explained 18% of variance of 

respondents’ anticipation of popular support.   

Table 5. Effects of turnout and participants' representativeness 

 

Terms Willingness to 

engage 

Perception of 

Quality 

Anticipation of 

popular support 

 Estimate p-value Estimate p-value Estimate p-value 

Intercept 4.318 

(.04) 

<.001 4.55 

(.04) 

<.001 4.64 

(.03) 

<.001 

Turnout .36 

(.38) 

.011 .38 

(.04) 

.01 .43 

(.03) 

.006 

Participants’ representativeness .514 

(.04) 

.006 .37 

(.01) 

.001 .41 

(.02) 

.002 

Turnout*Participants’ representativeness .014 

(.04) 

.789 -.04 

(.01) 

.08 .002 

(.02) 

.922 

Adjusted-R2 .201 .158 .181 

F-statistic 1.154e+06 (<.001) 621.3 (<.001) 47180 (<.001) 
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 Discussion 

Previous research established public officials’ attitudes as one of the determining factors 

shaping the success of public engagement practices [3], [5], [7], [19], [32]. Importantly, research 

into the determinants of public officials’ attitudes toward public participation are largely absent 

(notable exceptions e.g.: [3], [5]). This research builds on previous research by further exploring 

the determinants of public officials’ attitudes toward public participation (in terms of willingness 

to use citizens’ inputs), perceptions of policy quality, and the anticipation of popular support) by 

looking at the effects of the input legitimacy of participatory processes. It provides empirical 

support to research establishing a link between the input legitimacy of participatory processes 

and public officials attitudes toward public participation (e.g.: [5], [17], [34]).  

Our research indicates that public officials’ attitudes toward public participation in 

administrative decision-making are not pre-determined but, at least in part, contingent on the 

practical execution of the participatory process itself. Public officials are markedly more positive 

about participatory processes with high turnout and representative participants than about 

participatory processes with low turnout and unrepresentative participants. Not only are public 

officials more willing to engage input coming from participatory processes with high input 

legitimacy, they are also more positive about the quality of its policy outputs and anticipate 

those processes to foster more popular support. At the same time, public officials appear to be 

markedly less willing to engage with citizens, assess the quality of participation-based policies 

lower, and perceive the popular support for outcomes to be lower when input legitimacy is low. 

In practical terms, public officials are unwilling to engage with citizens when both turnout and 

participants’ representativeness are low. In short, public officials, in part, evaluate public 

participation based on the input legitimacy of the participatory process. 

Interestingly, the inclusion of two control vignettes revealed that public officials were more 

positive about public participation when no information about the input legitimacy of a 

participatory process was presented than when either or both turnout and participants’ 

representativeness were low. It appears that public officials only actively assessed the input 

legitimacy of a participatory process when they are explicitly confronted with information about 

it, be it negative or positive. This suggests that public officials are generally willing to engage 

with citizens in administrative decision making and see the benefits thereof for administrative 

decision making, as is shown by the high scores on the control vignettes, but that indications of 

poor democratic performance in terms of turnout or representativeness reduce these positive 

attitudes. Even in forms of direct public engagement, traditional democratic input 

considerations remain important.     

The importance of specific input legitimacy dimensions (turnout, participants’ 

representativeness) on attitudes toward public participation differs depending on the attitudes 

under observation. Respondents’ willingness to use public participation was influenced more by 

participants’ representativeness than by turnout. At the same time, the direct effects of turnout 

and participants’ representativeness on public officials’ perception of participation-based policy 

quality and anticipated popular support are of roughly the same size. Clearly, the input 

legitimacy of a participatory process influences different attitudes differently.   

This study has some limitations. The first limitation, not unknown to experimental research, 

relates to external validity. The study was conducted among administrative grade A and B public 

officials at the administration of one city only. Findings valid for this case are not automatically 

valid for other cases. Though there are no reasons to suggest that public officials working for the 

administration of the city of Antwerp have markedly different attitudes toward public 

participation than public officials working for comparable city administrations, replications of 
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this study at other municipalities (in other countries) would serve to strengthen the external 

validity of the observed effects. 

Second, due to the limited number of available respondents we were required to use a within-

subjects allocation design: asking the same respondent to evaluate four vignettes. Though this 

strategy allowed us to maintain statistical power, it increased the risk of carry-over, context, and 

sensitizing biases [68]. We controlled for possible order effects by controlling for clustering on 

the response order in which respondents evaluated their vignettes. Furthermore, response-

interruption survey batteries and full randomization, coupled with a small number of vignettes 

over many respondents reduces the risks of statistically relevant biases. In conclusion, even 

though we found no evidence suggesting that the between-subjects allocation of vignettes 

caused bias, replicating this study using a between-subjects allocation design could strengthen 

robustness of our results. In addition, due to a measurement error in the fourth vignette, the 

estimation of the direct effects of turnout and participants’ representativeness was based on 

the second scenario vignettes only. 

A third limitation is the two-variable character of this study. The experimental nature of the 

research design allowed us to include a limited number of variables only [54], [61]. Though full 

randomization took care of any confounding factors, many other variables could also influence 

public officials’ attitudes toward public participation. Of special interest for further research are 

questions related to public officials’ expectations of participatory competences of citizens, 

bureaucratic structures and red tape, and the influence of ‘the political domain’ on public 

officials’ attitudes toward public participation. Further research into the determinants of public 

officials’ attitudes toward public participation is needed.  

 Conclusion 

In conclusion, how does the input legitimacy of participatory processes affect public officials’ 

attitudes toward public participation? First, we found that public officials are more willing to use 

citizens’ inputs when participation is characterized by high turnout and representative 

participation than when it is characterized by low turnout and unrepresentative participation 

(corroborating H1). Second, we found that public officials perceive the policy outcomes of 

participatory processes characterized by high input legitimacy to be of higher quality than the 

policy outcomes of participatory processes characterized by low input legitimacy (corroborating 

H2a). Third, the study showed that public officials anticipate that the popular support for policies 

and decisions based on public participation is higher when input legitimacy is high than when 

input legitimacy is low (corroborating H2b). 

Two additional results are particularly interesting. First, we found that public officials’ attitudes 

toward public participation are more positive when those public officials have no information 

about the input legitimacy of a participatory process than when one or both dimensions of input 

legitimacy is (are) low. Second, we found that turnout and participants’ representativeness 

influence different attitudes differently. Whereas participants’ representativeness affects public 

officials’ willingness to engage with citizens more than turnout does, both turnout and 

participants’ representativeness have a comparable effect on public officials’ perceptions of 

policy quality and anticipated popular support. 

The input legitimacy of the participatory process plays an important role in shaping public 

officials’ attitudes toward public participation. In order to stimulate positive attitudes toward 

public participation among public officials, and thereby facilitate genuine and meaningful public 

participation, it is important to pay attention to turnout and participants’ representativeness in 

participatory processes. 
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Endnotes 

2 To test for statistical differences between the dropouts and the final sample we conducted 

three Pearson’s chi-squared tests of independence of gender (X2=2.36, df.2, p=.307), 

administrative grade (X2 =.159, df.1, p=.690), and work domain (X2=40.26, df.42, p=.547). All 

highly insignificant. For these variables, we reject independence and conclude no statistical 

difference. This was not the case for the age distribution. The Wilcoxon singed-rank test testing 

whether the dropout and final sample age were identical was highly significant (V=44720, 

p<.001). Young people dropped-out relatively more than old people (relative to the mean age). 

 
3 The four balance-test we conducted are similar to the attrition-tests we conducted previously: 

3 X2 tests of independence and a Wilcoxon singed-rank test. We used the X2 tests of 

independence to test for significant proportional differences between the overall sample and 

the vignette samples regarding gender, administrative grade, and policy domains. All tests 

produced insignificant results (ps > .05). We used the Wilcoxon signed-rank test to test for a 

difference in the age distribution. Except for a significant difference regarding the control 

vignette (seating; X2=6.92, p-value =.009; oversampling of women), no significant differences 

were observed (p > .05). 
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 Surveying public officials’ attitudes about citizen engagement in 

the use-cases  

This document presents the background and meaning of the five main variables included in the 

CITADEL WP2 survey measuring public officials’ attitudes toward citizen engagement. WP2 is 

tasked with collecting citizens and stakeholders’ information in order to analyze and understand 

the transformations required of PAs in order to produce more efficient, effective, and citizen-

centric services. This section puts forth and explains the information we gathered as part of this 

task. Furthermore, this survey is one part of the three-part strategy by which WP2 aims to 

address concerns voiced by the commission experts tasked with reviewing the CITADEL project 

for the Research Executive Agency (REA) (the year-1 project review). Under recommendation 2, 

the experts noted that WP2 needed to pay more attention to “Ensuring high quality of data 

collection and the coding of open, comparable, quality data [1, p. 13] critical to secure 

integration of respondents’ feedback”. We agreed to conduct the same survey research at each 

use case, provides high quality comparative data on public officials’ attitudes toward citizen 

participation and co-creation. It will help use case organizations tailor specific training solutions 

for their staff prior to developing new involvement and open data initiatives. The commission 

experts also recommended addressing “issues of data heterogeneity and comparability, as well 

as linguistic challenges”. Within the context of the CITADEL project, each use case represents a 

unique dimension of the practical field of public administrations in Europe. These fundamentally 

different organizations make comparable research impossible. We therefore offer use case 

specific research outcomes, unique for each use case. Furthermore, we addressed linguistic 

challenges by presenting the survey instrument in the vernacular of the respondents.  

 Contents  

The document presents the background and meaning of the five main variables included in the 

CITADEL WP2 survey measuring public officials’ attitudes toward citizen engagement conducted 

in each use case. In addition to providing the commission experts with an overview of the 

content of the survey, it can serve as a reference to the use cases willing to use the survey data 

in their internal processes. In order of appearance we discus rule abiding attitudes, democratic 

attitudes, job centered red tape perceptions, a number of idiosyncratic attitudes toward citizen 

participation, and attitudes about citizen participation. The importance of these variables for 

public officials’ attitudes toward citizen engagement is literature based, and they are part of the 

contemporary academic debate on public engagement in public administration.  

 Rule abiding attitudes  

Rule abiding attitudes reflect how public officials see themselves as government officials and 

how they see the people, they serve. Rule following attitudes are associated with the traditional 

bureaucratic ideal of public service in which public officials are neutral, dispassionate, and 

systematic. Under these conditions, public officials remain aloof to direct citizen input. They 

tend to take a traditional view of public administration and are disinclined to engage with 

citizens [3], [69].  

According to Alkadry [70], the bureaucratic personality of public officials makes officials 

indifferent to citizens. A bureaucratic role image concentrates public officials’ attention to their 

superiors and the adherence of rules. Alkadry therefore argues that public officials’ behaviour 

will be direct by these two factors, not by citizens’ pressures [70]. Nalbandian [71] takes an 

opposite stance and argues that community building has become a new professional norm for 

local management professionals. Zhang and Yang [30] find support for this claim and argue that 

citizen engagement, as well as community building, have become part of a new professional 

norm for local public officials [30]. Consequently, Zhang and Yang argue that professional role 
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images that incorporate citizen influence relate to public officials that are more willing to 

participate with citizens [30]. 

Understanding public officials rule abiding attitudes is useful because it permits a more precise 

investigation of public officials’ behaviour. Public officials can have the traditional rule-following 

identity that emphasizes the traditional, Weberian view of public administration, or public 

officials can have discretion-using identities, which emphasize a departure from that traditional 

view and indicate a willingness to engage directly with citizens. We use items from two sources 

to measure public officials’ rule-abiding attitudes. The first three items are borrowed from 

Oberfield’s 2009 study on continuity and change during organizational socialization [69]. The 

last two items are borrowed from Portillo and DeHart-Davis’ 2009 study on gender and 

organizational rule abidance [72].  

Table 6. Survey questions: Rule abidance 

Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with these statements 

1. I am someone who follows the rules even if I don’t agree with them. 

2. People and situations are unique and should be treated on a case-by-case basis. 

3. Sometimes it is okay to bend the rules to help a person who deserves it. 

4. When I think a rule is pointless, I will find a way around it. 

5. I figure that rules are there for a purpose. 

 

 Democratic attitudes 

Citizen engagement is instrumental to increasing the democratic quality of administrative 

decision-making. Engagement is a practical application of the normative democratic ideal that 

all people who are subjected to rules, regulations, and procedures should have a say in the 

establishment of those rules, regulations, and procedures. Citizen engagement and participation 

is strongly related to attitudes toward democratic decision-making. If public officials harbour 

negative attitudes toward democracy as a democratic system, it is self-evidently the case that 

they will not be supportive of public engagement in administrative decision-making.  

We measured respondents’ democratic attitudes using items from two sources. The first four 

items are borrowed from Bertsou and Pastorella’s [73] study into citizens’ perspectives on 

expert decision-making. The last two items are based on the 4th wave of the European Values 

Study [11]. 

Table 7. Survey questions: Democratic attitudes 

Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with these statements 

1. Democracy may have problems but it is better than any other form of government. 

2. In democracy, the economic system runs badly. 

3. Democracies are indecisive and have too much squabbling 

4. Democracies are bad at maintaining order 

5. Having experts, not government, make decisions to what they think is best for the 

country. 

 

 Red tape perceptions 

Red tape perceptions may limit public officials’ willingness to engage citizens in administrative 

decision-making. If rules do not explicitly require the involvement of citizens, public officials are 

likely to avoid engagement in order to avoid making mistakes [3]. Furthermore, public officials 

who perceive red tape are less likely to report they had successful participatory experiences 



D2.1 Requirements and parameters for the selection of relevant information Version 1.0 – Final. Date: 30.09.2018 

Project Title: CITADEL Contract No. GA 726755 www.citadel-h2020.eu 

Page 36 of 240 

[33]. Red tape perceptions are also likely to increase public officials’ perceptions of the 

procedural costs related to involving citizens in administrative decision-making [26]. In short, 

there is growing consensus showing that red tape perceptions are negatively related to public 

officials’ willingness to engage with citizens. 

Red tape is usually defined as “rules, regulations, and procedures that remain in force and entail 

a compliance burden of the organization by have no efficacy for the rules’ functional object” [74, 

p. 283]. Early studies on red tape employ single-item instruments to measure red tape and 

perceived red tape (e.g. “rate the overall level of red tape in your organization”). These measures 

have become outdated and it is now recognized that more refined instruments are needed to 

study red tape [75], [76].  

In this survey we employ the red tape conceptualization of Van Loon, Leis ink, Knees, and Brewer 

[75]. They define red tape as “rules that employees perceive as burdensome and not helpful in 

achieving the rules’ functional objective in their respective job” [75, p. 663]. In particular, this 

measure consists of two dimensions. The first dimension measures rules’ lack of functionality, 

or rules’ lack at achieving their functional objective. The second dimension is rules’ compliance 

burden, the excessive and unnecessary amount of time, energy, or other recourses needed to 

comply with the rules.  

Table 8. Survey questions: Job-centred red tape perceptions 

The rules with which I have to comply in my core activities:  

Lack of functionality 1. Have a clear function for my job activities (reversed) 

2. Contribute to the goal of my job activities (reversed) 

3. Help me do my job well (reversed) 

Compliance burden 4. Cause much pressure at work 

5. Take a lot of time to comply with 

6. Cause much delay 

  

 Idiosyncratic attitudes 

In addition, public officials’ willingness to engage with citizens in administrative decision-making 

can be influenced by specific attitudes and opinions about citizen participation. Some of these 

attitudes are examined in other studies [17], [33]. We measure respondents’ specific attitudes 

toward citizen participation using the Participation Outcome instrument by Yang and Pandey 

[33] and two items of the Responsiveness to Participatory Values instrument by Yang and 

Callahan [5]. In this case, the items are all single-item measurements and speak for themselves.  

Table 9. Survey questions: idiosyncratic participation attitudes 

Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with each statement. 

1. Citizen participation in the decision process reduces my influence as a public official 

2. Citizen participation slows the decision-making process 

3. Citizen participation improves the decision process by bringing in new ideas  

4. Citizen participation makes it hard to reach consensus and closure in the decision 

process. 

5. Involving citizens in administrative decision-making processes requires more effort than 

it is worth 

6. In most instances, the administration would have reached the same decision without 

citizen input 

7. The value of public participation is overrated  
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 Citizen competence attitudes  

Public officials’ willingness to engage with citizens in administrative decision-making is also 

dependent on their assessments of citizens’ participation competences [33]. Most studies agree 

that citizens lack the knowledge to participate effectively (12–15). At the same time, Yang and 

Pandey concluded that public officials’ perceptions of citizen competences were strongly and 

positively associated with participation outcomes [33]. It is highly unlikely that public officials 

will trust citizens to participate in administrative decision-making when they do not trust citizens 

to make a valuable contribution to the decision-making process.  

We use four items to measure respondents’ attitudes about the participation competence. The 

first two are formulated to measure general attitudes about citizen competences. The latter two 

are borrowed from Yang and Pandey and specify those general attitudes [33].  

Table 10. Survey questions: citizen competence perceptions 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statement. 

1. Most citizens who participate pursue the interest of the entire community 

2. Most citizens who participate have the skills needed to make a valuable contribution 

3. Most citizens who participate have the expertise or technical knowledge needed to make 

a valuable contribution 

4. Most citizens who participate have the civic knowledge (how government works) needed 

to make a valuable contribution 

 Fielding 

The survey has been fielded in each use case, as well as at one additional case (Antwerp 

OCMW).2 The descriptive results of these surveys are included in the reports in appendices 2 to 

5 of this document. Table 11 summarizes the fielding for each case.  

Table 11. Public officials' attitudes toward engagement survey fielding history 

Use Case: Fielding Target population  N RR 

City of Antwerp Feb. 1st - Feb 21st Administrative grade A & B 890 41.8% 

VARAM Feb 27th – March 16th Administrative grade ≥ 4 114 49% 

Puglia Region June 21st – July 13th  Higher educated public officials 244 24.4% 

Antwerp OCMW Feb 19th – March 8th  Administrative grade A & B 233 30.6% 

  

                                                           
2 The survey was also fielded at the municipality of Bari (IT). However, because of a very disappointing 

response rate the study was terminated unsuccessfully.  
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 User exit and non-take-up 

Despite the growing number of electronic government services, there is a substantial number of 

citizens who do not use these services. This means, they use non-electronic alternatives or seek 

assistance in contact government. In this section we focus on the motives of citizens to use 

physical channels of government access when digital alternatives are available. First, we look at 

the broad picture and discuss EU-wide trends regarding internet adoption, usage and skills 

among citizens using open source data (Eurostat, Eurofound, ESS). We also look at how the 

internet take-up of citizens compares to the internet-take up of public officials. Second, we 

present the interview study Explaining non-adoption of electronic government services by 

citizens. A study among non-users of public e-services in Latvia, using 133 in-depth interviews 

conducted with users of Latvian Citizen Service Centers (CSCs).3 The study provides 

requirements and parameters for improving the adoption of digital government services.     

 Public Officials Ability to Take-Up New Technologies  

 Introduction 

Through internet applications, social media, and the digital provision of public services, public 

officials are in constant, real-life, contact with citizens, consumers, and co-producers. This 

requires public officials to develop and ascertain a wide ranging digital skill-set with various new 

abilities. The development of new technologies has already been considered a catalyst of public 

sector transformations for a long time. For example, public sector ICT developments aspire to 

facilitate modern techniques and methods in public management, enhance accountability, 

openness and transparency, and promote government-citizen interactions [77]. These 

developments are part of the e-government paradigm: ‘a paradigm wherein governments across 

economies strive to use ICTs, specifically the Internet, to deliver services to citizens and link intra-

governmental functions’ [78, p. 523]. 

According to Shaun Goldfinch [79], insufficient staff training, skills, or inclination to handle and 

develop ICT, is a crucial factor in unsuccessful government instituted ICT developments. He also 

warns for a naïve confidence in ICT as a universal solution to all management problems. 

According to Zanfei & Seri [80], Goldfinch [79] described public administrators as recalcitrant, 

suspicious, and skeptical adopters of ICTs who are most likely to act as barriers instead of 

promotors of public administration transformations [79]. The ability of public administrators to 

take-up new technologies is essential in creating efficient, inclusive, and citizen-centric public 

services based on new technologies. This chapter addresses this problem by exploring the take-

up ability of public administrators and explaining variance in public sector skills and ICT-

development. 

 Digital literacy and ICT Skills 

The ability to take up new skills in ICT is “increasingly becoming an essential life competence and 

the inability to access or use ICT has effectively become a barrier to social integration and 

personal development”’ [81]. In order for European public administrations to master the ability 

of digital service provision and e-bureaucracies, “investment in the skills of the public sector 

workforce are necessary” [81, p. 11]. Internet applications, social media, and digital public 

service provisions require public administrators to take-up new technologies and abilities. 

However, according to the European Commission’s e-government benchmark 2016 [82], 

“accurate numbers on digital skills of civil servants are not available” [82, p. 12] 

                                                           
3 This study has been accepted for publication in the journal Information Polity (August 6th, 2018)¸ 
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In addition to a lack of open source data on the digital skills of civil servants, there is debate on 

many of the conceptual definitions surrounding technological transformation in the public 

sector. For example, digital literacy refers to the individuals’ ability to take up digital and ICT 

skills. Paul Gilster [83] most commonly quoted in relation to digital literacy, defines it as “the 

ability to understand and use information in multiple formats from a wide range of sources when 

it is presented via computer”[83, p. 1]. Gilster intended the concept to be generic, allowing it to 

encompass, in addition to basic skills for accomplishing certain tasks, more flexible and 

transferable competencies, skills, and attributes needed in particular circumstances [83], [84]. 

At the same time, a generic conceptualization makes the concept ambiguous and multi-

interpretable. Lankshear and Knobel [84] refer to this as the “plurality of digital literacy’ and 

point to the ‘sheer diversity of specific accounts”[84, p. 2]. To them digital literacy is only one 

variant of multiple forms of literacy and itself the overarching concept of many different forms 

of literacy, like: ICT/Computer literacy, information literacy, internet literacy, e-competences, 

etc. They argue that ‘digital literacy should be seen as a framework for integrating various other 

literacies and skill-sets, without the need to encompass them all, or to serve as one literacy to 

rule them all’ [84, p. 4]. We adopt Bawden’s [77] definition and approach digital skills as set of 

competencies required for full participation in a knowledge society, including knowledge, skills, 

and behaviours involving the effective use of digital devices for purposes of communication, 

expression, collaboration and advocacy [77]. 

However, digital skills are not the whole story. Zanfei & Seri [80] studied the influence of ICT 

adoption, organizational innovation, and public administrations’ skill intensity on public sector 

performances. They concluded that ICT development alone does not increase public sector 

performances. Instead, human capital and organizational change largely drive public 

administrations’ performances. According to the authors: “the ability to improve [the] quality of 

the labor force and handle organizational challenges is a distinctive factor affecting the 

performance of Public Administrations over and above their investments in ICT” [80, p. 27]. We 

therefore explore public administrators’ ability generically, assessing digital literacy in addition 

to internet access and general skill development. This way, we overcome the lack of readily 

available open source data on specific public sector skill development and digital literacy. 

 Country-based variance in ICT-skills   

Internet access 

Access to the internet is a conditio sine qua non. Without access to the internet citizens cannot 

communicate digitally with public administrations, nor gain experience and skills by using the 

internet. Figure 11 displays the percentage of households with internet access at home for the 

countries under observation in the year 2016 [85]. The overall internet access rate is high. For 

the Netherlands and Norway, the percentage of households with internet access approaches 

100% (97%). In 15 out of the 19 countries under observation more than 4/5th of all households 

have access to the internet. The countries most lagging in access are the Czech Republic (64%), 

Lithuania (72%), and Portugal (74%), indicating unequal internet access across Europe. 
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Figure 11. Percentage of households with internet access (2016) 

Internet usage 

Actual internet usage serves as an indicator for the overall level of basic e-skills and digital ability. 

Countries with high internet access consist of experienced and skilled citizens in relation to 

digital technologies. Using data gathered by Eurostat, we explore internet usage through three 

variables: a country’s percentage of individuals using the internet at least once a week [85], a 

country’s percentage of individuals having used the internet for interaction with public 

authorities during the past twelve months [85], and a country’s percentage of individuals using 

the internet for online purchases during the past twelve months [86]. As such, internet usage 

provides an indicator for actual internet usage in general and actual internet usage in relation 

to public authorities and purchases in particular. 

Figure 12 shows the reported actual internet usage in the countries under observation for the 

year 2016. First, overall internet usage. The left-sided columns in the figure represent the 

percentage of individuals that uses the internet at least once a weak. The countries with the 

highest reported internet usage are Norway (96%), Denmark (96%), and the United Kingdom 

(93%). Countries with the lowest reported internet usage are Italy (67%) Portugal (68%), Poland 

(70%). The overall country-based variance is relatively small (SD = ,08). Though there is some 

variance in the overall usage, the overall trend appears stable. Second, internet-based 

interactions with public authorities. The centre columns in the table represent the percentage 

of individuals who used the internet to interact with public authorities during the past twelve 

months. This variable displays more country-based variance (SD = .18). In countries like Denmark 

(88%), Norway (85%), and Finland (82%), over 4/5th of the respondents reported to have 
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contacted government during the past twelve months. In countries like Italy (24%), Poland 

(30%), and the Czech Republic (36%) this fraction lies beneath 2/5th of respondents (Eurostat, 

2016b). Finally, online purchase during the past twelve months, indicated by the right-side bar 

in figure 12. The countries with the highest percentage of individuals having purchased products 

and services online are the United Kingdom (83%), Denmark (82%), and Norway (78%). Countries 

with the lowest percentages are Italy (29%), Portugal (31%), and Lithuania (33%). In all, 

individuals form North-western European counties appear to be the most active online buyers. 

Based on figure 12 we discern some country-patterns. In the cases of the United kingdom, 

Germany, Belgium, Ireland, the Czech Republic, Poland, and Italy, the digital interaction with 

public authorities is lagging, especially in comparison with online purchases. This might indicate 

that digital government services are still underdeveloped or that citizens do not find, or trust, 

those services when they do exist. There scores on online purchases indicates that those 

countries’ citizens do use the internet frequently for other things. Furthermore, though there 

are considerable relative differences per country, in general lower internet usage per week also 

means lower digital communication with government and online purchases (Country aggregate 

Spearman rho = .90, p < .001) (See appendix). 

Basic ICT-skills 

According to the European Commission there is substantial variability in e-government 

performances across Europe [82]. The 2016 Digital Single Market Benchmark reported “a string 

of countries from the south-West to the North-East of Europe perform[s] above the European 

average and are also showing stronger progress than the European average” [82, p. 6]. This e-

government performance report provides evidence on digital literacy in the form of the DESI. 

DESI is a compound index consisting of five interrelated dimensions; one of which being digital 

skills (e.g. Human Capital). This dimension consists of two sub-dimensions; basic skills and usage, 

and advanced skills and development. Basic skills and usage assess whether citizens are able to 

use the internet and possess at least a basic level of digital skill [87], [88]. Advanced skills and 

development takes the percentage of people in the workforce with ICT specialist skills and the 

share of the population with a STEM (science, technology, engineering, and mathematics) 

education into account [87], [88]. For the purpose of this exploration, only the former sub-

dimension is used. 

The countries with the highest basic skills and usage according to the DESI are Denmark (40,9%), 

the Netherlands (39,6%), and Finland (39,3%). The countries with the lowest are Poland (20,1%), 

Ireland (23,8%), and Portugal (22,1%). These percentages indicate the percentage of 

respondents in a country that has the basic skills in at least one of four Digital Competence 

domains: information, communication, content-creation or problem-solving [87], [88]. As noted 

above, respondents from North-western European countries appear better equipped to tackle 

the challenges of digital transformations than respondents from South-eastern European 

countries. The sequence of countries remains roughly the same as above. Figure 13 displays the 

distribution of countries according to citizens’ basic skills and usage. 
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Figure 13. Percentage of individual's basic internet skills and usage 

 Idiosyncratic evidence for public officials’ take-up ability 

Citizens versus public officials 

Evidence about the abilities of public officials to perform work-related tasks provides an 

indication of their ability to take up new technologies. One could assume that if public officials 

have difficulty coping with their current job responsibilities, they will not be able to take on new 

responsibilities. Such evidence is provided by the EWCS. The EWCS asked respondents which 

three statements would best describe their skills in their work: 1. I need further training to cope 

well with my duties; 2. My present skills correspond well with my duties; 3. I have the skills to 

cope with more demanding duties [21]. A total of 43.268 respondents provided valid answers, 

of whom 10.112 (23,3%) worked in the public sector and will be addressed as public officials 

[89]. 

In general, all respondents are relatively positive about their abilities to fulfil their job 

requirements. Most respondents reported that their current skills corresponded well with their 

duties (58,6%), followed by 29% of respondents who reported that they had the skills to cope 

with more demanding duties. Not many respondents reported they had insufficient skills to cope 

with their duties; only 12,4%. However, the group-based differences are significant. The 

respondents employed in the public sector responded significantly different on all three 

dimensions (p = <.001). First, significantly more public officials than ordinary respondents 

(M=.16 vs. M=,11) responded that they needed further training to cope well with their duties. 

Second, significantly more ordinary respondents than public officials (M=.6 vs. M=.57) reported 

that their skills corresponded with their duties. Finally, significantly more ordinary respondents 

than public officials (M=.3 vs. M=.26) responded that they had the skills to cope with more 

demanding duties. Figure 14 displays the results of this group comparison. 

As figure 14 shows, public servants and ordinary citizens assess their skills roughly similar. 

Though all differences are statistically significant, the overall trend is consistent; all are generally 

positive about their skills in relation to their job requirements. About half the number of 

respondents reporting that their skills corresponded to their duties reported that they had the 
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skills to cope with more demanding duties. This could indicate that technical transformations 

would be challenging for more than 70% of public administrators. At the same time, the small 

number of respondents reporting they needed further training to cope with their duties (less 

than 17%), indicates transformations would not be an impossible hurdle. That said, public 

administrators are in a comparative disadvantage to other respondents as other respondents 

have reported higher skill satisfaction [89]. 

 

 
Figure 14. Self-assessment of job-related skills in % 

Public officials’ internet skills 

One of the few group-based comparisons of internet skills has been conducted by Van Deursen 

and Van Dijk [90]. They compared the internet skills of public officials with those of ordinary 

citizens in the Netherlands. They employed a skill-based framework, consisting of four IT-skills 

dimensions. 

1. Operational internet skills: basic skills for using internet technology (operating internet 

browsers, search engines, and internet-based forms).  

2. Formal internet skills: the use of ‘hypermedia’ and the ability to orient and control 

internet information (navigating, sense of location).  

3. Information internet skills: ability to locate required information.  

4. Strategic internet skills: the capacity to use computer and network sources as the means 

for a particular goal.  

The survey showed that the respondents were considerately more apt in completing formal 

internet skills (80%) and operational skills (74%) related assignments, than they were in 

completing assignments related to informational skills (50%) and strategic skills (30%). The 

results show that internet skills of especially older, lower tier respondents are lagging. More 

important to us, the study also showed that internet skills do not differ substantially between 

public administrators and ordinary citizens. Whereas citizens score marginally higher on 

operational internet skills, public administrators score marginally higher on formal internet 

skills, information internet skills and strategic internet skills [90]. 

We also consulted the Special Eurobarometer 250 on confidence in the information society [91], 

which allows distinguishing civil servants from other occupational categories. Unfortunately, this 

survey focused mainly on internet security awareness and did not contain a sufficient number 

of relevant variables to study digital. It was subsequently disregarded for this study. 
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 Importance of digital government to civil servants 

Additional cross-country evidence is found in data collected as part of the COCOPS project’s 

large-scale survey among top civil servants in 20 countries, mainly to capture their views about 

public sector reform [13]. The survey contained a question about the importance of digital or e-

government in the respondents´ policy area. The figure (15) shows the scores per country. A 

score of one signifies ´not at all´, whereas seven stands for ´to a large extent´. 

The overall picture that emerges is that top civil servants in most countries see e-government 

as moderately important. Outliers are Hungary, Lithuania and France, where digital government 

is not considered to be an important trend. Also within the countries, there are differences. In 

large organizations, and in oranizations with agency status, digtial government is viewed as a 

more imporant trend. The latter tending to be in charge of routine high-volume service delivery. 

There are hardly any differences across policy sectors. Only respondents working in the general 

government, i.e. the core government administrative service, see digtial govenrment as more 

important. 

 

 
Figure 15. Importance of digital or e-government, mean and SD (N=6.537) 

 Conclusion 

In summary, four inferences can be drawn. First, the internet access rate of households in 

Europe is high. Almost all countries report over 80% household access to the internet. Striking 

exceptions are the Czech Republic, Lithuania, and Portugal, who are lagging behind. Second, 

frequent internet use by citizens does not equate to digital contact between governments and 

citizens. The functional use of internet does not mean that citizens will use the internet to 

contact governments. Notable cases are the United Kingdom, Germany, and Italy. Third, the 

differences in basic internet skills and usage across Europe are large, there exists substantial 

country-based variance. Respondents from North-western European countries appear more 

basic digitally skilled than respondents from South-eastern European countries. This grouping of 

country-bases results has also been noted in the previous chapter. Fourth, there appears to be 

no real differences in internet skills and abilities of public administrators and ordinary citizens. 

Though the analysis displayed statistically significant differences between both groups based on 

their self-assessed abilities to fulfil their job requirements, the trend remained stable across the 

groups. Furthermore, Van Deursen and Van Dijk [90] also concluded that there are no real 

differences in internet skills between public administrators and ordinary citizens. These results 

provide arguments to specify generalized skill inferences to public administrators and make 
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specified inferences based on general results. However, new original research should result in 

more reliable evidence. 

Table 12 displays a country comparison and total ranking of the three main variables discussed 

above: household internet access, individuals’ online interaction with governments, and basic 

internet skills and usage. The scores marked green are among the top five scores in comparison 

to the total, the scores marked red are among the bottom five. (In cases of equal ranking, all 

relevant cases have been marked either green or red.) In all, Household internet access remains 

fairly stable after ranking, striking is the difference of 32 percentage points between the top and 

bottom scores. Individuals’ online interaction with government is also relatively stable after 

ranking. Again, the difference between the top score and the lowest score are striking: Denmark 

and Poland are more than 60 percentage points apart. The general basic internet skills and usage 

are more varied but closer together. Especially the Czech Republic stands out, despite the 

medium basic internet skills and usage of its respondents, the country is ranked lowest. Further 

research could serve to clarify more clearly the various rankings of the different countries.   

Table 12. Comparative table ability to take up new technologies 

Country 

 

Rank Household 

internet Access 

Online interaction 

with government  

Basic internet skills 

and usage  

Denmark 1 94% 88% 37,5% 

The Netherlands 2 97% 76% 36,2% 

Finland 3 92% 82% 37% 

Sweden 3 94% 78% 35,8% 

Estonia 4 86% 77% 32,3% 

Germany 4 92% 55% 33,4% 

United Kingdom 4 93% 53% 33,6% 

Austria 5 85% 60% 32% 

France 6 86% 66% 28,4% 

Latvia 7 77% 69% 24,6% 

Belgium 8 85% 55% 30,1% 

Ireland 9 87% 52% 22,2% 

Spain 10 82% 50% 27% 

Hungary 11 81% 48% 24,8% 

Lithuania 12 72% 45% 25,6% 

Portugal 13 74% 45% 23,8% 

Poland 14 80% 30% 20% 

Czech Republic 15 64% 36% 28,4% 

Italy 16 79% 24% 21,7% 
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 Explaining non-adoption of electronic government services by 

citizens. A study among non-users of public e-services in Latvia 

This section analyses citizen motives for not using electronic government services. Using 

qualitative interviews among users of Citizens´ Service Centers in Latvia, this paper analyses the 

motives of citizens who do not use electronic government services but rely on non-electronic 

equivalents or on in-person assistance. It expands the literature on e-commerce and e-

government through an explicit focus on non-adoption rather than adoption. Findings show a 

higher than expected importance of hardware and internet availability, as well as the 

importance of convenience factors for non-adoption. Furthermore, the research reveals that the 

well-intentioned supply of non-electronic alternatives may hamper the take-up of e-

government. Several recommendations for the further development of electronic government 

services follow. 

 Introduction 

Governments increasingly employ electronic services in order to improve processes and reduce 

costs and red tape [92]. Despite these investments, a sizeable group of citizens fail to adopt 

electronic government services and continue using physical equivalents [93], [94]. This non-use 

of electronic government services is generally explained by referring to a lack of ICT skills, 

concerns about privacy and security, or to the user-friendliness of e-government applications. 

However, such rational explanations are unsatisfactory to explain non-adoption and tend to 

result in policy recommendations that emphasize information provision and the technical 

improvement of interfaces. This section examines the underlying motives of non-users, by 

conducting interviews. 

This study expands the current literature on the adoption of electronic services in three different 

ways. First, it expands the work on e-government adoption, which has mainly analysed why 

government organizations switch to electronic delivery (or why not), the personal characteristics 

of e-government users and non-users, and the reasons citizens give for using electronic services 

[95]–[97]. Very little of these works have looked into why people do not use electronic 

alternatives (e.g., [98], [99]). Most of the work uses quantitative surveys, often developed for 

applied research purposes. This means their focus is predominantly on the nuts-and-bolts of 

electronic services and the service experience instead of non-user attitudes. 

Second, this paper contributes and expands the current work on e-commerce use and non-use. 

The predominant focus is on why organizations and companies adopt e-commerce, and less on 

why customers do so. Still, the work on e-service adoption by customers is quite well-developed 

[100], and has already moved to the level of theory-testing. Few of these insights have infiltrated 

the research on e-government adoption and non-adoption. 

Third, it expands the current research by studying non-users, whereas other studies have mainly 

looked at ‘intention to use’, and less at actual use. Our study differs from such work by explicitly 

selecting respondents based on their actual behaviours rather than intentions – i.e. they have 

already decided not to use electronic alternatives. 

This section proceeds as follows. First, we review some of the evidence on the use and non-use 

of electronic services, both public and private, to come to a summary of common motives for 

using or not using services. We then describe the specific case where this research is conducted 

and introduce the design and method of our research. This is followed by the analysis and 

discussion of the findings. Finally, we provide some evidence-based recommendations on how 

practitioners can increase the use of electronic government services among citizens. 
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 What do we know about determinants of non-use of electronic 

government services? 

Many studies on the adoption and non-use of electronic government services use Davis' 1989 

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) [97]. The model provides an attitudinal explanation of 

individuals’ intention to use new technologies and is rooted in the theories of reasoned action 

[102] and planned behaviour [103], [104]. TAM predicts that citizens’ behavioural intention to 

use new technologies is dependent on their belief that using the new technology will enhance 

performance (perceived usefulness) and that its use will be free of effort (ease of use). 

Venkatesh and Davis [105] expand this model and argue that social influences (subjective norm, 

voluntariness, and image) and cognitive instrumental processes also directly influence user 

acceptance of new technologies. 

The TAM framework has previously been used to study the adoption of e-commerce [106] and 

e-government [107]. Carter [108], for instance, found that perceived usefulness, trust in the 

internet, previous completion of an internet transaction, and perceived ease of use are 

important factors in predicting intention to use. Of these, perceived usefulness is the strongest 

predictor. In this circumstance, Seo and Bernsen [98] suggested that inhabitants of rural areas 

may perceive a higher usefulness, because their travel time to physical government locations 

may be higher. Findings are more mixed about the role of perceived ease of use of technology 

on behavioural intention to use electronic services., Carter [108] found that computer self-

efficacy did not significantly predict citizen intention to use new technologies.  

Computer self-efficacy, citizens’ assessment of their ability to use computers in diverse 

situations [109], has been explored in several technology adoption studies [110], [111]. In a 

review of 48 empirical studies on citizen adoption of IT innovation, Jeyaraj, Rottman, and Lacity 

[110] found computer self-efficacy to be a promising predictor of adoption. However, empirical 

testing thus far failed to conclusively support the positive effect of citizens’ assessments of their 

own ability to use computers on actual e-government use [94], [111]. In addition, the relation 

between the use of the internet for accessing e-government services and for other uses differs 

among socio-demographic groups, implying that higher internet use does not necessarily lead 

to higher e-government adoption [112].  

Trust in government is seen as an important variable in e-government adoption research [93], 

[95], [113]. Some studies argue that citizens have to trust government agencies to be capable of 

providing digital services effectively and safely in order for them to be willing to take up digital 

services [93]. Alzahrani et al., [95] distinguished four dimensions of citizens’ trust in e-

government: technical factors (ea. system, service, and information quality), institutional factors 

(government agencies’ reputation and past experiences), risk factors (performance risk, security 

and privacy) and individuals’ factors (disposition to trust, internet experience, and education) as 

determinants for citizens’ e-government adoption. However, other studies have disputed these 

results and argue that citizen trust in government and citizen trust in electronic government 

services are two different things. Teo et al., [114] found trust in government rather than trust in 

technology to be the most important driver of e-government adoption, whereas both Carter 

[108] and Carter et al., [94]  find no significant relation between trust in government and 

intention to use electronic government services. 

Carter and Bélanger [107] investigated willingness to adopt e-government and identified, 

amongst other factors, compatibility as an important driver of willingness. Compatibility refers 

to whether the proposed interaction is “congruent with the way they like to interact with 

others” [107]. This suggests that people who use e-commerce, e-mail with friends, etc., are also 

more likely to use e-government services. Also, Sung [115] found that the proliferation of 

smartphone usage increased the digital skills of users and recommended that adoption-policies 

should encourage the usage of digital tools. Therefore, it is important to study the use of 
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commercial e-services when one wants to obtain insight into the use of electronic government 

services. However, whereas e-commerce and e-mail are voluntary, the same cannot be said of 

e-government services. Furthermore, whereas businesses can choose their customers, 

governments must serve everyone. 

In all, most of the work on citizen electronic services use and non-use is survey-based and 

quantitative (see Kunstelj et al., 2009 for a discussion [99]), generally relying on a similar set of 

constructs and theories (e.g., TAM, [41], [113], [116]). Most of these studies have devoted 

special attention to the socio-demographic characteristics of non-users and users, particularly 

in relation to the digital divide, but have not devoted as much attention to citizen motivations 

for use and non-use. In addition, the majority of studies have focused on users and easy-

adopters, and less on non-users, with some exceptions [116]. 

 Method and data 

The purpose of this research is to study the motives of non-users of electronic government 

services, who tend to rely on a physical alternative instead. Particularly, we want to identify why 

Latvians make little use of electronically available services such as latvija.lv or the Electronic 

Declaration System, and why they decide to visit the State and Local Governments´ Single Client 

Service Centers (CSC) instead of using electronically available services alternatives. 

Case description 

Data is collected in Latvian Unified State and Municipal Customer Service Centers (CSC) or Valsts 

un pašvaldību vienotie klientu apkalpošanas centri (VPVKAC), which help citizens in digital 

communications and electronic government services requests [92], [117]. The establishment of 

CSCs in centers of regional significance was started in 2015 and continues to this day. They 

operate in close cooperation with municipalities and provide state and municipal services for 

clients. Currently there are 72 municipal CSCs, where citizens and businesses can obtain 

municipal services, advice or apply for the services of eight state institutions (State Social 

Insurance Agency, State Employment Agency, State Revenue Service, Register of Enterprises, 

State Rural Support Service, State Land Service, Office of Citizenship and Migration Affairs and 

State Labor Inspectorate). State and municipal services are available both in-person and 

electronically at the CSC’s digital platform. Many of the services provided on this platform are 

related and citizens facing specific life situations, e.g. child birth, must apply for several services, 

provided by different institutions CSC personnel help find the requested services on the National 

portal latvija.lv and help customers use them. The work of these CSCs is centrally coordinated 

by the national Ministry for Environmental Protection and Regional Development [118]. 

The National portal of Latvia (latvija.lv) is the largest and most convenient Internet information 

and services source provided by the Latvian State and municipalities. The portal provides 

information on the more than 2000 services and 100 electronic services offered by the State and 

local governments in Latvia. In order to effectively use the portal, citizens are requested to 

register first. Individuals can register using the following authentication tools: (a) electronic 

signature; (b) electronic ID or (c) via Internet banking (in case a person uses Internet banking the 

person does not need electronic signature or electronic ID). The following latvija.lv-related 

services are provided at the CSCs: 

• Request services provided by municipalities and the 8 state institutions (State Social 

Insurance Agency, State Employment Agency, State Revenue Service, Register of 

Enterprises, State Rural Support Service, State Land Service, Office of Citizenship and 

Migration Affairs and State Labor Inspectorate) 

• Receive consultations about e-services provided by municipalities and state institutions, 

as well as practical assistance working with computer, internet and eID card reader. 
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• Receive information and assistance on the use of computer, internet, eID card reader 

and consultative support about (electronic) government services [118]. 

 

Customers of CSCs are characterized by their deliberate choice not to adopt administrative e-

services but opt for the in-person alternative instead. As conscious non-users, CSC-customers 

form the ideally suited subject pool for a study into the non-use of electronic government 

services. 

Design and questions 

We opted for an explorative approach using short qualitative interviews. First, a significant 

amount of prior research has focused on early adopters of technologies rather than laggards. 

This means there is little consensus about the reasons for not using e-government services, and 

established questionnaires are not available. Where such material does exist, e.g. in studies on 

e-commerce, this material is not adapted to a public sector context. Second, we expect at least 

part of the respondents to be vulnerable in terms of self-efficacy and literacy, making a 

traditional questionnaire less suitable. Third, there is no list of potential respondents – this 

means for the researcher it is essential to go in person to the CSCs to contact respondents to 

invite them to participate in the study. 

Selection of respondents 

Respondents were selected using a two-step quota sampling design. In the first step, a 

representative sample of CSCs were selected. In the second step, a stratified quota sample of 

respondents was selected. 

First, we selected the CSCs in which to conduct the interviews. Latvia has around 2 million 

inhabitants, of which one third live in the capital. Municipalities have on average 8900 

inhabitants. There is a total of 75 CSCs, jointly operated by state and local governments. Of these 

centres, 3 are operated by various central government agencies, and 72 are municipal service 

centres located in centres of regional significance. The centres are distributed over rural and 

non-rural areas and cover all five of Latvia’s planning regions. We aimed at selecting a 

representative group of 8 municipal CSCs, both rural and non-rural, with a sufficient number of 

customers. We opted for municipal CSCs because they show institutional homogeneity and 

provide a similar range of services, unlike those located in larger cities. Furthermore, we 

excluded all CSCs that have been operational for less than one year. Seven out of eight CSCs  

were located in regions with fewer than 9000 inhabitants. The 8 CSCs selected were: Ape, Auce, 

Charnikava, Dagda, Roja, Salaspils, Strenči, and Viļaka (see table 13). 

After having selected the CSCs, we proceeded with the stratified quota sampling in each of the 

eight CSCs. The stratifications are made based on age, education, income, and gender (table 13). 

To avoid bias, all interviews were conducted during lunch time or after working hours (but 

before closure of the CSC), the period when most customers go to the CSCs. In order to satisfy 

the quota requirements, it was necessary to visit some CSCs several times. Some additional 

selection criteria were used as well. We only included customers who wanted to apply for, or 

have rendered, government services (State revenue services, social security, etc.). Customers 

using non-digital services only were excluded. Secondly, only Latvian citizens or long-term 

residents were included. Expatriates, new immigrants, or exchange students could have reasons 

not to use electronic government services and are usually insufficiently versed in the Latvian or 

Russian vernacular. 
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Interview approach 

All participants were asked the same two specific questions. Respondents were invited to 

explain and elaborate their answers. 

1. Why do you not use e-services, such as online www.Latvija.lv, offered by the state or 

local government authorities?   

2. Why did you decide to visit the State and Local Government’s Single Client Service 

Center? 

 

The two questions explore the same behaviours and motives. The reason for this repetition is to 

delve deeper into the respondent´s motives. This approach also helps to find out whether 

reasons for not using the electronic alternatives to government services are similar to those 

offered for using non-electronic alternative. The literature reviewed earlier suggests there may 

be differences. 

Respondents were asked to provide informed consent by signing an informed consent form. 

They were asked to allow for the interviews to be recorded on tape and the interviewers acted 

accordingly. In addition, the interviewer recorded the basic interview information, including the 

name of the interviewer, date, place, and interview start and end time. All interviews were 

conducted by two interviewers. The data was collected between March 27th and April 21st 2017. 

Descriptive analyses 

A total of 141 people were interviewed. Most respondents are between 25 and 65. This may be 

due to younger individuals being more well versed with computers and the Internet. In addition, 

younger people are not required to submit declarations to the State Revenue Service or request 

assistance from the Social Security Insurance agency due to their studies. Lower income 

categories are overrepresented, probably due to the overrepresentation of CSCs in remote rural 

areas where income levels are relatively low. In addition, more than half of the population of 

Latvia receives a below average salary. According to the Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia, 

57.8% of women and 49.9% of men in 2016 received a monthly salary of between EUR 70,00 to 

EUR 700,00 [119]. Furthermore, almost three quarters of the respondents are female. This can 

partly be explained by the active role women of Latvian families take in issues related to Social 

Security Insurance Agency services and State Revenue Service or the precarious position of 

single mothers. 

Five of the eight chosen CSCs are located in remote areas close to Latvia’s borders: Viļaka CSC, 

is located near the border with Russia; Ape and Strenči CSCs are located near the border with 

Estonia; Auce CSC is close to the border with Lithuania; and Dagda CSC is near the border with 

Belarus. Two of eight CSCs – Carnikava and Roja, are located near the Baltic Sea. In all cases, 

CSCs are located in centers of regional significance. The size of seven selected regions range 

from 3.444 inhabitants in Strenči to 8.884 inhabitants in Carnikava. Only one, the Salaspils 

region, has 23.432 inhabitants. Because most of the CSCs included in the study are located in 

rural areas, results relating to the income and education levels of respondents, as well as on the 

accessibility of computers and internet, could be biased. 

 

Table 13. Respondent characteristics 

 N % 

Interview location   

Ape 20 14,2 

Auce 19 13,5 
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Charnikava 20 14,2 

Dagda 14 9,9 

Roja 20 14,2 

Salaspils 20 14,2 

Strenči 16 11,3 

Viļaka 12 8,5 

Age category   

under 25 12 8,5 

25-40 39 27,7 

41-65 75 53,2 

over 65 15 10,6 

Total 141 100 

Education level   

basic 17 12,1 

secondary 67 47,5 

higher 56 39,7 

other 1 0,7 

Income category   

0-838 115 81,6 

over 838 24 17 

not indicated 2 1,4 

Gender   

female 104 73,8 

male 37 26,2 

Total 141 100 

 

 Findings 

The 141 short interviews provided a total of 279 text fragments to be analysed. Contrary to our 

expectations, answers were often very short, precluding the initial decision to use qualitative 

data analysis software to analyse the material. Below we provide a descriptive analysis of the 

findings. We have also looked at whether reasons for non-use are related to socio-demographic 

characteristics using Chi2 statistics and report relevant findings. 

Familiarity with services under Latvija.lv 

Of the interviewees, 17 per cent indicated they had already used Latvija.lv earlier for other 

reasons, and only two respondents indicated they were not aware of the existence of Latvija.lv. 

This suggests that a lack of knowledge of electronic alternatives is not a sufficient explanation 

for the continued use of the CSC. 

Skills 

Almost one in three respondents reported reasons for non-use related to skills and competence, 

and the perceived lack of them. The technology makes them afraid, especially to make mistakes. 

Many of the people reporting a lack of skills also mention not having a computer. Respondents 

find the system too complicated, and in some cases contrasted electronic government service 

adoption with the simplicity of just visiting the CSC in-person. Yet, we do not find evidence that 

persons labelling the system as too complicated have tried to use the website before. This means 

concerns about the complicatedness of the system are likely to be a perception issue rather than 

an experience-related issue. This is additionally suggested by 16 out of 40 higher educated 
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respondents mentioning skills and the complicatedness of the online system as a reason to visit 

the CSC. Six respondents indicated visiting the CSC in order to obtain information about using 

the online system. One respondent mentioned the lack of Latvian language skills. 

System access and technical issues 

Several respondents (N=11) mentioned a lack of internet access as a reason for coming to the 

CSC. Within this group, some respondents cited a lack of access to internet banking. One 

respondent reported not having access through the bank because of an unpaid loan issue with 

the bank (one of the most often used options to log in Latvija.lv is through the Internet bank). 

Three respondents cite a lack of identification devices to use the system, but all three also 

mention they were currently visiting the CSC in order to obtain a registration to use the system. 

In total, eleven respondents indicate visiting the CSC in order to obtain a registration to use the 

system. One respondent cites a lack of access because he does not live in the country 

permanently (even though latvija.lv can also be used from abroad). Just under one out of five 

respondents cited the lack of a computer or related equipment as a reason to come to the CSC. 

We almost exclusively find this among older respondents. Just one of the respondents under 40 

mentioned a lack of hardware as a reason to visit the CSC. There also is a small education effect.  

Predominantly, several respondents cited the lack of a scanner or scanning service as the reason 

to come to the CSC. In order to obtain the services mentioned, citizens have to upload income 

declaration or income statements to Latvija.lv. The reason they visit the CSC is to have this 

document scanned.  

Convenience and support 

About a third of respondents included references to a lack of interest or need to use the 

electronic service: they did not have to use it before and cite the easy availability of alternatives. 

They state it is still possible to submit required documents on paper, and that the CSC alterative 

was available and free, so they did not have to use the online alternative. Convenience of the 

CSCs was cited many times. This includes the convenience of dropping by at the CSC compared 

to using an online service that is perceived to be complicated. At the same time going to CSC 

requires more time and effort than using e-services from home or from office, but it seems that 

respondents did not acknowledge this. Respondents also mention geographic proximity of the 

CSC (to home and to the place of work) as a reason for using the CSC. 

A related factor is that respondents can receive in-person help at the CSCs. Staff at the CSCs are 

seen to be specialists and knowledgeable. Three respondents also mention they trust the CSC 

employees. In-person assistance is appreciated for issues which are perceived to be complex. 

Respondents also cite the possibility to ask additional questions and to get additional help, both 

about using the system and about the services sought. In some cases, expert assistance and in-

person visits are cited in relation to a need to obtain a complex set of services.  Such factors are 

mentioned by almost four out of ten respondents. 

One respondent, a middle-aged woman, mentioned social reasons to use the CSC – the CSC is 

close to home and allows her to socialize and have a chat. 

 Discussion 

The analysis of non-adoption motives generally confirms the findings from the existing 

literature. It did highlight a number of specific findings, and drew attention to a difficult dilemma 

for public organizations wanting to stimulate digitization: should abundant offline alternatives 

be offered to guarantee broad access, or does this unduly hamper take-up of digital services? 

We discuss the findings in relation to the Technology Acceptance Model and earlier literature 

on the motives for adopting new (government) technologies.  
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Hardware and internet access remain an issue 

The interviews revealed that a lack of computer or internet access remains an important reason 

not to use online services. This is a finding that has emerged repeatedly in research on non-use 

of digital series, even in highly developed countries were internet penetration rates are very 

high (see, e.g. van Deursen et al., 2006 [120]); This is especially the case for older individuals. 

Several of the centres are located in remote areas close to Latvia’s borders. Broadband 

connections in these areas are not always available and existing connections and internet 

accessibility is not as good as connections in the cities. Also, people living in these areas have 

lower income levels and many households cannot afford computers and internet at home. 

According to the Eurostat, only 75% of rural households had access to internet by broadband 

connection in 2016 [121]. An eye-opening finding was also that several respondents mentioned 

the lack of scanning equipment as a reason to visit the CSC. One could argue that this is not an 

issue related to technology access, but rather one related to poor service design where paper-

based documents remain necessary even in an e-government context. 

Access to the e-services requiring authorization on latvija.lv remains an issue for a lot of people 

who do not use and/or do not know how to use Internet banking, e-signatures and/or eID cards. 

Broadband availability in rural areas is relatively low. 

Supplying alternatives may hamper take-up of online service 

There are many CSCs, and more are planned to be opened in the future. The easy supply of this 

alternative identifies as a convenience for many people instead of using the service online. The 

fact that the offline alternative exists and can be used is an important reason to continue using 

it. Many people still consider the online alternative to be less convenient than going in person 

to the CSC. In the Latvian case, the high number of CSCs and easy access may be a factor in 

preventing people from switching to online services. The Technology Acceptance Model in this 

case suggests low perceived usefulness of the new technology, and an ease of use that is only 

marginally different from the existing widely available offline alternatives. 

Offline services have a support function for making people go online 

Several respondents visited the CSCs in order to register for access to services, or to ask 

questions. In-person help appears to be desired to make the transition to using online services. 

Offline offices may help citizens to make the step towards online service use. This is in line with 

earlier work that has shown that it is not the digital skills citizens possess that are essential in 

predicting citizens´ online channel choice [122]. This finding also suggests that trust in 

government, a factor that is often studied in e-government adoption research, is probably not a 

strong explanatory factor, because citizens do visit the physical government centres to directly 

interact with government employees. 

In-person assistance remains essential 

Respondents appreciate the possibility to ask questions and to receive professional advice. This 

not only related to complex cases, but also to more mundane issues when filling forms. 

Respondents are afraid of making mistakes and seek reassurance and have a perception that 

the online system will be too complicated. Even simple systems can be seen as complicated. The 

complexity of the electronic system and fear to make a mistake as well as lack of understanding 

of the procedure have a strong negative impact on the use of the electronic services. The 

website www.latvija.lv is quite complicated to follow and there are many steps to do before one 

can find and access the service. This means ease of use needs improvement, in line with the 

suggestions from the Technology Acceptance Model. 
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Public services also serve a social function 

A final  factor in rural areas is the desire to discuss the procedure in person and receive help. 

This is also a way of socializing. People like to go to CSC to find out about news in their area. 

Especially older people or those who are unemployed, who have more time can meet other 

people with similar problems and/or interests and discuss. This aligns with sociological research 

discussing the role of public meeting points in rural areas [123], a function fulfilled by the CSC. 

 Conclusion 

As local, regional, and national governments rely more and more on the electronic provision of 

government services, issues of non-use and non-take-up become increasingly salient. In order 

to expand citizen take-up of electronic government services, academics and practitioners have 

to endeavour to gain a better understanding of why citizens fail to use electronic government 

services. This study conducted 141 interviews among users of Latvian Citizen Service Centers 

(qualified non-users) in order to enhance this understanding. 

This study has some limitations. First, the study focusses solely on Latvian CSCs and might not 

be reproducible in other contexts. Further research should indicate how reproducible our results 

are. For example, by researching similar samples of non-users in different context. Second, the 

study is based on a stratified quota sampling procedure. The respondents may be biased 

because of our sampling procedure. Further research could endeavour to use different sampling 

methods, both in qualitative and quantitative research, in order to find the causes of non-take-

up of electronic government services. 

Our specific focus on non-users revealed a higher than expected importance of hardware and 

internet availability, as well as convenience factors as important determinants for non-adoption. 

Furthermore, the study showed that the well-intentioned supply of non-electronic alternatives 

might hamper the take-up of e-government.  
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 eGovernment Maturity Assessment 

 Introduction 

The main objective of this model is to assess the Digital Maturity of a Public Administration in 

order to provide improvement recommendations. The scope of the maturity model was centred 

on the digital aspects of e-government and e-services engineering and delivery. However, the 

maturity model will also record other aspects, such as the willingness of civil servants to co-

create with citizens, recommendations on how to address the social factors of non-use, as well 

as additional aspects that facilitate a customer centric service design mindset and approach in 

PA. This model does not aim to benchmark public administrations among each other but rather 

compare them with an ideal situation and provide them with a gap analysis in the form of 

recommendations. This is actually the main difference with respect to existing models and 

assessments provided by institutions such as the European Commission, UN, and so on. 

The result of the assessment will be a general level of maturity complemented with a set of 

improvement recommendations. Five levels have been defined in this model: 

1. Level 1: Presence on the web. This means that a common place for distributing 

information to the public. 

2. Level 2: Interaction between Citizens and PA is unidirectional. This means that the 

communication occurs but only from the government to the citizens. 

3. Level 3: Interaction between Citizens and PA is bidirectional. This means that the PA 

system allows citizens to have complete transactions. 

4. Level 4: Integration of services. This means that the PA acts as a “One-stop shop”, 

allowing the interaction with different departments.  

5. Level 5: Cross-border interaction. This means that the PA allows the interaction with 

other administrations from other countries. 

 Functional approach 

In order for the Digital Maturity assessment tool be effective, we have based the approach to its 

construction on some basic premises, namely: (i) to be a tool for the PAs to assess their maturity 

level in digitalization with a comprehensive, multi-dimensional approach; (ii) to request 

information in a structured and clear way so that the respondents do not hesitate in giving the 

answers; and  (iii) to base it, whenever possible, on official reports, benchmarks, best practices 

widely adopted in the industry, legal regulations, etc. 

With this premises in mind, a process described in detail in the following sections, and shown in 

the next figure, has been followed. 
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Figure 16. Process followed to create the DIGIMAT 

 Analysis of existing standards, studies and regulations 

To define the structure and questionnaire of the digital maturity model in this version, a series 

of papers, official documentation and regulations have been consulted. They are, among others: 

OFFICIAL REPORTS OF THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION: 

• Digital Public Services, DESI report 2018: The Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI) is a 

composite index that summarises relevant indicators on Europe’s digital performance and 

tracks the progress of EU Member States in digital competitiveness. It is based in five 

dimensions: Connectivity, Human Capital, Use of Internet Services, Integration of Digital 

Technology and Digital Public Services.  

• eGovernment in the European Union, 2018: This factsheet presents an overview of the 

state and progress of eGovernment in the European Union and in European countries. It 

gathers information society indicators, the main strategic directions, funding mechanisms 

and achievements as well as the main strategic objectives and principles of the EU, relevant 

EU initiatives, the legal framework, i.e. main legal texts impacting on the development of 

eGovernment, etc. 

• EU eGovernment Action Plan 2016-2020, Accelerating the digital transformation of 

government: the plan aims to remove existing digital barriers to the Digital Single Market 

and to prevent further fragmentation arising in the context of the modernisation of public 

administrations. The Action Plan provides for a dynamic and flexible approach, to keep track 

of the fast-changing environment, will serve as a catalyst to coordinate public sector 

modernisation efforts and resources in the field of eGovernment 
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• eGovernment Benchmark 2017, EC, Taking stock of user-centric design and delivery of 

digital public services in Europe: The analysis cover four domains: Starting a Business, Losing 

and Finding a Job, Family Life and Studying, and follows the lines of four top-level 

benchmarks, covering important EU policy priorities: User Centricity, Transparency, Cross 

Border Mobility and Key Enablers. 

 

REPORTS OF INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS: 

• Recommendation of the Council on Digital Government Strategies, OECD: This document 

presents the Recommendation aimed at bringing governments closer to citizens and 

businesses. The Recommendation hence offers guidance for a shared understanding and a 

mind-set on how to prepare for, and get the most out of, technological change and digital 

opportunities in a long-term perspective to create public value and mitigate risks related to: 

quality of public service delivery, public sector efficiency, social inclusion and participation, 

public trust, and multi-level and multi-actor governance. 

• eGovernment Survey 2016, UN, e-government in support of sustainable development: The 

Survey measures e-government effectiveness in the delivery of basic economic and social services to 

people in five sectors, namely education, health, labour and employment, finance and social welfare. 

The Survey identifies patterns in e-government development and performance, and is composed of 

an analytical part and of data on e-government development contained in the annexes of the 

publication, providing a snapshot of relative rankings of e-government development of all Member 

States of the United Nations. 

• Open Government Guide, T/AI: developed by the Transparency and Accountability Initiative 

(T/AI). It aims to support governments and civil society organisations to advance 

transparency, accountability and participation particularly as part of the Open Government 

Partnership. It highlights practical, measurable, specific and actionable steps that 

governments can, and are taking to advance open government. 

• E-Government and its Measurements, UN Paper: E-government development 

measurement is important to analyse the relative and absolute development of e-

government world-wide. These benchmarking serve as a tool for the countries and public 

institutions to identify areas of opportunities and challenges in e-government or digital 

government and accordingly develop strategies, policies, initiatives for those areas. Several 

indexes are gathered in this report: UN E-government Development Index (EGDI), The 

Networked Readiness Index (NRI) by WEF, EU E-government Benchmark Indicators, The 

Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI) by EC and others. 

EUROPEAN REGULATIONS AND LEGISLATION: 

• European Union General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR): the aim of the GDPR is to 

protect all EU citizens from privacy and data breaches in today’s data-driven world. Although 

the key principles of data privacy still hold true to the previous directive, many changes have 

been proposed to the regulatory policies; the key points of the GDPR are: increased 

Territorial Scope, new Penalties, Consent conditions strengthened, Data subject rights -as 

Right to access, Right to be forgotten, Data portability, Privacy by design or the introduction 

of the figure of Data Protection Officers as mandatory. 

• Proposal for a regulation for the free flow of non-personal data in the European Union, 

2017: the proposal aims to address the following issues: (i) Improving the mobility of non-

personal data across borders in the single market, which is limited today in many Member 

States; (ii) Ensuring that the powers of competent authorities to request and receive access 

to data for regulatory control purposes, such as for inspection and audit, remain unaffected; 

and (iii) Making it easier for professional users of data storage or other processing services 

to switch service providers and to port data. 
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• Towards a common European data space, Communication from the EC to the Parliament:  

presents measures that will make it easier for businesses and the public sector to access 

and re-use data coming from different sources, sectors and disciplines in the EU. 

Together with the initiatives that are already in place, such as the GDPR, the proposal 

on the free flow of non-personal data and the initiatives on boosting connectivity and 

encouraging high-performance computing, these measures will create a truly common 

data space in the EU. The measures put forward along with this Communication include: 

o a proposal for a review of the Directive on the re-use of public sector information 

o an update of the Recommendation on access to and preservation of scientific 

information; and 

o guidance on sharing private sector data. 

OTHERS: 

• An Open Government Maturity Model for social media-based public engagement, G. Lee, 

Y. H. Kwak (2012): proposes a five-stage maturity model of e-government which focuses on 

open government and the use of social media and Web 2.0 tools. The model was developed 

based on case studies from US Healthcare Administration agencies. The 1st stage is “initial 

conditions”: is a one-way static interaction with the citizen. The 2nd stage is “data 

transparency”: Feedback is get from the public on usefulness and data quality. The 3rd stage 

is “open participation”: features social media tools to increase open participation. Input 

from the public is welcomed and used in policy decisions. This stage includes also e-Voting 

and e-Petitioning. The 4th stage is “open collaboration”: features interagency collaboration 

by sharing data and public input. Public contests are organized and data is analysed for 

obtaining new insights and improving decision-making. The 5th stage is “ubiquitous 

engagement”: data is easily accessed by mobile devices and tablets. Data is vertically and 

horizontally integrated. Besides that, data analytics is used for decision making processes.  

• e-Government Best Practices learning from success, avoiding the pitfalls, Cisco IBSG 

(2007): develops a three-stage maturity model of e-government. 1st, “information 

interaction”, that features departmental Web sites, legislative posting, public notices, online 

forms, webcasting and personalized e-portals. 2nd, “transaction efficiency”: it is a citizen self-

service e-portal that can include electronic payments like online taxes and e-procurement. 

3rd, “transformation citizen centric”: The administrative services are consolidated and 

shared across various government jurisdictions. 

• eGovernment maturity, Windley, P. J. (2002): develops a four-stage maturity model of e-

government. The model is defined by four stages, as follows: (1) simple Web site: features 

static pages with downloadable forms; (2) online government: interaction mechanisms such 

as emails, web forms, help and FAQs; (3) integrated government: end to end transactions, 

information shared between departments; (4) transformed government: services are 

customer centric, organized according to citizens’ needs and segmented according to 

population groups and life events.  

• A comprehensive framework for the assessment of eGovernment projects, J. Esteves, R. 

C. Joseph (2008): proposes that understanding the value of eGovernment projects drives 

the assessment process. Present an ex-post (post-implementation) framework for the 

assessment of eGovernment projects. This paper examines a three-dimensional framework 

for the assessment of eGovernment initiatives. The three dimensions are eGovernment 

maturity level, stakeholders, and assessment levels. 
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 Definition of the structure 

In parallel to the analysis of the relevant standards, the basic structure of the model has been 

defined. This model will be based on a set of questionnaires in order to be able to analyse the 

answers in an automatic way and to provide recommendations to improve the digital maturity 

of the PA.   

In order to facilitate the fulfilment of the questionnaires, the questions have been organised in 

four different dimensions. This will facilitate that the questionnaire may be filled in by different 

persons. 

The dimensions defined are: 

• Technology. This dimension aims to assess how the organization is prepared for the 

digital stage. Here aspects related to ICT Issues are analysed. The questions in this 

dimension will be structured in two main areas: 

 

o Data Processing: Identify how the data are processed and which measures are 

taken as well as how these measures are analysed 

o ICT Technologies.  Study if the PA is using the emerging technologies to 

implement and deliver its Public services. 

• Organization. This dimension aims to assess how the processes of the public 

administration are prepared for the digital stage. The traditional processes to carry out 

transactions with the PA should be adapted to the Digital processes. The questions in 

this dimension will be structured in two main areas: 

o Relationship with external agents.  Understand how the Public administrations 

manage the relationship with other departments/ PAs. 

o Interaction with citizens. Analyse how the PA facilitates to the citizens the 

involvement in the process of creation of public services and how the civil 

servants/citizens are involved in the decisions taken and so on. 

 

• People. This dimension aims to assess how PAs interact with the different stakeholders. 

The questions in this dimension will be structured in two main areas: 

o Interaction with citizens. Understand how the citizens and PAs interact and 

which mechanisms are used by PA to facilitate this interaction.  

o Training to the people involved. Analyse if the PA provides proper training to 

all its stakeholders.  

• Legal. This dimension aims to cover aspects related to the compliance with the GDPR. 

The questions in this dimension will be structured in following areas: 

o Standards compliance. Study if the PA is prepared to adapt their systems to be 

compliance with the applicable standards 

o GDPR. Understand the degree of fulfilment of the GDPR. The structure of this 

area and the way to calculate the compliance with the GDPR are different that 

in the other areas.  
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Figure 17. Areas and dimensions for the Digital Maturity Assessment Model 

For the rating process of each dimension, each question has assigned an importance depending 

on the influence of this question in the maturity of the PA (column “importance” in the following 

tables) and each answer has assigned a weight (between parenthesis close to the answer). Based 

on these two factors the rate of the level is calculated for each dimension.  

There are also a set of questions to determine the context of the PA.  These questions about the 

context of the PA will be potentially used to customise the questionnaire, and to have statistical 

records to provide general information based on these questions. 

 Definition of the content  

The tool is based on questionnaires. The user is asked a question and presented possible 

answers and, occasionally, free text to explain the answer or to provide further details. Both the 

questions and answers have been defined based on the analysis of the standards mentioned 

beforehand. All questions refer to the current situation of the PA, its workers and users, and the 

procedures that are followed.  

As explained before, the DIGIMAT is structured in dimensions and areas. Each question has been 

given a certain weight. The criteria for this weight is based on the interpretation of the stress 

given in the standard to that particular area by analysing the keywords used (e.g. must, should, 

shall) and the number of clauses related to it in the text of the norm. Additionally, each answer 

is also given a score. This score is the result of analysing literature and standards, and 

interpreting the meaning of what it is to support a certain aspect compared to another in terms 

of digital maturity.  

It is important to note that some questions present dependencies on others, and that a specific 

answer has an effect on the overall positioning logic. The set of questions, answers, their scores 

and weights, are collected in the sections that follows. 

 Questionnaire 

The questions (Except the ones related to the context) are presented in table to facilitate the 

reading of the document.  The tables have the following columns: 

• Id 

• Question 

• Answers 

• Type of Answer 

• Interdependencies. This column indicates if a question is related with other. 

Technology

Data 
Processing

ICT 
Technologies

Organization

Relationship 
with external 

agents

Interaction 
with citizens

People

Interaction 
with citizens

Training to 
people 

involved

Legal

Standards 
compliance

GDPR 
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• Importance 

For the development of this questionnaire several sources have been consulted [124]–[127]. 

2.3.6.1 Context 

1. Which public administration is primarily responsible for providing the public service? 

[Free text box] 

2. What is the primary end user group to which the digital public service is delivered? 

a. A specific group of businesses; 

b. General businesses? 

c. A specific group of citizens;  

d. General citizens? 

e. A specific group of public administrations. 

3. What is the primary sector to which the digital public service is delivered? 

a. Health 

b. Education  

c. Finance 

d. Welfare 

e. Labour 

f. Environment 

g. Other, Specify [Free text box] 

4. What is the underlying administrative level of the public service (multiple answers are 

possible)? 

a. Local  

b. Regional 

c. National 

d. European 

e. International 

5. Which percentage of the population have access to Internet in your influence area? If 

you do not know you can leave this question empty  

a. Less than 15% 

b. Between 15%- 40% 

c. Between 40%- 60% 

d. Between 60% - 80% 

e. More than 80% 
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2.3.6.2 Technology Dimension 

Table 14. Data processing area 

Area: Data Processing            

ID Question Answers Type of 

answer 

Interdepe

ndencies 

Importance 

1. Do the citizens 

need to create a 

profile to use the 

digital public 

services? 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

   

2. Which kind of data 

is collected in 

these profiles?  

[1] Personal data, like: age, 

nationality, 

identification card, 

address… (1) 

[2] Data related with the 

internet connexion, i.e. 

IP address (1) 

[3] Data related with 

preferences. (1) 

[4] Data about the citizen’s 

usage of digital public 

services (2) 

Multiple 

answer 

DP1=a. Yes 

 

Low 

3. Do the PA take 

measures to 

ensure user 

privacy? 

a. Yes, anonymization 

mechanisms of the data 

(2)  

b. No (0) 

  High 

4. Which are the 

mechanisms 

implemented 

regarding privacy 

issues? 

 

[1] Anonymization 

mechanisms of the data 

(2) 

[2] Data is protected by 

passwords (1) 

[3] Data is encrypted (3) 

[4] Other. Specify [Add a 

text box] (1) 

Multiple 

answer 

DP3=a. Yes 

 

Medium 

5. Are there 

mechanisms to 

obtain statistical 

data about the 

usage of the digital 

public services? 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  Medium 

6. Which mechanism 

uses the PA in its 

digital services to 

authenticate the 

citizens? 

a. Electronic identification 

(e-ID card) (3) 

b. User and password (1) 

c. Other unique 

identifiers (e.g. a loyalty 

card) (2) 

d. None (0) 

  High 

7. Does the PA 

publish or provide 

access to the 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  Low 
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citizens’ and e-

services data on a 

data portal? (e.g. 

the “EU open data 

portal”) 

Note: the data can 

be published in a 

partial way 

8. Has the PA in place 

a data long-term 

preservation 

policy? 

a. Yes, following the 

Regulation (EU) 

910/2014 (2) 

b. Yes, but not following 

any legislation (1) 

c. No (0) 

  Medium 

9. To have “data 

interoperability” it 

is important to 

consider the 

meaning of the 

data (semantic 

aspects) and the 

precise format of 

the data (syntactic 

aspects). Please 

select those 

answers that cover 

the PA situation. 

 

[1] PA has agreement of 

reference data, in form 

of taxonomies or 

controlled 

vocabularies. (4) 

[2] PA has agreement of 

using linked data 

technologies. (3) 

[3] PA has identified the 

meaning of the data 

elements and the 

relationship between 

them (2) 

[4] PA has defined the 

exact format of the 

information to be 

exchanged. (1) 

[5] None (0) 

 

Multiple 

answer 

 Low 

10. Does the PA have a 

Chief Data Officer 

(CDO)? 

 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  Low 

 

Table 15. ICT Technologies area 

Area: ICT Technologies           

ID Question Answers Type of 

answer 

Interdepen

dencies 

Importance 

1. Are the digital public 

services accessible from 

different types of 

devices (e.g. desktops, 

iOS, Android, …)? 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

 

  Medium 
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2. Which of the following 

sentence describes 

better the PA 

infrastructure for 

providing the digital 

public services?  

a. “On premise”. All the 

information and services 

are hosted in our own 

servers and resources. 

(1) 

b. Some of my services are 

hosted on Cloud.  Other 

services and data are 

hosted in our own 

services and resources 

(2) 

c. All my services and data 

are hosted on Cloud 

services (3) 

 

  Low 

3. Through which delivery 

channels is the public 

service made available 

to the end user 

 

[1] Traditional (e.g. in a 

Counter, Postal or by 

phone) (1) 

[2] Digital (3) 

Multiple 

answer 

 High 

4. In case a digital channel 

is used for the service, 

please specify the type. 

[1] Dedicated application 

(functionality that needs 

be installed on a device 

by the end user before it 

can be used. This 

includes apps from an 

online application store). 

(1) 

[2] Website and/or web 

portal (functionality that 

is directly accessible for 

the end user via an 

Internet URL) (0) 

Multiple 

answer 

ICT3= [2] Low 

5. Indicate, in case the two 

ways are in place, which 

is the most used? 

a. Traditional (1) 

b. Digital (2) 

 ICT3= [1] + 

[2] 

Low 

6. Which security 

mechanism are in place 

in the PA? 

 

[1] HTTPS (1) 

[2] Digital certification for 

online services (2) 

[3] Other. Specify (1) [Add 

Text box] 

[4] None (0) 

Multiple 

answer 

 Medium 

7. Does the PA put 

attention on ensuring 

the availability of their 

information system to 

other systems? 

 

a. Yes, all or most of the 

information systems can 

be accessed from other 

heterogeneous 

information system (2) 

b. Yes, but only on some of 

the systems (1) 

c. Not at all (0) 

d. Do not know (0) 

  High 
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8. Are the digital public 

services interoperable 

with others? (i.e. they 

share and integrate 

information; e.g. traffic 

department exchanges 

fines data with treasury 

department) 

  

[1] Yes, with other services 

of the same department 

(1) 

[2] Yes, with services of 

other departments (2) 

[3] Yes, with services of 

another National PA (3) 

[4] Yes, with services of 

another international PA 

(4) 

[5] No (0) 

Multiple 

answer 

 High 

9. Does the PA use, for the 

digital public services, 

open specifications? 

(CPSV-AP [128], 

European 

Interoperability 

Framework [129], 

Linked Open Statistical 

Data (LOSD)) 

a. Yes, whenever is 

possible (2) 

b. Yes, but not in all the 

cases (1) 

c. Never (0) 

 

  High 

10. Does the PA offer a 

unique entry point for 

all its relevant digital 

services? 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  Low 

11. Is the “responsive web 

design” technology used 

to implement on-line 

services in the PA 

portal? (RWD 

dynamically changes the 

appearance of a 

website, depending on 

the screen size and 

orientation of the device 

being used to view) 

 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

   

 

2.3.6.3 Organization Dimension 

Table 16. Relationship with external agents’ area 

Area: Relationship with external agents 

ID Question Answers Type of 

answer 

Interdepen

dencies 

Importance 

1. Does the PA provide 

digital services 

(information, links, 

services…) that 

facilitates to the user to 

connect with other PAs? 

 

 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  High 
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2. Where are these other 

PAs located?  

 

[1] Local (1) 

[2] Regional (1) 

[3] National (1) 

[4] International (1) 

Multiple 

answer 

RA1=a 

 

Medium 

3. Does the PA involve key 

stakeholders* in the 

definition of the digital 

services? 

(*) providers, PA levels 

affected, private sector 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  Low 

4. Has the PA clear roles 

and responsibilities 

defined for the co-

ordination and 

implementation of 

digital strategies? 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  Medium 

 

Table 17. Interaction with citizens area 

Area: Interaction with citizens 

ID Question Answers Type of answer Interdepen

dencies 

Importance 

1. Does PA implement any 

approach to facilitate 

the citizens to 

participate in decision–

making processes? 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  High 

2. Which approach is 

followed? 

[1] e-information: 

provision of the 

information on the 

internet (1) 

[2] e-consultation: 

organizing public 

consultations online 

(2) 

[3] e-decision making: 

involving citizens 

directly in decision 

process (3) 

Multiple answer IC1=a Medium 

3. When selecting citizens 

to participate in 

decision–making 

processes, which of the 

following characteristics 

are considered in the 

selection process? 

[1] Their competences* 

(1)  

[2] Willingness to 

participate (1) 

[3] Age (1) 

[4] Education (1) 

[5] Income (1) 

Multiple answer  Low 



D2.1 Requirements and parameters for the selection of relevant information Version 1.0 – Final. Date: 30.09.2018 

Project Title: CITADEL Contract No. GA 726755 www.citadel-h2020.eu 

Page 67 of 240 

[6] Gender (1) 

[7] Work status (1) 

(*) Competences: 

expertise, technical 

knowledge, civic 

knowledge… 

4. Does PA implement any 

approach to allow the 

co-creation of the 

citizens in the design of 

the public services? 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  High 

5. Does the PA provide any 

ICT support for 

facilitating the co-

creation? 

 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

 IC4 = a 

 

Medium 

6. Select from the list the 

used tools 

 

[1] Panel Circle (1) 

[2] Social media (1) 

[3] Mobile contribution 

(1)   

[4] Visual collaboration 

maps and mind 

maps (1) 

[5] Rating and voting (1) 

[6] Mock-ups (1) 

[7] Storyboard (1) 

[8] Motivation Matrix 

(1) 

[9] Collage (1) 

[10]  Others. Specify 

[Add a text box] (1) 

 

Multiple answer IC5 = a 

 

Low 

7. Does the PA have a 

mechanism to measure 

the participation of the 

citizens in the co-

creation process? 

 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  Medium 

8. Are these metrics used 

to improve the co-

creation? 

 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

 IC7 = a 

 

Medium 

9. When selecting citizens 

to participate in co-

creation processes, 

which of the following 

user characteristics are 

taken into account in the 

selection process?  

[1] Their competences* 

(1)  

[2] Willingness to 

participate (1) 

[3] Age (1) 

[4] Education (1) 

[5] Income (1) 

[6] Gender (1) 

[7] Work status (1) 

Multiple answer  Low 
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 (*) Competences: 

expertise, technical 

knowledge, civic 

knowledge… 

 

10. Do the civil servants 

have the possibility to 

adapt the 

rules/procedures to the 

citizens’ circumstances? 

(age, skills …) 

 

a. Never (0) 

b. Yes (2) 

c. Only under special 

circumstances (1) 

 

  High 

11. When defining the 

digital services, are the 

people in “digital 

exclusion” * taken into 

account? 

(*) People that has not 

access to digital 

technologies 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  Medium 

 

2.3.6.4 People Dimension 

Table 18. Training to the people involved area 

Area: Training to the people involved  

ID Question Answers Type of 

answer 

Interdepen

dencies 

Importance 

1. Does the PA implement 

training programs to 

improve the use of digital 

public services?  

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0)  

  High 

2. To whom are these training 

program addressed? 

[1] Civil servants (1) 

[2] Citizens (1) 

[3] Business organizations 

(1) 

Multiple 

answer 

P1= Yes 

 

Medium 

3. What is the subject of the 

training? 

[1] Digital skills (1)  

[2] People management 

(1) 

[3] Communication Skills 

(1) 

[4] Other [Add text box] (1) 

 

Multiple 

answer 

P2 = 1 Low 

4. What is the subject of the 

training? 

[1] Digital skills (1) 

[2] Public service 

procedures (1) 

[3] Other [Add text box] 

 

Multiple 

answer 

P1 = 2 Low 
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5. What is the subject of the 

training? 

[1] Public service 

procedures (1) 

[2] Public procurements 

management (1) 

[3] Other [Add text box] (1) 

 

Multiple 

answer 

P1 (1) = 3 Low 

 

 

Table 19. Interaction with citizens area 

Area: Interaction with citizens 

ID Question Answers Type of 

answer 

Interdepen

dencies 

Importance 

1. Does the PA ensure that 

people with disabilities, 

elderly or other 

disadvantaged group can 

access to the digital 

services? 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  High 

2. Does the PA offer its digital 

services taking into account 

the multilingualism?  

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  Medium 

3. The digital services offered 

are shown in the 

appropriate language in an 

automatic way based on 

the citizen´s profile? 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

 I2=a Low 

4. Does the PA comply with e-

accessibility specifications? 

(e.g. ISO/IEC 29138: 

Accessibility considerations 

for people with disabilities) 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  High 

5. Does the PA offer their 

services by multiple 

channels? (e.g. post, 

phone, tv/radio?..)? 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  Medium 

6. Which mechanisms are 

used by the PA to ensure 

that the citizens find the 

services that they need? 

 

[1] A first list of e-services 

is shown based on the 

profile of the citizen (3) 

[2] The webpage has a 

search tool to discover 

the services. (2) 

[3] A complete list of 

services is shown to the 

citizens. (1) 

 

Multiple 

answer 

 High 

7. Does the PA offer some 

mechanism to the user to 

personalize the list of 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  Medium 
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services or the services 

themselves? 

8. Has the PA implemented 

mechanisms to allow the 

citizens to give feedback 

about their experience of 

using the PA’s service? 

 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  High 

9. Does PA offer an online 

tracking system that 

permits citizens to check 

the status of the online 

transactions? 

 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0)  

  Medium 

10. Does the PA offer any push 

mechanism to remind the 

user about services or send 

him information? 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

 

  Low 

11. Which mechanism is used 

for these reminders? 

 

[1] E-mail (1) 

[2] SMS to mobile phones 

(1) 

[3] Alerts (1) 

[4] Other [Add text box] (1) 

 

Multiple 

answer 

P10= a 

 

Low 

 

2.3.6.5 Legal Dimension 

Table 20. Standards compliance area 

Area: Standards compliance 

ID Question Answers Type of 

answer 

Interdepen

dencies 

Importan

ce 

1.  Does the PA have a process for 

selecting those 

standards/regulations that are 

important? (e.g. standards 

about accessibility, security, 

GDPR…) 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

 

 

  High 

2.  Are the new legislation or 

regulations assessed/reviewed 

in relation to the digital 

strategy? 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

 

  High 

3.  Does the PA provide public data 

to be re-used by the private 

sector? 

(for example, data generated by 

the utilities and transport 

sectors, research data…) 

Based on EC directive on reuse 

of PSI-Public Sector Info [130] 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

 

  Medium 
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4.  Does the PA provide real-time 

access to dynamic data? 

(for example, using application 

programming interfaces or 

APIs) [130] 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

 

  Medium 

5.  Does the PA have an 

arrangement with a private 

company for using the public 

data, and charge for this? [130] 

 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

 

  Medium 

6.  Are there standard charges for 

the re-use of public 

documents/data? [130] 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

  Low 

7.  Are these charges published 

online? [130] 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

 L6=a Low 

8.  What is the timeframe for the 

PA to process a user request for 

re-use of a public 

document/information? [130] 

a. 20 working days or 

less (2) 

b. More than 20 

working days 

  Low 

9.  Does the PA impose legal or 

administrative restrictions to 

citizens/businesses about the 

localisation of its data? 

(example: a small provider of 

accountancy services has to 

arrange data storage in the 

State it offers its services) [131] 

a. Yes (2) 

b. No (0) 

 

  High 

10.  Which of the following 

sentences about how the PA 

manages the Non-Personal-

Data of the citizens/companies 

is true? [131] 

[1] The PA makes 

publicly available 

the details of any 

data localisation 

requirement (2) 

[2] The PA sometimes 

requires from 

citizens or 

companies’ data 

which is in other 

countries (2) 

[3] The PA had 

sometimes 

problems to access 

citizens/businesse

s data when it was 

located abroad (1) 

[4] The PA knows who 

is the National 

Contact Point 

regarding the free-

flow-of-data 

Regulation (1) 

Multiple 

answer 

 Medium 

 



D2.1 Requirements and parameters for the selection of relevant information Version 1.0 – Final. Date: 30.09.2018 

Project Title: CITADEL Contract No. GA 726755 www.citadel-h2020.eu 

Page 72 of 240 

2.3.6.5.1 GDPR compliance 

As mentioned above, the structure and rating of this area is different from the others, this is due 

that the challenge of these questions are to define easy multiple-choice questions which enable 

the self-assessment of a PA in legal terms under the GDPR, translating a complex situation in 

basic levels. 

Four general levels of GDPR compliance have been defined, namely the following: 

• Clear compliance issue(s) = high risk of trouble if data protection authority investigates 

• Paper compliance or low compliance = risk of trouble if data protection authority 

investigates, but the most essential things have been taking care of, although significant 

gaps exist compared to best practice 

• Medium compliance = low risk of trouble if data protection authority investigates, concepts 

have been applied both formally and in an acceptable manner in practice. Some decisions 

have been made to simplify things or save cost and effort rather than have the most privacy-

minded solution and/or some improvements are possible 

• Full compliance = near to no risk if data protection authority investigates, GDPR has been 

fully implemented according to best practices, i.e. all obligations of means have been 

satisfactorily fulfilled, while however keeping in mind the proportionality underlying the 

GDPR’s obligations of means.  

These levels are addressed per topic. There are ten topics, representing essential elements of 

GDPR compliance. An organization should not have “clear compliance issue(s)” in any topic, nor 

should it in any question in any of the topics, as this would be a clear compliance and/or liability 

risk. 

Apart from that, organizations should strive towards full compliance, which is the ideal situation. 

However, this may not always be desirable for the organization, or even appropriate under the 

GDPR, depending on complexity of the organization and means available. 

For each topic, several questions have been defined. Note that the answers may be shuffled in 

DIGIMAT, but for clarity purposes the following rules apply to the questions presented in this 

document: 

• Answer A is the situation of (a) clear compliance issue(s). It gives zero points. 

• Answer B is the situation of paper compliance or low compliance. It gives one point. 

• Answer C is the situation of medium compliance. It gives two points. 

• Answer D is the situation of full compliance. It gives three points.  

Each question is weighed depending on importance to come to the overall score for the topic, 

which will then relate to one of the four levels being assigned to the topic as a whole, as 

described above. 

Instances of questions where the answer results in “clear compliance issue” should always result 

in the final topic level of “clear compliance issue”. 

The rules to carry out the assessment of each topic are as follow: 

• One or more times “a” then there are compliance issues. Actions are required in any 

case. 

• 33.3% - 44.4% of the total rate is obtained then there is a situation of low compliance 

(assuming no “a” answer) 

• 44.5% - 77.8% of the total rate is obtained then there is a situation of medium 

compliance (assuming no “a” answer) 
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• 77.9% - 100% the total rate is obtained then there is a situation of full compliance 

(assuming no “a” answer) 

Table 21. Awareness and training 

Area: Awareness and training 

ID Question Answers Importance 

1. Does your organization have a 

policy on how to handle 

personal data within the 

organization (data protection 

policy/data handling policy)? 

a. No, there is no policy 

b. Yes, there is a policy but it is vague and 

unclear and/or not easily accessible to all 

staff 

c. Yes, there is a policy; The policy is both 

clear and accessible 

d. Yes, there is a policy; The policy is clear and 

accessible and people are aware how and 

when to refer to it 

a.  

Medium 

2. In relation to GDPR and 

processing of personal data, 

staff … 

a. Have received no training 

b. Have (partially) received a general (high 

level) training on GDPR 

c. Have and will at least yearly receive 

general GDPR training, with some 

highlights on specifically relevant issues 

(HR, direct marketing, …) 

a. Have and will regularly receive role-specific 

GDPR training, taking into account specific 

challenges and updates 

Medium 

3. How does PA prove GDPR 

awareness? 

a. It cannot. 

b. It can show the policy and the slides of the 

general training  

c. It has a policy, training materials and 

information on attendance 

a. It has a policy, training materials, 

information on who attended and test 

results proving a certain level of knowledge 

acquired 

Medium 

 

How to assess this topic: 

• One or more times “a” then there are compliance issues. Actions are required in any 

case. 

• 33.3% - 44.4% of the total rate is obtained then there is a situation of low compliance 

(assuming no “a” answer) 

• 44.5% - 77.8% of the total rate is obtained then there is a situation of medium 

compliance (assuming no “a” answer) 

• 77.9% - 100% the total rate is obtained then there is a situation of full compliance 

(assuming no “a” answer) 
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Table 22. GDPR governance and DPO 

Area: GDPR governance and DPO 

ID Question Answers Importance 

1. As a PA, your organization is 

obliged by the GDPR to have the 

role of a data protection officer 

(DPO), someone that has the 

legal knowledge on data 

protection law and can provide 

your organization with 

independent expert advice. 

Note that a DPO may be an 

external service provider. Your 

organization currently has … 

a. Either no person in charge or a person in 

charge without the title of DPO and who is 

not really an expert in data protection law 

and/or clearly lacks independence  

b. There is a DPO appointed. However, 

“expert” might be a bit of an 

overstatement. Independence is not 

clearly established, e.g. because the 

person receives instructions from his/her 

superior with regards to his/her other tasks 

or does not have a real direct reporting 

possibility to the highest level of 

management. Alternatively, if DPO services 

are used: a service provider is used, but no 

clear guarantees exist on the quality of the 

firm. 

c. A DPO has been appointed. The DPO has 

some proven skills, e.g. has taken a 

certified and highly recognised course for 

DPOs. There is no reason to suspect 

conflict of interest. The DPO can directly 

report to the highest level of management. 

However, the DPO often lacks time to fulfil 

this function and his/her other duties. 

Alternatively, if DPO services are used: a 

service provider is used, with some 

guarantees, such as certificates or relevant 

experience. 

b. A DPO has been appointed. The DPO has 

extensive experience in data protection 

law. There are measure in place to 

guarantee independence, including the 

fact that the DPO can directly report to the 

highest level of management and has no 

other functions, thus operating by 

him/herself. The DPO has sufficient 

resources available and can handle all the 

work relatively easily. If DPO services are 

used: a service provider with a proven 

track record is employed, which fulfils all 

other requirements mentioned equally 

well. 

Medium 

2. When GDPR-related questions 

arise, an organization should be 

able to handle these. 

Information that is GDPR-

relevant should travel between 

the different levels of the 

a. No governance structure. 

b. A general governance structure, which is 

also used for GDPR purposes. The DPO is 

involved when deemed necessary. 

c. There is a specific governance structure for 

GDPR. The DPO is standardly involved and 

Medium 
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Area: GDPR governance and DPO 

organization, so should 

instructions. Record-keeping 

responsibilities (see also topic 3) 

must be divided. For all these 

purposes, a governance 

structure may help create 

structure and control. Your 

organization currently has… 

is at the head of the structure or plays an 

appropriately relevant role. The structure 

is often used in practice, and this can be 

demonstrated in a piecemeal manner. 

b. There is a specific governance structure for 

GDPR. The DPO is standardly involved and 

is at the head of the structure or plays an 

appropriately relevant role. The 

governance structure is (nearly) always 

used in practice and this can largely be 

demonstrated since documentation is kept 

on this. 

3. How much does the staff involve 

the DPO on data protection 

related matters? 

a. Not at all or very little. The reason for this 

is that such situations are not often 

detected as requiring the view of the DPO. 

Alternatively, there is no DPO or the DPO is 

not involved for other reasons. 

b. On the most important and obvious issues, 

the DPO is involved. However, there have 

been instances where the DPO quite 

clearly should have been involved but was 

not contacted. 

c. The DPO is consistently involved in data 

protection related matters. Now and then 

some small issues are not put up for 

consultation by the DPO, but it is limited. 

Moreover, most of the staff is aware that 

they may contact the DPO for questions 

relating to their rights as data subjects too. 

b. The DPO is involved in virtually all data 

protection related matters. Moreover, the 

staff also contacts the DPO on data 

protection questions related to them as a 

data subject. 

Medium 

 

Table 23. Record and oversight of processing activities 

Area:  Record and oversight of processing activities 

ID Question Answers Importance 

1. The GDPR obliges all 

organizations to keep a record of 

processing activities (article 30 

GDPR). Such a record should at 

least include: 

• The details of the controller 

(your organization) and joint 

controllers, if applicable; 

• The purposes of the processing 

(not necessarily the legal 

grounds); 

a. No record compliant with article 30 GDPR 

b. A record compliant with article 30 GDPR, 

which has been centrally created, but 

which has not extensively been checked 

with the staff carrying out the activities 

described therein in the day to day 

operations 

c. A record compliant with article 30 GDPR, 

which has been created either bottom-up 

through interviews or similar techniques to 

elicit information or centrally (top-down), 

Medium 
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• A description of data subject 

and categories of personal data; 

• The categories of recipients 

(internal and external), 

including the recipients outside 

of the EEA; 

• Where applicable, information 

on the transfers of personal 

data outside the EEA and the 

safeguards in place; 

• If possible, a retention period; 

• If possible, a general description 

of technical and organizational 

security measures; 

Your organization currently 

has… 

but with extensive checks with the 

involved staff to ensure accuracy. 

c. A record compliant with article 30 GDPR, 

created through a combination of bottom-

up information gathering, compilation by a 

person with legal expertise and checked 

afterwards with the involved staff 

2. The record of processing 

activities is… 

a. Not updated 

b. Updated, but there are no clear rules on 

when and on who does this 

c. Updated by the staff identified in a 

governance structure to be responsible for 

this at regular intervals, e.g. every 6 

months 

c. Updated by the staff identified to be 

responsible for this in a governance 

structure at regular intervals and 

whenever an event occurs that mandates a 

review (e.g. changings data processor-

service providers); Due to training other 

staff are able to flag such events to the 

responsible persons 

Medium 

3. Next to the minimal record 

obligations on the basis of article 

30 GDPR, organizations should 

keep additional information for 

themselves to be able to answer 

authorities if there should be an 

investigation. E.g. the choice of 

legal ground must not be noted 

in the record (although it may), 

but has to be known 

nonetheless and communicated 

to the data subject. Your 

organization currently, next to 

the record, has… 

a. No extra information available in a central 

repository which is meant for internal use 

only (i.e. not, like a record, to provide to an 

authority) 

b. Some central information available, which 

is meant for internal use only (i.e. not, like 

a record, to provide to an authority). e.g. 

on choice of legal ground in some difficult 

cases, either kept separately or in the 

record, but without much structure or a 

clear approach to the use of this 

information   

c. A central repository with information 

which is meant for internal use only (i.e. 

not, like a record, to provide to an 

authority) about processing activities, legal 

grounds, intended retention periods, 

reasoning on approaches etc. This 

information could equally be kept in a copy 

of the record for internal use only. 

Guidelines exist on how this information 

should be used.  

Medium 
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c. A central repository with information 

which is meant for internal use only (i.e. 

not, like a record, to provide to an 

authority) about processing activities, legal 

grounds, intended retention periods, 

reasoning on approaches etc. This 

information could equally be kept in a copy 

of the record for internal use only. 

Additionally, there is a clear structure and 

the information is complete. That means 

that for each processing activity, all the 

additional information is available. There 

are rules on what the information should 

be used for and access is role- and 

necessity-based. 

 

Table 24. Communication about processing 

Area: Communication about processing (data processed, purpose of processing, legal ground) 

ID Question Answers Importance 

1. The GDPR requires you to 

communicate about your 

processing activities, namely to 

provide data subjects with the 

information they are legally 

entitled to. This is often done 

through privacy policies/notices 

on websites, but can also be 

done through other means. The 

best means depends on the 

situation at hand, and a PA will 

likely need to employ different 

means for different processing 

activities. Informing about how a 

PA carries out general 

correspondence with citizens 

will for example be treated 

differently than the information 

that should be given when a PA 

decides to monitor public spaces 

for the purposes of carrying out 

smart city/smart government 

application or project. You 

currently have: 

a. No privacy policies or notices.  

b. A basic privacy policy/information notice 

on the website and some privacy 

policies/information notices for specific 

sensitive projects, but not for all projects or 

activities. Policies may not always be 

entirely up to date or are not always 

reviewed by the DPO. 

c. A privacy policy on the website as well as 

privacy policies/information notices for all 

GDPR relevant projects. The DPO has 

sometimes reviewed these, for the most 

sensitive projects. 

d. A privacy policy/notice for all processing 

activities that require this. The DPO has 

been consulted and approved them all. 

High 

2. What information do your 

privacy policies/notices contain? 

a. Some, but not all of the following in plain 

language: identity of controller, contact 

details of the DPO, purposes of the 

processing and legal ground invoked, if 

legitimate interests is the legal ground: the 

interests pursued, the recipients of the 

data (if any), any intended transfers 

Medium 
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Area: Communication about processing (data processed, purpose of processing, legal ground) 

outside the EEA and the safeguards in place 

there and how to consult these safeguards.  

b. All of the following in plain language: 

identity of controller, contact details of the 

DPO, purposes of the processing and legal 

ground invoked, if legitimate interests is 

the legal ground: the interests pursued, the 

recipients of the data (if any), any intended 

transfers outside the EEA and the 

safeguards in place there and how to 

consult these safeguards. 

c. All of the above in B, plus additional 

information in clear and plain language as 

required by the specific processing, such 

as: the period for which the data will be 

stored, the data subject’s rights, the right 

to lodge a complaint, etc. 

d. All of the above in C, plus any additional 

information deemed necessary, all of 

which is provided in clear and intelligible 

language and in a very intuitive format for 

the user, ensuring that the user has truly 

understood (e.g. with pictures or in 

another way clearly illustrated). 

3. How would you rate the 

description of purpose of 

processing and legal ground 

invoked in your privacy 

communications? 

a. The purposes of the processing activities 

and/or the legal ground invoked are not 

described in all cases. The policies/notices 

are very general and therefore often do not 

catch the full reality. 

b. Policies/notices describe the purposes of 

the intended processing activities in a 

general catch-all manner only, or with a 

few specifications here and there. 

Nonetheless, the purpose of all processing 

activities is covered. The legal ground or 

grounds invoked for these activities is also 

described in a general way for the whole or 

a part of the policy/notice. For those 

activities based on legitimate interest, the 

interests are mentioned.  

c. The processing activities are described 

clearly and the specific purposes are 

outlined. The purposes are linked with the 

legal ground invoked for that specific 

activity. 

d. The processing activities are described 

clearly and the specific purposes are 

outlined. The purposes are linked with the 

legal ground invoked for that specific 

activity. Communications clarify and 

Medium 
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Area: Communication about processing (data processed, purpose of processing, legal ground) 

illustrate the consequence of different 

legal grounds being applicable (e.g. for all 

processing activities based on consent, 

consent can be revoked, etc.). 

 

Table 25. Consent of PA 

Area:  Consent in the PA 

ID Question Answers Importance 

1. Within the PA, consent as a legal 

ground is … 

a. The only legal ground the PA relies on/a 

legal ground the PA never relies on, unless 

it wants to cover an existing activity which 

it doesn’t have another legal ground for. 

b. Used when there is no other legal ground. 

c. Used when this seems to be the best 

option by the people involved in the 

activity, if necessary, after consultation 

with the DPO. 

e. Used when this has been determined with 

the DPO to be the most appropriate legal 

ground. The DPO is always involved. 

Medium 

2. When consent is used it is 

obtained… 

a. Implicitly, through a pre-ticked box, or 

through not receiving an opt-out from the 

citizens 

b. Through an explicit statement or action of 

the data subject and is accompanied by the 

legally required information. However, the 

information is rather general or 

complicated. 

c. Through an explicit statement or action of 

the data subject, who has been informed 

about the intended processing in a clear, 

intuitive and easy to understand manner 

about the specific purposes for which the 

data will be used. The policy or notice may 

also contain processing activities on other 

legal grounds. It takes some effort to 

distinguish which activities are based on 

consent. 

e. Through an explicit statement or action of 

the data subject, who has been informed 

about the intended processing in a clear, 

intuitive and easy to understand manner 

about the specific purposes for which the 

data will be used and of the right to 

withdraw consent at any given time. When 

at the same time gathering information on 

another legal ground, this is clearly 

indicated and the different consequences 

are easy to assess. 

High 
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Area:  Consent in the PA 

3. When consent has been 

obtained, can it be withdrawn? 

a. No, withdrawing consent is not possible, 

unless the data subject has a good reason 

and can prove this. Withdrawing consent 

at will would be impractical or impossible, 

or at the very least costly to implement. 

b. Yes. The data subject can write the 

relevant department or the DPO to 

withdraw consent. Most often the people 

addressed will know how to handle such 

requests (e.g. through guidelines within 

the organization) or involved the DPO if 

necessary. It may be impractical for the PA 

to implement this request, e.g. because 

there is no system in place to handle this, 

so requests are handled ad hoc, regularly 

to the result that a request is not 

(completely honoured), although the 

remaining processing is minimal and not 

visible to the data subject.  

c. Yes. The data subject can do this online in 

several cases or otherwise can write the 

relevant department or the DPO to 

withdraw consent. There is always a 

procedure or DPO involvement. Handling 

this request is often easy, but can 

sometimes be complicated to carry out in 

practice, which leads to some requests 

being impossible to fully address. 

Nonetheless, the remaining processing is 

absolutely minimal and does not affect the 

data subject.  

e. Yes. The data subject is always well 

informed about this and most often can do 

this easily online. Support is available. Only 

where legacy systems and other 

organizational parameters require this, a 

procedure is followed where the data 

subject can contact the DPO. This 

information is provided in an accessible 

and easy-to-understand format. If the 

request is sent in another way to another 

staff member, the DPO is involved every 

time. Handling the request is typically easy 

due to systems being aimed at facilitating 

this or procedures being established. Ad 

hoc solving is supported for those 

instances where a request cannot be 

handled in this way and always leads to 

either a full resolution or to a solution 

which is satisfactory from the point of view 

of the data subject. 

Medium 
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Table 26. Accommodating citizen's rights as data subjects 

Area: Accommodating citizen’s rights as data subjects 

ID Question Answers Importance 

1. Which situation best describes 

what happens when a data 

subject submits a request for 

exercising one of their rights 

under the GDPR? 

a. Nothing happens. The e-mail gets ignored. 

There is no procedure. 

b. There is a basic procedure and a dedicated 

e-mail address or equivalent point of 

contact. Requests are dealt with ad hoc 

and DPO involvement, if any, is also 

determined ad hoc. 

c. There is an integrated procedure one the 

request is received at the contact point. 

The DPO is either in charge of formally 

involved in the procedure. There is some 

guidance on how to deal with requests, 

also pointing out when requests may 

validly be denied. 

d. There is an integrated procedure one the 

request is received at the contact point. 

The DPO is either in charge of formally 

involved in the procedure. There is specific 

guidance on how to deal with requests, 

also pointing out when requests may 

validly be denied, including templates and 

practical decision trees or equivalent tools. 

The DPO is involved in all decisions on 

cases warranting an ad hoc re-evaluation. 

High 

2. Are you able to provide all the 

rights given to data subjects 

under the GDPR? 

a. No, not at all. Nearly every request is a 

struggle that ends up in an answer which is 

unsatisfactory for person filing the request. 

b. No, most but not all. Some of the rights are 

in practice very hard to implement because 

of technical and/or organizational 

measures. We try to explain this to data 

subjects and find a suitable solution. 

c. No, most but not all. Some of the rights are 

in practice very hard to implement because 

of technical and/or organizational 

measures. We try to both explain this to 

data subjects and to provide equivalent or 

alternative solutions. Moreover, we are 

actively trying to change the elements that 

prevent us from fully implementing all data 

subject rights to the fullest extent. 

d. Yes, through implementing the necessary 

adaptions we genuinely believe we are 

capable to provide all of the possible valid 

requests a data subject could submit. 

High 
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Area: Accommodating citizen’s rights as data subjects 

3. How does the timeframe for 

dealing with a request look like? 

And do you charge for this? 

a. Depends on the case: weeks, months, … 

We answer when we find a solution. 

Charges depend on difficulty. 

b. Unless the request is easy, we tell the data 

subject within the first month upon receipt 

of the request that we will extend our term 

to deal with his or her request to three 

months. We try to motivate this in most 

cases. This gives us time to consider what 

to do and to bundle similar requests and 

answer them in the same way. Costs are 

only charged if the request is unreasonable 

but we decide to go ahead with it anyway. 

It may very well happen that, if we have 

granted the request, there is follow-up 

beyond that term. If we deny the request, 

we tell the data subject they have 

measures of recourse. 

c. We answer within the month, telling the 

data subject what we have done, i.e. 

granted the request or denied it because it 

was invalid. Only when really necessary 

because of the complexity do we inform 

the data subject of an extension of the 

term. In any case we strive to implement 

the decision to grant a request within that 

same term. When requests are 

unreasonable we sometimes offer the data 

subject the option to agree to a small 

administrative cost to carry it out anyway, 

depending on the situation. If we do not 

get a positive answer, we deny the request, 

informing the data subject of its rights to 

appeal that decision and provide additional 

information on this. 

d. We answer within the month, but strive to 

answer much sooner. When we answer we 

tell the data subject what we have done, 

i.e. granted the request or denied it 

because it was invalid and the reasons for 

this. Only when really necessary because of 

the complexity do we inform the data 

subject of an extension of the term, aiming 

to keep it lower that the maximum of three 

months. In any case we strive to implement 

the decision to grant a request within that 

same term. When requests are 

unreasonable we nonetheless offer the 

data subject the option to agree to a small 

administrative cost to carry it out anyway, 

unless this would be highly disproportional 

Medium 
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Area: Accommodating citizen’s rights as data subjects 

for us. If we do not get a positive answer, 

we deny the request, informing the data 

subject of its rights to appeal that decision 

and provide additional information, 

specific links and support on this. We keep 

the data subject posted during the course 

of the assessment and implementation (if 

the request is granted). 

 

 

Table 27. Data breach management 

Area: Data breach management 

ID Question Answers Importance 

1. Do you have a data breach 

management procedure in 

place? What does it contain? 

a. No, there is no procedure. 

b. The DPO knows what to do, within what 

time. It may contain a lot of ad hoc work to 

gather the necessary information as there 

are no specific processes. 

c. Yes, there is a procedure, involving the DPO 

and other relevant people. The procedure 

contains guidance and a process to follow, 

including examples and practical 

instruments such as decision trees etc. 

Relevant people know about the 

procedure.  

d. Yes, there is a procedure, involving the DPO 

and other relevant people. The procedure 

contains guidance and a process to follow, 

including examples and practical 

instruments such as decision trees etc. A 

broad array of relevant people have a 

knowledge about the procedure, this has 

been tested. There is a feedback cycle after 

every incident. 

High 

2. How has the organization 

communicated internally about 

data breach management?  

 

a. Not at all. 

b. It has been mentioned in the general GDPR 

training, but without much guidance 

and/or not all relevant profiles have been 

trained.  

c. In the general GDPR training, a sizeable 

amount of time has been devoted to data 

breach management. All relevant 

personnel has received this training and 

have been given access to the data breach 

management procedure, which has been 

mentioned during the training 

d. There has been clear communication about 

the data breach management procedure in 

Medium 
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Area: Data breach management 

the general GDPR training or otherwise, 

meaning all staff has been informed about 

it. This is combined with specific training for 

relevant profiles, who all have knowledge 

of the procedure and their role in it. This 

has been tested and can be demonstrated. 

3. Based on your latest data breach 

incident, or on a test if none 

have occurred, how well did the 

procedure function? 

a. No procedure or didn’t manage to observe 

the terms provided by law to notify 

incidents that require this (72 hours for 

notification to the data protection 

authorities, without undue delay if directly 

to data subject). 

b. It worked, but we had a lot of trouble in 

finding the information, the right people to 

involve or in making the decision, leading to 

a notification just within time, with 

incomplete information.  

c. It worked, but we had some trouble in 

finding the information, the right people to 

involve or in making the decision, leading to 

a notification just within time, although 

with (nearly) complete information. 

d. We managed comfortably to find the 

needed information, to involve the right 

people and to make a decision to notify, 

submitting this one in due time and being 

assured that (nearly) all relevant 

information had been gathered. 

Medium 

 

Table 28. DPIA and data protection by design and default 

Area: DPIA and data protection by design and default 

ID Question Answers Importance 

1. What most accurately describes 

the use of data protection 

impact assessments (DPIA) in 

your organization? 

a. We don’t exactly know how or when to do 

a DPIA or how it should alter our 

processes 

b. We have a good idea on how to carry out 

a DPIA and when, but in practice it is 

sometimes forgotten. There is no clear 

procedure on when to carry out a DPIA, 

neither is there guidance on what to do 

with the results of a DPIA, although we 

know the theory. 

c. We know how to do a DPIA and when, this 

is surrounded by framework guidance for 

the organisation, indicating when to do a 

DPIA and what consequences to attach 

based on the results. 

d. We know how to do a DPIA and when, this 

is surrounded by framework guidance for 

Medium 
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Area: DPIA and data protection by design and default 

the organisation, indicating when to do a 

DPIA and what consequences to attach 

based on the results. We carry out a DPIA 

based on internationally recognized best 

practices, e.g. making use of standards 

and/or official guidance provided by data 

protection authorities and interpretative 

bodies. 

2. How are the principles of data 

protection by design and default 

implemented in your 

organisation? 

a. Not at all or very incompletely because 

they are poorly understood. 

b. They are implemented in a piecemeal 

manner, when deemed necessary. 

Relevant profiles have a vague 

understanding of the principles. 

c. Rather well. There is guidance available 

on the concepts as well as on when and 

where to implement these principles in 

the process. The understanding is based 

on examples gathered from different 

sources and experience within the 

organization. 

d. Very well. All relevant roles know how 

and when to implement these principles. 

There is ample guidance present, with 

concrete procedures, tips and tricks, 

reporting methods etc. This is based on 

documented and validated experiences 

and best practices. 

Medium 

 

Table 29. International 

Area: International 

ID Question Answers Importance 

1. How certain are you that you 

have identified all international 

transfers of data and are dealing 

with them adequately? 

a. We likely have many transfers that are 

unaccounted for, such as transfer through 

a processor  or small transfers that 

are not in the record of processing 

activities. Moreover, even for the 

accounted transfers, there is unclarity if 

all have appropriate safeguards or it is 

even known that they have not. 

b. We have during our GDPR compliance 

process asked around for information on 

transfers, so most likely the most 

important ones ae in the record. We have 

appropriate safeguards for all those 

identified or, if a few are missing, are 

working on it and expect to be in line  

c. We have made additional effort to 

identify transfers, also those done by 

High 
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Area: International 

processors and are  certain that all 

these are surrounded by some form of 

safeguard provide for by the GDPR. 

d. We continuously try to identify transfers, 

also those done by processors and are 

reasonably certain we have identified all 

of them. All of these are surrounded by 

best practice safeguards and we feel 

confident they will stand any scrutiny. 

 

Table 30. Contracts 

Area: Contracts 

ID Question Answers Importance 

1. Article 28 of the GDPR stipulates 

a list of obligatory items to be 

contractually regulated when 

engaging processors and sub-

processors and attaches some 

general conditions as well. 

Having had a look at these 

conditions how do you assess 

your contractual compliance, 

knowing that as a PA you are 

most likely the (sole) controller 

of processing operation? 

a. We have many contracts with processors 

that are non-compliant. Sometimes there 

is no contract at all, just some e-mails that 

were exchanged. We aren’t certain we 

have identified all processors, let alone 

the sub-processors they may use. 

b. We are nearly certain we have identified 

all processors. We have a contract with all 

of them, although the quality of those 

contracts are divergent and for many it is 

questionable if they really fulfil article 28 

GDPR. We have little oversight or 

knowledge on sub-processors and several 

of the contracts contain no mention of 

the rules for sub-processors, the liability 

for sub-processor faults or the conditions 

for engaging sub-processors. 

c. We have identified all processors and 

have a contract with all of them. The 

contracts, while divergent, nearly all have 

an acceptable wording to fulfil the 

conditions of article 28 GDPR. Nearly all 

contracts mention that the same terms 

(or substantially the same terms) apply to 

sub-processors and that liability remains 

with the first processor. Nearly all 

contracts have rules on engaging sub-

processors. 

d. We have identified all processors and 

have a contract with all of them. The 

contracts, although possibly divergent, all 

fully satisfy the conditions of article 28 

GDPR with their wording. There are clear 

provisions that the same terms (or 

substantially the same terms) apply to 

sub-processors and that liability remains 

High 
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with the first processor. All contracts have 

clear rules on engaging sub-processors. 

2. Article 26 of the GDPR requires 

that in cases of joint control, the 

joint controllers have an 

arrangement between them to 

divide the responsibilities and 

obligations, especially in their 

relationship with the data 

subject. How do you asses your 

compliance? 

a. We have no idea how to identify a joint 

control situation and have no idea how to 

write a joint controller contract. 

b. We know the theory, but it remains 

exceedingly hard to identify joint 

controllership situations. For those we 

have identified, we have a contract that 

fulfils the basic conditions of article 26 

GDPR, but nothing more.  

c. We know the theory and have some 

experience in identifying joint 

controllership situations.  We know 

official guidance and case law on this 

point, although application of course 

remains complicated in many cases. We 

have a template contract that fulfils the 

basic conditions of article 26, but also 

regulates some other important GDPR-

relevant obligations, such as security 

measures/level and communication 

between parties.  

d. We are fairly confident we can correctly 

identify joint controllership situation, 

knowing both the official guidance and 

case law on this point as well as several 

examples from practice. In case of doubt 

we have access to expert legal advice. We 

have a template contract that fulfils the 

basic conditions of article 26, but also 

regulates all other important GDPR-

relevant obligations, such as security 

measures/level, communication between 

parties, confidentiality, anonymization 

techniques and mutual assistance 

obligations. 

High 

3. Staff, whether employees or civil 

servants, are not considered as 

separate entities under the 

GDPR and are therefore not 

potential controllers or 

processors in the data 

processing chain, with the 

potential exception of self-

employed staff, which may be 

considered as such. For regular 

staff however, the GDPR 

nonetheless has an impact on 

the contractual relation 

between employer and staff. 

a. We have either none of the documents 

described or are missing important parts. 

b. We have a clause in our employment 

contract referring to the labour rules and 

some basic rules/guidelines on 

processing. We provide very general 

information to the staff about how we 

process their data when they start 

working with us. 

c. We have a clause in our employment 

contract referring to the labour rules, 

which contain extensive rules/guidelines 

on processing in clear and plain language. 

We provide specific information to the 

High 
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The GDPR especially requires the 

employer to both give clear 

instructions on how staff should 

process personal information 

and how they should use the 

tools they use for processing (e-

mail, computers, smartphones 

etc.) and at the same time the 

employing organisation must 

inform the staff about how the 

organisation generally treats the 

staff’s data, as a part of the 

organisation’s information 

obligations towards data 

subjects, in this case the data 

subjects being the staff. The 

former information is typically 

given in the labour rules, which 

are referenced in the 

employment contract and to 

which the staff agrees when 

signing for the job, while the 

latter is communicated either at 

the time of signing or before 

starting the job, either as a part 

of the labour rules and 

information or as a stand-alone 

document. How would you 

describe the situation at your 

organisation? 

staff about how we process their data 

when signing the contract in plain and 

clear language. 

d. We have a clause in our employment 

contract referring to the labour rules, 

which contain comprehensive yet precise 

and intelligible rules/guidelines on 

processing, in clear language and with 

illustrations/examples. We provide 

specific information to the staff about 

how we process their data before signing 

the contract. This information is also very 

easy-to-understand and we explain this 

before going to contract signing. 
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Appendix II. Willingness to engage descriptive results -  use case: 

city of Antwerp 
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Appendix III. Willingness to engage descriptive results - use case: 

VARAM 
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Appendix IV. Willingness to engage descriptive results - use case: 

Puglia Regio 
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Appendix V. Willingness to engage descriptive results - use case: 

Antwerp OCMW 
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Appendix VI. Non-use of digital services survey instrument 

(English) 
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