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Abstract 

 
The paper deals with the current topic of modern tools of small municipalities and their use in a case of the Slovak 

Republic. The aim of the paper is to identify which modern tools of smart governance are used by small 

municipalities, and their verification on the example of Slovakia. The paper defines modern municipal tools based 

on a theoretical overview. In defining modern municipal tools, the method of literary research on foreign and 

domestic scientific and professional sources is used. Subsequently, by empirical research it identifies the use of 

modern municipal tools. The research sample consists of 253 municipalities in the Slovak Republic in 5 size 

categories to 4999 inhabitants. The research focuses on investigation of 32 modern municipal tools. Data were 

collected by secondary research based on the analysis of webpages, strategical documents of municipalities, or 

other relevant reports (national, regional). Research findings map the implementation and use of modern municipal 

tools that should increase citizens' involvement in local governance as well as in local policy-making; strength 

public informing and co-creation of public services and simplifying a delivery of the public services with support 

of new modern technologies. 
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1. Introduction 

 

The transformation and development of municipalities is strongly influenced by technological progress, 

digitalisation and "smartness" in various areas of local governance, from decision-making to the delivery of public 

services. This new phenomenon leads to the implementation of modern tools of governance in the practice of 

cities. However, what is the level of implementation of modern smart governance tools in small Slovak 

municipalities? Because in reality, many cities in Slovakia have a problem adapting to this trend. The paper deals 

with the current topic of modern tools of small municipalities and their use on the examples of the Slovak Republic. 

The aim of the paper is to identify which modern tools of smart governance are used by small municipalities, and 

their verification on the example of Slovakia. The paper is divided into four chapters. In the introduction, we 

explain the need to deal with modern forms of smart governance in small municipalities. The second part of the 

paper theoretically defines smart governance and its modern forms. The third part defines the methodology and 

data used. The fourth part of the paper is devoted to the presentation of research results on modern smart 

governance tools in small municipalities in the Slovak Republic. In the concluding part of the paper, we summarize 

the main challenges of smart governance development in small municipalities. 

 

2. Smart Governance and its modern tools 

 
Based on the deep literature and research studies analysis, we identified the gradual progress in definition of smart 

governance. The first group of definitions strongly link the smart governance with the new technology (Gill-Garcia 

et al., 2014; Scholl, Alawadhi, 2016) and the role of e-government (Estevez, Janowski, 2013; Janowski et al., 

2012). As the theory and its implications in practice developed also more complex definitions were introduced. 

Firstly, aimed at the smart governance generally (Pereira et al., 2018) and later, specifically in case of cities 

(Ruhlandt, 2018)5. We incline to this definition because it combines all key elements of smart governance as 
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stakeholders, their empowerment (roles and responsibilities), operational framework (structure, legislation, 

policies, agreements), tools and excepted outputs.  

Gil-Garcia, Zhang, and Puron-Cid’s (2016) declare that the smartness in local governance is based on integration, 

innovation, evidence-based decisions, citizen orientation, sustainability, creativity, efficiency, effectiveness, 

equality, entrepreneurship, citizen engagement, openness, resilience and technological capabilities. 

However, the key element in building smart governance in cities is a considerable effort from politicians and city 

management to look for possibilities how to collaborate and empower the residents, entrepreneurs, as well as the 

various communities in the city and implement these possibilities via relevant tools and methods in local policy 

decision-making (Vaňová, 2021; Lee, J., Lee, H., 2014; Lombardi et al. 2011). For this process it is necessary to 

create the suitable legislative and organizational framework, financial support (Alaysa, Musa, 202), technological 

infrastructure as well as to support activities aimed at strengthening the digital skills of employees but also 

stakeholders (Nam, Pardo, 2011; Mellouli et al., 2014; Maheshwari, Janssen, 2014; Nam, Pardo, 2014). 

Building smart governance is a long-term transformation process that requires financial and human investment, to 

which government must commit. That is why a common understanding of the smart governance concept, vision, 

strategy and sharing of responsibilities is an essential part of success. The level of smart governance can be then 

assessed on the basis of transparency in urban management, the involvement of social partners, the level of public 

services and the implementation of development strategies (Kumar, 2017; Zanella et al., 2014; Caragliu et al., 

2011). 

Smart governance is a basis for the development of smart administration through the application of new 

information and communication technologies (ICT) in management of local municipalities (inter alia Pérez-

González, Díaz-Díaz, 2015; Pereira et. al, 2017; Kleinhans et al., 2015; Castelnovo et al., 2015; Khan et al., 2015; 

Navarro-Galera et al. 2016). Smart governance with utilization of ICT improves decision-making process by better 

cooperation of different stakeholders and higher rate of their participation at solving public issues (Vitálišová et 

al., 2020). Because of the strong independence on the ICT, the great challenge for the cities is to educate and 

trainee the end-users of the smart governance tools. It assumes to develop tools which are friendly to all groups of 

stakeholders and moreover to combine the traditional and modern tools of governance to become an equal partner 

in relationship with local government. 

All tools of smart governance contribute fulfilling two main competences of local municipalities - participation in 

public policy processes (including informing) and involvement in improving services in the city (co-creation of 

smart city services). Participation of stakeholders increases openness, transparency, accountability of local 

authority and thus the quality of relations between stakeholders and local governments. Governments use and share 

data, information and knowledge to support evidence-based decision-making that enables governments to make 

more informed decisions and improve the effectiveness of public policies and programs. There can be used the 

traditional tools of participation as well as their innovative forms or new one (Castelnovo et al., 2015; Vitálišová 

et al., 2021). Co-creation of smart city services can help increase the city's competitiveness and citizens' quality of 

life, by ICT in city planning and management. Innovative services provide citizens with information, knowledge 

and actions related to various aspects of their city life (Lee, Lee, 2014). 

Guimarães (2020) researches the impacts of smart cities on quality of life and clustered them into four areas – (1) 

transparency (dominant position), (2) cooperation, (3) participation and partnership, (4) communication and (5) 

responsibility. The smart governance toolkit supports the development of participation. By Smart cities and 

inclusive growth (2020) it includes several categories: (1) communication (information); (2) consultation; (3) 

participation; (4) representation in decision-making bodies; (5) partnership; (6) co-production and co-decision. 

Based on the in-depth analysis of literature and research studies (inter alia Mackintosh, 2005; Castelnovo at al., 

2015; Estevez, Janowski, 2013; Chourabi et al., 2012; Wijnhoven et al., 2015; Gil-Garcia et al., 2015; Johannessen, 

Berntzen, 2018; Simonofski et al., 2019; Guimarães, 2020; Vaňová, 2021), we can identify 4 groups of smart 

governance tools. They overlap and complement each other. The first group includes the tools that strongly support 

the transparency (e. g. providing information, open data, sharing databases, etc.). The second group includes the 

tools by which citizens become democratic participants in the city's decision-making process. It contains modern 

forms of e-participation and e-democracy belong electronic e-voting, e-petition, e- referendum, e-panel, discussion 

forums and chatting rooms, electronic community, electronic civil boards. Very efficient tools to support the 

decision-making process are electronic advisory elections, simulation of decision making, quick polls and surveys.  

These tools overlap partially with last two groups of tools – co-production tools (e. g. participative planning, 

participative budgeting, surveys, crowdsourcing, crowdfunding, living labs, etc.) and communication tools 

(websites, social media, PR, blogs, mobile application, etc.). 

The implementation of the smart governance concept has been strongly influenced by the COVID-19 pandemic. 

The crisis has accelerated the need to communicate virtually as well as manage the crisis with the support of IT 

tools. The pandemic showed that it is never enough to possess the best apps and technologies; and a great need of 

inclusive policies, ground-up initiatives, and effective leadership (Baharudin, 2020; Zhang, Savage, 2020; Das, 

Zhang 2020). A crucial element to predict, detect, and mitigate a pandemic is ‘data’ retrieved from different 

sources and the increase of data sources should be pursued by the cities (Costa, Peixoto, 2020). The required 



actions to create smart cities can come from different areas, but governments should play the leading role in this 

process. Relevant for the future, the local and regional governments stakeholders should identify interventions to 

be executed in order to build back better after the Covid-19 pandemic and lead towards a more inclusive, safe, and 

sustainable urban future (Cities for All, 2020). 
 

3. Material and Methodology 

 

The paper deals with the current topic of modern tools of small municipalities and their use on the examples of the 

Slovak Republic. The aim of the paper is to identify which tools of smart governance are used by modern small 

municipalities, and their verification on the example of Slovakia.  

We defined the modern municipal tools based on an in-depth review of the foreign and domestic scientific and 

professional literature sources. The research focuses on defined 32 modern municipal tools, divided into 4 groups 

– participation tools; tools for education and co-creation of public services;  transparency tools; communication 

tools. The defined tools we verified by the empirical research in 253 municipalities of the Slovak Republic during 

first half of 2021. Data were collected by secondary research based on the analysis of webpages, strategical 

documents of municipalities, or other relevant reports (national, regional) if they deal with the defined set of tools. 

The research sample consists of 253 municipalities in the Slovak Republic in 5 size categories to 4,900 inhabitants 

(Table 1). The research sample is representative in terms of size and affiliation of municipalities to the spatial 

distribution of the Slovak Republic into western, central and eastern, and therefore it is possible to generalize the 

research results to all Slovak municipalities. 

 

Table 1. Number of the Slovak municipalities by size categories 

Areas Region 
Size categories of the municipalities 

Together 
to 199 200 - 499 500 - 999 1,000 – 1,999 2,000 – 4,999 

Western Slovakia 

Bratislava Region 0 1 1 1 2 

80 
Trnava Region 0 2 3 4 6 

Trenčín Region 2 7 13 9 2 

Nitra Region 1 4 12 8 2 

Central Slovakia 
Banská Bystrica Region 9 13 15 6 5 

90 
Žilina Region 4 9 10 9 10 

Eastern Slovakia 
Prešov Region 9 16 10 7 5 

83 
Košice Region 3 9 15 7 2 

Slovak Republic 28 61 79 51 34 253 

Source: own research 

 

Research findings map the implementation and use of modern municipal tools that should increase citizens' 

involvement in local governance as well as in local policy-making; strength public informing and co-creation of 

public services and simplifying a delivery of the public services with support of new modern technologies. 

 

4. Modern forms of Smart Governance and its application in small Slovak 

municipalities 
 

Although we have not yet examined the dependencies between individual factors in this phase of research that 

could affect the degree of implementation of modern tools in the practice of Slovak small municipalities, we think 

that the age or education of mayors could affect the level of implementation of modern tools. Therefore, in the 

introduction to the paper, we present basic information about small Slovak municipalities. 

Up to 67% of mayors (male) and 33% of mayors (female) manage Slovak small municipalities (figure 1). In our 

opinion, the average age of the mayor is relatively high - 51 years, which is generally related to the aging of the 

population in small municipalities and the departure of young people from small municipalities to central towns 

and cities for education and work. 



 

Figure 1 Municipal management by gender 

Source: own research 

 

In our opinion, the educational structure of mayors is very positive regarding the implementation of modern tools 

in the practice of small municipalities. More than 56% of mayors have a university degree, 40% of mayors have a 

high school diploma and  no one from the sample was only primary educted (figure 2). 

 

 
Figure 2 Mayors of municipalities by education 

Source: own research  

 

A factor that could affect the implementation of modern tools in the practice of small Slovak municipalities is a 

strategic document dealing with the issue of smart governance. Figure 3 shows that only 2.78% of small 

municipalities in Slovakia have developed a smart governance strategy. Only 78.26% of municipalities have 

developed a development strategy - Program of economic development and social development of the 

municipality. Since 2020, municipalities have been obliged to proceed it in accordance with the methodology, 

which applies the principles of sustainable smart development in process of its creation. 

 

 
Figure 3 Strategic documents of municipalities 

Source: own research  
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Figure 4 shows that the share of municipalities that have an elaborated Economic Development and Social 

Development Program increases with the size category of municipalities. By our opinion it is related to the process 

of its creation. The elaboration of a strategic development document is a demanding process that requires a 

considerable amount of personnel and financial resources, which many, especially the smallest municipalities in 

Slovakia do not have. 4 of the 7 municipalities that have developed a smart governance strategy are in the largest 

size category. 

 

 
Figure 4 Strategic documents of municipalities by size categories 

Source: own research  

 

Regarding the specific modern tools examined, the level of individual tools utilisation in the category of 

participation tools is relatively low. From the participation tools, the public discussion is the most used tools by 

almost one third of municipalities. We assumed that the most used tool, except public discussion in this category 

of tools, would be participatory planning, which is closely related to the participation of stakeholders in working 

groups, but this has not been confirmed. Participatory planning is used only in 17% of municipalities, in 10% of 

municipalities participatory planning also takes place electronically. Participatory planning has even "preceded" 

by participatory budgeting, which is implemented in 23% of municipalities and in 5% of municipalities is realised  

also electronically. 
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Figure 5 Participation tools 

Source: own research  

 

Figure 6 illustrates that in most cases, municipalities of larger size categories use participation tools more often as 

municipalities of smaller size categories, which is mainly related to the personnel capacity of municipal offices in 

smaller municipalities, where often only one person beside the mayor covers the whole agenda related to the self-

government of the municipality. An exception is a participatory budgeting, which is more widely used in 

municipalities of the smallest size category, despite the fact that we often find that small municipalities have a 

problem financing their competencies from their budget or are unable to finance / co-finance municipal 

development projects. 

 

 
Figure 6 Participation tools by size categories 

Source: own research  
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Electronic public service/ digital public services, which are provided by a total of 48% of municipalities, are the 

most used tool of the education and co-creation of public services tools (figure 7). However, it is questionable how 

many municipalities provide this form of public services beyond the law (dCOM, minidCom). In more than 35% 

of municipalities, there are created conditions for involving in the exchange of experience and knowledge within 

the territory of local municipality. The co-creation of public services is still the least used tool in the municipalities, 

e.g. through living labs, crowdfunding activities, etc. 

 

 
Figure 7 Tools for education and co-creation of public services 

Source: own research  

 

Graph 8 shows that the largest share of the individual tools utiliastion in the category of education and co-creation 

tools of public services is in the largest size categories of municipalities and decreases with decreasing size 

category. 

 
Figure 8 Tools for education and co-creation of public services by size categories 

Source: own research  
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We consider tools supporting transparency to be the most important group of tools from the point of view of 

modern municipalities or directly tools of smart governance. Although figure 9 shows that up to 60% of 

municipalities provide open data on local government issues through various online and physical platforms, this 

is not in line with reality. We suppose that the municipalities mistakenly identify the concept of open data with 

mandatory publication of data, which are often marked on the website of the municipality as open data. Real open 

data are types of data in a specific form usable especially for programmers. Integrated security system, electronic 

identity, cloud storage and shared architecture of database systems for self-government management, which are a 

basic prerequisite for the implementation of digital forms of modern self-government tools, are represented in less 

than 20% of municipalities. 

 

 
Figure 9 Transparency tools 

Source: own research  

 

The deeper analysis of the used transparency tools by the different size categories of local municipalities presents 

figure 10. 
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Figure 10 Transparency tools by size categories 

Source: own research  

 

Of the communication tools (figure 11) the municipality's website predominates However, it is surprising that 

despite this digital age, still 3 municipalities from the sample do not have a website. The share of municipalities 

with a profile on the social network Facebook is positive. Almost 70% of municipalities have a profile on the 

Facebook platform. Other social media are under-represented in municipalities. 64% of municipalities still use 

addressed contacting stakeholders in their traditional forms - by post or e-mail, especially in municipalities of 

smaller size categories, which is possible at the expense of online communication via mobile and web applications. 

 

 
Figure 11 Communication tools 

Source: own research  
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Figure 12 Communication tools by size categories 

Source: own research  

 

5. Conclusion  

 
The paper reflects very current topic of modern tools of small municipalities and their use on the example of the 

Slovak Republic. The aim of the paper was to identify which modern tools of smart governance are used by small 

municipalities, and their verification on the example of Slovakia. 

Our findings show that despite the need to increase citizens' involvement in governance and participation in policy-

making, facilitate and promote participation, improve the availability of information, simplify the delivery of 

electronic forms of public services and increase public interest in their use, in small Slovak municipalities are 

modern tools of smart governance still used relatively in minimal scale. Of all the researched modern tools, small 

Slovak municipalities use the most electronic / digital public services; 3D map system; municipal website; 

addressing contact of interested stakeholders by post, email, etc.; online communication via mobile applications 

and social media (specifically the Facebook platform). In general, with the decreasing size category of 

municipalities, the use of individual modern tools is also decreasing. The use of many modern tools is negligible 

in the smallest size categories of municipalities. In small Slovak municipalities, the use of physical forms of 

modern tools prevails over online forms. 

Despite the fact that the use of modern tools should be seen as the regular part of smart governance, small Slovak 

municipalities do not have sufficient conditions and are not sufficiently prepared for their implementation. In small 

Slovak municipalities, there is a lack of personnel capacity to implement modern tools. In addition to the current 

agenda, mayors are not able / willing to deal with the implementation of modern smart governance tools. Among 

other things, mayors are insufficiently informed about the benefits that the use of modern smart governance tools 

offers. Mayors and employees of municipal office can be characterised by a lack the education and skills that are 

necessary prerequisite for the implementation of modern tools in practice. Another problem is the increased 

financial costs of technical implementation of modern tools in the practice of small municipalities (creation / 

purchase of digital platforms, modernization and adaptation of the municipality's website, development of mobile 

and web applications, etc.). In the Slovak Republic, there is a lack a unified strategic and methodological 

framework that would regulate and cover the implementation of modern tools in the practice not only in small 

municipalities, but also in cities, as well as missing support from the central level. 

There is a lot of challenges to implement the smart governance concept at the local level in the Slovak Republic, 

but we hope that the numerous benefits that it brings to the municipalities, will be a perfect argument to pay 

attention to this issue on all levels of governance. 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

Online communication through municipal web

applications

Online communication through municipal mobile

applications

Municipal website

Facebook

Instagram

YouTube

Twitter

LinkedIn

Social media - other

Addressed contact of interested stakeholders by

post, e-mail, etc.

2000-4999 inhabitants 1000-1999 inhabitants 500-999 inhabitants

200-499 inhabitants To 199 inhabitants



Acknowledgement 

 
The paper presents the partial outputs of projects VEGA 1/0213/20 Smart Governance in Local Municipalities and 

partial outputs of VEGA 1/0380/20 Innovative approaches to the development of small and medium cities. 

 

6. References 

 
Alaysa, J., Musa, H. 2020. The Turnover of Palestinian Governments and its Selected Impacts on th Sustainability 

of Public Polic. NISPAcee Journal of Public Administration and Policy, 13(1):9-34. 

Albino, V., Berardi, U., Dangelico, R. M. 2015. Smart cities: Definitions, dimensions, performance and initiatives. 

In: Journal of Urban Technology 22:3-12. 

Baccarne, B., Mechant, P., Schuurman, D. 2014.  Empowered cities? An analysis of the strucutre and generated 

value of the smart city Ghent. In Dameri, R. P., Rosenthal-Sabroux, C. (eds.) Smart city – How to create public 

and economic value with high technology in urban space, pp. 157-182. Springer, Germany.  

Baharudin, H. 2020.  Coronavirus: S’pore Government to make its contact-tracing app freely available to 

developers worldwide. Straits Times, https://www.straitstimes.com/singapore/coronavirus-spore-government-to-

make-its-contact-tracing-app-freely-available-to, (accessed March 3, 2021). 

Castelnovo A. et al.  2015. Smart Cities Governance. The Need for a Holistic Approach to Assessing Urban 

Participatory Policy Making.  In Social Science Computer Review 34(6): 724-739. 

Caragliu, A, Del Bo. C., Nijkamp. P. 2021. Smart Cities in Europe. In Journal of Urban Technology 18(2): 65-82. 

Cities for all. Empowering Local Governments on Inclusive Pandemic Response. 2020. Cities for All Learning 

Series “Equity and Access in Times of Pandemic”.  

Chourabi, H., Nam, T., Walker, S., Gil-Garcia, J. R., Mellouli, S., Nahon, K., et al. (2012) Understanding smart 

cities: An integrative framework. In Proceedings of the annual Hawaii international conference on system science, 

2289-2297.  

Costa, D., G., Peixoto, J. P. J. (2020) COVID-19 pandemic: a review of smart cities initiatives to face new 

outbreaks. In: Journal of the Institution of Engineering and Technology.  2(2): 64-7. 

Das, D., Zhang, J. J. (2020) Pandemic in a smart city: Singapore’s COVID-19 management through technology & 

society, Urban Geography.  

De Guimarães, J., C., F. et. al. (2020) Governance and quality of life in smart cities: Towards sustainable 

development goals. In: Journal of Cleaner Production, 253. 

Díaz-Díaz, R., Pérez-González, D. (2016) Implementation of Social Media Concepts for e-Government: Case 

Study of a Social Media Tool for Value Co-Creation and Citizen Participation. In Journal of Organizational and 

End User Computing 28(3) 18 p. 

Estevez, E., Janowski, T. 2013. Electronic Governance for Sustainable Development—Conceptual framework and 

state of research. In Government Information Quarterly 30: 94-109. 

ET al. Eurostat, ESPON 2020 Data and Map Updates, 2017, (2020). https://www.espon.eu/sites/default/files/ 

attachments/Poster%20Regional%20typology%20of%20eGovernment%20interactions.pdf,  (accessed April 1, 

2021). 

Gil-Garcia, J. R., Helbing, N., Ojo, A. 2014. Being smart: Emerging technologies and innovation in the public 

sector. Governmnet Information Quarterly 31: 1-9.  

Gil-Garcia, J. R., Pardo, T. A., Nam, T. 2015. What makes a city smart? Identifying core components and 

proposing an integrative and comprehensive conceptualization. In Information Policy 20: 61-87.  

Gil-Garcia, J. R., Zhang, J., Puron-Cid, G. 2016. Conceptualizing smartness in government: An integrative and 

multi-dimensional view In Government Information Quarterly 33(3): 524-534. 

Guendeuz, A., A., Mettler, T., Schedler, K. 2017. Smart Government – Participation and empowerment of citizens 

in the era of big data and personalized algorithms. In: HMD Praxis Der Wirthschaft informatik 53 (4): 447-487.  

Guenduez, A., A., Singler, S., Tomaczak, T., Schedler, K, Oberli, M. 2018. Smart Governmnet Success Factors. 

Swiss Yearbook of Administrative Sciences 9(1): 96-110. 

Huaxiong, J. 2021. Smart urban governance in the ‘smart’ era: Why is it urgently needed? In: Cities 111, 6 p.  

Janowski, T., Prado, T. A., Davies, J. 2012. Government information networks-mapping electronic governance 

cases through public administration concepts. Government Information Quarterly, 29 (supplement 1): 1-10.  

Johannessen, M.R., Berntzen, L. 2018. Smart Technologies for Smart Governments: transparency, efficiency and 

organizational issues. Springer, Heidelberg.  

Khan, Z., Anjum, A., Soomro, K., & Tahir, M. A. 2015. Towards cloud based big data analytics for smart future 

cities. In Journal of Cloud Computing 4 (2): 1-11.  

Kleinhans, R., Ham, M. Evans-Cowley, J. 2015. Using Social Media and Mobile Technologies to Foster 

Engagement and Self-Organisation in Participatory Urban Planning and Neighbourhood Governance. In Planning 

Practice & Research 30(3): 237-247.  

https://www.straitstimes.com/singapore/coronavirus-spore-government-to-make-its-contact-tracing-app-freely-available-to
https://www.straitstimes.com/singapore/coronavirus-spore-government-to-make-its-contact-tracing-app-freely-available-to
https://www.espon.eu/sites/default/files/%0battachments/Poster%20Regional%20typology%20of%20eGovernment%20interactions.pdf
https://www.espon.eu/sites/default/files/%0battachments/Poster%20Regional%20typology%20of%20eGovernment%20interactions.pdf


Kumar V.T.M. 2017. Smart Economy in Smart Cities. 

Lee, J., Lee, H. 2014. Developing and validating a citizen-centric typology for smart city services.  In Government 

Information Quarterly 31(1):  93-105.  

Lombardi, P., Giordano, S., Farouh, H. Wael, Y.  2011. An analytical network model for Smart cities. In 

Proceedings of the 11th International Symposium on the Analytical Hierarchy Process, Sorrento, Italy.  

Macintosh, A. et. al. 2004. E-methods for public engagement. Bristol: Bristol City Council.  

Maheshwari, D., Janssen, M. 2014. Reconceptualizing measuring, benchmarking for improving interoperability in 

smart ecosystems: The effect of ubiquitous data and crowdsourcing. In Government Information Quarterly 31, 84-

92.  

Mellouli, S. Luna-Reyes, L. F., Zhang, J. 2014. Smart government, citizen participation and open data. In 

Information Polity 19: 1-4.  

Misuraca, G., Reid, A., Deakin, M. 2011. Exploring emerging ICT-enables governance models in European cities: 

Analysis of the mapping survey to identify key city governance policy areas most impacted by ICTs. Seville: 

European Commission., JRC Technical Notes. 

Nam, T., Pardo, T. A. 2014. The changing face of a city government: A case study of Philly31. In Government 

Information Quarterly 31: 1-9.  

Nam, T., Pardo, T. A. 2011. Conceptualizing smart city with dimensions of technology, people, and institutions. 

In Proceedings of the 12th Annual International Conference on Digital Government Research, College Park, MD, 

282-291. New York, USA. 

Navarro-Galera, A., Alcaraz-Quiles, F. J., Ortiz-Rodríguez, D. 2016. Online dissemination of information on 

sustainability in regional governments. Effects of technological factors. In Government Information Quarterly 33: 

53-66.  

Navío-Marco, J., Anand, P. B. 2018. Governance and economics of smart cities: opportunities and challenges. In: 

Telecommunications policy 42: 795-799. 

OECD. 2020. Smart cities and inclusive growth.  

Osella, M., Ferro, E., Pautasso, M. E. 2016. Toward a methodological approach to assess public value in smart 

cities. In: Gil-Garcia J., Pardo T., Nam T. (eds.) Smarter as the New Urban Agenda. Springer, Schwitzerland. 129-

148 p.  

Pereira, G. V., Parycek, P., Falco, E., Kleinhaus, R. 2018. Smart governance in the context of smart cities: A 

literature review. In Information Polity 23(2): 1-20.  

Pereira, G. V., Cunha, M. A., Lampoltshammer, T. J., Parycek, P., Testa, M. G. 2017. Increasing collaboration 

and participation in smart city governance: A cross-case analysis of smart city initiatives. In Information 

Technology for Development 23(3): 526-553.  

Ruhland, R. W. S. 2018. The governance of smart cities: A systematic literature review. Cities 81: 1-23.  

Savoldelli, A., Codagnone, C., & Misuraca, G. 2014. Understanding the eGovernment Paradox: Learning from 

literature and practice on barriers to adoption. Government Information Quarterly, 31: 563–571.  

Simonofski, A., Asensio, E. S., Wautelet, Y. 2016. Chapter 4 - Citizen participation in the design of smart cities: 

methods and management In Visvizi, A., Lytras, M. Smart Cities: Issues and Challenges. Elsevier (2019) 

Scholl, H. J., Alawadhi, S. 2016. Smart governance as key to multi-jurisdictional smart city initiatives: The case 

of the e-CityGov Alliance. In Social Science Information.  55(2): 1-23 p. 

Scholl, H. J., Scholl, M. C. 2017. Smart governance: A roadmap of reserch and practice. Iconeference 2017 

Proceedings. 

Thon, N. Q., Nhu, D. T. 2020. Smart urban governance in smart city. IOP Conference Series: Materials Science 

and Engineering 869. 

Tomor, Z., Meijer, A., Michles, A., Geertman, S. 2019. Smart Governance for Sustainable Cities: Findings from 

a Systematic Literature Review. Journal of Urban Technology, 26:4, 3-27. 

Vaňová, A. 2021. Trends in the Urban Development. 

Vitálišová K., Vaňová A., Borseková K., Nagyová L., Cagáňová, D. 2020. Tools of Smart Governance in Cities 

of the Slovak Republic. In: Santos H., Pereira G., Budde M., Lopes S., Nikolic P. (eds) Science and Technologies 

for Smart Cities. SmartCity 360 2019. Lecture Notes of the Institute for Computer Sciences, Social Informatics 

and Telecommunications Engineering, vol 323. Springer, Cham.  

Vitálišová, K., Vaňová A., Borseková K., Rojíková D. Promotion as a Tool of Smart Governance in Cities. In: 

Paiva S., Lopes S.I., Zitouni R., Gupta N., Lopes S.F., Yonezawa T. 2021. (eds) Science and Technologies for 

Smart Cities. SmartCity360° 2020. Lecture Notes of the Institute for Computer Sciences, Social Informatics and 

Telecommunications Engineering, vol 372. Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-76063-2_33.  

Wijnhoven, F. Ehrenhard, M. Kuhn, J. 2015. Open government objectives and participation motivations. In 

Government Information Quarterly 32(1): 30-42.  

Zanella, A., Bui, N., Castellani, A. 2014. et al. Internet of things for smart cities. In IEEE Internet of Things Journal 

1(1): 22-32. 

https://journals.sagepub.com/toc/ssic/55/2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-76063-2_33


Zhang, J. J., Savage, V. R. 2020. The geopolitical ramifications of COVID-19: the Taiwanese exception. Eurasian 

Geography and Economics. 

 

 


