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ABSTRACT

This Master's Thesis aims to understand better the possible factors that influence the non-
evaluation of e-government projects in the Swiss public sector. This objective is relevant be-
cause evaluations are crucial in justifying the taxpayers' money invested in e-government pro-
jects. The absence of evaluations can lead to the failure of an e-government project. In addi-
tion, evaluations are not carried out in about one-third of Federal Offices. Against this back-
ground, two research questions were formulated: What are the potential factors for not evalu-
ating e-government projects in the Swiss public sector? What could a successful approach to
evaluating an e-government project look like so that the factors deduced from this Master’s
Thesis do not prevent evaluation? To tackle these questions, a systematic literature review
was conducted, from which 16 possible factors that can lead to e-government projects not
being evaluated were derived. Based on these factors, a survey was conducted among public
administration professionals working in digitalization matters in the Swiss public sector. From
the survey responses, a single sample t-test method was used to statistically determine the
most influential factors in the non-evaluation of e-government projects. Further relevant addi-
tions and responses to the survey were evaluated qualitatively. Finally, an illustrative case
study examined two successful real-life evaluation procedures in introducing digital relocation
notifications in Swiss Cantons Zurich and Bern. The results show that lack of time, lack of
evaluation skills, and problems in identifying and quantifying the benefits of an e-government
project have a statistically significant influence on the non-evaluation of e-government projects.
Furthermore, according to the open-ended responses of the survey participants, long invest-
ment cycles, federal structures, and unclear legal relationships and regulations can lead to e-
government projects not being evaluated. Additionally, the results show that the examined
Cantons of Zurich and Bern contributed to successfully implementing the digital relocation no-
tification and counteracted non-evaluation factors with their bottom-up and top-down evalua-
tion approaches.

Keywords: E-Government Project; Evaluation; Factors; Swiss Public Sector



TABLE OF CONTENTS

1. INTRODUCTION ...cciiteeiireeireesrresssrenssrsnsssrasssssnssssssssssssssssssssesssssnsssssnssssnssssnssssansssnnnsssnns 1
2. LITERATURE REVIEW .....cciieiieireeiresressesssasssasssasssassrassrssssasssssssssssasssnsssasssnsssnsssnsssnnsenns 5
2.1 LITERATURE & PRISIMA STATEMENT .. .covttuiiiiiiiitite e ieeeett e e e e etset s e saeessaaasssessstaessseesatsessessannnss 5
2.2 RESULTS OF THE LITERATURE REVIEW ......ouniiiiiiiie ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaa e e s s e naaannas 7
2.2.7 ProOfECt CONSIIUCT ...ttt ettt ettt s st e ettt e st e e e ts e eanneeesanenena 8
2.2.2 Organization CONSIIUCK ...........ocuee ettt ettt sttt e et s st e e et e e s ne e e einee s 11
2.2.3 RESOUICES CONSHUCT ...ttt e ettt e e e ettt e e e e e et eee e e e e easeaaasnaeeens 14

2.4 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK ........ccotttuuiiiieiteteeeee ettt e s eeeeaataessaeess s sessessasa s aesessaanssessesstansseseessnns 15
3. RESEARCH METHOD ....ciiiceiiieeirresmresssrenssssssssrensssssssssesssssnssssssssssnssssnssssanssssnssssnnsssnnss 17
3.1 QUANTITATIVE IMIETHOD ....coennieiiiet ettt ettt e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e s s eeaaa s s e e e s saan e eseesesananseeaeensnns 17
.11 SUIVEY APPIOACH ...ttt ettt ettt eesane e 17
3.1.2 DeSCription Of TNE SUIVEY ........eeieeeeeeee ettt esine e 18
1.8 PAITICIDANTS ...ttt ettt e e e et e e e e st e e e ann e e e enanns 19

B B (= (= =1 20
3.1.5 Single Sample T-TeSt MEIROQ..............c.cooooueieee ettt 21

3.2 QUALITATIVE IMIETHOD .....oovutiiieiieete e et e e e ettt e e e e e et e e e s e e e e aab s e s s eesaaa s e s sessaan e sessesssanseseensnnn 22

B S ILLUSTRATIVE CASE STUDY ... .. iiiietiiiiiiiettee e e e ettt eeeeeeaa e e eeaeesataseesessaaa s assessaaneseesesstansseseessnns 22
4, BESULTS ..ceiiiiiiteiireesireesirresssranssrsnsssrassssensssssssssessssssssssesssssnssssssssssnssssnssssnnssssnsssnnnssnnnns 24
4.1 QUANTITATIVE SURVEY RESULTS ....ouuiiiiiiiiii et e e e ettt e e e e et st e s e s e e e aaaaesassessaan e esessesstanseeseessnns 24

O I B V7 (1= 25

O B2 e [T 26

4.2 QUALITATIVE OPEN-ENDED QUESTION RESULTS.....uuuiiiiiiitee e eeeetee e e e ee e e e e e e ea e e e e e eesaaseeeeeneans 27
B DIS CUSSION.....citiiireeiremsirresssresssrrnsssrasssrensssrnsssranssssnssssanssssnssssnsssssnssssnssssnnssssnsssnnnsssnnns 28
5.1 SIGNIFICANT QUANTITATIVE FACTORS ... .oeetniiiii ittt e e e ettt e e e e e et e e e e e e e e s e e s e esesaaseeseeseens 28

LS I =Tl Qo) A {11 1= 2N 28
5.1.2 Lack Of EVAIUGLION SKIllS.............ooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee ettt e e e e eeaeaaaeans 28
5.1.3 Problems in Identifying and Quantifying BeNefilS............cccouiiiieiiieeiiieeeee e 29

5.2 QUALITATIVE ADDITIONAL FACTORS ... ..ottt e ettt e e e e et e e e e e e e e e s e s s esa e e eassesaaseeseensens 29
5.2.1 LoNg INVESIMENT CYCIES ...ttt a e e 30
5.2.2 FEACIAl SITUCHUIOS ...ttt ettt e e e e e ettt e e e e et ee e e e e eeaaaasaanenns 31
5.2.3 Unclear Legal Relationships and ReqUIALIONS................coccueeeieiciiiiee i 32

5.3 EXTENDED CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK ........uuiiiiiittieiieeiieteeeeeeeeateeseeseesaaassassessaasssassesssanseeseessnns 33
6. ILLUSTRATIVE CASE STUDY ....citceiireeiremsirresssremsissesssmssssssnssssssssssnsssssssssnnssssnssssnnsssnnns 34

6.1 CONTEXT: DIGITAL RELOCATION NOTIFICATION IN SWITZERLAND .........cvvtieiiiriireeeneieneeeennneeeesennenes 34



6.2 CASE: CANTON OF ZURICH ......oiiietueieieeieetee e e e ettt eeeeeeaa e eseaeeaat s esseesaaassssessaanessesesssanseseessnnn 35

6.2.1 eUmzugZH Canton Zurich Evaluation PrOCESS .............cccoouuiiueeiiiieesiie e 36
6.2.2 Summary: Case Canton Of ZUFICH ...........ccooeoeeeieieeeeeee et 38

6.3 CASE: CANTON OF BERN .......ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e eeaeaeeeeesnnntsseeeeaeaaaaeeesannsnns 39
6.3.1 Canton of Bern Evaluation REPOIM..............ccoeouee ettt 39
6.3.2 Summary: Case CantOn Of BEIM............occuu ittt 40

6.4 COUNTERACTING FACTORS FOR NON-EVALUATION.......ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e e e e et ree e e e e e e e e e e e enanes 41
6.5 CONCLUSION: CASE STUDY ....oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e e e ettt ettt e e e e e eee s e e eaab b s seeeeaaaaeesaaaasnsssseeseeaaaaaeaesaaansnns 44
S 010 1\ [0 L0 12 [0 ] 45
(2] 1 =7 I [0 T ] o 72N = /O |
Y 1 1Y \'
. RESULTS SURVEY DATA CODED .......cccciuutitiiiiiieeeeeeeeeecatteeeeeeeeaeeeeeeeaansataseeeeeaaaeeesaaanansanseseeeaaaaaeeas v

[I. CALCULATED VALUES ..utttiieeiiiieteteeittteeeesastteeaasanseaeasasnssseeesassaeeaesanssaeeesaanssaeesaansaneesannsseneesnnnses \



INDEX OF FIGURES

Figure 1: PRISMA FIOW CRart. ......oooiiiiiiie ettt 7
Figure 2: Outline Conceptual FrameWOrK. ..........cueiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 8
Figure 3: Initial Conceptual FrameWOrK. ..o 16
Figure 4: Multi-Method APProach. ... 17
FIQUIE 5: T-VAIUES ... ¢t e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeas 26
Figure 6: Factors from Quantitative and Qualitative Analysis. ...........cccooeriieiiiience e 28
Figure 7: Extended Conceptual FrameWOrK............ccoiiiiiiiiiiieiiieee e 33
Figure 8: Digital Relocation Notification in Switzerland - eUmzugCH ... ........ccccooiiiiiiineen. 35
Figure 9: Evaluation Process Canton of ZUriCh. ... 39
Figure 10: Evaluation Process Canton of Bern ... 41
INDEX OF TABLES

Table 1: SUrVEY DeSCHPLION. .....eeiiiiiiie ettt e e e e e e e nneeeeen 18
Table 2: Overview SUrvey RESUIES. ... 24

LI o (ST T VA= (U =T TR 27



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

EY Ernst & Young

FC Federal Constitution

GDP Gross Domestic Product

HO Null Hypothesis

HA1 Alternative Hypothesis

IC Inclusion Criteria

ICT Information and Communication Technologies
n Sample Size

no. Number

p P-Value

PLS Partial Least Squares

PRISMA Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses
Re;. Reject

S Standard Deviation

se Standard Error

St. Standard

t Test-Test Statistic

VSED Swiss Association of Residents' Services

y Arithmetic Mean of the Sample

ZH Zurich



1. INTRODUCTION

“In the end, the worth of evaluations must be judged by their utility.” (Balthasar, 2009, p. 486)

Governments worldwide have increasingly used information and communication technologies
(ICTs) in recent decades (Ojha & Pandey, 2017, p. 1). The digitalization of public administra-
tion has been discussed since the 1960s. Web-enabled government agencies were introduced
in the early 1990s (Anthopoulos et al., 2016, p. 1). These so-called "e-governments" use ICT
to make public services more accessible, accountable, and effective (Sabani et al., 2019, p.
435). These goals are usually achieved through the implementation of e-government projects.
These e-government projects use ICT to transform and modernize how governments operate,
deliver services, and interact with citizens, businesses, and other stakeholders. E-government
projects are mainly characterized by their complexity in organizational size, the underlying po-
litical processes, or resistance to change (Anthopoulos et al., 2016, p. 161). In this context,
governments are investing considerable resources in e-government projects with the expecta-
tion of achieving the just-stated objectives (Luna-Reyes et al., 2012, p. 324). It is estimated
that investments in e-governments account for more than 1% of the gross domestic product
(GDP) in some instances, which is a significant amount (Alshawi & Alalwany, 2009, p. 193;
Alalwan & Thomas, 2011, p. 1). Justification for such significant investments usually requires
evaluation (Alshawi & Alalwany, 2009, p. 196). The evaluation of e-government projects entails
the monitoring and measuring of a project's ability to achieve its objectives. An evaluation pro-
cess enables governments to determine whether they can deliver an e-government project as
expected (Anwer Anwer et al., 2016, p. 140). Thus, the evaluation involves comparing the
results achieved with predetermined standards to improve future results (Qureshi et al., 2017,
p. 356). A convincing definition summarizing such an evaluation is provided by Balthasar
(2009, p. 486) as "a scientifically and empirically based retrospective assessment of the de-
sign, implementation and/or effectiveness of government activities [...] that assesses govern-
ment activities according to transparent criteria and establishes causal links between activities

and effects".

While investments in e-government projects are increasing worldwide, the percentage of failed
e-government projects lies between 60 and 85%, according to statistical data from various
authors (Mates et al., 2013, p. 104). The incidence of e-government project failure remains an
important issue and includes a range of outcomes from incomplete implementation to project
abandonment. For example, Anthopoulos et al. (2016, p. 162) state that 35% of public sector
ICT projects worldwide are failures, while 50% are classified as partial failures, and only 15%
are successful. In this context, Mates et al. (2013, p. 114) argue that the non-evaluation of e-

government projects is a "critical failure factor" and that the lack of evaluation of e-government



projects is a reality. Moreover, there is a growing concern about justifying such significant pub-
lic investments in failing e-government projects (Ojha & Pandey, 2017, p. 91). This leads
Alshawi & Alalwany (2009, p. 196) to conclude that evaluation would help justify significant
investments in such projects. Furthermore, according to several authors, the literature on e-
government evaluation is a scarce and underdeveloped field (Alshawi & Alalwany, 2009, p.
196; Qureshi et al., 2017, p. 357)

Switzerland is a particular case when it comes to evaluations. According to Article 170 of the
Swiss Federal Constitution (FC), the Parliament is mandated to ensure that the effectiveness
of federal measures is evaluated. This constitutional obligation is unique worldwide (Luzius,
2009, p. 52). Nevertheless, there is no precise data on evaluating e-government projects in
Switzerland. However, some studies have examined general evaluation activities in the Swiss
administration. Based on a comprehensive survey of evaluations carried out in the Federal
Administration, Balthasar (2009, p. 496) concludes that there is a "lively evaluation activity, but
no comprehensive evaluation culture." Moreover, according to Balthasar (2009, p. 496), one-
third of the Federal Offices did not conduct any evaluations during the period under review.
This suggests that a significant proportion of e-government projects in Switzerland are not

evaluated.

Consequently, this Master’s Thesis aims to understand better possible factors that influence
the non-evaluation of e-government projects, focusing on Switzerland. Therefore, the author

of this thesis has chosen to answer the following two research questions:

1. What are the potential factors for not evaluating e-government projects in the Swiss public
sector?
2. What could a successful approach to evaluating an e-government project look like so that

the factors deduced from this Master’s Thesis do not prevent evaluation?

In order to tackle these questions, the author uses different methodological approaches. In the
first step, the author conducts a systematic literature review. According to the literature, this
results in a conceptual framework of 16 factors that can lead to the non-evaluation of e-gov-
ernment projects. In the second step, these factors are quantitatively analyzed using a ques-
tionnaire-based survey in which Swiss public sector professionals were asked to rate the fac-
tors according to their personal assessment. The author then conducts a single sample t-test
to determine the most influential factors in the non-evaluation of e-government projects. In a
third step, further additions and answers of the survey participants are qualitatively analyzed.

Finally, an illustrative case study highlights the two successful real-life evaluation procedures



for the Swiss digital relocation notification in the Cantons of Zurich and Bern that counteracted

the non-evaluation factors.

The author finds that the three factors 'Lack of Time,' 'Lack of Evaluation Skills,' and 'Problems
in ldentifying and Quantifying Benefits' have a statistically significant influence on the non-
evaluation of e-government projects, according to the survey conducted. Lack of time re-
sources can lead to a low prioritization of evaluation activities, lack of evaluation skills of ad-
ministrative staff can lead to insufficient evaluations, and problems in identifying and quantify-
ing the benefits of an e-government project can lead to administrations not undertaking any
evaluation efforts. Furthermore, according to the open-ended responses of the survey partici-
pants, long investment cycles, federal structures, and unclear legal relationships and regula-
tions can lead to e-government projects not being evaluated. In addition, the author finds that
the Cantons of Zurich and Bern follow two successful evaluation procedures in introducing
digital relocation notifications. The Canton of Zurich is characterized by a bottom-up and the

Canton of Bern by a top-down evaluation process.

Consequently, the findings of this Master’s Thesis indicate that, when evaluating e-government
projects, it is crucial to allocate sufficient time resources to the evaluation, strengthen the eval-
uation skills of the staff, and develop appropriate methods for capturing and evaluating the
benefits of e-government projects. Additionally, it is indispensable to consider long investment
cycles, federal structures, and unclear legal relationships and regulations as non-evaluation
factors. Furthermore, the bottom-up evaluation approach, as in the Canton of Zurich, or the
top-down evaluation approach, as in the Canton of Bern, led to a successful evaluation of the

e-government project and counteracted the non-evaluation factors.

This Master's Thesis acknowledges several limitations in its multi-method approach. First, the
systematic literature review's findings may be influenced by the author's subjective selection
criteria and the lack of journal restrictions, potentially affecting result validity. Second, in the
quantitative method, there was limited control over survey participants, language variations,
and potential sampling errors in hypothesis testing. Third, subjective factors could also influ-
ence the qualitative method when categorizing open-ended responses. Fourth, the illustrative
case study could introduce bias due to single-case selection, its descriptive nature hindered
causal relationship establishment, and data collection relied solely on open-source data.
Lastly, generalizability was constrained due to an inability to determine survey respondents’
federal affiliations and the exclusion of underrepresented regions. Despite these limitations,

this work can contribute to a better understanding for public administration professionals of



possible factors why e-government projects in public administration are not evaluated. Further-
more, this Master’s Thesis contributes to the literature on e-government projects and their

evaluation.

In order to answer the research questions, chapter two begins with an explanation and sys-
tematic review of the literature. This review is then used to derive factors that may lead to e-
government projects not being evaluated. Chapter three discusses the methodology of the
analysis. In particular, the questionnaire-based survey approach, the qualitative method, and
the illustrative case study are explained. Chapter four presents the results. The data from the
survey are analyzed, and the corresponding calculations are shown, as well as the qualitative
results. Chapter five is the discussion, in which the analysis results concerning the first re-
search question are summarized and discussed. In chapter six, the second research question
considers and discusses an illustrative case study. Chapter seven summarizes the findings in

a conclusion.



2. LITERATURE REVIEW

In order to answer the research question 'What are the potential factors for not evaluating e-
government projects in the Swiss public sector,' this chapter will first outline the relevant liter-
ature and then conduct a systematic literature review based on the PRISMA method (Preferred
Reporting ltems for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses). This systematic literature review
will identify factors that, according to the literature, can lead to the non-evaluation of an e-
government project. The chapter concludes by presenting a conceptual framework based on

the identified factors.

2.1 Literature & PRISMA Statement

According to various authors, the literature on e-government evaluation is a "scarce" and "un-
derdeveloped" area (Qureshi et al., 2017, p. 358; Alshawi & Alalwany, 2009, p. 196). Never-
theless, three main trends can be identified. First, e-government research focuses on evalua-
tion frameworks for e-government projects, which present frameworks for evaluating e-gov-
ernment projects (Singh et al., 2020; Esteves & Joseph, 2008; Gupta, 2007; Liu et al., 2008).
Second, there is increasing research on e-government evaluation from management science
and economics perspectives. For example, there are various analyses on evaluating e-gov-
ernment projects about life-cycle management or concerning cost-benefit analyses (Wang &
Ge, 2020; Sahraoui & Irani, 2008; Kachwamba & Makombe, 2011). Third, and more recently,
e-government project evaluation is increasingly being considered in the computer science and
information systems literature, e.g., by researchers from computer science departments or by
frameworks with a technical focus (Grimsley et al., 2007; Gupta & Jana, 2003; Yusof & Yusuff,
2013).

Against this background, the author conducts a systematic literature review. The systematic
literature review was conducted according to the PRISMA statement (Moher et al., 2009).
PRISMA is a methodological tool for reviews and meta-analyses to help authors effectively
present the results of a systematic review of different types of published research. Following
the guidelines provided by PRISMA, the author follows five basic steps when conducting the

systematic literature review (Huda et al., 2022, p. 32).

Step 1: Eligibility Criteria

First, specific eligibility criteria were defined to ensure that the literature included in this sys-
tematic review met the research objectives and requirements. These criteria served as a
benchmark to ensure that the selected papers provided a sound basis for investigating the

reasons for non-evaluation of e-government projects. The inclusion criteria (IC) are as follows:



- (IC1) The paper should be an academic paper written in English, as this is the most com-
mon academic language in the field of study of this Master’s Thesis. Additionally, the paper
should be accessible in full format via the university login.

- (IC2) The paper should use at least one of the pre-defined keywords in its title or abstract
(see Chapter 2.1.3).

- (IC3) The paper should focus on the study of e-government evaluation.

Step 2: Information Resources

Second, the author chose the online educational research databases Google Scholar, Web of
Science, and SCOPUS to search for relevant papers. Due to the interdisciplinary nature of this
Master's Thesis, the author considered articles from public policy and administration, project
management, and computer science. Nevertheless, the most important papers for this thesis
belong to the field of public policy and administration, such as the ‘Government Information
Quarterly,” ‘Public Management Review,’ ‘Public Administration Review,” “The American Re-
view of Public Administration’ or ‘Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory.’ Stud-
ies that were not accessible were excluded from the study. The author also examined the

references cited in these articles to identify related research.

Step 3: Study Selection

Third, the author used a keyword string in line with the research interest to identify relevant e-
government evaluation papers. This search string included the terms 'evaluation,' 'assess-
ment,' and 'performance' concerning 'e-government,' 'electronic government,' 'digital govern-
ment,' 'mobile government,' and 'project.' The selection of papers was guided by the eligibility
criteria provided explicitly by IC1&2, i.e., papers had to be written in English, be fully accessi-

ble, and use at least one keyword in their title or abstract.

Step 4: Information Collection Process

Fourth, a comprehensive review of the full texts of those papers not excluded in the previous
stages was carried out. This step allowed the author to re-evaluate the articles, paying partic-
ular attention to compliance with the criteria, mainly whether the papers addressed the topic
of e-government evaluation (IC3). During this process, all relevant information was extracted
from the selected papers to provide a solid base for analyzing possible reasons for the non-

evaluation of e-government projects.

Step 5: Information Item Selection
Relevant information on potential factors contributing to the lack of evaluation in e-government
projects was extracted from the remaining articles. This information included specific findings,

data, and arguments relevant to addressing the research questions and identifying key issues



related to the non-evaluation of e-government projects. The selection of this information from
the selected papers formed the basis for the subsequent analysis and synthesis of the findings

in this systematic literature review.

Figure 1: PRISMA Flow Chart 3
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Source: Own Depiction Based on Huda et al. (2022, p. 32)

Figure 1 shows the flow chart after applying the PRISMA guidelines to the presented issue. In
the first step, the author defined the inclusion criteria for the literature review. In the second
step, the author decided which databases to search for relevant papers. In the third step, stud-
ies were selected by searching the databases using the specified search terms. Only fully
accessible English language articles (IC1) and articles with at least one keyword in the title or
abstract (IC2) were included in the review (n = 92). The next step was for the author to read
the articles that had not yet been eliminated, mainly to check whether they dealt with e-gov-
ernment evaluation (IC3) (n = 29). In a final step, the author extracted the relevant information
from the remaining papers to analyze possible factors that could lead to the non-evaluation of

e-government projects (n=17).

2.2 Results of the Literature Review

As a result of the literature review, the author identifies three construct groups. These construct
groups serve as conceptual categories for analyzing the factors that might contribute to the
non-evaluation of e-government projects in the public sector. The author expects these con-
struct groups to influence the non-evaluation of e-government projects in the public sector. The

three construct groups are project, organization, and resources. In addition, the construct



groups consist of concrete factors that the author believes hinder the evaluation of e-govern-

ment projects, as depicted in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Outline Conceptual Framework

Source: Own Depiction based on Visualization of Guenduez et al. (2023, p. 4)

2.2.1 Project Construct

The project construct group alludes to e-government projects implemented within the public
sector. It encompasses these projects' planning, development, implementation, and manage-
ment. This construct group focuses on how project-related factors may contribute to the non-
evaluation of e-government projects. It identifies the factors of size of an e-government project,
identification and quantification of benefits, timing of evaluation, lack of data and information,
diverse group of stakeholders, and lack of project management approaches. This construct is
explored in the literature, e.g., Anthopoulos et al. (2016, p. 162) highlight that considering the
project life cycle is crucial when it comes to e-government projects, and Al-Ahmad et al. (2009)

and (Nawi et al. (2011) look more broadly at project management factors.

The first factor in this group is the size of an e-government project. Wang & Ge (2020, p. 658)
argue that it is more impractical to evaluate large-scale e-government projects because they
last for a long time. Ke & Wei (2006, p. 46) support this argument by stating that e-government
projects face the challenge of large project size. Furthermore, Esteves & Joseph (2008, p. 124)
stress the importance of identifying the size of an e-government project. According to Esteves
& Joseph (2008), size is crucial to define a unit for evaluation and thus make an e-government
project manageable. Thus, the first factor states that a large e-government project will result in

no evaluation.



Factor 1 — Large e-government Project:

A large e-government project will result in no evaluation.

A second factor in this group is identifying and quantifying benefits in evaluating e-government
projects. Grimsley et al. (2007, p. 176) see the problem of identifying and quantifying the ben-
efits of e-government projects as the main obstacle to evaluation. This view is shared by
Alshawi & Alalwany (2009) and Beynon-Davies (2005). Beynon-Davies (2005, p. 16) empha-
sizes the difficulty of determining the exact costs and benefits of e-government projects.
Alshawi & Alalwany (2009, p. 194) argue that, in practice, e-government initiatives have differ-
ent objectives; the benefits achieved by these initiatives are also different, and therefore, the
evaluation of these benefits is also different. Several authors further elaborate on the problem
of identifying and quantifying benefits. Gupta & Jana (2003), Gupta et al. (2007), and Alalwan
& Thomas (2011) all acknowledge the challenges of hard and soft measures in evaluating e-
government projects. Moreover, Gupta & Jana (2003) highlight the distinction between tangible
and intangible benefits. Furthermore, according to Irani et al. (2005, p. 72), an organization
does not collect data for evaluation if benefits are challenging to measure. In addition,
Kachwamba & Makombe (2011, p. 109) point out that not all e-government projects can be
measured or quantified in monetary terms, while Kertesz (2003, p. 12) considers it essential
that not all e-government projects aim to maximize profits. This factor states that problems in

identifying and quantifying the benefits of e-government projects hinder its evaluation.

Factor 2 - Problems ldentifying and Quantifying Benefits:
Problems in identifying and quantifying the benefits of an e-government project hinder its

evaluation.

A third factor in this group is the timing of the evaluation of the e-government project. Several
authors highlight the importance of the timing of an e-government project and distinguish four
evaluation points in time (Damoah & Akwei, 2017; Heeks, 2006). First, the ex-post evaluation
analyses the impacts, outputs, and outcomes of an e-government project (Sorrentino, 2009;
Sahraoui & Irani, 2008). Second, ongoing evaluation (in itinere) is the continuous monitoring
of an e-government project and analysis of performance during project implementation
(Alalwan & Thomas, 2011; Sorrentino, 2009; Sahraoui & Irani, 2008). Third, ex-ante evaluation
is carried out before the development and implementation of an e-government project begins
(Sahraoui & Irani, 2008; Sorrentino, 2009). However, the literature emphasizes that e-govern-
ment evaluation is mainly carried out post-evaluation, which may hinder the evaluation of e-

government projects (Wang & Ge, 2020; Irani et al., 2005). In response, Wang & Ge (2020, p.



658) note that an e-government project is closely linked to various risks. For example, prob-
lems that occur in one phase are likely to lead to a series of problems, and post-evaluation
does not support the feedback and adjustment of the project during the implementation pro-
cess. Thus, this factor states that if an e-government project's evaluation occurs at the end

rather than throughout the project, the evaluation will be prevented.

Factor 3 — Evaluation Time at the End instead of throughout the Project
If the evaluation of an e-government project occurs at the end of the project rather than

throughout the project, the evaluation will be prevented.

A fourth factor in this group is the availability of relevant data and information about the project.
Grimsley et al. (2007, p. 176) mention the lack of data and information as a significant obstacle
to evaluating e-government projects. The importance of the quality of existing information and
data for the evaluation of e-government is also acknowledged by Luna-Reyes et al. (2012, p.
327). In addition, Gupta & Vasishta (2007) highlight the non-availability of baseline data as a
significant constraint to evaluating e-government projects. Thus, this factor is that a lack of

data and information prevents the evaluation of e-government projects.

Factor 4 — Lack of Data and Information

A lack of data and information prevents the evaluation of e-government projects.

Another factor in this group is the stakeholders to whom e-government projects are intended
to deliver benefits. According to Gupta (2007, p. 259), an e-government project has internal
and external, direct and indirect stakeholders for evaluation. A stakeholder could be an organ-
ization or individuals associated with or affected by the e-government project. Therefore, Gupta
(2007) stresses the importance of consulting these stakeholders at the beginning of an e-gov-
ernment project. Furthermore, Haass & Guzman (2020, p. 574) state that each project must
be treated differently based on the conversation between the stakeholders involved in the eval-
uation process. However, as Alshawi & Alalwany (2009, p. 194) point out, the challenge in
evaluating an e-government project is having different stakeholders' perspectives. Thus, this

factor states that diverse e-government project stakeholders might result in non-evaluation.

Factor 5 — Diverse Group of Stakeholders

A diverse group of e-government project stakeholders leads to non-evaluation.

The final factor in this group is the lack of project management approaches to evaluating e-

government projects. For example, Al-Karaghouli (2009, p. 4) sees the lack of a comprehen-



sive, holistic project management approach as a significant challenge for evaluating e-govern-
ment projects. Irani et al. (2005, p. 65) point out that most organizations do not have manage-
ment processes to capture and measure the results of e-government projects, nor do they
have processes to determine what benefits have been achieved. Accordingly, Gupta &
Vasishta (2007, p. 217) point out that the lack of a comprehensive evaluation framework limits
the evaluation of e-government projects. Furthermore, Sahraoui & Irani (2008) and Gupta &
Jana (2003) see the lack of relevant approaches and models as a significant reason for the
lack of a sustainable approach to e-government evaluation. Finally, Grimsley et al. (2007, p.
176) highlight the lack of familiarity with evaluation techniques as an obstacle to the evaluation
of e-government projects, and Irani et al. (2005, p. 69) argue that there is confusion about the
evaluation techniques available to decision makers. Thus, this factor states that a lack of pro-

ject management approaches to evaluating e-government projects leads to no evaluation.

Factor 6 — Lack of Project Management Approaches
A lack of project management approaches to evaluating e-government projects leads to no

evaluation.

2.2.2 Organization Construct

This construct group focuses on the structure, processes, and culture of public sector organi-
zations evaluating e-government projects. The organization construct group examines how
organizational factors influence the lack of evaluation of e-government projects and thus iden-
tifies the factors of organizational culture, political and governmental decisions, lack of visibility
of evaluation reports, departmental structure, lack of evaluation experience, and unclear re-
sponsibilities. In this context, Esteves & Joseph (2008, p. 127 & 327) point to the importance
of the organizational dimension in evaluating e-government projects and see management

characteristics as essential determinants in evaluating e-government.

The first factor in this group is culture. Gupta & Jana (2003, p. 367) attribute the lack of an
adequate evaluation framework for e-government projects in India to "an administrative culture
that may not be able to cope with the demands of a digital world." Similarly, Singh et al. (2020,
p. 42) point to the importance of organizational culture and the attitudes of public employees,
and Grimsley et al. (2007, p. 176) see the lack of interest in a public organization as a signifi-
cant obstacle to the evaluation of e-government projects. Furthermore, Sahraoui & Irani (2008)
suggest an opportunistic attitude within the public sector for the lower need for evaluation, and
Jones et al. (2007, p. 4) state that e-government evaluation is only carried out to satisfy exter-
nal audit bodies. Thus, this factor states that an organizational culture in the administration that

is disinterested in evaluation will prevent it.



Factor 7 — Organizational Culture
An organizational culture in the administration that is disinterested in evaluation will pre-

vent it.

A second factor in this group is the organizational environment. Grimsley et al. (2007) and
Grimsley et al. (2005) stress the importance of environmental capital in the evaluative design
of e-government projects. Yusof & Yusuff (2013) state that the organizational environment is
a factor that influences the effectiveness of the evaluation of e-government systems. In addi-
tion, Yusof & Yusuff (2013, p. 905) specify that the organizational environment consists of
politics and government. Other authors also emphasize the influence of politics on the evalu-
ation of e-government projects. Singh et al. (2020, p. 42) point to the need for political leader-
ship, and Irani et al. (2005, p. 72) see a barrier to e-government evaluation as it is often over-
taken by political action. Thus, this factor states that political and governmental decisions result

in e-government projects not being evaluated.

Factor 8 — Political and Governmental Decisions

Political and governmental decisions result in e-government projects not being evaluated.

A third factor in this group is the visibility of an e-government project evaluation within an or-
ganization. For instance, Gupta & Vasishta (2007, p. 260) see the lack of high visibility of eval-
uation reports as a significant challenge for evaluating e-government projects. According to
these authors, it has been observed that evaluations of e-government projects are often con-
ducted primarily to fulfill mandatory project requirements, and once this task is completed, the
evaluation report is filed away and forgotten. However, if the evaluation report is given sub-
stantial transparency and exposure within an organization, it would provide learning for the e-
government project. Irani et al. (2005, p. 70) conclude that evaluations do not return learning
to the organization. Thus, this factor states that a lack of visibility of evaluation reports in the

administration results in non-evaluation.

Factor 9 — Lack of Visibility Evaluation Reports
A lack of visibility of evaluation reports in the administration results in the non-evaluation of

e-government projects.

A fourth factor in this group is the departmental structure within a public sector organization.
Irani et al. (2005, p. 71) recognize that departmental structures are an obstacle to evaluating
e-government. The departmental structure can lead to confusion about organizational roles

and responsibilities. It also affects the ability of the organization to act on an enterprise-wide



basis and leads to departmental autonomy challenging evaluation procedures. Furthermore,
Irani et al. (2005, p. 70) describe departmental structures as "tribal boundaries between de-
partments," which prevent cooperation in information sharing and adequate evaluation of e-
government. Thus, this factor states that a departmental structure with autonomous adminis-

trative units leads to e-government projects not being evaluated.

Factor 10 — Departmental Structure
A departmental structure with autonomous administrative units leads to e-government pro-

Jects not being evaluated.

Another factor in this group is an organization's lack of evaluation experience. Irani et al. (2005,
p. 69) suggest that the decision not to invest in e-government evaluation could be explained
by "inheritance" of past investment decisions. Gaudino & Moro (2010, p. 55) see resistance to
change within a public sector organization as a legacy government process that is also a pos-
sible barrier to evaluating e-government projects. In other words, a lack of evaluation experi-
ence in a public sector organization in which evaluation of e-government projects has not been
carried out will continue to refrain from evaluation. Thus, this factor states that since an admin-
istration has never evaluated e-government projects before, no evaluations will continue to be

carried out.

Factor 11— Lack of Evaluation Experience
Given that an administration has never evaluated e-government projects before, no evalu-

ations will continue to be carried out.

A final factor in this group is the responsibility for evaluating e-government projects within an
organization. In a study by Jones et al. (2007, p. 4), the authors concluded that the responsi-
bility for e-government evaluation was not evident in the organizations surveyed. It was as-
sumed that e-government evaluation was the responsibility of the ICT specialist. However, ICT
management was unaware of its perceived responsibility, leading to a situation where e-gov-
ernment evaluation was not given priority. Thus, the lack of clearly defined responsibility for
evaluation is a significant barrier. Thus, this factor states that unclear responsibilities for eval-

uation lead to e-government projects not being evaluated.

Factor 12 — Unclear Responsibilities

Unclear responsibilities for evaluation lead to e-government projects not being evaluated.



2.2.3 Resources Construct

The resources construct group focuses on the availability and allocation of resources neces-
sary for evaluating e-government projects. It includes financial, human, technical, and time
resources required for evaluation activities. This construct group explores how resource-re-
lated factors may influence the decision not to evaluate e-government projects and examines
the factors of funding, skills, technological infrastructure, and time. The literature has primarily
explored this construct by looking at different dimensions of project resources, such as tangible
and intangible resources, or by speaking more generally about the constraining nature of re-

source availability for e-government evaluation (Eja & Ramegowda, 2020; Irani et al., 2005).

The first factor in this group is funding as an economic resource. Gupta & Vasishta (2007, p.
218) and Gupta (2007, p. 260) stress the importance of a holistic evaluation of an e-govern-
ment project. However, these authors recognize that such an evaluation would require much
time for surveys and interviews, travel costs, and expertise to analyze the evaluation data,
which would require abundant funding and is usually unavailable in a public organization. Sim-
ilarly, Irani et al. (2005, p. 71) describe the lack of available financial resources as a barrier to
evaluation. Thus, this factor states that a lack of funding for evaluating e-government projects

prevents them from being evaluated.

Factor 13 — Lack of Funding
A lack of funding for evaluating e-government projects prevents them from being evalu-

ated.

A second factor in this group is skills as a human resource. Grimsley et al. (2007, p. 183)
emphasize the need for technical skills, which applies to evaluating e-government projects.
However, they also acknowledge that the set of skills required by public sector employees
goes beyond technical skills. It also includes interpersonal skills, such as communication skills
or relationship management skills. Thus, a lack of evaluation skills in the public sector staff

could lead to the non-evaluation of e-government projects.

Factor 14 — Lack of Evaluation Skills
A lack of evaluation skills among administrative staff leads to the non-evaluation of e-gov-

ernment projects.

A fourth factor in this group is technological infrastructure. Grimsley et al. (2007, p. 182) point
to the importance of infrastructural capital, i.e., computer and communication hardware, in the

context of evaluative designs of e-government projects. Similarly, Luna-Reyes et al. (2012, p.



327) highlight the importance of an adequate technological infrastructure. Furthermore, in eval-
uating an e-government project, Gaudino & Moro (2010, p. 55) see the lack of adequate IT
infrastructure as a significant technological barrier. Thus, this factor states that an inadequate
technological infrastructure in the administration leads to e-government projects not being

evaluated.

Factor 15 — Inadequate Technological Infrastructure
Inadequate technological infrastructure in the administration leads to e-government pro-

Jects not being evaluated.

A final factor in this group is the time resource for evaluation. Grimsley et al. (2007, p. 142)
highlight the lack of time as an obstacle to evaluating e-government projects. Gupta & Vasishta
(2007) argue that evaluating an e-government project is a significant challenge that needs to
be addressed and that sufficient time must be devoted to this exercise. In addition, according
to the above authors, it is crucial to understand the time-consuming collection of data and
information required for evaluation and, therefore, needs to be taken seriously by top-level
policymakers when allocating time resources. Otherwise, the evaluation exercise will become
another regular task, and no e-government project evaluation will occur. Thus, this factor states

that a lack of time to evaluate e-government projects prevents them from being evaluated.

Factor 16 — Lack of time

A lack of time to evaluate e-government projects prevents them from being evaluated.

2.4 Conceptual Framework

The above-described construct groups serve as conceptual categories for analyzing the 16
factors that might contribute to the non-evaluation of e-government projects in the public sec-
tor. Based on the three construct groups identified, the author wishes to analyze the following

factors, summarized in Figure 3.



Exploring Potential Factors for not Evaluating E-Government Projects Master's Thesis

Figure 3: Initial Conceptual Framework

Project Construct:

(1) Large e-government Project; (2) Problems Identifying
and Quantifying Benefits; (3) Evaluation Time at end
instead throughout Project; (4) Lack of Data and
Information; (5) Diverse Group of Stakeholders; (6) Lack
of Project Management Approaches

Organization Construct:

(7) Organizational Culture; (8) Political and Governmental Non-evaluation

of e-

Decisions; (9) Lack of Visibility Evaluation Reports;
(10) Departmental Structure; (11) Lack of Evaluation gover_nment
Experience; (12) Unclear Responsibilities projects

Resources Construct:

(13) Lack of Funding; (14) Lack of Evaluation Skills;
(15) Inadequate Technological Infrastructure;

(16) Lack of Time

Source: Own Depiction based on Visualization of Guenduez et al. (2023, p. 4)
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3. RESEARCH METHOD

In this chapter, the methodology used for this Master's Thesis is highlighted. In order to obtain
viable results, the author combines quantitative and qualitative methodological approaches, as
depicted in Figure 4. First, a quantitative approach is conducted by a questionnaire-based
survey and a single sample t-test to determine the most influential factors. Second, a qualita-
tive approach is taken by qualitatively analyzing further additions and responses from the sur-
vey to identify additional factors. Third, an illustrative case study presents two successful real-
life evaluation procedures that counteract the non-evaluation factors. The multi-method ap-
proach used by the author is comparable to other studies in related fields, such as the evalu-
ation of ICT projects conducted by Ebad (2018).

Figure 4: Multi-Method Approach

Source: Own Depiction

3.1 Quantitative Method

In a first step, a quantitative approach is conducted to answer the first research question, ‘What
are the potential factors for not evaluating e-government projects in the Swiss public sector?’
For this purpose, the author created and conducted a questionnaire-based survey. The ques-
tionnaire-based survey was based on the 16 factors of the systematic literature review to iden-
tify the most influential factors causing the non-evaluation of e-government projects using a

single sample t-test method.

3.1.1 Survey Approach

The survey was conducted using a structured questionnaire to explore possible reasons for
not evaluating e-government projects. As elaborated in Chapter 2.2, these reasons included
project, organizational, and resource factors. The survey was created on the platform Unip-
ark.com. The questionnaire consisted of three parts. Part 1 collected information about the
participants, including the organizational level at which they work in the public sector (federal,
cantonal, or municipal) and their position in their organization in the public sector (upper man-
agement, project manager, entry-level position). Participants had to agree to the privacy policy
before their data was collected. Participants were informed that the survey was voluntary and

anonymous. They were also informed that the anonymized data would only be used to prepare



this Master's Thesis. Without consent, participants could not take part in the survey. In part 2,
participants were asked to rate the 16 factors related to the non-evaluation of e-government
projects according to the literature review. Participants rated each factor on a 5-point Likert
scale ('strongly disagree,' 'disagree,' 'neutral,’ 'agree,' and 'strongly agree'). In part 3, partici-
pants were presented with an open-ended question inviting them to add additional thoughts or
crucial factors. The responses received in this section were subjected to qualitative analysis in
the following section (see Chapter 3.2). The survey was conducted in German during June and
July 2023.

3.1.2 Description of the Survey

The 16 factors, elaborated in Chapter 2.2, were included in the survey as depicted in Table 1.
Participants were asked to indicate 'strongly disagree,' 'disagree,’ 'neutral,' 'agree,' and
'strongly agree' according to their assessment of the impact of each factor on the non-evalua-

tion of e-government projects.

Table 1: Survey Description

1. Large e-government Project

Identifying and Quantifying Benefits

Evaluation Time at the End instead of throughout the Project
Lack of Data and Information

A Diverse Group of Stakeholders

Lack of Project Management Approaches

Organizational Culture

Political and Governmental Decisions

© © N o o & 0D

Lack of Visibility Evaluation Reports
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. Departmental Structure
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. Lack of Evaluation Experience
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[\

. Unclear Responsibilities
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. Lack of Funding
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. Lack of Evaluation Skills
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. Inadequate Technological Infrastructure

-
[}

. Lack of Time

Source: Own Depiction

The listed factors were grouped into three broader constructs, namely the project construct
(no. 1-6), the organization construct (no. 7-12), and the resource construct (no. 13-16). The
questionnaire was sent by E-Mail to 133 possible participants of the target group. A cover

letter, which briefly explained the framework of the Master’s Thesis, was added to explain the



purpose of the study. It emphasized that there were no right or wrong answers in the survey
but that each person's personal opinion, judgment, and experience were required. It was also

noted that the survey could be shared with co-workers.

In total, 64 participants participated in the survey. The highest number of survey discontinuities
was recorded on the start page of the survey (28.29%). The average time taken to complete
the survey was 5 minutes 52 seconds. Most survey traffic was recorded in the first 14 days

after sending the invitations.

3.1.3 Participants

The target group for the survey consisted of professionals working in the public sector on e-
government projects at the federal, cantonal, and municipal levels in Switzerland. Out of the
64 completed questionnaires, 19 people (29.96%) work for the Confederation, 25 people
(39.06%) for the Cantons and 20 people (31.25%) for the municipalities. This corresponds to
a balanced ratio of administrative affiliation of the respondents. Moreover, the 64 responses
came from 39 people (60.94%) in upper management positions, 17 people (26.56%) who work

as project managers, and eight people (12.5%) working in entry-level positions.

The procedure for inviting potential participants from the Confederation, Cantons, and munici-
palities to participate in the survey was the same. All potential participants had to meet two

criteria.

1. Their function in the public sector had to be related to 'e-government' or 'digitalization.' The
decisive criteria were jobs in the function of 'Chief Digital Officer,' 'Chief Information Officer,'
'Head,' 'Project Staff,' or 'Specialist' with titles such as 'Digitalization,' 'Digital Transfor-
mation,' 'Digital Administration,' 'Information Technology,' 'ICT," or 'Smart City.'

2. Their function in these areas is publicly identifiable, for example, through information on
specific homepages of the administrative unit, through newspaper articles, or descriptions

on social media such as LinkedIn.

Potential participants from all seven Federal Departments and the Federal Chancellery were
considered in the federal government's case. Based on the Swiss Confederation's digital strat-
egy, the individual Federal Offices have digital transformation projects within the seven Federal
Departments. Therefore, the most critical Federal Offices of the respective Federal Depart-
ments and the associated General Secretariats were screened for suitable potential partici-

pants according to the abovementioned criteria.



In the case of the Cantons, a prioritization of potential survey participants was carried out.
According to the Digitalization Index of Schmid et al. (2018), potential participants from Can-
tons with above-average digitalization levels were considered, as a higher level of digitalization
activity was expected in these Cantons. The prioritization corresponds to the twelve Cantons
of St.Gallen, Aargau, Zug, Neuchétel, Bern, Solothurn, Nidwalden, Basel-Stadt, Thurgau, Lu-
cerne, Zurich, and Obwalden. The Digitalization Index measures the level of digitalization in
the Swiss Cantons based on weighted indicators. Therefore, potential survey participants were

identified in the twelve most digitalized Cantons according to the abovementioned criteria.

Municipalities with a population of more than 10,000, i.e., cities, were generally considered at
the municipal level. Due to the limited resources available for the Master's Thesis, municipali-
ties (>10,000 inhabitants) were limited to just the most populous Canton in the country, Zurich.
This corresponds to the municipalities of Adliswil, Affoltern am Albis, Bassersdorf, Bilach, Di-
etikon, Gossau (ZH), Hinwil, Horgen, llinau-Effretikon, Kloten, Kisnacht, Mannedorf, Maur,
Meilen, Opfikon, Pfaffikon, Regensdorf, Richterswil, Riti (ZH), Stafa, Thalwil, Urdorf, Uster,
Volketswil, Wadenswil, Wald, Wallisellen, Wetzikon, Winterthur, Zollikon, and Zurich. In these

municipalities, potential participants were sought according to the abovementioned criteria.

3.1.4 Pretest
Two pre-tests with two different test persons were conducted before the survey invitations were
sent to the relevant federal, cantonal, and municipal representatives. These took place with

two representatives of the Confederation who are involved in digitalization projects.

The first pre-test was carried out using the internal pre-test function of the Unipark software.
The test person received the link and could click through the questionnaire. The test person
could leave comments on each page of the questionnaire. The comments were used to im-
prove the individual questions' comprehensibility and make them more straightforward. This
input proved very helpful as the survey was created in English and then translated into Ger-

man.

The second pretest followed the same steps but included a follow-up interview with the test
person. Based on this, several suggestions for improvement were implemented. The cover
letter was shortened and made more concise. The questionnaire layout was divided into two
pages with the 16 factors for a better user experience. The aim was to limit the survey to no
more than five minutes to keep it attractive to busy participants. It was also discussed whether
a five or 7-point Likert scale would be more appropriate for the survey. The author decided to

use a 5-point Likert scale for simplicity, i.e., it is easier for respondents to understand, reducing



the likelihood of confusion or ambiguity in their response, and time-saving, i.e., it is more con-

venient for respondents and potentially leading to higher response rates.

3.1.5 Single Sample T-Test Method

According to the survey participants' responses, the author conducted a single sample t-test
method to find the most and least influencing factors in the non-evaluation of e-government
projects. Thus, the collected questionnaires were analyzed using descriptive statistics with hy-

pothesis testing with the following steps:

Assumption

The author assumed that the data collection is based on random elements and that the largest
possible sample improves the validity of the hypothesis test. Participants in the questionnaire
rated the factors according to the 5-point Likert scale (strongly disagree, disagree, neither
agree nor disagree, agree, and strongly agree). The Likert scale was then coded (0 = strongly

disagree; 0.25 = disagree; 0.5 = neither agree nor disagree; 0.75 = agree; 1 = strongly agree).

Hypothesis

The hypothesis test stated a null hypothesis (HO) and an alternative hypothesis (H1). In this
case, the null hypothesis said that the parameter takes the value of a specific interval (1 < 0.5;
respondents disagree or strongly disagree that the factor is relevant for not evaluating an e-
government project). According to the survey participants, the null hypothesis corresponds to
the unimportance of whether a particular factor is decisive for not evaluating an e-government
project. The alternative hypothesis stated that the parameter falls within a different interval of
values (1 = 0.5; respondents are neutral, agree, or strongly agree whether the factor is relevant
for not evaluating an e-government project). According to the survey participants, the alterna-
tive hypothesis refers to the importance of a specific factor for not evaluating an e-government

project.

The hypothesis test examined the sample evidence for the null hypothesis and investigated
whether the data in the sample contradicted HO and thus supported the validity of H1. The
applied mode of analysis was 'proof by contradiction,' analyzing the support for the alternative

hypothesis (H1).

- HO: p < 0.5 (null hypothesis)
- H1: u =0.5 (alternative hypothesis)

Test Statistic
The test statistic summarized how far away the point estimate was from the null hypothesis.

This could be indicated by the number of standard errors between the point estimate and the



parameter value of the null hypothesis (t-value). This was determined by the t-statistic and the

standard error as follows:

-t =20 with se=

- \/S—H (t = t-test statistic; y = arithmetic mean of the sample; uo = HO value;

- se = standard error; s = standard deviation; n = sample size)

P-Value

The p-value was generated as a probability value using Excel software to interpret the value
of the test statistic. This value summarizes the empirical evidence against the null hypothesis.
The sampling distribution of the test statistic was used under the assumption that HO is true.
The aim was to determine how unusual the observed test statistic is compared to the prediction
in HO. In summary, the smaller the p-value, the more substantial the evidence against HO. The
threshold for deciding whether to accept or reject the null hypothesis was set at 0.05, in line

with the accepted academic significance level.

3.2 Qualitative Method

In a second step, a qualitative approach was taken to further elaborate on the first research
question. The qualitative analysis refers to part 3 of the survey, where participants were asked
an open-ended question inviting them to add additional comments or factors (see Chapter
3.1.1). The aim was to identify any missing factors not included in the conceptual framework
of 16 factors, elaborated in Chapter 2.4. The author's approach was based on a three-step
qualitative analysis following the accepted methods in this research field, such as Ebad (2018,
p. 148) and Saldana (2021, p. 175). First, those comments that did not directly or indirectly
refer to the factors of the conceptual framework were sorted out. They were excluded as they
did not represent additions to the content or further aspects of the already existing factors but
merely a repetition of these factors. Similarly, those comments that did not refer to further
factors or additions were eliminated. Second, the remaining comments were grouped into
'themes.' According to Saldana (2021, p. 175), "a theme acts as a way of categorizing a set of
data into an implicit theme that organizes a group of recurring ideas." It was also possible for
a theme to emerge from a single comment only. Third, based on the thematic grouping, a
discussion occurred, drawing on quotations from the respondents' answers and additional in-
puts from the author. Finally, factors that may lead to the non-evaluation of e-government pro-

jects could be derived from the discussed themes.

3.3 lllustrative Case Study
In a third step, an illustrative case study addresses the second research question, ‘What could
a successful approach to evaluating an e-government project look like so that the factors de-

duced from this Master’s Thesis do not prevent evaluation?’ The author uses an illustrative



case study to show what a successful approach to evaluating an e-government project might
look like so that the evaluation is not prevented by the influencing factors in this Master's The-
sis. The illustrative case study is dedicated to digitalizing relocation notifications in Switzerland,
analyzing the two Cantons of Zurich and Bern cases. The methodological choice of an illustra-
tive case study is accepted and widespread in e-government research, as various examples
show, for instance, Virili & Sorrentino (2009), Lips (2012), Andersen & Henriksen (2006), Kalvet
(2012), Choi & Chandler (2020), or Luk (2009). The illustrative case study is based on open-

source research using official websites, legal documents, or academic publications.



4. RESULTS

This chapter presents the survey results on the factors that may influence the non-evaluation
of e-government projects. First, the general results of the survey are presented. Second, the
test statistics are discussed in more detail, and their interpretation through p-values is ex-
plained. Third, the factors that, according to the survey, have a statistically significant influence
on the non-evaluation of e-government projects are identified. Finally, the result of the survey’s

open-ended question is presented.

4.1 Quantitative Survey Results

The author ranked the 16 factors from the literature review to identify the most and least es-
sential factors from the respondents' perspective. A 5-level Likert scale was used to code the
participants' responses with corresponding values (0 = strongly disagree; 0.25 = disagree; 0.5
= neither agree nor disagree; 0.75 = agree; 1 = strongly agree). Table 2 summarizes the de-
scriptive statistics for the 16 factors, each with different values (mean and standard deviation).
The collective average mean across all factors was 0.493, corresponding to a range between

'disagree' and 'neutral.’

Table 2: Overview Survey Results

Mean St. Deviation
1. Large e-government Project 0.387 0.288
2. Problems Identifying Quantifying Benefits 0.559 0.270
3. Evaluation Time at the End instead of throughout the Project  0.539 0.286
4. Lack of Data and Information 0.555 0.294
5. A Diverse Group of Stakeholders 0.457 0.294
6. Lack of Project Management Approaches 0.508 0.309
7. Organizational Culture 0.512 0.343
8. Political and Governmental Decisions 0.445 0.294
9. Lack of Visibility Evaluation Reports 0.453 0.285
10. Departmental Structure 0.473 0.318
11. Lack of Evaluation Experience 0.375 0.309
12. Unclear Responsibilities 0.582 0.632
13. Lack of Funding 0.469 0.294
14. Lack of Evaluation Skills 0.566 0.290
15. Inadequate Technological Infrastructure 0.383 0.278
16. Lack of Time 0.625 0.267

Source: Own Depiction



4.1.1 T-Values

The column chart in Figure 5 was drawn from the calculated t-values of the test statistics. A
higher t-value for a given factor is associated with greater importance in the non-evaluation of
e-government projects based on the survey conducted. The factor 'Lack of Time' (t-value =
3.742), and thus a lack of time resources, is rated as the most influential factor in the non-
evaluation of e-government projects. The factors 'Lack of Evaluation Skills' (t-value = 1.835),
'Problems Identifying Quantifying Benefits' (t-value = 1.736), and 'Lack of Data and Information'
(t-value 1.49) follow with already smaller t-values. The factors 'Evaluation Time at the End
instead of throughout Project' (t-value = 1.093) and 'Unclear Responsibilities' (t-value = 1.039)
follow with smaller t-values. 'Organizational Culture' (t-value = 0.273) and 'Lack of Project Man-
agement Approaches' (t-value = 0.203) are still positive. The factors 'Departmental Structure'
(t-value =-0.687), 'Lack of Funding' (t-value = -0.851), 'Diverse Group of Stakeholders' (t-value
=-1.169), 'Lack of Visibility Evaluation Reports' (t-value = -1.317) and 'Political and Govern-
mental Decisions' (t-value = -1.49) already have negative t-values. This is followed by those
factors with by far the lowest t-values and consequently with the least influence on the non-
evaluation of e-government projects, namely 'Large e-government Project' (t-value = -3.142),
'Lack of evaluation Experience' (t-value = -3.24) and 'Inadequate Technological Infrastructure'
(t-value = -3.372).

Different insights can be gained concerning the constructs 'project,' 'organization,' and 're-
sources,' to which the 16 factors belong according to the conceptual framework (see Chapter
2.2). The first two factors, 'Lack of Time' and 'Lack of Evaluation Skills," which significantly
influence the non-evaluation of e-government projects, belong to the 'resources' construct. The
following factors, 'Problems Identifying Quantifying Benefits,' 'Lack of Data and Information,’
and 'Evaluation Time at the End rather than throughout the Project,' belong to the 'project’
construct. It can be seen that the constructs 'resources' and 'project' are mainly represented
among the positive t-values. The factors with negative t-values, and thus the weakest influence
on the non-evaluation of e-government projects, show that factors belonging to the construct
'organization' are mainly represented. Measured by the t-value, the constructs 'resources' and
'project’ have a more decisive influence on the non-evaluation of e-government projects, while

the construct 'organization' has a weaker influence.



Figure 5: T-Values
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Source: Own Depiction

4.1.2 P-Values

To interpret the t-values of the test statistic, the author uses the calculated p-value according
to Table 3. A small p-value means the observed data would be unusual if HO were true. This
determines how unusual the observed test statistic is compared to HO's prediction. If the p-
value is sufficiently small, HO is rejected. This Master’s Thesis set the significance level at the
most common value, 0.05 (see Chapter 3.1.5). Table 3 shows that only three factors have a
smaller p-value than the specified value of 0.05, namely 'Problems Identifying Quantifying Ben-
efits' (p-value = 0.044), 'Lack of Evaluation Skills' (p-value = 0.036) and 'Lack of Time' (p-value
= 0.0002). Based on the survey, these three factors and their influence on the non-evaluation
of e-government projects are statistically significant at the 0.05 level. This means that if HO
were correct, the probability of the test statistic values for the three factors is not greater than
0.05 with the present sample. Consequently, the null hypothesis is rejected, and the alternative
hypothesis is confirmed with p = 0.5 for the factors 'Problems Identifying Quantifying Benefits,'
'Lack of Evaluation Skills,' and 'Lack of Time.' For the other factors, the corresponding p-values

are above the 0.05 threshold, which means that HO cannot be rejected.



Table 3: P-Values

t-value p-value Rej. HO
1. Large e-government Project -3.142 0.999 no
2. Problems Identifying Quantifying Benefits 1.736 0.044 yes
3. Evaluation time at the End instead of throughout the Project 1.093 0.139 no
4. Lack of Data and Information 1.490 0.071 no
5. A Diverse Group of Stakeholders -1.169 0.877 no
6. Lack of Project Management Approaches 0.203 0.420 no
7. Organizational Culture 0.273 0.393 no
8. Political and Governmental Decisions -1.490 0.929 no
9. Lack of Visibility Evaluation Reports -1.317 0.904 no
10. Departmental Structure -0.687 0.753 no
11. Lack of Evaluation Experience -3.240 0.999 no
12. Unclear Responsibility 1.039 0.151 no
13. Lack of Funding -0.851 0.801 no
14. Lack of Evaluation Skills 1.835 0.036 yes
15. Inadequate Technological Infrastructure -3.372 0.999 no
16. Lack of Time 3.742 0.0002 yes

Source: Own Depiction

4.2 Qualitative Open-Ended Question Results

The qualitative analysis results refer to the survey's open-ended question, which invited par-
ticipants to add additional comments or factors (see Chapter 3.2). The open-ended question
aimed to identify possible factors for the non-evaluation of e-government projects that did not
emerge from the systemic literature review in Chapter 2.2. Of the 64 respondents, 21 com-
ments (32.8%) were received. This represents approximately one in three respondents who
wrote a comment. Of the 21 comments, ten (15.6%) were discarded because they did not
address additional factors, make general comments about the survey, or provide feedback.
The author used the remaining eleven comments (17.9%) for grouping. Five comments (7.8%)
were discarded even though they would have fitted into a thematic grouping but were too
vaguely worded. The remaining six comments (9.4%) were finally grouped into three themes:
'Long Investment Cycles,’ ‘Federal Structures,” and ‘Unclear Legal Relationships and Regula-
tions.” These themes serve as additional factors for not evaluating e-government projects and

will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.2.



5. DISCUSSION

This chapter discusses the results concerning the first research question, 'What are the poten-
tial factors for not evaluating e-government projects in the Swiss public sector.' It combines the
factors from the quantitative analysis on the one hand and the factors from the qualitative

analysis on the other, as shown in Figure 6.

Figure 6: Factors from Quantitative and Qualitative Analysis

Source: Own Depiction

5.1 Significant Quantitative Factors
From the results of the questionnaire-based survey, three factors emerge as having a statisti-

cally significant influence on the non-evaluation of e-government projects (see Chapter 4.1.2).

5.1.1 Lack of Time

Lack of time is a statistically significant factor in the non-evaluation of e-government projects.
Several authors emphasize its importance and stress that sufficient time for evaluation is a
challenge. Data and information must be collected and collated for a sound evaluation. In ad-
dition, e-government projects can be complex, and their evaluation may cover different as-
pects, such as technical implementation or staff training. These circumstances take time. De-
cision-makers in the administration need to be aware of the time-consuming tasks involved in

evaluating an e-government project and allocate sufficient time.

5.1.2 Lack of Evaluation Skills

Lack of evaluation skills is another vital factor in the non-evaluation of e-government projects.
The literature notes that the skill requirements for evaluating e-government projects consist of
different components. On the one hand, public sector employees need to have the technical
skills to evaluate e-government projects. This includes, for example, the ability to carry out
evaluations using both quantitative methods (e.g., in the form of surveys) and qualitative meth-

ods (e.g., in the form of interviews). On the other hand, evaluators also need communication,



relationship management, and technical skills. This is because evaluating e-government pro-
jects requires communication and coordination with various stakeholders within and outside
the organization. However, administrative staff may not have sufficient training or experience
in evaluations. Lack of competence in evaluation methodology can lead to misinterpretation or
ineffective evaluation approaches, which in turn can lead to e-government projects not being

evaluated.

5.1.3 Problems in Identifying and Quantifying Benefits

Finally, problems in identifying and quantifying benefits are a significant factor in the non-eval-
uation of e-government projects. Identifying the exact benefits of an e-government project is
complex, and the possible benefits may vary from project to project. If benefits are difficult to
identify, public sector organizations may be reluctant to invest the necessary resources in eval-
uation. Quantifying the benefits of an e-government project is also challenging due to the di-
versity of individual e-government projects. The challenge of quantifying benefits is that com-
plex measures (e.g., cost-benefit analysis) or soft measures (e.g., level of e-government) can
be used. At the same time, such measures cannot be used for all e-government projects be-
cause, for example, they cannot be expressed in monetary terms or do not aim to maximize
profit. It should also be noted that if benefits cannot be identified or quantified, this may lead
to uncertainty in a public administration regarding how to measure an e-government project's
success. As a result, the public administration may be reluctant to undertake evaluation efforts

for fear of not obtaining meaningful results.

In summary, these three factors can lead to e-government projects not being evaluated. Lack
of time resources can lead to low prioritization of evaluation activities, lack of evaluation skills
of administrative staff can lead to poor evaluations, and problems in identifying and quantifying
the benefits of an e-government project can lead administrations not to undertake evaluation
efforts. Consequently, the single sample t-test with hypothesis testing leads to the conclusion
that it is crucial for the evaluation of an e-government project to allocate time resources for the
evaluation, to strengthen the evaluation skills of the staff, and to develop appropriate methods

for capturing and evaluating the benefits of the e-government project.

5.2 Qualitative Additional Factors

This section qualitatively examines and discusses the responses of the survey participants to
the open-ended question after having grouped them into ‘themes’ in Chapter 4.2. These
themes serve as additional factors for not evaluating e-government projects as the open-ended
question aimed to identify possible factors that did not emerge from the systematic literature

review in Chapter 2.2. The three additional factors are: ‘Long Investment Cycles,” ‘Federal



Structures,” and ‘Unclear Legal Relationships and Regulations.” As explained in Chapter 3.2,
the following discussion is based on quotations from the respondents' answers to the open-

ended question and inputs from the author of the Master’s Thesis.

5.2.1 Long Investment Cycles
Ad(ditional Factor 1 —Long Investment Cycles
"Investment cycles in government still last over five to ten years. Technology and user
needs evolve rapidly. Short investment cycles and smaller projects are the status quo in
the industry today. This is because the rapid pace of technological development and

changes in user requirements can no longer be considered in large projects.”

Source: Survey Participant Response

The quoted survey participants’ comment represents the ‘Long Investment Cycles’ theme as
an additional factor and states that too-long investment cycles in government could lead to a
lack of evaluation in e-government projects. Several arguments could be put forward in this
respect. A first argument concerns slow adaptation to technological advances and user needs.
In the dynamic landscape of today's swiftly advancing technology, both technological advance-
ments and user requirements undergo rapid evolution. E-government projects with five to ten
years of investment cycles may struggle to keep up with these changes. New technologies
may evolve during this period, and user preferences may change, making it difficult to evaluate
an e-government project. A second argument is related to relevance and functionality. An e-
government project planned at the beginning of the investment cycle may be outdated or less
relevant when implemented. Technological innovation may lead to new solutions that are more
efficient or better suited to citizens' needs. As a result, an e-government project committed to
long investment cycles could lose functionality and usefulness, which could prevent evaluation.
A third argument concerns the financial implications. Long investment cycles can lead to sig-
nificant financial resources being focused on a project that may no longer provide the best

value to citizens, and thus, evaluation may be put on the back burner.

In some instances, however, long investment cycles could positively impact the evaluation of
e-government projects. More extended project durations allow for more comprehensive data
to be collected. With more comprehensive data sets, more valid evaluations can be carried
out. In addition, some e-government projects may have long-term effects that can only be de-
termined over time. Long investment cycles could also lead to further development and refine-
ment of evaluation measures and methods. This could lead to a more meaningful and accurate

evaluation of an e-government project.



Nevertheless, long investment cycles in government can contribute to the mismatch between
rapidly changing technological developments and static decision-making and implementation
processes. As a result, e-government projects may not deliver optimal benefits, and evaluation

may be neglected.

5.2.2 Federal Structures
Additional Factor 2 — Federal Structures
"Federal structures make efficient and effective digitalization projects difficult (Confedera-

tion, Cantons, cities, municipalities)."

Source: Survey Participant Response

The comment of a respondent represents the ‘Federal Structures’ theme and points to the
federal political structure of Switzerland as an additional factor that could lead to e-government
projects not being evaluated. Since Switzerland is a highly developed federal state, several
arguments can be made. First, the distribution of responsibilities in federal structures could
make evaluation more difficult, as different levels could share responsibilities. This could lead
to confusion about who is responsible for carrying out evaluations. There could be a lack of
clear responsibilities and coordination between federal levels. Second, different federal levels
may have different interests and priorities. This could lead to projects, and therefore evaluation,
being neglected because of disagreements between levels. Third, the federal structure may
make coordination and cooperation between the different levels difficult. This can limit evalua-
tion efforts. Fourth, in federal systems, financial resources are often shared between levels. At
the same time, financial matters may be a core competence of one federal level, with which
other levels are reluctant to interfere. This can make the funding of evaluation activities more

complex the more federal levels are involved.

The federal structure can also positively affect the evaluation of e-government projects. For
example, different levels of government could try different approaches to evaluating e-govern-
ment projects. This could lead to diverse methods from which other levels could benefit. A
federal structure also allows the adaptation of e-government projects to each level's needs and
circumstances. The same could be done for evaluation. A federal structure can also encourage
experimentation. Different levels of government could try out different approaches to evaluat-
ing e-government projects. This could lead to various methods and approaches that other lev-

els could adopt.

It is important to note that the federal structure does not necessarily mean no evaluation of e-
government projects. At the same time, it is crucial to recognize that for the federal structure

to impact evaluation positively, different levels of government need to work together effectively.



Nevertheless, it should be noted that a federal structure can contribute to the lack of evaluation

of e-government projects.

5.2.3 Unclear Legal Relationships and Regulations
Additional Factor 3 —Unclear Legal Relationships and Regulations
“Other reasons for not evaluating: the lack of a specific legal framework, which leads to un-

clear legal relationships and regulations (e.g., data protection).”

Source: Survey Participant Response

According to the cited survey participant comment, unclear legal relationships and regulations
may be a decisive factor in the non-evaluation of e-government projects. This quote represents
the ‘Unclear Legal Relationship and Regulations’ theme as an additional factor. Various points
can be raised in this context. First, and regarding the area of data protection addressed in the
commentary, unclear data protection can lead to e-government projects not being evaluated.
Unclear legal relationships could lead to disagreements on collecting, using, and protecting
data. This uncertainty about data protection rules and privacy concerns could lead an admin-
istration to avoid or severely limit evaluation activities. Second, unclear legal relationships and
rules could lead to liability issues. Questions may arise about who is responsible and liable for
evaluations. An administration may be reluctant to conduct evaluations if it is unclear who can
be held responsible in the event of problems. Third, an unclear legal basis for carrying out
evaluations could lead an administration to be unsure of its authority and, therefore, to refrain

from doing so.

In a few cases, unclear legal relationships and regulations could positively affect the evaluation
of e-government projects. For example, unclear legal relationships could give decision-makers
more leeway in how evaluations are carried out. This could lead to more innovative approaches
that are better tailored to the specific needs of the e-government project. Without rigid rules,
evaluations could more easily adapt to changing circumstances. This could lead to evaluations
becoming more flexible and agile and more willing to experiment with different evaluation meth-

ods.

In summary, however, it should be noted that the overall lack of clarity in legal relationships
and rules leads to uncertainty, delays, risks, and lack of clarity, which could result in e-govern-

ment project evaluations not being carried out.



Exploring Potential Factors for not Evaluating E-Government Projects

5.3 Extended Conceptual Framework

Master's Thesis

If the additional three factors from the qualitative analysis of the survey responses are com-

bined with those from the quantitative analysis, the following extended conceptual framework

emerges, as shown in Figure 7.

Figure 7: Extended Conceptual Framework
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6. ILLUSTRATIVE CASE STUDY

This chapter tackles the second research question, ‘What could a successful approach to eval-
uating an e-government project look like so that the factors deduced from this Master’s Thesis
do not prevent evaluation?’ The author uses an illustrative case study to show what a success-
ful approach to evaluating an e-government project might look like so that the influencing fac-
tors in the previous chapters do not prevent the evaluation. The illustrative case study is dedi-
cated to digitalizing relocation notifications in Switzerland. Specifically, the two successful real-
life cases of introducing digital relocation notifications in the Cantons of Zurich and Bern are

examined in more detail.

6.1 Context: Digital Relocation Notification in Switzerland

In 2007, the Federal Council adopted Switzerland's first national e-government strategy, de-
veloped jointly by the Confederation and the Cantons. The goal was "to make administrative
activities as citizen-friendly, efficient, and cost-effective as possible through ICT" (Bundesrat,
2007). According to the Swiss Association of Residents' Services (VSED), the most frequently
requested e-government service is the ability to carry out registration procedures electronically
when moving house (Dolf et al., 2012, p. 4). This is a pressing need, given that 700,000 house-
holds move annually in Switzerland and 200,000 in the Canton of Zurich alone (Steudler &
Brucker-Kley, 2018, p. 70). At the same time, people's living conditions and mobility have
changed considerably in recent decades. Many commute between home and work and find it
cumbersome to register their details and new addresses with the local authorities when they
move to Switzerland (Dolf et al., 2012, p. 6). Until recently, Swiss Cantons and even individual
municipalities had the power to set their own rules concerning registration requirements. The
municipal authorities issued notifications in paper form, which had to be submitted to the new
municipality in paper form (Teucher & Lang, 2020, p. 95). The registration system and the
maintenance of the population registers are sovereign tasks of the municipalities. Against this
background, a priority e-government project A1.12 entitled 'eUmzugCH' was created at the
federal level in 2012 (Steudler & Brucker-Kley, 2018, p. 70). The aim was "to enable electronic,
paperless relocation throughout Switzerland for Swiss and foreign nationals in Switzerland"
(Dolf et al., 2012, p. 4). Today, eUmzugCH is regarded as a successful e-government project
(Teucher & Lang, 2020, p. 1092). Every day, around 400 Swiss citizens use the eUmzugCH
online portal to process their change of residence electronically (Digitale Verwaltung Schweiz,
2023). eUmzugCH is already available in 22 Cantons and is gradually being introduced in other
municipalities. More than 90% of the municipalities offer eUmzugCH in the dark green Cantons

depicted in Figure 8. Less than 90% of the municipalities offer eUmzugCH in the light green



Cantons. Implementation is planned in the blue Cantons, and only in the Canton of Geneva is

the project planning still open (eOperations, 2023).

Figure 8: Digital Relocation Notification in Switzerland - eUmzugCH
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Source: eOperations (2023)

6.2 Case: Canton of Zurich

Before the national eUmzugCH notification system could be introduced, the e-government pro-
ject eUmzugZH was tested and introduced in the Canton of Zurich (2014-2016). The
eUmzugZH project is embedded in the national eUmzugCH project and aims to electronically
process relocations as well as departures and arrivals in the municipalities of the Canton of
Zurich (Steudler & Brucker-Kley, 2018, p. 70). The Canton of Zurich has assumed a pioneering
role in implementing the e-government project. In terms of content, the project began at the
beginning of 2014 by preparing a feasibility analysis involving representatives of the Canton of
Zurich and the municipalities, commercial providers of resident control systems, and infrastruc-
ture service providers (Hegele & Lang, 2022, p. 197). As a result, the concept phase was
completed in 2015, and the cantonal government commissioned the implementation of the e-
government project eUmzugZH (Teucher & Lang, 2020, p. 96). Approval by the project com-
mittee followed in March 2016. The pilot in the Canton of Zurich then took place in three
phases. As a first step, eight pilot municipalities were introduced to the e-government project
in April 2016. In a second step, eUmzugZH was extended to other municipalities. In a third
step, the comprehensive roll-out was completed by the end of 2016 (Steudler & Brucker-Kley,

2018, p. 73). As a result of the successful pilot in the Canton of Zurich, the national network



solution eUmzugCH was finally launched in August 2017, along with the corresponding portal
(Teucher & Lang, 2020, p. 96).

6.2.1 eUmzugZH Canton Zurich Evaluation Process

eUmzugZH is not only a successful e-government project but also stands out for the successful
evaluation process that accompanied the introduction of the project. Various elements, namely
a technical concept, a common platform, the evaluation with the pilot municipalities, a refer-
ence model, and an academic evaluation, led to the successful evaluation process of the

eUmzugZH e-government project in the Canton of Zurich.

eUmzugZH Technical Concept

A crucial basis for the eUmzugZH evaluation process was the technical concept of the project.
The eUmzugCH technical concept 2012 described the functional, legal, organizational, and
technical requirements for introducing the national e-government project. In a way, it can be
seen as a project plan for the national implementation of eUmzugCH. Already in this document,
it was stated that "the pilot project [eUmzugZH] should be intensively tested and evaluated as
a basis for the subsequent rollout phase" (Dolf et al., 2012, p. 4). From this, it can be concluded
that an intensive evaluation was already considered in the project's early conception, so suffi-

cient time and financial resources were available.

egovpartner.zh.ch Platform

A central pillar of the eUmzugZH evaluation process was the creation of a platform for collab-
orative evaluation. In the case of eUmzugZH, the interaction between the Canton of Zurich and
the municipalities was ensured by the cooperation organization 'egovpartner.zh.ch.' The Can-
ton and the municipalities founded egovpartner.zh.ch based on a cooperation agreement to
implement e-government projects efficiently and use synergy potential (Steudler & Brucker-
Kley, 2018, p. 71). As an independent cooperation organization of municipalities, cities, and
the Canton of Zurich, egovernment.zh.ch drives the digital transformation of the administration
in the Canton of Zurich. With egovpartner.zh.ch, a platform has also been created which, as
an agile and partnership network organization, "evaluates the performance agreement, the
impact, and acceptance as well as the organization" (egovpartner, 2023). The great advantage
of egovpartner.zh.ch for eUmzugZH was that a central platform was created that made it pos-
sible to coordinate and carry out the evaluations of the e-government project in cooperation

with the municipalities and the Canton of Zurich.



Evaluation with Pilot Municipalities

Another crucial element in the eUmzugZH evaluation process is the evaluation of the pilot
municipalities. During the implementation of eUmzugZH, particular attention was paid to eval-
uating and testing the solution in conjunction with the nine pilot municipalities of Bulach,
Dachsen, Fehraltorf, Kloten, Lufingen, Oberembrach, Pfaffikon, Wettswil am Albis and Zurich
(Regierungsrat Kanton Zurich, 2014). Non-functional prototypes were used to gather early
feedback to improve the user experience. Extensive acceptance tests, in which community
representatives and implementation partners took on different roles, were used to test and
optimize the system's usability, including with the population. The focus of the evaluation was
to ensure that citizens could use the system intuitively. The head of the egovpartner.zh.ch
office described the intensive evaluation with the pilot municipalities as follows: "Testing, test-
ing, testing. We tested on an unprecedented scale to ensure that the system could be used
intuitively and without a support organization” (Steudler & Brucker-Kley, 2018, p. 77). The pos-

itive feedback from municipal users confirms the effectiveness of these measures.

eUmzugZH Reference Model

Another essential component of the eUmzugZH evaluation process is the resulting reference
model. Based on the lessons learned from implementing eUmzugZH, a solution-neutral refer-
ence model was created for implementation in other Cantons and, thus, for the national roll-
out of eUmzugCH. The reference model aims for "a largely harmonized and standardized,
consistent reporting process from the point of view of the person required to report and the
associated functions, interfaces, and data objects" (Zecchino et al., n.d., p. 4). In this way, the
reference model serves as a guide for implementation projects in the other Cantons and con-
tains guidelines for implementation in the municipalities (Steudler & Brucker-Kley, 2018, p. 73).
Subsequently, based on the eUmzugZH reference model, representatives of the Canton of
Aargau, together with project managers from the Canton of Zurich and other Cantons, agreed
on a nationwide eUmzug network solution (Teucher & Lang, 2020, p. 96). The reference model
of the Canton of Zurich thus serves as a basis for evaluating the introduction and implementa-

tion in other Cantons and municipalities.

Academic Evaluation

The eUmzugZH evaluation process is complemented by academic evaluations that examine
the e-government project. eUmzugZH was the subject of several academic studies evaluating
various e-government project aspects. Steudler & Brucker-Kley (2018) examined the experi-
ences with the implementation of eUmzugZH, as well as the challenges and solutions, as a
case study in the Canton of Zurich. In particular, the authors assessed the project's technical,

organizational, and legal requirements. Steudler & Brucker-Kley concluded (2018, p. 78) that



with eUmzugZH, the Canton of Zurich took on a pioneering role in Switzerland and that ensur-
ing implementation and rapid nationwide expansion via a cantonal platform was successful.
Teucher & Lang (2020) investigated the impact of digitalizing the relocation process on pro-
cessing times and asked to what extent the introduction affected the workload of the residents'
registration office. Four residents' registration offices in the Canton of Zurich were selected for
the study, where the registration of persons subject to registration at the counter or via the
digital platform is one of the main activities. The authors concluded that the digitalization of the
relocation process led to less work in the municipalities studied. Lang & Briesch (2020) aimed
to analyze the cooperative governance of eUmzugZH. Using a partial least squares (PLS)
analysis of survey questionnaires, they derived vital success factors for a collaborative gov-
ernance arrangement. Their data analysis showed that the success of project implementation
depends primarily on organizational capacity and a shared understanding of goals. Hegele &
Lang (2022) analyzed eUmzugZH and developed success factors and lessons learned for fu-
ture e-government projects in Switzerland. They identified the role of leadership, multilateral
interaction, the creation of commitments, the expertise of project management, and active
communication as crucial success factors. In this way, their evaluation of eUmzugZH contrib-
uted to a guide for future e-government projects in Switzerland. In summary, it can be said that
eUmzugZH sparked great interest among researchers as a subject of study. Consequently,

scholars evaluated the eUmzugZH intensively and from various perspectives.

6.2.2 Summary: Case Canton of Zurich

In summary, eUmzugZH is a successful example showing how a fruitful evaluation of an e-
government project could be conducted, as depicted in Figure 9. The outstanding evaluation
is based on the fact that, as a first step, an intensive evaluation was defined as a priority in a
technical concept before the start of the project. This was followed by the creation of the com-
mon platform egovpartner.zh.ch, which enabled the coordination and implementation of eval-
uations between the Canton of Zurich and the municipalities. A primary focus was the evalua-
tion of eUmzugZH with the nine pilot municipalities, which was carried out with municipal rep-
resentatives, implementation partners, and the population as supporting cornerstones. The
evaluation process was completed with the reference model as a basis for the introduction and
implementation in other Cantons and municipalities. In addition, various academic studies
flanked the evaluation process of eUmzugZH from different perspectives. In this way, an eval-
uation process was created for eUmzugZH that contributed significantly to the successful in-

troduction of the e-government project in the Canton of Zurich.



Figure 9: Evaluation Process Canton of Zurich

Source: Own Depiction

6.3 Case: Canton of Bern

In June 2023, the Parliament of the Canton of Bern voted in favor of a change in the law that
will make it possible to report a move to the residents' registration office in digital form as a
standard practice. The amendment of the law means that all municipalities in the Canton of
Bern will be required to allow residents to register their move digitally. It should still be possible
to move traditionally at the municipality level (Berner Zeitung, 2023). With this step, the Canton

of Bern joins the national eUmzugCH project.

6.3.1 Canton of Bern Evaluation Report

The Parliament's decision of the Canton of Bern was based on a detailed evaluation report on
the digital relocation notification, which shed particular light on the trial phase within the Can-
ton. The Canton of Bern used the evaluation report to assess the introduction of electronic
relocation notification. The evaluation procedure is characterized by a legally required report

with relevant points.

Legal Requirements and Evaluation Criteria

The evaluation of eUmzug in the Canton of Bern is based on a legal requirement. In November
2018, the Government Council of the Canton of Bern passed the trial regulation on electronic
relocation (Versuchsverordnung, 2018). This trial ordinance made testing the digital relocation
notification possible based on the results of eUmzugZH, the reference model, and the devel-
oped nationwide eUmzug network solution. The Canton of Bern organization law stipulates

that "the process shall be subject to control and evaluation" (Organisationsgesetz, 1995).

Based on these legal requirements, two trial phases took place. Eight pilot municipalities

(Bariswil, Langenthal, Minsingen, Oberburg, Steffisburg, Thun, Wohle, and Zollikofen) took



part in the first trial phase. The first trial phase lasted from February to September 2019 and
served primarily to test the software during the introduction of eUmzug in the respective mu-
nicipalities. The second trial phase was open to all municipalities with the necessary technical

infrastructure (Direktion fur Inneres und Justiz, 2021).

Points of Evaluation

The evaluation of the two trial phases focused in particular on the following three aspects of

electronic migration:

- Fulfillment of the technical, information security, and data protection requirements
- The administrative processes and

- Acceptance by stakeholders

Fulfillment of the technology, information security, and data protection requirements was as-
sessed using an external audit, including a follow-up audit. The external audit was carried out
by Ernst & Young (EY). In addition, this evaluation point was assessed based on reports of

malfunctions from the participating municipalities.

The administrative processes were evaluated through a written survey of the 54 pilot munici-
palities involved in the two trial phases and telephone conferences with the cantonal direc-
torates. The evaluation of the administrative procedures focused on identifying the persons to
be relocated, the notification of the religious affiliation, the collection and payment of the fees,

and the suggestions for improvement made by the pilot municipalities.

Acceptance was evaluated among the participating municipalities, the cantonal offices in-
volved, and the citizens concerned. Municipal acceptance was assessed through a written
survey of the 54 pilot municipalities involved in the two trial phases. The survey of the munici-
palities focused on their overall assessment, their wish to continue, and any additions or sug-
gestions they might have. The acceptance of the cantonal authorities was assessed by em-
ploying telephone conferences. Finally, the citizens' acceptance was evaluated based on case
numbers and feedback to the municipalities. The focus was on the relationship between Swiss
and foreign citizens regarding the digital move, complaints, and other suggestions from citi-

zens.

6.3.2 Summary: Case Canton of Bern

In conclusion, the eUmzug in the Canton of Bern is another successful case for an evaluation
procedure in the context of the cantonal digitalization of the relocation process, as depicted in
Figure 10. The successful evaluation is based on the fact that it is required by the organization

law for experimental ordinances in the Canton of Bern. Consequently, an evaluation report



was drawn up on the two trial phases for the introduction of eUmzug. This evaluation report
was based on clearly formulated evaluation points that considered the requirements of the
technology, the administrative processes, and the acceptance by those affected. The last
point, in particular, highlights the detailed and far-sighted evaluation, which assessed the ac-
ceptance by citizens, municipalities, and cantonal authorities. Ultimately, the legally required
evaluation report served as the basis for the decision by the Parliament of the Canton of Bern

to introduce digital relocation notifications in all municipalities.

Figure 10: Evaluation Process Canton of Bern

Source: Own Depiction

6.4 Counteracting Factors for Non-Evaluation

The two evaluation processes in the Cantons of Zurich and Bern are not only successful cases
but can also counteract the significant factors of non-evaluation found in this Master's Thesis,
namely ‘Lack of Time,’” ‘Lack of Evaluation Skills,” Problems in Identifying and Quantifying Ben-
efits’, ‘Long Investment Cycles,’ ‘Federal Structures,” and ‘Unclear Legal Relationships and

Regulations.’

Lack of Time

The factor 'lack of time' indicates that a lack of time resources for evaluating e-government
projects leads to no evaluation. In the Canton of Zurich, an intensive evaluation of the digital
relocation notification was already defined in the preceding technical concept. Therefore, it can
be concluded that sufficient time resources were allocated to evaluate eUmzugZH. In the case
of the Canton of Bern, an evaluation was required by law. Sufficient financial and time re-
sources should, therefore, have been allocated. Consequently, both Cantons seem to coun-

teract this factor with a forward-looking time allocation for the evaluation.



Lack of Evaluation Skills

The factor 'lack of evaluation skills' refers to the lack of evaluation skills among administrative
staff, which leads to the non-evaluation of e-government projects. In the case of the Canton of
Zurich, it can be shown that the evaluation took place with experienced people in 'expert
groups.' For example, the evaluation with the test municipalities involved the respective re-
sponsible person and the implementation partners under the leadership of the responsible
person from the egovpartner.zh.ch platform. This means that a diverse group of experienced
people with appropriate evaluation skills was assembled under the supervision of the egovpart-
ner.zh.ch manager. In the case of the Canton of Bern, the cantonal administration already had
evaluation experience and skills due to the legal requirement for evaluation, as with the intro-
duction of the digital relocation notification. The cleanly prepared evaluation report further un-
derlines the existing evaluation skills in the Canton of Bern. In summary, the two Cantons

demonstrated sufficient evaluation skills and were thus able to counteract this factor.

Problems Identifying and Quantifying Benefits

The factor 'problems identifying and quantifying benefits' indicates that problems in identifying
and quantifying the benefits of an e-government project hinder its evaluation. In the case of
the Cantons of Zurich and Bern, the respective identification of benefits resulted from the na-
tional digital relocation notification project 'eUmzugCH.' For both Cantons, the benefits of im-
plementing the e-government project were administrative simplification, which resulted in time
savings for citizens and cost savings for the administration. In addition, the Canton of Bern
exemplifies how the identified benefits were translated into more concrete and measurable
benefits. In its evaluation report, the Canton of Bern paid particular attention to fulfilling tech-
nology, information, security, and data protection requirements, the functioning of the admin-
istrative process, and the acceptance by the participating municipalities, the cantonal offices
involved, and the citizens concerned. With these three evaluation priorities, the Canton of Bern
could quantify the benefits of introducing the digital relocation notification. In conclusion, it can
be said that the identification of the benefits of the digital relocation notification for both Cantons
was predetermined by the overall national project. Additionally, the Canton of Bern made these
benefits measurable and thus quantifiable, employing concrete evaluation points and counter-

acting the non-evaluation factor.

Long Investment Cycles

The ‘Long Investment Cycles’ factor states that long investment cycles in the administration
can lead to the non-evaluation of e-government projects. The investment cycle for an e-gov-
ernment project consists of several phases, each with its period. It is important to note that the

specific timescales for each stage can vary significantly depending on the size, complexity,



funding, and administrative processes of the e-government project. The investment cycle for
an e-government project typically starts with the initial planning and design phase and ends
with the operation and maintenance phase. In the case of the Canton of Zurich, the investment
cycle began in early 2014 with the preparation of a feasibility analysis. It ended with the rollout
in the Canton of Zurich by the end of 2016. In the case of the Canton of Bern, the investment
cycle began with the cantonal government's adoption of the trial ordinance in November 2018.
It ended in June 2023 with the Parliament's decision to make digital relocation notification the
standard. The duration of the two investment cycles was thus less than the five to ten-year
time span. In addition, both Cantons benefited because the introduction of digital relocation
notification was geographically limited to their respective Cantons, significantly shortening the
investment cycles. In summary, the Cantons of Zurich and Bern show that the investment cy-
cles for introducing the e-government project could be kept short, thus counteracting the non-

evaluation factor.

Federal Structures

The ‘Federal Structure’ factor refers to Switzerland's federal political structure, which could
lead to e-government projects not being evaluated. However, in the specific case of the digi-
talization of relocation notifications in Switzerland, it can be seen that the federal structure is
driving rather than hindering both the e-government project and the evaluation. In the effort to
digitalize the relocation notification process at the national level, the Canton of Zurich took a
pioneering role with eUmzugZH. As a result, the digital relocation notification was first tested
in one Canton before being implemented nationwide. In this way, federalism was used as an
advantage, and the Canton of Zurich served as a federal laboratory for the e-government pro-
ject. This led to the successful implementation in the Canton and eventually to the nationwide
introduction in Switzerland under the name eUmzugCH. At the same time, the federal test
laboratory in the Canton of Zurich also enabled the development of evaluation processes.
Based on the cantonal experience in Zurich, a reference model was created that served as an
orientation for the introduction in other Cantons and ultimately as the basis for a nationwide
network solution. The Canton of Zurich thus shows that the federal structure was not an ob-
stacle but made it possible to test and evaluate the digital relocation notification on a smaller

political level before introducing it nationwide.

Unclear Legal Relationships and Regulations
The factor 'unclear legal relationships and regulations' refers to the circumstance where a lack

of clear rules and regulations can lead to a lack of evaluation of e-government projects. In the



case of the Canton of Bern, the opposite is true. The apparent legal relationship with the or-
ganization law led precisely to the fact that an evaluation report had to be drawn up. Conse-

quently, a law requiring the evaluation of specific projects can counteract this factor.

6.5 Conclusion: Case Study

In summary, the case study with the Cantons of Zurich and Bern represents two successful
evaluation procedures for introducing digital relocation notifications that counteracted factors
for non-evaluation. On the one hand, the evaluation structure of eUmzugZH in the Canton of
Zurich is characterized by a specialized concept with prioritization of the evaluation, a joint
evaluation platform for the Canton and the municipalities, a comprehensive evaluation with a
wide range of stakeholders, a reference model for implementation in other Cantons and vari-
ous academic studies evaluating eUmzugZH. On the other hand, the successful evaluation
process in the Canton of Bern is based on a political decision to test eUmzug through a trial
regulation. For such trials, the law requires an evaluation report submitted to Parliament for
decision-making. The evaluation report in the Canton of Bern is impressive, with clearly formu-
lated evaluation points that assess the requirements for the technology, the administrative pro-
cesses, and the acceptance by those affected. Finally, the evaluation procedures in the Can-
tons of Zurich and Bern helped identify the challenges and opportunities of the digital relocation
notification, thus ensuring a successful implementation in the respective Cantons and coun-

teracting factors for non-evaluation.

At the same time, the evaluations in the Cantons of Zurich and Bern on introducing the digital
relocation notification should not be seen as separate. The Canton of Bern was able to build
on the experience of the Canton of Zurich, as well as on the reference model and the devel-
oped nationwide network solution. In addition, the two digital relocation notifications are linked
via the national e-government project eUmzugCH. However, it should also be noted that there
are significant differences between the two evaluation procedures. On the one hand, during
the introduction of eUmzugZH, the Canton of Zurich took on the role of a federal test laboratory
for nationwide digital implementation. The same applied to the evaluation process in the Can-
ton of Zurich. To a certain extent, the evaluation process had to be negotiated bottom-up with
the Canton, the municipalities, the implementation partners, and the population, as there were
no templates to follow. On the other hand, the Canton of Bern could draw on the experience
already gained in the Canton of Zurich. In addition, the cantonal organization law stipulates, to
a certain extent, top-down, that an evaluation had to be carried out to introduce the digital
relocation notification. Nevertheless, the bottom-up approach in the Canton of Zurich and the
top-down approach in the Canton of Bern led to a successful evaluation and counteracted

factors for non-evaluation.



7. CONCLUSION

This Master's Thesis aimed to understand better possible factors that influence the non-eval-
uation of e-government projects in Switzerland. This was done against the background that
evaluations play an important role in justifying the investment of taxpayers' money in e-gov-
ernment projects and that not conducting an evaluation can lead to the failure of an e-govern-

ment project. Furthermore, evaluations are not carried out in about one-third of Federal Offices.

The objective was to investigate which factors could influence the non-evaluation of e-govern-
ment projects and what a successful evaluation approach would look like so that these poten-
tial factors do not prevent evaluation. A systematic literature review was conducted in chapter
two as a first step. This chapter examined potential factors for the non-evaluation of e-govern-
ment projects in the public sector. The literature review identified three construct groups of 16
factors that may impact the non-evaluation of e-government projects. In the second step, the
methodology of the analysis of this thesis was examined in chapter three. The corresponding
questionnaire-based survey was introduced. The survey was based on the 16 factors from the
literature review, and professionals from the Swiss public sector with a background in digitali-
zation were asked to rate them according to a scale. Furthermore, the single-sample t-test
method was explained. Additionally, the author explained the qualitative method and the illus-
trative case study. In a third step, the results were presented in chapter four. Therein, first,
some data on the survey results were presented. Second, the test statistics were calculated,
which provided information on which factors have a more decisive influence on the evaluation
of e-government projects, and the factors were tested for their statistical significance using a
p-value. Additionally, the qualitative results were presented. The fourth step in chapter five was
the discussion. The results of the quantitative analysis were summarized and discussed con-
cerning the first research question. In addition, open-ended responses from the survey partic-
ipants were discussed in a qualitative analysis, which allowed further factors influencing the
non-evaluation of e-government projects to be identified. In a fifth step in chapter six, against
the backdrop of the second research question, an illustrative case study examined the two
successful real-life evaluation procedures in the Cantons of Zurich and Bern surrounding the

introduction of digital relocation notification in Switzerland.

With the research questions posed at the beginning of this Master's Thesis, different results
were obtained. Concerning the first research question, 'What are the potential factors for not
evaluating e-government projects in the Swiss public sector?', it can be summarized that three
of the 16 factors from the literature review statistically influence the non-evaluation of e-gov-
ernment projects based on the survey conducted. First, the 'Lack of Time' factor can lead to

low prioritization of evaluation activities. Second, the factor 'Lack of Evaluation Skills' can lead



to neglect of evaluations due to administrative staff's lack of evaluation skills. Third, the factor
'Problems in Identifying and Quantifying Benefits' may lead administrations not to conduct eval-
uations due to unclear benefits of an e-government project. In addition, the qualitative analysis
of respondents' open responses revealed that ‘Long Investment Cycles,’ ‘Federal Structures,’
and ‘Unclear Legal Relationships and Regulations’ are other factors that can lead to non-eval-
uation of e-government projects. Concerning the research question ‘What could a successful
approach to evaluating an e-government project look like so that the factors deduced from this
Master’s Thesis do not prevent evaluation?’ it can be summarized that the Cantons of Zurich
and Bern represent two successful evaluation procedures for digital relocation notifications
counteracting factors for non-evaluation. This success can be explained by the fact that both
evaluations contributed to the successful implementation of the e-government project in the
respective Cantons. On the one hand, the evaluation in the Canton of Zurich impressed with a
specialized concept, an evaluation platform, the involvement of various stakeholder groups, a
reference model, and academic studies. On the other hand, the evaluation in the Canton of
Bern was convincing due to a legally required evaluation report with clearly formulated criteria
that addressed technology, administrative processes, and acceptance by those affected. How-
ever, the two evaluation processes differ because the Canton of Zurich was a bottom-up pro-
cess negotiated between various stakeholders and implementation partners. Conversely, the
evaluation procedure is top-down and prescribed by cantonal law in the Canton of Bern. No-
tably, both evaluation procedures for the digital relocation notification were found to counteract

non-evaluation factors identified in the Master’s Thesis.

In conclusion, the evaluation of e-government projects requires that sufficient time is allocated
to the task, that the evaluation skills of administrative staff are developed, and that appropriate
methods are established to capture and promote the benefits of an e-government project.
Moreover, it is crucial to consider long investment cycles, federal structures, and unclear legal
relationships and regulations as non-evaluation factors. Lastly, a bottom-up or top-down eval-
uation approach, as shown in the Canton of Zurich and Bern cases, can counteract non-eval-

uation factors and lead to a successful evaluation.

However, the author identifies several limitations to the findings of this Master’s Thesis con-
cerning the multi-method approach used. First, the limitations relate to the systematic literature
review. The inclusion criteria were set solely by the author and could, therefore, be influenced
by the author's contextual and cultural background. In addition, there were no restrictions on
the journals from which the articles were selected. This may affect the quality of the articles.

In addition, the author extracted the final information from the articles to compile the factors



alone, which could also have a subjective influence. Second, limitations concern the quantita-
tive method. The author emailed the survey and link to the pre-selected potential respondents.
The author had no additional control mechanism to check that only the desired people partici-
pated in the survey. In addition, the survey was conducted in German, as most of the respond-
ents were from the German-speaking part of Switzerland. However, the author took the basic
principles of the survey from the English literature and, therefore, had to translate it into Ger-
man for the survey. Furthermore, in hypothesis testing, the null hypothesis is not accepted but
either rejected or not rejected, which means that more or less weight can be given to the alter-
native hypothesis. Thus, the p-value merely summarizes the support for HO. Furthermore, con-
clusions from hypothesis testing can always be flawed due to sample variance. A false positive
can occur when HO is correct, but HO is rejected. The probability of such an error is equal to
the significance level and can be controlled by setting it (see Chapter 3.1.5). A second type of
error (false negative) occurs when HO is false but not rejected. The probability of this second
type of error decreases as the study's sample size increases. Third, limitations affect the qual-
itative method. The author alone grouped the survey's open-ended question results so that
subjective influences may have also affected this classification. Fourth, limitations concern the
illustrative case study. The choice of case may introduce bias and subjectivity, as it was chosen
by the author alone. In addition, the illustrative case study is descriptive, making it difficult to
establish causal relationships. The data collection process was also limited, as the author had
to rely solely on open-source data. Finally, limitations relate to the generalizability of the find-
ings to the Swiss public sector. It was impossible to determine which Federal Offices the re-
spondents belonged to and to what extent different Federal Offices were represented in the
survey responses. In addition, among the cantonal respondents, preference was given to those
Cantons that were more advanced in digitalization than the rest of the country. This preference
meant that the Cantons of Italian-speaking Switzerland and a large part of French-speaking
Switzerland were excluded. Furthermore, only municipalities in the Canton of Zurich were in-

cluded at the municipal level. Lastly, the illustrative case study only focused on two Cantons.

Due to the specific focus of this Master's Thesis, other aspects remain to be explored. For
example, the analysis could be extended to other Cantons, i.e., outside of the German-speak-
ing part of Switzerland and to other municipalities. It would also be interesting to extend the
study to public administrations in other countries and to gain possible insights into factors that
influence the evaluation of e-government projects in a cross-national comparison. Another ap-
proach would be to focus more on the respective federal level and, for example, to explicitly
examine which factors within the Federal Administration can lead to e-government projects not

being evaluated. Another approach would be to use in-depth interviews to shed more light on



the identified factors, thus adding a more nuanced qualitative component to the research de-

sign.
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ANNEX

I.  Results Survey Data Coded

No. Participant\ Survey Question
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Calculated Value \ Factor 1 2 3 4
df =n-1; (n=64) 63 63 63 63
y: Mean 0.3867188 0.5585938 0.5390625 0.5546875

s: St. Deviation

se: standard error = (s )Vh

t-value: t-statistic = (y- O )/se

p-value: one-sided p-value (p<0.05)  0.9987214 0.1393339 0.0706437

Calculated Values

0.2884334 0.2700022 0.2859777 0.2936793

0.0360542 0.0337503 0.0357472 0.0367099
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