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Abstract 

The trend of platformization has invested not only the private sector but also the public one. In 

fact, platforms are considered a key tool for the future development and improvement of the 

public sector. However, projects that concern the development and implementation of public 

digital platforms encounter obstacles and challenges, and the use of such platforms often spreads 

with difficulty. In literature, the obstacles to the implementation and diffusion of public platforms 

are addressed taking into consideration technical and organizational aspects.  

This thesis tries to consider the issue from a broader perspective, understanding which types of 

policy Governments can make to favour the implementation and diffusion of public digital 

platforms. To do it, one example of such a platform is studied in detail: pagoPA, the Italian digital 

payment system for the Public Administration.  

This research employs both a qualitative approach – used to identify events that improved the 

diffusion of the platform – and a quantitative one – used to develop indicators to monitor the 

actual use of the platform. Combining them, it was possible to identify the Italian regions where 

sudden increments in the use of the platform are experienced, and to hypothesize the causes of 

such increments. In order to verify the hypothesis suggested by the data analysis, as well as to 

identify other reasons underlying the relevant increments found, semi-structured interviews with 

representatives of the interested regions were conducted. The content of the interview was 

synthesized in three case studies.  

With all the information collected, it was possible to identify three findings, valid not only for the 

pagoPA case but for all public digital platform projects: the fact that top-down impositions from 

the Government can be useful, but only under certain conditions; the importance of citizen’s 

participation; the importance of the private sector’s inclusion. This work concludes that the type 

of policies that support the implementation and diffusion of a public digital platform are those 

that involve all the sides of the platform at the same time, exploiting network effects.  
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Sommario 

Le piattaforme digitali sono considerate un elemento chiave per il miglioramento e 

l’efficientamento della Pubblica Amministrazione. Tuttavia, i progetti di sviluppo e 

implementazione di piattaforme digitali pubbliche vanno spesso incontro a ostacoli, e l’uso di 

queste piattaforme fatica a diffondersi nel rispetto dei tempi previsti. Nella letteratura, queste 

difficoltà di implementazione e diffusione vengono affrontate dal punto di vista tecnico e 

organizzativo. 

Questa tesi considera il problema da una prospettiva più ampia, cercando di individuare quali tipi 

di politiche i Governi possono adottare per favorire la diffusione delle piattaforme digitali 

pubbliche. Per fare questo, viene proposto uno studio dettagliato di una di queste piattaforme: 

pagoPA, la piattaforma per i pagamenti digitali verso la Pubblica Amministrazione Italiana. 

Nel condurre la ricerca è stato impiegato sia un approccio qualitativo, per individuare eventi 

relativi alla diffusione di pagoPA, sia un approccio quantitativo, consistente nello sviluppo di 

indicatori e nell’applicazione degli stessi a dati reali per monitorare l’effettivo stato di diffusione 

della piattaforma. Combinando i risultati ottenuti, è stato possibile identificare le regioni italiane 

dove sono stati registrati improvvisi incrementi nell’uso della piattaforma e ipotizzare le ragioni 

sottostanti tali incrementi. Per verificare la fondatezza delle ipotesi e per capire a quali tipi di 

politiche fosse legata una rapida diffusione della piattaforma, sono stati intervistati dei 

rappresentanti delle regioni interessate. 

Con tutte le informazioni ottenute, è stato possibile individuare tre risultati, validi non solo per il 

caso in esame, ma generalizzabili a qualunque piattaforma digitale pubblica: il fatto che le 

scadenze normative imposte dai Governi possono essere utili, ma solo sotto certe condizioni; 

l’importanza della partecipazione dei cittadini; l’importanza del coinvolgimento del settore 

privato. La conclusione di questo elaborato è che le politiche che favoriscono la diffusione delle 

piattaforme digitali pubbliche sono quelle che spingono tutti i partecipanti della piattaforma ad 

unirsi alla stessa contemporaneamente.  
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Executive summary 

Digital platforms play an increasingly central role in everyday life, shaping the way we 

communicate, conduct business, share knowledge. The main beneficiary of the platform economy 

has up to now been the private sector, which has been fast in recognizing and capturing the 

opportunities that arise from the platform ecosystem and has given birth to extremely successful 

companies such as Amazon, Facebook, Google, Alibaba, and others. However, also the public 

sector has understood the potential of these technologies, and Governments are developing public 

digital platforms in order to provide easily accessible, secure, reliable, and personalized services 

to citizens. The complexity of the public sector, though, means that projects to implement and 

make effective these platforms often encounter delays, obstacles, and postponements. On the 

other hand, differently from private companies, Governments have at their disposal the possibility 

to make policies that influence the success of such projects. This topic is poorly discussed in the 

literature, and therefore this thesis aims at addressing the issue of the difficulties encountered by 

public platforms projects from the policymakers’ perspective, trying to provide an answer to the 

question:  

Which types of policy support the introduction and the diffusion of public digital platforms? 

The thesis begins with an extensive literature review aimed at explaining the state of the art of the 

theoretical knowledge about the two themes of this research: digital platforms, in particular their 

role in the public sector, and the policymaking theory. 

As regards the former topic, the main definitions of the term platform provided by scholars are 

reported, to eventually identify a definition that is used as a point of reference for this thesis: 

A platform is a matchmaker that reduces market friction and can experience network effects. 

Then, the studies that highlight the reasons underlying the diffusion and popularity of digital 

platforms are reported. Afterwards, the characteristics of public digital platforms identified by 

scholars are presented, in order to show how they differ from private ones. Finally, starting with 

citing O’Reilly’s model of Government as a Platform and continuing with providing more modern 

points of view, the importance attributed by the literature to the role of digital platforms in the 

public sector is explained. 

As regards policymaking theory, the different opinions present among scholars about the exact 

meaning of public policy are firstly provided, to then report the common elements that these 

opinions share as proposed by Cairney (2012), and introduce the concept of the policy process, a 

general process whose final output is the implementation of a new policy or a policy change, and 

the assessment of the policy’s effects. Then, the actors of the policy process, their types, roles, 

and resources are reported as proposed by Dente (2014). Eventually, the most important theories 
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on policymaking are explained: the Policy Cycle, the Multiple Stream Analysis theory, the 

Punctuated Equilibrium theory, and the Advocacy Coalition Framework. 

In order to answer the research question, this thesis studies in depth a specific example of public 

digital platform and its diffusion within Italy, and generalizes the findings obtained to propose 

key insights that are valuable for every platform of this type. 

The case analyzed is that of the Italian digital payment system for the Public Administration: 

pagoPA. The objective behind the pagoPA project is that all the payments toward Public 

Administrations shall pass through the system. The research of this thesis, however, focuses on 

the payments directed towards municipalities, as they are the main part of Public Administration 

and their adherence to the platform has been prioritized by the Italian Government. 

In order to treat a complex case such as that of pagoPA with adequate precision, this thesis 

provides a detailed description of the context in which this project is set. Therefore, the evolution 

and current state of the Italian Digital Governance is reported, to introduce the actors involved in 

pagoPA’s diffusion policy process. Then the role of pagoPA as an enabling platform within a 

wider digitalization strategy of the Country is discussed, reporting the content of the two main 

documents that outline the Italian Digital Strategy. Furthermore, since pagoPA involves different 

public entities, the structure of the Italian Public Administration is explained, reporting the various 

territorial entities present in the country, their role, and their autonomy in the technological 

innovation and digitization process. 

After the context in which pagoPA is set, the general functioning of the payment system is 

explained. In addition, the formal analysis of the complexity of pagoPA’s policy network is 

performed, using the tools suggested by Dente and reported in the literature review.  

The methodology used to conduct the research is then explained. In order to answer the research 

question through the study of the pagoPA case, both quantitative and qualitative approaches were 

used. The quantitative part consisted of analyzing data about all the transactions operated through 

pagoPA and building metrics for understanding the diffusion of the system’s use among 

municipalities over time. On the other hand, the qualitative part consisted of building a timeline 

with all the relevant events concerning pagoPA and its adoption, as well as of semi-structured 

interviews with stakeholders identified as central in the diffusion process at a national or regional 

level. The metric of the indicators developed and the and logic behind them is explained, before 

providing the actual results of the indicators and their interpretation. 

The information collected during the interviews, which were directed to representatives of the 

three Italian regions that witnessed the highest increments in the use of the platform (Trento 

Autonomous Province, Piedmont, and Sardinia), is presented in the form of three case studies, 
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which highlight the best practices and solutions implemented to spread the use of pagoPA among 

the regions’ municipalities. 

Eventually, a discussion that comprehensively links together the results obtained with the data 

analysis, the timeline, and the interviews is done. From this discussion, three main findings 

emerge, valid not only for the specific case studied in this research, but for every type of public 

digital platform: the fact that top-down impositions from the central Government can be useful, 

but only if the entities that receive these impositions are immersed in an environment that allows 

them to respect the impositions; the fact that citizens are a key element for the success of a public 

digital platform, as they are its final users and their participation has the effect of pushing the 

other sides of the platform to join it; the fact that favouring the creation of a prolific environment 

where more actors, also private ones, can capture the opportunity to contribute to the diffusion of 

the platform is important for the project’s success. 

In conclusion, to answer the research question, it has to be kept in mind that the main characteristic 

of a platform, being private or public, is that its success is affected by network effects. The type 

of policies that support the implementation and diffusion of a public digital platform are those 

that take this characteristic into consideration and involve all the sides of the platform at the same 

time, ensuring that the network effects are positive and that they drive the platform’s growth. 

In the end, suggestions on how the research can be conducted further are discussed, including the 

need to prove the conclusions by studying other public digital platforms and the benefit of 

identifying practical examples of policies that have been successfully employed by Governments 

to support platforms’ diffusion. 
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1 Literature review 

The literature review aimed to establish a comprehensive and up-to-date knowledge about the two 

main themes concerning the research: digital platforms, in particular their role in the public 

sector, and the policymaking theory. This chapter describes the methodology used to search, 

select, manage, and study the material about these topics, as well as an overview of the main 

takeaways for each topic. 

1.1 Literature Review Methodology 

In order to build a solid theoretical background on digital platforms and policymaking theory, it 

was necessary to consult numerous articles and publications. The main sources used to find this 

material have been online portals such as Google Scholar, Researchgate, and Scopus. These 

websites provide access to an exhaustive catalogue of academic papers, categorized by author, 

date of publication, and topic. Besides, they provide links to all the sources referenced by every 

paper, and to all the publications by which each paper is cited. This feature allowed to find the 

material rather quickly since the sources of a relevant article often proved to be relevant 

themselves. However, this was not always the case and several articles were discarded after being 

read due to the lack of consistency with the research topics. 

For the study of policymaking theory, another useful source of material was the website Paul 

Cairney: Politics and Public Policy. It consists of a blog, curated by Paul Cairney, Professor of 

Politics and Public Policy at the University of Stirling, aimed at highlighting key policy theories 

and concepts. The blog gives a neophyte an overview of the main research areas of policymaking 

theory and a list of articles and publications to draw on. 

In order to manage the studying material, the documents have been catalogued in a database that 

stores their progressive code, the date in which they’ve been read, the title, the author(s), the year 

of publication, the topic, a summary of the content, a brief comment on the content, and their level 

of interest. This last attribute allows to understand at a glance the importance of each document 

for the research and was needed because some papers seemed of interest according to their 

abstract, but turned out to be completely or partially off-topic when read more carefully. 

Therefore, each paper was rated of high importance (A), medium importance (B), or low 

importance (C), depending on how much value it added to the research.  

Below an element of the database is shown as an example: 

Code 30 

Date 11/05/2020 

Title Comparison of Theories of the Policy Process 

Author(s) Tanya Heikkila, Paul Cairney 
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Year 2017 

Topic Policymaking 

Content Compares all the major theories in policymaking, to consider how to combine 

their insights or accept some and reject others. Includes the key elements of the 

policymaking process 

Comment Useful to understand which are the main theoretical models in policymaking 

theory 

Interest A 

TABLE 1 - LITERATURE REVIEW DATABASE STRUCTURE 

1.2 Digital platforms in the public sector 

The issue of the role of digital platforms in the public sector is a small branch of the wider topic 

of digital platforms (Brown, et al. 2017). Hence, in order to frame the context of this part of the 

research in a clear and precise way, this chapter is divided into three parts. Firstly, the different 

definitions of “platform” provided by scholars are discussed, to eventually come up with a 

comprehensive definition in line with the scope of this research to use as a point of reference. 

Secondly, the characteristics of digital platforms and the differences between platforms of the 

private and public sector found in the literature are reported. Lastly, the importance for the public 

sectors that scholars attribute to platforms is assessed, including benefits and challenges that 

platforms provide for this sector. 

1.2.1 Definition of platform  

The proposals made by scholars for the definition of “platform” have been numerous, and they 

often depend on the context which the researchers are investigating (Brown, et al. 2017). 

However, some recurring themes help to frame a clear picture of what is intended, in general, for 

a platform. A platform is a nexus of rules and infrastructure that facilitate interactions among 

network users (Eisenmann, Parker and Van Alstyne, Platform Envelopement 2011). In other 

words, a platform is a published standard, together with a governance model, that facilitates third-

party participation (Parker and Van Alstyne 2016). Platforms provide building blocks that serve 

as the foundation for complementary products and services (Cusumano and Gawer 2002). They 

also create value by enabling direct interactions between two or more distinct sides (Hagiu and 

Wright 2015). Because of the presence of these different sides, it is possible to refer to platforms 

also as “multisided platforms” (Evans, The Antitrust Economics of Multi-Sided Platform Markets 

2003). In addition, highlighting the fact that they match the offer of one side with the demand of 

the other side, multisided platforms are defined as “matchmakers” (Evans and Schmalensee 

2016). The way platforms create value for their sides is by reducing the frictions that the sides 

have when they interact with each other, the so-called market frictions (Evans and Schmalensee 
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2016). Finally, an important characteristic of platforms, derived from being multisided, is the fact 

that they can experience network effects (Parker and Van Alstyne 2016). These are externalities 

that affect the value that the platform has for the sides. They can be same-side network effects, 

when they affect the side where they originate from, or cross-side network effects, when they 

affect a side different from the one they originate from. 

Among the possible properties and definitions found in literature, the one provided by Evans and 

Schmalensee seemed to point out the features that best highlight the essence of a platform in the 

context of this research: 

They are called platforms because they usually operate a physical or virtual place that helps the 

different customers get together. Their efforts are aimed at reducing a market friction. Such a 

reduction is a necessary but not sufficient condition for a multi-sided platform to succeed. 

(Evans and Schmalensee 2016). 

In addition, the peculiar characteristic of resenting of network effects, as pointed out by 

Eisenmann, Parker, and Van Alstyne, is of particular importance for understanding the 

mechanisms underlying the growth and diffusion of a platform: 

Over time, dominant players typically emerge within layers that are subject to strong scale 

economies due to fixed costs and network effects. (Eisenmann, Parker and Van Alstyne 2008) 

The definitions and characteristics of platforms reported above helped to formalize a definition 

that is used through the whole thesis as a point of reference when referring to platforms: 

A platform is a matchmaker that reduces market friction and can experience network effects. 

According to this definition, platforms can also exist in the physical world. An example of this is 

a shopping mall (Eisenmann, Parker and Van Alstyne 2011), where merchants and customers are 

the two sides. For the merchants, the friction reduced is the risk of not being visited by many 

customers. For the customers, the friction reduced is the necessity of going to different places, 

one far from the other, to buy different products. The mall places several merchants under the 

same roof, attracting more customers that want a complete and diverse customer experience.  This 

is also a good example of a positive cross-side network effect, since more shops will increase the 

value of the mall for the clients, which will go more numerous to the mall, increasing its value 

for the merchants and so on, in a virtuous cycle. 

However, physical platforms lie outside of the scope of this research, which focuses on the 

diffusion of a particular subset of platforms: digital platforms. A satisfactory definition of “digital 

platform” has not been found in literature, as the logical step from “platform” to “digital platform” 

is often taken for granted. 
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For the sake of completeness, a formal definition of digital platform is here provided.  

A digital platform is a platform that serves its role through digital technologies 

The extreme simplicity of this definition explains why the clarification of the difference between 

physical and digital platform has been overlooked by scholars: the general characteristics of a 

platform remain unchanged by the fact of it being digital or physical, the only difference is that 

the sides of the platforms are matched virtually in one case and physically in the other one.  

In the next chapters, only digital platforms are considered. 

1.2.2 The diffusion of digital platforms 

The reason for the birth and diffusion of digital platforms is due to the interplay of three major 

trends (Brown, et al. 2017).  

The “shared plumbing” of the Internet has ushered in an era of net-enabled business 

transformation, or NBT (Straub and Watson 2001), enabling organizations to reconfigure their 

interactions with customers and suppliers to improve their financial and operational performance 

(Barua, et al. 2004). This has been accompanied by the adoption of a “service-dominant logic” 

(Lusch e Nambisan 2015) whereby services rather than products have become the focus of 

business. Both NBT and the move towards service arise, in part, because of the opportunities 

provided by the Internet for consuming standard, commoditized process capabilities (Davenport 

2005), and content (Iyer e Davenport 2005) from others, rather than generating everything from 

within a single organization. This commoditization of services has provided significant 

economies of scale, with costs spread across a large volume of standardized components. A 

distinctive new form of organization to emerge from this interaction between Internet 

infrastructure, NBT and servitization is the digital platform ecosystem (Brown, et al. 2017), which 

comprises a platform and its sides. 

The main beneficiary of the platform economy has up to now been the private sector, which has 

been fast in recognizing and capturing the opportunities that arise from the platform ecosystem 

and has given birth to extremely successful companies such as Amazon, Facebook, Google, 

Alibaba, and others. For this reason, also the academic literature has focused mainly on the private 

sector, with little consideration of the impact that digital platforms can have on the public sector. 

However, even if academic interest has been mild, governments, and among them the Italian one, 

have demonstrated practical interest in the concept of platforms. They, too, are seeking to capture 

the advantages that platforms provide to answer the need for fundamental, Internet-enabled 

transformation (Brown, et al. 2017). 
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1.2.3 Characteristics of public digital platforms 

On the topic of public digital platforms, scholars have suggested that the substantial differences 

that the public sector has with the private sector, notably in areas such as profit orientation (absent 

in the public sector) and universality of services, translate into public platforms with different 

characteristics respect to the private ones, even if the definition of platform provided in the 

previous chapter still holds. 

The main differences between private and public platforms proposed by researchers can be 

summarized in five characteristics (Ottlewski and Gollnhofer 2019): 

1. Platform Owner: 

the main and most obvious distinction between a private sector and a public sector 

platform is the platform owner. In the case of private sector platforms, the owners are 

corporations, start-ups, or other private sector institutions. On the other hand, public 

sector platforms are established by governmental organizations and institutions, non-

governmental institutions, and central, regional, and local governments, primarily to 

address societal challenges and to allow citizens to connect and to exchange services. 

 
2. Objectives: 

another characteristic that distinguishes the two platform types are the objectives. The 

general goal of private sector platforms is to provide an online basis for pricing, matching, 

and exchange processes to suppliers and consumers (Sundarajan 2013). Private sector 

platforms are geared for profit maximization (Prahaland and Ramaswamy 2004), e.g., by 

monetizing searches, the exchange of goods, social networks, professional networks, 

assets, and human activities (Belk 2014). Public sector platforms address socio-economic 

challenges (Porter and Kramer 2011). Charitable organizations, NGOs, public 

policymakers, or regulators provide such platforms to allow for better match-making 

between different parties, for instance, during catastrophic events (Bird, Ling and Haynes 

2012). Public platforms aim at efficiency, inclusion, institutional change, and improved 

collaboration between citizens and government agencies (Zissis and Lekkas 2011). 

 

3. Exemplary industries: 

private and public sector platforms also differ by the industries they are operating in. 

Private sector platforms can typically be found in large industries of the private sector, 

such as mobility, accommodation, telecommunications, media, and entertainment. In 

contrast, public sector platforms operate in domains that are typical of the responsibilities 

of governmental institutions, such as education, housing, community amenities, 

economic affairs, and others (Ottlewski and Gollnhofer 2019). 
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4. Business Model: 

a business model consists of four elements: the customer (who are the target customers?), 

the value proposition (what is offered to the customers?), the value chain (how are the 

offerings produced?), and the profit mechanism (why does it generate profit?) 

(Gassmann, Frankenberger and Csik 2014). The new developments of the platform 

economy result in new alliances and partnerships on the market, thus new types of 

business models are developing. However, the resulting business models differ between 

private sector and public sector platforms. The target customers of a private sector 

platform business model are various consumer segments, other participating parties of 

the platform, and shareholders. The offers of private sector platforms are versatile and 

include simple services, stationary offers, digital marketplaces, forums, enablers, hubs, 

or any combination of these (Perren and Kozinets 2018). These offerings are produced 

by engaging different parties on the platform, creating a market, connecting, pairing or 

equipping actors, helping them to provide services to other actors, acting as an 

intermediary, mediating the service flow, and/or providing a platform for a centralized 

exchange (Perren and Kozinets 2018). There are different profit mechanisms such as 

charging commission fees for mediating services, generating revenue as a retailer and 

service provider, financing the platform through advertising, or monetizing the platform 

services by charging user or membership fees. The target customers of public sector 

platforms are the overall public, citizens, communities, and interest groups. The offers of 

public sector platforms are diverse – for example, connecting citizens with each other or 

with public institutions, providing information, and providing or receiving help and 

assistance via the platform. These offerings are produced through alliances with other 

public sector platforms, with private sector providers, with the civil society, digital 

providers, or even with academic bodies and researchers (Ottlewski and Gollnhofer 

2019). One specific characteristic of public sector platforms and their value chain is the 

cooperation between the central, regional, and local government along with private actors 

to achieve “socio-economic benefits and innovation, involving a diverse portfolio of 

systems and registers” (Ottlewski and Gollnhofer 2019). Public sector platforms strongly 

differ from private sector platforms on the profit mechanisms as they are non-profit 

oriented by nature (Bygstad and D'Silva 2015). However, they have a positive financial 

effect since public expenses can be reduced by entering private-public partnerships, 

through sponsoring, or by connecting and actively engaging citizens. 

 

5. Challenges: 
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a final distinction between private and public sector platforms can be made about the 

challenges they are facing. Private sector platforms are confronted with problems of 

scaling, consumer and producer acquisition, and the active participation of platform 

participants. Public sector platforms are confronted with different challenges, such as 

the citizens’ perception and actual usage of the provided platform solutions, tackling the 

causes and not the symptoms, and creating an active engagement of citizens through the 

platform (Ottlewski and Gollnhofer 2019). 

  



19 
 

The table below summarizes the main differences already discussed. 

Characteristic Private sector Platforms Public sector Platforms 

Platform owner 
▪ Corporations 

▪ Start-ups 

▪ Governmental organizations and 

institutions 

▪ Non-governmental institutions 

▪ Central, regional and local government 

Objectives 

▪ Pricing, matching, and exchange  

▪ Profit maximization 

▪ Monetizing searches, social networks, 

professional 

networks, assets, human activities  

▪ Generating competition, dynamism and 

scale 

▪ Monetizing network effects 

▪ Connecting and engaging citizens in 

current societal, environmental, 

governmental issues 
▪ Enhancing consumer well-being  

▪ Efficiency, inclusion and institutional 

change 

▪ Improving the collaboration between 

citizens and 

government agencies 

▪ Synergizing rather than competing 

▪ Integrating inner and outer resources to 
create 

decentralized innovation  

▪ Reaching socio-economic objectives 
Exemplary industries ▪ Mobility 

▪ Accommodation 

▪ Telecommunications, media, and 

entertainment 

▪ Retail and consumer products 

▪ Banking and financial markets 
▪ Electronics 

▪ Energy and utilities 

▪ Healthcare 

▪ Insurance 

▪ Manufacturing 

▪ Education  

▪ Housing and community amenities 

▪ General public services  

▪ Economic affairs  
▪ Health  

▪ Environmental protection  

▪ Culture and religion 

▪ Integration 

▪ Defense 
 

Business models Customer 

▪ Consumers 

▪ Participating parties on the platform 
▪ Shareholders 

▪ Service/product providers on the 

platform 

Value proposition 

▪ services 

▪ stationary offers 

▪ digital marketplaces 

▪ forums 
▪ matchmakers 

▪ enablers 

▪ hubs 

▪ combinations of the above 

Value chain 

▪ engaging different parties on the 

platform 
▪ connecting actors 

▪ creating a market 

▪ equipping actors 

▪ helping them to provide services to 

other actors 

▪ acting as an intermediary 

▪ pairing actors 

▪ mediating the service flow 
▪ providing a platform for a centralized 

exchange 

Profit mechanism 

▪ commission for mediating services 

▪ revenue as a retailer and service provider 

▪ financed by advertising 

▪ monetization of platform services  

Customer 

▪ Overall public 
▪ Citizens 

▪ Policymakers 

▪ Governmental institutions 

▪ Communities, interest groups 

Value proposition 

▪ connecting citizens with other citizens 

▪ providing information 

▪ receiving help/assistance via the 
platform 

▪ supports the matchmaking function of 

the 

governmental institution 

Value chain 

▪ offerings produced by forming 

alliances 
▪ joint cooperation between the central, 

regional, and 

local governments 

▪ integration of private actors 

(www.platformization.org) 

Profit mechanism 

▪ value not defined in monetary terms 

▪ savings for the community by 
connecting citizens and 

engaging them in volunteering 

▪ financed by the public sector or by 

private–public 

partnerships, sponsoring to cover the costs 

involved 

Challenges 
▪ scaling 

▪ chicken/egg problem  

▪ participation of platform users 

▪ citizens’ perception and actual usage of 
the provided 

platform solution 

▪ tackling the causes, not the symptoms 

▪ active engagement of citizens 

TABLE 2 - SUMMARY OF KEY DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PRIVATE SECTOR AND PUBLIC SECTOR PLATFORMS 
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1.2.4 Importance of platforms in the public sector 

1.2.4.1 Theoretical studies 

One of the best-known attempts to conceptualize the centrality of the platform economy for the 

public sector is the notion of Government as a Platform, or Gaap, defined by O’Reilly in 2009, 

which describes the use of collaborative technologies to enable more participatory Government 

(also referred to as Government 2.0) and better solve collective problems at a city, region, 

national, and international level. It emphasizes the role of citizen engagement, including 

participation in the policy process. Participation is vital because the Government is, at the bottom, 

a mechanism for collective action: “we band together, make laws, pay taxes, and build the 

institutions of government to manage problems that are too large for us individually and whose 

solution is in our common interest” (O'Reilly 2010). With GaaP, the traditional model of 

Government, where citizens expect services in exchange for taxes, is challenged. O’Reilly points 

out that information produced by and on behalf of citizens is of extreme value for the economy 

and the nation, and the government has a responsibility to treat that information as a national 

asset. Besides, citizens are connected like never before and have the skill sets and passion to solve 

problems affecting them locally as well as nationally. Government information and services can 

be provided to citizens where and when they need them. Citizens are empowered to spark the 

innovation that will result in an improved approach to governance. In this model, the Government 

is a convener and an enabler rather than the first mover of civic action (O'Reilly 2010). 

In his article “Government as a Platform” (2010), O’Reilly highlights which lessons governments 

can take from the success of computer platforms. In his analysis, the focus is primarily on the 

application of platform thinking to government technology projects, even if has been noted that 

the idea of government as a platform applies to every aspect of the government’s role in society. 

Looking at the history of the computer industry, O’Reilly highlights seven principles, that are 

briefly described below. 

1. Open standards spark innovation and growth: 

On the topic of how to build an innovative and high-growing platform ecosystem, 

O’Reilly finds two lessons for governments. The first is the extraordinary power of open 

standards to foster innovation. When the barriers to entry to a market are low, 

entrepreneurs are free to invent the future. When barriers are high, innovation moves 

elsewhere. The second is that vibrant platforms become less generative over time, usually 

because the platform vendor has begun to compete with its developer ecosystem. 

The issue raised by O’Reilly, instead of being that government should play an important 

role in antitrust enforcement, keeping a level playing field, is that there may be an 

“antitrust 2.0” alternative. The question is if, rather than simply limiting the size or power 
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of an entrenched player, governments can insist on openness and interoperability to cause 

a “market reset,” through which innovation can once again flourish. He claims that one 

of the most important ways that government can promote competition is not through after-

the-fact antitrust enforcement but by encouraging more innovation, and that the best way 

to do it is with open standards. In considering how open, generative systems eventually 

become closed over time, losing their innovative spark in the process, an additional issue 

for governments is found: as platform providers, when do they stop being generative, and 

when do they start to compete with the private sector? When do their decisions raise 

barriers to marketplace entry rather than reduce them? What programs or functions that 

were used to bootstrap a new market get in the way? O’Reilly points out that there is no 

Justice Department that can bring an antitrust action against the government; there is no 

Schumpeterian “creative destruction” to bring unneeded government programs to an end. 

Deep thinking is required about how to end programs that no longer work, and how to 

use the platform power of the government not to extend the government’s reach, but 

instead, how to use it to better enable its citizenry and its economy. 

 

2. Build a simple system and let it evolve: 

O’Reilly suggests, echoing John Gall’s words, that “A complex system that works is 

invariably found to have evolved from a simple system that worked. The inverse 

proposition also appears to be true. A complex system designed from scratch never works 

and cannot be made to work. You have to start over beginning with a working simple 

system.” (Gall 1977). According to O’Reilly, designing simple systems is one of the great 

challenges of Government 2.0. It means the end of grand, feature-filled programs, and 

their replacement by minimal services extensible by others. The author argues that even 

if this seems like a real challenge, it can be done by getting a philosophy 

of simplicity into projects, understanding that designing foundations that others can build 

on is an important part of platform thinking. The key step is about creating the starting 

point, something that others can reuse and extend (O'Reilly 2010).  

In fact, government-funded projects that were successful because of their simplicity and 

extensibility have already been carried out. An example is the TCP/IP protocol, which in 

the 1980s was predicted to be just an intermediary step towards the comprehensive and 

complete Open Systems Interconnect (OSI) model for computer networking. Over time, 

the simpler protocols of the Internet grew richer and more complex, while the OSI 

protocol stack became relegated to the status of an academic reference model used to 

describe network architecture. 

Simplicity and extensibility are key features also for another key Government 2.0 

principle already mentioned, the fact that data are a crucial asset for an improved 
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functioning of governments. But even in this case, the goal is not just to provide greater 

access to government data, but to establish a simple framework that makes it possible for 

the nation – the citizens, not just the government – to create and share useful data. 

 

3. Design for participation 

Closely related to the idea of simplicity is the idea of designing for participation. 

Participatory systems have often to be remarkably simple, or they would not work. But 

O’Reilly argues that when a system is designed from the ground up to consist of 

components developed by independent developers (which in a government context can 

be countries, federal agencies, states, cities, private sector entities) chances for it to 

become a success increase dramatically. It is therefore crucial, in designing a 

participatory platform, the role of who defines the set of rules that coordinate how 

contributions and improvements can be made to the platform, the so-called “choice 

architect” (Thaler and Sunstein 2009). According to O’Reilly, in the context of 

government as a platform, the key question is what architectures will lead to the most 

generative outcome. The goal is to design programs and supporting infrastructure that 

enable citizens to do most of the work. 

The author underlines the importance of truly understanding what the three design 

principles of transparency, participation, and collaboration mean in the context of 

technology. For example, the positive impact of transparency is not limited to allowing 

journalists and watchdog groups to disclose cost overruns in government projects or 

highlight the influence of lobbyists. The same openness that enables transparency also 

enables innovation, as developers build applications that reuse government data in 

unexpected ways. Likewise, one can be misled by the notion of participation to think that 

it’s limited to having government decision-makers “get input” from citizens. It’s a trap 

for outsiders to think that Government 2.0 is a way to use new technology to amplify the 

voices of citizens to influence those in power, and by insiders as a way to harness and 

channel those voices to advance their causes. Instead, participation means true 

engagement with citizens in the business of government and actual collaboration with 

citizens in the design of government programs. 

 

4. Learn from your “hackers” 

O’Reilly suggests that the secret of generative systems is that the most creative ideas for 

how a new platform can be used do not necessarily come from the creators of the 

platform. From a list of examples (among others, the fact that Bill Gates, Dan Bricklin 

and Bob Frankston developed the “killer applications” that made the IBM personal 

computer such a success, not the company itself), the author extrapolates a hint on how 
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technology advances as each new generation stands on the shoulders of preceding giants: 

fundamental technology breakthroughs are often not exploited by their creators, but by a 

second generation of entrepreneurs who put it to work. However, advances do not just 

come from entrepreneurs playing by the rules of new platforms. Sometimes they come 

from those who break the rules, as happened with the creation of HousingMaps.com, a 

Google Maps mashup that took data from another Internet site, Craigslist.org, creating an 

application that put Craigslist apartment and home listings onto a Google Map. Instead 

of suing the creator of the mashup, Google hired him and soon put out an API that made 

it easier for anyone to do what he did, making mapping an integral part of every web 

developer’s toolkit. Powerful lessons can be learned from this example for governments 

opening up access to their data via APIs. Developers may use those APIs in unexpected 

ways, which is a positive outcome. When signs of uses that were not considered appear, 

the response should be quick, adapting the APIs to those new uses rather than trying to 

block them. Having independent developers build applications that provide information 

to citizens is a benefit both to citizens and to overworked government agencies, not 

copyright infringement and intellectual property theft. The whole point of government as 

a platform is to encourage the private sector to build applications that governments did 

not consider or do not have the resources to create, and open data is a powerful way to 

enable the private sector to do it. It must be kept in mind, though, that being data so 

valuable, companies will find an advantage in taking data created at public expense and 

working to take control of that data for private gain. Therefore even if public data should 

be available for the private sector, they have to remain public and not become an exclusive 

property of one player or another. 

 

5. Data mining allows you to harness implicit participation 

O’Reilly claims that just like private players do, also governments should be able to 

extract value from the implicit participation of citizens in their services. For example, the 

data generated by the interaction with the public services can be used to a new, dynamic 

pricing system for Medicare (a health insurance program in the United States). Because 

of the political difficulty of such an intervention, it’s unlikely that Medicare would be 

allowed to unilaterally introduce such an algorithmic payment system. As a result, the 

author suggests that this kind of innovation will come first from the private sector, which 

will trounce its competition in the same way that Google trounced its competitors in the 

search advertising market. As a platform provider, though, it’s possible to see how 

government investment in the data infrastructure to measure and report on outcomes 

could jump-start and encourage private sector investment. Real-time linkage of health 

costs and outcomes data will lead to wholesale changes in medical practice when an 



24 
 

innovative health care provider uses them to improve its effectiveness and lower its costs. 

Such a breakthrough would sooner or later be copied by less effective providers. So rather 

than attempting to enforce better practices through detailed regulations, a Government 

2.0 approach would use open government data to enable innovative private sector 

participants to improve their products and services. 

 

6. Lower the barriers to experimentation 

One of the advantages of web-based business models is the ease of experimentation. 

Companies routinely run A/B tests of new features on subsets of their users. They add 

and subtract features in real-time in a process of constant improvement. This idea of 

trying, failing fast, understanding from the failure, and improving for the next iteration 

has been conceptualized by Eric Ries as the “Lean Start-up” approach (Ries 2009). The 

cornerstone of this approach is the creation of a Minimum Viable Product (MVP), whose 

release allows the company to test one of its hypotheses about the market and adapt 

accordingly. Then, the next hypothesis is tested, in an iterative process, until the final, 

winning product is released. This is at great variance with typical government thinking, 

which, by ignoring the possibility of failure, paradoxically creates the conditions that 

encourage it. Government 2.0 requires a new approach to the design of programs, not as 

finished products, perfected in a congressional bill, executive order, or procurement 

specification, but as ongoing experiments. According to O’Reilly, this is likely the 

greatest challenge in Government 2.0, not only because of the nature of the government 

procurement process, but also because government programs are often dictated by 

legislation, or by agency regulations that are outside the scope of the agency actually 

making the decisions. Besides, while the commercial marketplace benefits from 

Schumpeterian “creative destruction,” government programs are rarely scrapped or 

terminated. This is all the more reason why government programs must be designed from 

the outset not as a fixed set of specifications, but as open-ended platforms that allow for 

extensibility and revision by the marketplace. O’Reilly also believes that a cultural 

change is also required. Empowering employees to “fail forward fast” accepts and 

acknowledges that even when an experiment fails, something is still learned. Eventually, 

he highlights the importance that best practices are shared between agencies of federal 

governments, between states, and between municipalities. 

 

7. Lead by example 

With two powerful examples, O’Reilly explains why governments should show how 

public data can be used for improving citizens’ lives. When Microsoft introduced 

Microsoft Windows, it did not just introduce the platform; it introduced two applications, 
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Microsoft Word and Microsoft Excel, that showed off the ease of use that came with 

graphical user interfaces. When Apple introduced the iPhone, it did not even introduce 

the platform until its second year. First, it built a device with remarkable new features 

and a suite of applications that showed off its power. 

Even if, as it has already been explained, a platform provider should not compete with its 

developer ecosystem, it’s also a mistake to think that a platform can be built in the 

abstract. A great platform provider shows the way ahead and then takes time for the 

market to catch up. It is true that the sheer size and scope of governments’ data sets, as 

well as the remoteness of many of them from the everyday lives of citizens, makes for a 

bigger challenge. But that’s precisely what governments, according to O’Reilly, need to 

do: thinking deeply about what data resources and APIs will make the most difference to 

citizens, and invest strategically in applications that show what can be done. 

The seven principles of the GaaP have been researched and analyzed forward by scholars to find 

their validity or any possible limitations. It has been pointed out that the issue of central 

leadership, coordination, and authority seems to be underplayed, perhaps understandably because 

there is a sense that the GaaP model is about starting afresh – whereas governments are always 

starting from somewhere (Margetts and Nauman 2017). It has also been highlighted the risk that 

GaaP opens the door for a larger influence of organizations that already have an outsized influence 

on governments. This might happen because as governments release their data and APIs, third-

party actors will use them to build services and service brokers (packages of services). These third 

parties have less accountability, transparency, and different incentives than governments do 

(Alton 2019). This critique is linked to the fact that in the GaaP model the tension between 

principles is missing, in particular between participation and openness. As a matter of fact, crucial 

to participation is security – and that is true of both the private sector involvement and individual 

citizens who want to know that their data is secure and that they have control over it. That means 

that personal data is not open to anyone to whom it does not pertain (Margetts and Nauman 2017). 

Notwithstanding critiques and limitations, there is no doubt that many coherent and useful insights 

can be found in the GaaP approach (Margetts and Nauman 2017). The idea that platforms and 

platform economy can be a key tool for the future development and improvement of the public 

sector is strongly supported by scholars. It has been pointed out that governments must think 

differently about their role, becoming a platform for an ecosystem of partners including agencies, 

private businesses, not-for-profit organizations, social enterprises, and citizens that together can 

develop innovative services and business models (Bertrand 2019). Also, technology-enabled 

platforms are valuable canvases for engaging citizens in solving public-good challenges (Desouza 

e Akshay 2014). 

It has been noted (Saha 2020) that Public Digital Platforms deliver multiple benefits, by: 
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• Enabling citizens and businesses to deal with the government by providing easily 

accessible, secure, reliable, and personalized services, through multiple efficient 

channels. 

• Improving the integrity of the government ecosystems and services offered by connecting 

different parts of government in a coherent manner. 

• Increasing agility and responsiveness of government with interoperable and flexible 

platforms that are suited to changing needs, policies, or legislation. 

• Enhancing the effectiveness and efficiency of government policies and service delivery 

by supporting both digital and physical channels and interactions. 

• Controlling costs and increasing the speed of delivery through the reuse of resources and 

targeting government resources towards improving service delivery outcomes. 

• Enabling innovation and the use of technology to deliver digital services that are 

personalized, paperless, presence-less, proactive, perceptive, and pervasive. 

The benefits here proposed have been hypothesized applying the logic of private platform to the 

public sector. Over time, governments have started carrying out projects of this kind, allowing to 

conduct in-field analysis to verify whether theoretical conclusions find concrete applications. 

1.2.4.2 Empirical findings: the case of Suomi.fi  

Building on O’Reilly’s general and comprehensive analysis on how governments can exploit 

platforms and platform economy to deliver better services, scholars have analyzed real examples 

of public sector platforms to better understand the impact they have on this sector and the 

challenges that must be faced for their implementation. 

The research conducted by scholars ranges from the confrontation of different types of platforms 

and the roles that Governments of various countries have in their development and 

implementation (Van Gansen, Valayer and Allessie 2018), to the analysis of the impact of 

platforms on specific issues such as citizens’ participation and engagement (Desouza e Akshay 

2014; Dahl-Jørgensen and Parmiggiani 2020; Falco and Reinhout 2018). Studies about the 

development of specific complex projects that interest only one country have been carried out 

(Robles, Jonas e Lundell 2019; Datta, Walker and Amarilli 2020), as well as the comparison of 

Governments’ approach to the platform economy and GaaP (Margetts and Nauman 2017; Brown, 

et al. 2017). In addition, the relationship between Governments and private companies in the 

development of platforms has been studied (Paide, et al. 2018; Clarke 2018). 

The case study which is the most similar to pagoPA is that of Suomi.fi, the Finnish national 

platform built to be the single access point to all public services in Finland. Below, are reported 

key takeaways identified by scholars in the implementation of Suomi.fi, that helped to highlight 

criticalities present also in the pagoPA project, given the similarity between the services provided 
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by the two platforms. This analysis of the Suomi.fi case was carried out reading different papers 

on the topic (Yli-Huumo, Smolander and Päivärinta 2018; Robles, Jonas and Lundell 2019; 

Hautamäki and Oksanen 2018) and going to the Suomi.fi website1 to better understand the services 

provided and how the platform can be used from the citizens’ perspective. 

From 2005 to 2010, Finland has experienced a fast increase in the number of digital services 

developed by the public sector. The problem with this burgeoning development has been its 

decentralized nature: public institutions and organizations developed their services autonomously, 

based on their own needs. In this situation, no one had been considering the compatibility of 

different information systems and so the sharing of data between different services out of network 

was very difficult and often impossible. As a solution to this, the government started to create a 

national architecture for digital services (Hautamäki and Oksanen 2018).  

The most interesting part of the Suomi.fi platform is its e-services: on this platform, citizens and 

firms can establish e-transactions with authorities with the help of e-services and forms. Citizens 

can open their own account in which they receive official decisions and notifications concerning 

the services that are linked to it (Hautamäki and Oksanen 2018). 

Some of the issues that Suomi.fi is facing, as well as the benefits that it is producing, can be 

generalized for all kinds of public platforms. Insightful hints found in the literature are here briefly 

discussed. 

First of all, the usefulness of Suomi.fi depends on the scope of its services. Although the cost of 

producing a service is not the first question asked by public organizations, still the incentives of 

benefiting from service provided by “joining” Suomi.fi portal might depend on the average cost. 

Even if public sector organizations have a “statutory obligation” to join Suomi.fi, many systems 

developed by autonomous public organizations are incompatible and expensive to convert. It 

takes years to renew basic information systems. Another problem is allowing a combination of 

data from different sources and registers. This is needed to guarantee the usefulness of public 

services (one interface for many services), but the data security and protection of identity are 

serious and challenging problems (Hautamäki and Oksanen 2018). 

Another issue to consider is that the number of operations or transactions on Suomi.fi is dependent 

on how citizens benefit from its services. Therefore, if the portal is difficult to access and use and 

provides no user support services, the danger is that many people will drop out. This can be the 

case of older people who do not have computers and smartphones or limited knowledge in using 

this technology (Hautamäki and Oksanen 2018). 

 
1 https://www.suomi.fi/frontpage 

https://www.suomi.fi/frontpage
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However, the difficulties that arise in the development of complex and faceted projects such as 

public sector platforms should not discourage governments in the pursuit of these ambitious 

objectives, as the deriving benefits are substantial and encompass several dimensions. In the case 

of Suomi.fi, the platform has had a positive impact on the Finnish public administration’s 

openness and transparency, on its ability to share data and information between different 

stakeholders, in increasing communication and collaborations, on the reorganization of 

government through integration and interoperability, on cross-border government-to-government 

integration, and in increasing private development innovations on public services (Yli-Huumo, 

Smolander and Päivärinta 2018). The advantages deriving from the implementation of Suomi.fi 

identified by scholars are reported below, as proposed by Yli-Huumo, Smolander, and Päivärinta 

(2018). 

1. Openness and transparency: 

Public databases and registries were opened and made available to other public sector 

organizations and private sector businesses. In addition, Suomi.fi development was 

promoted as open-source development, which led to making source code of services 

available freely on GitHub. Anyone can see the source code of services such as the e-

Identification service. Besides, the development team provided frequent news and blog 

posts about the status and development of Suomi.fi concerning the program 

advancements, schedules, deadlines, and challenges, through an information channel 

called esuomi.fi. Finally, APIs of Suomi.fi that are available for service developers are 

listed on public API catalogues on the Internet. 

 

2. Sharing: 

All organizations are entitled to join the data exchange layer to use and provide data from 

registries and databases. According to a development organization representative, the 

data exchange layer helps retrieve data by applications that need to integrate several data 

sources. Data exchange enhances the efficiency of public services through boosted 

interoperability. Private businesses can also create new services through open data from 

public databases and registries. 

 

3. Increased communications and collaborations in G2C, G2B, and G2G: 

A representative of the Ministry of Finance described Suomi.fi as a “Shopping mall for 

citizens to access public services”. The Finnish Government provides the platform and 

technology (shopping mall), the service providers (both public and private) use Suomi.fi 

to provide the services (shops), and citizens and organizations enter the platform to use 

provided services (customers). Suomi.fi provides increased communication and 

collaboration between citizens, businesses, and the government. It is expected to 
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implement a customizable and personalizable one-stop service view for citizens and 

organizations. The platform removes the problem where “in every e-government service 

you need to log in separately, and it is jumping constantly from one place to another”. 

The objective is to create gradually a service where all public sector services and many 

private sector services can be accessed by citizens. 

 

4. Reorganization of government through integration and interoperability: 

Instead of individual point-to-point integrations between systems, Suomi.fi enhances 

many-to-many system interoperability. Besides the data exchange layer, also new e-

Identification service will increase interoperability among the public sector services. 

Additionally, the platform enables single sign-on to the services.  

 

5. Cross-border government-to-government integration: 

Finland and Estonia use the same technology (x-Road) for the data exchange layer. The 

x-Road technology was donated to Finland by Estonia for free and adopted as a basis for 

Finnish developments. A jointly established institute by Finland and Estonia develops the 

digital data exchange layer of x-Road technology further. In addition to co-operation in 

development, the two countries integrate also their very services and data exchange 

through the joint platform across borders. The cooperation between Finland and Estonia 

can be regarded as a step towards the Pan-European e-services, introducing an interesting 

aspect of e-government development in both countries. 

 

6. Increased private development innovations on public services 

The role of private sector businesses in the development of Suomi.fi was brought to 

attention many times. One of the goals of the project was “making the public sector more 

efficient and creating new business opportunities for the private sector.” This notes the 

current importance of private companies in Finnish e-government. Even though a few 

services were restricted from the private actors due to legal constraints, such as e-

identification, maps, payments, or messages, the data exchange layer, e-authorization, 

and service catalogue represent new opportunities for service innovation to private 

businesses. These services are free to use, which is expected to attract private actors as 

well. 

The benefits which stem from the implementation of Suomi.fi and have been highlighted by 

scholars partially coincide with those proposed by O’Reilly in his article about Government as a 

Platform. Since the theoretical advantages have found confirmation in empirical studies, it is 

widely accepted that digital platforms and platform economy can play an important role in 

answering questions about how to make the most of technology, how to work with citizens and 
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draw on the abilities of society at large to address needs, and how to rapidly test new approaches 

and ways of working in a fast-changing world. Platform economy is currently and will continue 

to be the state-of-the-art in public sector innovation (Hautamäki and Oksanen 2018). 

1.3 Public policy 

The second theme touched by this research is the study of public policy and the wide collection 

of theories that try to explain why and how governments take certain decisions instead of others. 

This topic is important for this research as the policy decisions taken by governments have an 

impact on the diffusion of success of platforms, both private and public ones (Jang, Kim and Lee 

2018). A strong theoretical background on how the policymaking process works helps to 

understand how Governments can produce effective policies aimed at capturing the advantages 

deriving from digital platforms reported in the previous chapter. 

Up to now, there is no direct answer to the question of how policy decisions are taken; a single, 

unified theory in public policy. Rather, the problem has been tackled by scholars from different 

perspectives, which led to a proliferation of theories that provide useful insights to be compared 

and combined with one another, highlighting different issues of public policy depending on what 

each theory is focused on. Some researchers focus on individual policymakers, examining how 

they analyze and understand policy problems (Simon 1976; Lindblom 1979). Others consider 

their beliefs and how receptive they are to particular ideas and approaches to the problem (Sabatier 

1988; Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier 1994). Some focus on institutions and the rules that 

policymakers follow (Selznick 1996; Judge 2005; Peters 2005), while others identify the powerful 

groups that influence how policies are made (Shanahan, McBeth and Hathaway 2011). There are 

also studies with a focus on the socio-economic context and consider the pressures that 

governments face when making policy (Richards and Smith 2004; Bach and Flinders 2004) 

The aim of this second part of the literature review is to report on the most important theories on 

public policy, providing an overview of this complex and fragmented field of study. 

1.3.1 Definition of public policy and the policy process 

The first step to approach public policy theory would be to find a satisfactory definition of public 

policy. This is particularly important because how public policy is defined affects how real policy 

issues are analyzed and understood (Cairney, Understanding Public Policy: Theories and issues 

2012). However, just as there is no single theory in public policy, there is no single definition for 

it, and scholars have provided several options. For example, Hogwood and Gunn (1985) have 

identified different ways in which “policy” can be understood: as a label for a field of activity 

(e.g. health policy); an expression of intent (e.g. 'we will improve healthcare'); specific proposals 

(e.g. a manifesto or white paper); decisions of government and the formal authorization of 

decisions (e.g. legislation); a program, or package of legislation, staffing and funding; 
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intermediate and ultimate outputs (e.g. more doctors, better medical care); outcomes, or what is 

actually achieved (better health); and a process, not an event, or a series of decisions, not a single 

decision. A collection of the various definitions of “policy” already proposed by scholars is here 

provided: 

The actions of government and the intentions that determine those actions. 

(Cochran, et al. 2010) 

Diverse activities by different bodies are drawn together into stable and predictable patterns of 

action which (as often as not) come to be labeled “policy”.  

(Colebatch 1998) 

“Policy” is a general term used to describe a formal decision or plan of action adopted by an 

actor… to achieve a particular goal ... “Public policy” is a more specific term applied to a formal 

decision or a plan of action that has been taken by, or has involved, a state organization. 

(Richards and Smith 2002) 

Whatever governments choose to do or not to do.  

(Dye 2013) 

Decisions by governments to retain the status quo are just as much policy as are decisions to alter 

it. 

(Howlett, Ramesh and Pearl 2009) 

Attention should not focus exclusively on decisions which produce change, but must also be 

sensitive to those which resist change and are difficult to observe. 

(Smith in Hill, 2009) 

Even the simplest and most general definition, such as “The total sum of government action” 

raises questions whose answers are subjective and unclear, such as “does action include 

statements of intent? Do we include unintended policy outcomes? Are all policymakers in 

government? What about the things policymakers choose not to do?” (Cairney, Understanding 

Public Policy: Theories and issues 2012). This multitude of aspects that have to be considered 

when approaching public policy definition, highlights the complexity of the subject and gives a 

hint on why a unanimous consensus has not been reached yet. 

Even if scholars have not been able to provide a synthetic definition of public policy, it is possible 

to draw some key points from the considerations reported above. The key points that have been 

raised on this subject are (Cairney, Understanding Public Policy: Theories and issues 2012):  
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• Policy can refer to an aim, a decision, or an outcome 

• Policy may refer to issues that policymakers do not to address 

• Policy is made and influenced by many actors who may or may not have formal authority 

The first point highlights how different scholars think about the term “policy” in different ways, 

depending on the focus of their research. 

The second point is due to the fact that government is too big to be managed by elected 

policymakers. Instead, policymakers divide government into manageable units and devolve 

almost all decisions to bureaucrats and organizations (Cairney, Understanding Public Policy: 

Theories and issues 2012).  They are responsible for government, but they do not have the time 

to pay attention to anything but a tiny proportion. For the same reason of high complexity, the 

majority of policymaking takes place far from the public spotlight, as public attention does not 

have enough time to concentrate on all issues governments have to deal with, and even when 

attention is paid, the debate is simplified and does not give a good account of the complicated 

nature of policy problems (Cairney 2016). 

The third point is analyzed deeply in chapter 1.3.3 of this thesis, where the actors of what is called 

“the policy process” are described. Even for this last topic, there is no clear definition to be found 

in literature, albeit being central in this field of studies (Cairney 2017). As far as this thesis is 

concerned, it is possible to think about the policy process as a general process whose final output 

is the implementation of a new policy or a policy change and the assessment of the policy’s 

effects. It should not be mistaken with the policy cycle, a model that divides the policy process 

into predetermined stages and is explained in further detail in the following chapter. The policy 

process in its pure form does not have recognizable stages, it only presents some main aspects, 

shown in the figure below: 
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FIGURE 1 - MAIN ASPECTS OF THE POLICY PROCESS (CAIRNEY, 2017) 

As can be seen from figure 1, the central element of the policy process is the policy choice, the 

final policy chosen to solve a collective problem. The choice of the correct policy is limited by 

the bounded rationality of individuals, that have to resort to cognitive shortcuts to deal with real-

world problem’s complexity. The elements which surround the policy choice form the policy 

environment (Cairney 2017): 

a) A wide range of actors (which can be individuals and organizations with the ability to 

deliberate and act) making or influencing policy at many levels and types of government. 

b) Institutions, defined as the rules followed by actors. Some are formal, written down, and 

easy to identify. Others are informal, reproduced via processes like socialization, and 

difficult to spot and describe. 

c) Networks, or the relationships between actors. Some are wide open, competitive, and 

contain many actors. Others are relatively closed, insulated from external attention, and 

contain few actors. 
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d) Ideas, or the beliefs held and shared by actors. There is often a tendency for certain beliefs 

or “paradigms” to dominate the discussion, constraining or facilitating the progress of 

new “ideas” as policy solutions. 

e) Context and events. Context describes the policy conditions – including economic, social, 

demographic, and technological factors – that provide the context for policy choice and 

are often outside of the control of policymakers. Events can be routine and predictable, 

or unpredictable ‘focusing’ events that prompt policymaker attention to lurch at short 

notice. 

The different definitions of public policy, and the various policy theories, have been elaborated 

by scholars by focusing differently on these aspects of the policy process. 

After having explained the key elements that characterize public policy, albeit not having been 

able to find a satisfactory definition, it is possible to move on, describing the different types of 

policy instruments that scholars have identified.    

1.3.2 Types of public policy 

In order to make the task of analyzing something as complex and faceted as public policy 

achievable, scholars have tried to identify different types of public policy and the wide range of 

policy instruments available to, and used by, policymakers (Cairney, Studlar and Mamudu 2012; 

Birkland 2005; Howlett, Ramesh and Pearl 2009; Bardach 2009):  

1. Public expenditure. This includes deciding how to tax, how much money to raise, on 

which policy areas (crime, health, education) to spend and the balance between current 

(e.g. the wages of doctors) and capital (building a new hospital) spending. 

2. Economic penalties, such as taxation on the sale of certain products, or charges to use 

services. 

3. Economic incentives, such as subsidies to farmers or tax expenditure on certain spending 

(giving to charity, buying services such as health insurance). 

4. Linking government-controlled benefits to behaviour (e.g. seeking work to qualify for 

unemployment benefits) or a means test. 

5. The use of formal regulations or legislation to control behaviour. 

6. Voluntary regulations, such as agreements between governments and other actors such 

as unions and businesses. 

7. Linking the provision of public services to behaviour (e.g. restricting the ability of 

smokers to foster children). 

8. Legal penalties, such as when the courts approve restrictions on, or economic sanctions 

against, organizations. 

9. Public education and advertising to highlight the risks to certain behaviours. 

10. Providing services and resources to help change behaviour. 
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11. Providing resources to tackle illegal behaviour. 

12. Funding organizations to influence public, media, and government attitudes. 

13. Funding scientific research or advisory committee work. 

14. Organizational change, such as the establishment of a new unit within a government 

department or a reform of local government structures. 

15. Providing services directly or via non-governmental organizations. 

16. Providing a single service or setting up quasi-markets. 

Also, the categorization of these instruments’ nature has been attempted (Lowi, Four Systems of 

Policy, Politics and Choice 1972), distinguishing between regulatory, distributive, redistributive, 

and constituent policies. It is built on the argument that “policies determine politics”: the nature 

of the policy measure, and the level of coercion required to implement it, determines how policy 

is made (Lowi, Four Systems of Policy, Politics and Choice 1972). For example, the policies of 

redistribution, in which one social group clearly benefits from public funding at the expense of 

another, may differ from distribution in which the trade-off is much less apparent. Or, distributive 

policy, providing a benefit to a social group, may differ from regulatory policies if the latter incurs 

costs (to comply with regulations, or fines for non-compliance) on individuals and private 

companies (Lowi 1964). In each case, the likely effect of policy on individuals will influence their 

levels of opposition, how they mobilize to influence policy, and the amount of government 

coercion required to ensure success (Cairney 2012). In short, “every category of policy has its 

own political dynamic” (Lowi 1988; McCool 1995). 

The fact that these typologies of policy have been found by researchers, does not mean that there 

are clear-cut distinctions in policy types. The boundaries between each type are blurry and many 

policy measures can include elements of each type (Steinberger 1980; John 1998; Smith and 

Larimer 2009). Policy measures also mean different things to different people, making it difficult 

for governments to predict and anticipate how individuals will mobilize in reaction to them (Smith 

and Larimer 2009). Policymakers may act differently when they face different policy problems, 

as different policy areas often have different characteristics, present different problems to solve, 

have different participants, and are associated with different styles of policymaking. They also 

have different starting points based on the legacies of past decisions (John 1998; Smith and 

Larimer 2009; Hill 2009). While the nature of the policy environment does not determine how 

policymakers behave, they will take these things into account (Cairney 2012). For example, in 

healthcare the medical profession generally commands respect, and the policy agenda is often 

driven by technological advance. In education, there is less of a role for technology and more 

scope for the public and policymakers to influence “technical” aspects of policy such as the school 

curriculum (Cairney 2012). Variations can be seen also within policy areas (Cairney 2012). For 

example, the issues of healthcare, mental health, and public health are populated by different 
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actors who often compete for resources and attention to their policy aims. These types of variation 

are often unpredictable since they vary over time and according to the political system. 

However, even with all these differences between policies, policy dynamics, and policy areas, it 

is still possible to find commonalities in the policy processes, in particular regarding the types of 

actors that are involved. 

1.3.3 The actors of the policy process 

In public policy analysis, the actors and their behaviours represent the core of any possible 

theoretical model (Dente 2014). In order to understand what happened or what might happen in a 

decisional process, the first question to be asked is about who has contributed or could contribute 

to its development and outcome by adopting the relevant behaviours. Defining the actors as “those 

who actually act” is less tautological than it might appear, as it implies that not everyone who has 

an interest in acting nor whoever should act is necessarily an actor (Dente 2014). This does not 

mean that other stakeholders are not important, as they could influence the outcome of a policy 

after the decision has been taken. For this reason, the actors should consider the stakeholder’s 

reaction to the policy decision and try to anticipate it. However, those who are absent during the 

process itself, and come into play only later, cannot be considered actors. It is even more important 

to understand that actors are not only those who should take part in the process, as stated by the 

rules that in contemporary countries define the ways in which public policy making should take 

place. As regards the first aspect, it is a common experience that a wide range of subjects 

participate in public decisions although they are not actually legally entitled to do so. This 

participation can be illegal, for example in the case of corruptors that try to influence the policy 

decision, or perfectly lawful, for example in the case of an expert that suggests a specific policy 

decision. As regards the second aspect, it is important to notice that even if a public administration 

is legally bound to intervene in a process, this does not mean it actually will or that the intervention 

will be significant or able to influence the final outcome. For example, the concession for the use 

of a public good (a beach to establish a bathing establishment or a sidewalk for the tables of a 

café) usually depends on the administrative body that is in charge of state property; this office, 

however, does not have any particular interest in deciding who to assign the good to, as far as all 

the applicants fulfill the necessary requirements and the price to be paid is already determined by 

regulations. Therefore, during the initial phase of the decisional process, the subject formally 

responsible for the decision may not actually play an important role, limiting its duties to drafting 

the final act, like a notary in a contract between private parties. The real decisional process, in 

fact, could take place between other subjects and acknowledges the decision made by others, for 

example influential politicians. Finally, it is important to note that the conscious decision not to 

intervene in a decisional process can have a huge impact on the process’ result, therefore whoever 

makes this decision should be considered an actor.  If, on the other hand, inaction is not due to a 
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conscious decision, but rather to unawareness, lack of preferences, or other reasons, the 

stakeholder who could theoretically be interested in the result is not an actor.  

In theory, the actors are all the individual human beings that interact in the policy process. 

However, in most cases, it would be completely impossible to explain decisional processes if the 

reasons of every single individual taking part in the process had to be investigated. It is, therefore, 

necessary to try to understand when the action can be referred to a higher entity than the acting 

individual, to what can be called a composite or collective actor (Scharpf 1997). To do so, the 

following criterion is proposed by Dente: a group of subjects can be considered a collective actor 

if the mechanisms governing the interaction among the members of the group are sufficiently 

stable and binding to make sure everyone acts in the interests and for the goals of the superior 

unit, and not for their own (Dente 2014). According to this definition, a group of individuals that 

act autonomously cannot be considered a collective actor, even if the goals of the individuals 

coincide. On the contrary, for public or private organizations to be considered policy actors, there 

has to be sufficient internal consistency and a collective control of the resources used (March and 

Olsen 1989). Therefore, a collective actor must have its own preferences, different from the single 

preferences of its members. This depends on the following conditions (Scharpf 1997): 

1. There must be a form of self-interest at the level of the major unit, meaning the conditions 

for its survival, autonomy, and development must be clear. 

2. Those who act on behalf of the collective actor must be aware of and respect any formal 

or informal rules. 

3. There must be a minimum collective identity shared by the members and this will make 

it easier to define the preferences of collective actors in a decisional process. 

Even if these conditions are formally met, there is no assurance that the collective actor will make 

decisions exactly how it is expected, according to its own preferences. A mismatch between a 

collective actor’s preferences and its decisions can happen because the decisions are eventually 

made by representatives actor, who have interests and goals that contrast with the organization, 

thus not identifying with it and breaking the formal or informal rules they should respect, moving 

away from the roles assigned to them. This is due to the fact that that these individuals have 

contradictory identities, which have all their influence on the final decision (for example, the 

minister of a government is at the same time a representative of the state as a whole). Therefore, 

the reason for a certain decision is to be looked for in the goals pursued by the actors. 

1.3.3.1 The actors’ goals 

It is reasonable to assume that actors’ goals are defined by the interests that influence their 

preferences. The preferences of a subject, in turn, depend on how he perceives his own interest. 

It is possible that he makes a decision that will end up damaging him,  believing that it is the right 

path to implement his interests. Besides, preferences depend on the subject’s culture, the society 



38 
 

that he lives in, and the interactions he has had during his life. Actors approach the decisional 

process with a range of values, beliefs, experiences, and habits they built up a long time before 

(Dente 2014).  

Subjects involved in the decisions of how to transform the treatment of a collective problem have 

preferences and goals as regards the problem itself and/or the solution to adopt. These goals are 

called “content-related goals” (Dente 2014). However, the interactions happening during the 

policymaking process deal with how authority and public power are shared. For this reason, often 

the actors’ goals are linked more to their relations to the other actors, rather than to the problem 

to be solved. The solution they tend to prefer is not the one that meets the needs, the demand, or 

the opportunity at the basis of the decisional process, but the one that has the best consequences 

on the resources and on other participants’ positions. These goals are called process-related goals 

(Dente 2014). 

1.3.3.2 The actors’ resources 

The capacity of an actor to influence the outcome of a decisional process is given by the possibility 

that the actor has to generate relevant effects for the other participants in the decision. In order to 

explain how actors can influence a policymaking process, the concept of political exchange has 

been defined: it is the ability of actor A, who can control outcome X, which is of interest to actor 

B, to influence the latter, who can in turn control outcome Y, which is of interest to actor A 

(Coleman 1964). It is important to highlight that actor A can have the desired control on outcome 

Y due to his capacity to generate results that actor B is interested in. These capacities are action 

resources (or actors’ resources), that consist of the transfer of any good that has a value for the 

receiver (Dente 2014). It is important to underline that the receiver gives value to the type of 

resources he is lacking: an individual with a huge amount of a certain type of resource might not 

be interested in having more. 

The most common types of resources at the actors’ disposal in public policy processes are here 

reported as identified by Dente. 

Political resources: Political resources are the amount of consensus an actor is able to get 

 (Dente 2014) 

The consensus can derive from the actor’s charisma, from its recognized ability to tackle a policy 

problem, from the perceived convenience of the proposed option, and other sources. This type of 

resource is fundamental since in democratic models policy decisions are taken when an agreement 

is reached between the actors involved with the process. The more consensus an actor has, the 

easier he can gather the other participant’s agreement on the decision to take. Whether the 

participants in the policy process agree out of conviction for the correctness of the solution, out 
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of respect for the proposer, or out of fear of reprisal, it is still a matter of having the required 

amount of political resources (Dente 2014).  

Economic resources: Economic and financial resources consist of the ability to mobilize money 

or any form of wealth in order to modify other actors’ behaviour. (Dente 2014) 

As for any other type of resource, also for economic resources the pure possession is not a 

sufficient condition to make the possessor an important actor in the decisional process. If the other 

actors already have a sufficient amount of money, or if personal enrichment is not a relevant 

objective for them, the actor with economic resources would not be able to influence the others 

effectively, since they do not give enough value for this type of resource. Of course, with wealth 

an actor might be able to increase his influence indirectly, acquiring other types of resources 

valued more than money by the other actors. Anyway, often times economic resources are 

considered important and therefore are able to influence directly a policy process, being part of 

the political exchange. An example of the use of economic resources is when incentives are used 

to incentivize the behaviour of a private firm that is essential to achieve some objectives (from 

the diffusion of green technologies for energy production to the establishment of new factories in 

the case of development policies). However, it has to be pointed out that money is not the only 

economic resource: the enrichment effect that influences the actors in changing their opinion 

towards the desired direction can be achieved through different means. A clear example is when 

enrichment takes place thanks to a regulatory change: the transformation of the regulation that 

establishes land-use definitely generates important economic consequences for the owners of the 

areas that used to be agricultural and then became residential, without the need for the public 

authority to invest its own money (Dente 2014). 

Legal resources: We consider legal resources as the advantages or disadvantages, attributed to 

particular subjects by legal regulations and in general by legislative and administrative 

authority’s decisions (Dente 2014). 

Legal resources are, for example, the competence principle (the fact that a certain duty is entrusted 

to a specific office), or the fact that a certain behaviour is forbidden by law and violations are 

sanctioned. It has to be kept in mind, however, that even if laws that regulate behaviour and entrust 

specific duties exist, they will not necessarily be used by the actors in the decisional process. 

Legal resources can be used selectively, depending on the interests and goal to pursue. It is a 

mistake to think that what is foreseen by law describes how the public policy process actually 

works. Laws need to be acted, and what actually counts in the decisional process is the “law in 

use” (the use made by single actors of the legal resources). In fact, an actor can decide not to use 

a legal resource at his disposal because it is not convenient, since the cost, in term of money, time, 

and fatigue, of appealing to a court to contrast an illegal behaviour is higher than the benefit 

deriving from his right to be respected. For this reason, private and public actors often pursue 
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illegal behaviours, knowing that there will be no objection from third parties. Besides, the choice 

of using legal resources depends on the other types of resources that the actor can use. The final 

goal is to implement a certain policy, and if political or economic resources are the easiest way to 

succeed, and are at the actor’s disposal, they will be preferred. In addition, it has to be reminded 

that public administrations have some discretionary power in applying the rules, which allows 

them to be more flexible in order to reach a compromise with the other actors. For example, in 

multi-level-governance situations, which characterize contemporary policymaking processes, all 

participants have legal powers, and the possibility to decide depends on the will of all the parties 

to reach a compromise on what features cannot be derogated and which ones can be changed 

according to the needs. Finally, a peculiar characteristic of legal resources is that they can be 

produced during the policymaking process. Some policy actors are, on one side, bound by existing 

rules, on the other side, able to modify the rules or introduce new ones in order to influence the 

outcome of the policy process. This is a fundamental prerogative, and a powerful tool, of public 

authorities. 

In conclusion, laws and rules are to be considered actual resources available to each participant 

of the policy process, which will make use of them if it will be convenient to reach his goal, 

alongside political consensus, money, or, as explained below, knowledge (Dente 2014). 

Cognitive resources: Cognitive resources are the availability of important information or 

conceptual models for the decisional process (Dente 2014). 

Nowadays, due to the uncertainty and complexity of collective problems, the importance of 

scientific and technological knowledge, but also of social and political phenomena, is constantly 

reaffirmed. An example of how knowledge is considered important is the establishment by the 

Italian government of the technical-scientifical committee, composed of experts of different 

fields, which was set up to deal with the Covid-19 pandemic. Because of this importance, it is 

possible to think that the actors that have the knowledge for the solution of a collective problem 

are those best positioned to in pursuing their goals. However, this often not the case, as the rules 

of political exchange apply also to cognitive resources: they are important only if they are valued 

by the actor who is receiving them, and they can be replaced or counterbalanced by other types 

of resources. The fact that experts disagree with a certain solution, does not necessarily imply that 

the solution will not be implemented. The example of the Italian technical-scientifical committee 

still holds, as not all the suggestions of the committee have been followed, and sometimes the 

government has made choices in contrast with those suggestions (Ilario and Russo 2020).  

Since the importance of resources depends on their use within the interactions between the actors, 

there is not a type of knowledge that is more important than others in policy processes. Any type 

of knowledge can be used by actors to influence others’ behaviours. In order to understand what 
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kind of knowledge can be used or is needed in specific cases, a classification dividing cognitive 

resources into three different groups has been proposed by the literature (Dente 2014). 

1. Data and information: examples of this group of cognitive resources are statistics about 

population or territory, the ability to quantify costs of a specific technology, or to measure 

the level of satisfaction of the beneficiaries of a policy. These elements are considered 

important in a decisional process, as they can be used to make more informed and 

efficient decisions. For this reason, policy actors try to collect or produce data, so that 

they can have valuable resources to use for influencing the policy process.  

2. Theories and models: this group of cognitive resources is useful to interpret data and 

information, which if left alone lose their meaning and therefore their value. The same 

set of data can give birth to very different policies according to the theory and models 

through which it is analyzed and interpreted. Theories and models allow to come up with 

more or less persuasive arguments, aimed at guiding the interpretation of data in the 

direction that coincides with the interests and goals of the actors that own these cognitive 

resources. Often, these resources are available to experts, which can play an important 

role in policy processes.  

3. Strategic knowledge: this is the ability to correctly conceptualize the ways through which 

it is possible to achieve the modification of a public policy, by identifying the actors who 

participate in the interaction and their specific characteristics, and in general 

understanding their dynamics and forecasting the possible outcomes (Dente, 2014). It is 

easy to understand that this cognitive resource is of extreme importance for the actors of 

the policy process. 

1.3.3.3 Types of Actors 

As scholars have noted (Kernick 2006; Bovaird 2008; Teisman and Klijin 2008), the main 

difference between political processes and other types of social interaction is the complexity: in 

economic exchanges the actors measure their utility in the same way, trying to maximize profits, 

while in political processes different actors have different criteria to base their intervention upon. 

The evaluation of alternatives is not homogeneous between actors, and the same problem can be 

analyzed in utilitarian terms by someone, in moral terms by someone else, and in relational terms 

by others still. In order to simplify reality and build a model of any political process, it is possible 

to identify a limited number of typical action modalities that correspond to the different types of 

actors that can be found in policy processes. The most appropriate criterion to classify the types 

of actors derives from the consideration that in contemporary states public policy processes are 

codified. Therefore, it is not possible for someone to intervene in the process spontaneously, but 

there needs to be recognition, based on socially shared values, for his intervention to be legitimate. 

The motivations lying beneath his actions must be considered valid. As a consequence, actors 

should be classified on the nature of the claim to intervene in the process (Dente 2014). In the 
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name of what general principle, should a specific actor expect other participants to take into 

consideration his goals, his point of view, his proposals? Why does he believe his intervention is 

legitimate or even necessary? Actors with the same claim of actions have the same style of 

intervention and therefore belong to the same category, and since an actor can have multiple 

claims of intervention, he can be assigned to more than one category.  The categories into which 

actors can be divided are five: political actors, bureaucratic actors, special interests, general 

interests, and experts (Dente 2014). 

Political actors: political actors base their claim of intervention on the fact that they have citizens’ 

consensus both in general terms and, specifically, referred to the matter that is being discussed. 

The higher is the amount of consensus the actor has, the bigger is the role he claims in the 

decisional process. The utility of a political actor is based on the maximization of consensus, and 

therefore the reach of compromise is a major characteristic of this type of actor’s behaviour. 

Finally, political actors give high importance to communication, to the ability to publicly prove 

the importance of the actor’s role during the process (or, on the contrary, to keep all the aspects 

that could weaken his consensus hidden) (Dente 2014). 

Bureaucratic actors: bureaucratic actors base their claim of intervention on the fact that they 

legally have a specific responsibility on the decisional procedure, the formal competence to 

intervene. Consequently, actors of this type justify their actions basing on the interpretation of the 

law and on the respect of formal procedures in which they play a certain role. They can refuse to 

intervene claiming that there are legal limitations, and usually present their final decision as non-

discretional. This is a category that often overlaps with others, especially with that of political 

actors, as it is quite common for those appointed to positions with legal authority, therefore bound 

to laws, to have political legitimation. When this is the case, it is important to understand in which 

logic, political or bureaucratic, the actor’s actions and decisions should be interpreted. It is 

extremely difficult to predict and explain them, as often these two logics are intertwined (Dente 

2014).  

Special interests: special interests base their claim of intervention on the fact that they are 

impacted, positively or negatively, by the choice among the possible alternatives. Actors of this 

type evaluate the alternatives in an utilitarian logic, trying to maximize the advantages, or to 

minimize the disadvantages, that they get from the final decision. This claim of intervention is 

based on the idea that who has the power to make a policy decision has to consider the benefit of 

citizens and social groups, which consequently have the informal right to make their position 

manifest and defend themselves in any legally acceptable way. Differently from political and 

bureaucratic actors, for which it is possible to draw a bi-univocal correspondence with the types 

of resources they mainly use (political for the first type of actor and legal for the second one), 

special interests can indifferently use all types of resources. They try to reach their goal trading 
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off benefits and costs of intervention, being available to accept agreements and compromises 

according to their interest to conclude the process they are involved in (Dente 2014). 

General interests: general interests base their claim of intervention on the premise that they 

represent someone who has a special interest but is not able to act directly. Examples of these 

types of actors are environmentalists, consumer protection organizations, activists, and similar 

organizations. This claim of intervention is usually based on the idea that it is important to defend 

values that would otherwise be neglected by political administrations, being unsolvable in the 

short term and difficultly translatable into consensus. Since the main reasons that push actors of 

this type into action are ethical, they are usually not prone to compromise, which makes the 

decisional process conflictual ad difficult to solve when these actors are involved. As regards the 

resources that these actors use, they are sometimes able to acquire relevant knowledge, but their 

main way to succeed is the use of political resources. Petitions, meetings, and marches are tools 

used by these actors to obtain general consensus on the subject they care about, and legal resources 

are also used to influence public opinion and lower the public authorities’ consensus. However, 

since these actors are interested in ensuring the legitimation of their causes, they’re prone to 

collaborate when formally or informally included in public policy making. 

Experts: experts base their claim of intervention on the fact that they have the knowledge required 

to find the right solution to the collective problem. The underlying assumption is that those who 

deal with a matter professionally have the best judgment, and therefore should be included in the 

decisional process as much as possible. Their actions are based on the collection and evaluation 

of data with the scientific method, on the refusal of ideological bias, and on the availability to 

debate and peer evaluation. However, experts can profoundly disagree with each other, as the 

same evidence can bring to different conclusions, or the appropriateness of available data can be 

discussed. This fact, which is essential for the advancement of scientific knowledge, can be 

counterproductive in the policy context, as too many disagreements lead away from a definitive 

solution. Therefore, when a scientific dispute emerges from the policy process, experts must 

weigh the positive impact of their critics to the discussion with the risk to devalue the importance 

of knowledge, bringing the solution further away. In addition, it is necessary to underline how 

often the involvement of experts is more aimed to increase the political resources of who proposes 

a policy innovation, rather than to make effective use of their knowledge. Since they are able to 

strengthen a position, experts are often involved to justify decisions already made, and not to 

define a solution or evaluate alternatives. 

Table 3 summarizes what has been said about the types of actors and their claims of intervention. 
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Politicians Bureaucrats 
Special 

interests 

General 

interests 
Experts 

They have 

citizens’ 

consensus. 

They legally 

have a specific 

responsibility on 

the decisional 

procedure, the 

formal 

competence to 

intervene 

They are 

impacted, 

positively or 

negatively, by 

the choice 

among the 

possible 

alternatives 

They represent 

someone who 

has a special 

interest but is 

not able to act 

directly 

They have the 

knowledge 

required to find 

the right 

solution to the 

collective 

problem 

TABLE 3 - TYPE OF ACTORS 

1.3.3.4 Actors’ roles 

Even if each decisional process is different from the others, it is still possible to find important 

regularities in the structure of the process, identifying a limited number of roles that actors have. 

A role can be defined as the function an actor fulfills within the process and that implies limits to 

his behaviour (Dente 2014). The role is not related to the types of actors already described, but 

only to the dynamics of the specific process. Therefore, the same role can be played by any type 

of actor, and each actor has two sets of constraints, one coming from the type and the other from 

the role. The recognizable roles are promoter, director, opposer, ally, mediator, gatekeeper, and 

filter (Dente 2014). 

The promoter is the actor who raises the problem, that realizes that modification of the treatment 

of a collective problem is needed or proposes a new solution. The main features of this role are 

content-related goals and determination. It is clear that those who raise awareness about a problem 

consider its solution to be important, even if there might be other reasons linked to the relations 

with other subjects. Regarding determination, it is necessary, especially if the proposed 

transformation is radical. 

The director of the decisional process is the subject who guides the process from the beginning 

to the end, facilitating the interaction between actors and pushing them to take the decisions 

needed for the success of the policy change. This role is particularly important when not only the 

decision but also the implementation depends on multiple subjects with different interests and 

goals. The director and the promoter can coincide, but this is not always the case, as the qualities 

and characteristics needed for these two roles differ. The persistency required for this role is still 

high, but it is also vital the knowledge of the decisional process and of the actors operating in it, 

which has already been defined as strategic resources. Besides, it is possible that the director’s 

goals are only process-related, so he is more interested in the relation with other actors rather than 

in the solution. For this reason, the fact that the decision has been taken, might not translate in the 

contribution to the solution of a collective problem, as the director accepts any sort of compromise 
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just to conciliate the actor’s different goals, neutralizing the transforming effect of the original 

idea.  

Another common figure in the policy process is the opposer, who commits his resources to avoid 

changes. He can do so for both content-related or process-related goals, and if the last one is the 

case it is likely to be a political or bureaucratic type of actor.  

On the other side, the ally has process or content-related goals in line with the initiator or the 

director and commits his resources to help them by carrying out actions or declaring his support. 

While it is impossible to choose the opposer, allies can be chosen, and in doing so the positive 

effect of their additional resources have to be weighed with the potential damaging effects of 

enlarging the coalition, such as an increase of its heterogeneity above the threshold that guarantees 

its effectiveness, or an undesired change in the patterns of interaction. 

The mediator is a director who has only process-related goals, and in particular is interested in 

making the other actors reach an agreement. Because of the total absence of preferences for a 

specific definition of the collective problem and for any feature of the solution, this role is needed 

only if a conflict, even a potential one, exists. Besides, it is quite a rare role, while the initiator 

and the director are always to be found, and allies and opposers are common once the problem’s 

complexity has grown. 

The gatekeeper is a subject with the veto-power on the decision thanks to the resources he 

controls, but he has only process-related goals as the policy solution does not produce benefits or 

damages for him. The presence of this role is always detrimental to the outcome of the process, 

as the gatekeeper usually wants to prevent the director from acquiring essential resources to affirm 

his importance in the interaction. 

Finally, the filter is a subject that enters the process representing other actors’ goals and interests 

using others’ resources. The presence of a subject like this is totally irrelevant unless too much 

importance is mistakenly given to him by the director. Table 4 summarizes what has been said 

about the actors’ roles. 

Promoter Director Opposer Ally Mediator Gatekeeper Filter 

Raises the 

problem 

Guides the 

process 

from the 

beginning 

to the end 

Commits 

his 

resources to 

avoid 

changes 

Has process 

or content-

related 

goals in line 

with the 

initiator or 

the director 

Is a director 

who has 

only 

process-

related 

goals 

Has veto-

power on 

the decision 

but has only 

process-

related 

goals 

Enters the 

process 

representing 

other 

actors’ 

goals and 

interests 

using 

others’ 

resources 

TABLE 4 - ACTORS' ROLES 
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A correct assessment of the actor’s goals and resources, and consequently of their role is crucial 

for the policy process’ success. Errors of judgment from the director part, for example believing 

that someone has the impartiality needed to be a mediator when in reality is a filter, can interfere 

with the possibility to reach important results in the policy transformation. Or, the decision of an 

initiator to manage the process of his own instead of recurring to a director can explain the failure 

of a reform process that would have reached its goal if correctly managed. 

1.3.3.5 Actor’s interaction 

A further aspect of the policy process that has to be briefly mentioned is how the interaction 

between actors is structured. The set of actors of the policy process interacting with each other 

form a decisional network, which has multiple characteristics. The first one, already mentioned 

in this thesis, is complexity, the existence of a plurality of points of view within the process. It 

has already been described how these points of view depend on the actors’ claim of intervention 

in the process. Additionally, complexity is also influenced by the dimension, from a local to a 

global scale, of the actors’ interests. In fact, at different scales, the same problems and the same 

solutions can be viewed in a radically different way: the construction of a new highway that easily 

connects two important cities is a desirable solution for increasing trades, but the same proposal 

is negative for the quality life of the communities where this highway will be built. In order to 

measure complexity, Dente suggests the building of a matrix whose dimensions are the types of 

actors and the dimension of their interest (table 5). If all actors are of the same type and have the 

same level of interests, the complexity will be minimum, as the actors will tend to define the 

solution and define the solution homogeneously, with the same criteria. On the other hand, 

maximum complexity is obtained if there is at least one actor for each territorial level and for each 

type.  

Level of the 

interest 

Types of actors 

Politicians Bureaucrats Experts Special 

interests 

General 

interests 

International      

National      

Regional      

Local      

TABLE 5 - COMPLEXITY TABLE 

 It is possible to calculate a complexity index by multiplying the number of rows filled in by the 

number of columns.  

A further important characteristic is the network’s density, which is the intensity of the relations 

between the actors of a decision-making process. The dynamics of a process where every actor 
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has direct, face-to-face interaction (total interaction) differ from those of a process where there is 

only one actor that interacts with all the others (star network). The density can be calculated with 

the following formula: 

𝐷 = ∑
𝑘𝑖

(𝑛2 − 𝑛)
 

Where: 

D is the density coefficient varying between 0 and 1; 

n is the number of actors; 

𝑘𝑖 is the number of links between actor i and the other actors; 

The highest density is found in the case of total interaction, where the coefficient is one since all 

the actors are related to each other.  

The effect of a high density on a decisional process is that of amplifying and strengthen the 

other characteristics of the decisional network: the obstacles or benefits that we could expect 

from a process that shows a high level of complexity will be strengthened if the network has a 

particularly high density and weakened in the opposite event (Dente 2014). 

Finally, the last characteristic of decisional networks is centrality, which is the fact that one or a 

few actors monopolize relations with participants. One way to measure it is with the following 

formula: 

𝐶 =  max
𝑖

𝑘𝑖

∑ 𝑘𝑖
 

Where: 

𝑘𝑖 is the number of links between actor i and the other actors; 

As can be seen from the formula, the centrality of the network is the centrality of the actor with 

the highest number of links, the most central one.  

A network with high centrality suggests the presence of a director in the process, or the leader of 

the opposition, who are generally central actors. Networks with low centrality, on the other hand, 

are mildly directed, as without connection between subjects it is difficult for them to influence 

reciprocally. 

If high centrality is matched with low density there must be a dominant actor, able to influence 

the outcome of the process. This, however, is not a sufficient condition for a successful policy 

change, because if the dominant actor has only process-related goals, being for example a 

mediator, and few resources to convince the other actors, he will not be able to handle the situation 
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and he will lose centrality. Or, fearing lo lose the consensus from important actors, he will end up 

diluting innovation and generating only incremental changes. 

After this focus on who decides the outcome of the policy process, it is possible to move on, 

reporting how scholars have tried to rationalize and deal with the vast and difficult topic of public 

policy with the use of theories and models. 

1.3.4 Public policy’s theories and models 

Theories and models are tools that can help in clarifying public policy’s complexity. The initial 

aim of a model is to provide a simplified representation of a specific object or process. This does 

not need to be a completely accurate representation to have value. A model can be used as a guide 

to description, as a way to simplify and manage policy decisions analysis by identifying the key 

features of a more complex entity. It serves as a heuristic device to help describe reality. A theory 

is a set of analytical principles or statements designed to structure our observation and explanation 

of the world. It sets out the object of study's essential features and the relationship between those 

features. In other words, theories tell what to look for and then they help explain what is found 

(Cairney 2012). The initial aim when using theories is to identify policy decisions and their main 

causes. The final aim is to examine the extent to which we can identify the same causes in other 

situations and therefore generalize from specific to numerous instances. Their usefulness is based 

on the idea that, although the world is immensely complex, we can still identify a small number 

of factors that explain what happens within it (Sabatier 2007; John 1998). It is also desirable for 

a theory to be parsimonious, to explain what is happening in an efficient and uncomplicated way. 

As it has already been mentioned, nobody has managed to produce a theory applicable to public 

policy as a whole. Indeed, there is some debate in the field about whether or not it should be tried 

(Smith and Larimer 2009) because the world is too complex, and there are too many causes of 

outcomes (many of which seem exclusive to individual cases), to allow for a parsimonious 

explanation. Or, parsimonious theories may be valuable but only explain part of the process 

(Dente 2014). Overall, the choice may be between using models to map particular outcomes and 

theories to explain many outcomes, but the boundaries between the two are not always as clear as 

this suggests: both processes are based on the identification of the essential features of the world 

and how they relate to each other; and, the same model may apply to many cases, while some 

theories do not explain much beyond their initial case studies.  

After having defined the actors that interact during the policy process, influencing its outcome 

with their goals and resources, the most influential theories of public policy and the key tenets of 

policymaking are here reported. 
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1.3.4.1 The policy cycle 

The most famous model and the best-known way to organize the study of policymaking is the 

policy cycle. It is both prescriptive, in the sense that it shows how policymakers should operate 

to be sure that their decisions are made systematically, and descriptive, as it describes how they 

do operate, to simplify the study of how they make decisions (Hogwood and Gunn 1985). It 

divides the policy process into stages, from when the initiator perceives the problem to the 

assessment of the success of the policy implementation. The evaluation stage of the previous 

policy represents the first stage of the next one, as lessons learned in the past set the agenda for 

choices to be made in the future, in a continuous process (Cairney 2012). The first author to 

propose this idea is considered to be Lasswell (1956), but it was further expanded by Jones (1970), 

Brewer and deLeon (1983), Smith and Larimer (2009), among others. The stages here reported 

and the corresponding tasks are those proposed by Cairney (2013). 

 

FIGURE 2 - THE POLICY CYCLE 

• Agenda setting: Identifying problems that require government attention, deciding which 

issues deserve the most attention and defining the nature of the problem. 

• Policy formulation: Setting objectives, identifying the cost and estimating the effect of 

solutions, choosing from a list of solutions and selecting policy instruments. 

• Legitimation: Ensuring that the chosen policy instruments have support. It can involve 

one or a combination of legislative approval, executive approval, seeking consent through 

consultation with interest groups, and referenda. 

• Implementation: Establishing or employing an organization to take responsibility for 

implementation, ensuring that the organization has the resources (such as staffing, money 
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and legal authority) to do so, and making sure that policy decisions are carried out as 

planned. 

• Evaluation: Assessing the extent to which the policy was successful or the policy decision 

was the correct one; if it was implemented correctly and, if so, had the desired effect. 

• Policy maintenance, succession, or termination: Considering if the policy should be 

continued, modified, or discontinued. 

The advantages and disadvantages of this model lie in its simplicity. On one hand, it is a powerful 

conceptual tool to help order the analysis of the complex and apparently chaotic dynamics of 

policymaking (Capano and Pritoni 2020). Stages can be used to organize policymaking in a simple 

way: identify policymaker aims, identify policies to achieve those aims, select a policy measure, 

ensure that the selection is legitimized by the population or its legislature, identify the necessary 

resources, implement and then evaluate the policy. On the other hand, it has been underlined that 

it risks oversimplifying the interconnected and intertwined density of the policy process flux 

(Capano and Pritoni 2020), and that it does not help explain what it describes (Cairney 2013). 

Therefore, other approaches have emerged in policy studies, trying to replace the focus on cycles 

and conceptualizing a wide range of aspects of the policy process.  

1.3.4.2 Multiple streams analysis theory 

Introduced by Kingdon in 1984, the focus of this theory is on the interaction between two kinds 

of ideas: the type of policy solution that could draw attention and catch-on very quickly, and the 

established set of beliefs in a policy network that would slow its progress. According to Kingdon 

(1984), a significant policy change can happen only if three separate “streams” come together at 

the same time: 

• The problem stream is filled with perceptions of problems that are seen as “public” in the 

sense that government action is needed to resolve them. These problems usually reach 

the awareness of policymakers because of dramatic events such as crises or through 

feedback from existing programs that attract public attention (Béland and Howlett 2016). 

Getting attention is a major achievement that must be acted upon quickly, before attention 

shifts elsewhere.  

• While attention lurches quickly from issue to issue, viable solutions involving major 

policy change take time to develop. They evolve, being proposed by an actor and then 

reconsidered and modified by numerous others. Therefore, the policy stream is filled with 

the output of experts and analysts who examine problems and propose solutions. In this 

stream, the numerous possibilities for policy action and inaction are identified, assessed, 

and narrowed down to a subset of ostensibly feasible options. To deal with the disconnect 

between lurching attention and slow policy development, actors develop widely accepted 
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solutions in anticipation of future problems, then find the right time to exploit or 

encourage attention to a relevant problem.  

• Finally, policymakers must have the motive and opportunity to turn the solution into 

policy. This depends on the factors that influence the body politic, such as swings in 

national mood, executive or legislative turnover, and interest group advocacy campaigns. 

These factors fill the politics stream.  

According to Kingdon (1984), these three streams flow along different channels and remain 

more or less independently of one another until, at a specific point in time, a policy “window 

of opportunity” opens. Only then do the streams cross (Béland and Howlett 2016). This 

framework highlights the importance of time in policy processes, explaining why it takes so 

long for policy to change, and envisioning the convergence of multiple societal phenomena 

to precipitate an “idea whose time has come” (Kingdon 1984). 

1.3.4.3 Punctuated equilibrium theory 

According to punctuated equilibrium theory, political systems can be both stable and dynamic. 

Policies can remain unchanged for a long time and then change quickly and dramatically. Other 

times, they are changed incrementally for decades, until they are radically modified, setting an 

entirely new direction for their future developments. The aim of punctuated equilibrium theory is 

to explain these long periods of policy stability punctuated by short but intense periods of change 

(Cairney 2012). 

The starting point of punctuated equilibrium theory is bounded rationality: decision makers-

cannot consider all issues at all times. For this reason, they ignore most issues and promote 

relatively few to the top of their agenda. This can explain why most policies do not change for a 

long time, while when the attention shifts on them new ways to frame and solve policy problems 

are prompted. Another determinant of punctuated equilibrium lies in the power of policy process’ 

participants to minimize attention and maintain an established frame of reference, or to expand 

attention to new audiences in the hope of generating the type of conflict and debate necessary to 

effect major policy change (True, Jones and Baumgartner 2007). The attention is minimized when 

few actors are interested in the issue, and those involved are able to frame the issue in a particular 

way, creating a policy monopoly. If the issue is framed as technical or not important, the interest 

of other participants is never raised, and policy will be changed slowly and incrementally. On the 

other hand, a crisis or “triggering event” (Dearing and Rogers 1996), or the will of the interest 

group to change things quickly, can raise attention, expanding the size of the interested audience. 

This way, more participants become involved and more ways to look at (and solve) the policy 

problem are considered (Cairney 2012). 

In conclusion, continuity and change are explained by the level of attention the problem receives. 

External attention rises and the issues are considered in a broader political environment where 
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power is more evenly spread and new actors can set the agenda. Therefore, the key focus is the 

competition to define a “policy image”, or the way in which a policy is understood and discussed 

(Baumgartner and Jones, 1993). 

1.3.4.5 The Advocacy Coalition Framework 

The Advocacy Coalition Framework tries to provide an overview of the entire policy process. It 

was developed to describe and explain a complicated policymaking environment, with multiple 

actors and levels of government who produce decisions despite high levels of uncertainty and 

ambiguity, taking years to turn them into outcome. In this type of environment, policy is processed 

in different ways: some issues produce highly politicized disputes with many actors, while others 

are treated by specialists, out of the public’s eyes. According to this framework, individuals, being 

their rationality bounded, “simplify the world through their belief systems”, and people engage 

in politics to turn their beliefs into policies forming coalitions with those who share the same 

beliefs (Jenkins‐Smith, et al. 2014). A coalition contains people from a variety of positions 

(elected and agency officials, interest group leaders, researchers), who show a certain degree of 

coordinated activity over time (Sabatier 1988) and opposition to the beliefs and policies of 

competing coalitions (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993). Individuals’ beliefs can be of three 

types: “Core” beliefs are fundamental and unlikely to change but too broad to guide detailed 

policy (such as one’s views on human nature). “Policy core” beliefs are specific enough to guide 

activity but still unlikely to change (such as fundamental beliefs in favour of, or opposition to 

‘fracking’, based on attitudes to the economy and environment). “Secondary Aspects” relate to 

the implementation of policy. They are the most likely to change, for example when people learn 

about the effects of regulations versus economic incentives. 

In governments, elected officials tend to devolve policymaking responsibility to bureaucrats who 

consult routinely with the decisional process’ participants, forming issue-specific networks called 

subsystems. Coalitions compete with each other to dominate how policy is made and problems 

understood within subsystems (Cairney 2016), and the mediation between coalitions is the task 

of a policy broker (who in chapter 1.3.3.4 has been referred to as the director). They compete to 

interpret evidence, trying to shed a positive light on the interpretation which favours their own 

cause and demonizing their opponents’ one (Sabatier, Hunter and McLaughlin 1987). To do this, 

coalitions engage in policy learning, adapting the secondary aspects of their beliefs in light of new 

information. Since learning takes place through the lens of the beliefs, different interpretations of 

evidence are produced in different coalitions. 

Each coalition can exert its influence on the policymaking process differently, according to its 

constraint and opportunities. These can be (Cairney 2013): 
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• factors that are “relatively stable”, such as “social values” and the broad “constitutional 

structure” 

• “long term coalition opportunity structures” related to the nature of different political 

systems (unitary/ federal, concentrated/ divided powers, single/ multi-party, coalition/ 

minority government) and the “degree of consensus needed for major change” 

• “external events” such as socio-economic change, a change in government, or important 

decisions made in other subsystems 

External events or policy failure can cause instability in the subsystem, creating favourable 

conditions for a policy change. However, events of this type alone are not a sufficient condition 

for policy change, as coalitions also influence how they are understood, interpreted, and 

responded to. External events provide new resources to some coalitions, but it is up to them to 

exploit the opportunity. Equally, a coalition can avoid the negative effects of a policy failure, such 

as a crisis of confidence in its members followed by their departure to another coalition, if it is 

equipped to learn and adapt. In both cases, there is no “shock” unless coalitions respond. 

This framework has been applied to several cases and is revised constantly to clarify its 

arguments in light of new empirical findings. 

 

 

FIGURE 3 - 2005 DIAGRAM OF THE ADVOCACY COALITION FRAMEWORK (SABATIER, 2005) 
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2 PagoPA’s context 

Having explained the theoretical foundations on which this thesis is built, it is possible to move 

forward, describing the context in which pagoPA is set: the Italian Public Administration, and in 

particular the part of the PA dedicated to the Information and Communication Technology. 

2.1 Italian ICT and digital governance 

The pagoPA project, the example of public digital platform on which this thesis is focused, has 

its origin in 2005, when the need for a technological platform for interconnection and 

interoperability between public administrations and authorized payment service providers was 

first introduced2. Over time, the actors involved in the project, their roles, and their tasks have 

changed, influenced by the transformations that occurred to the Italian digital governance. For 

this reason, to understand what pagoPA is and which are the obstacles to its diffusion, it is 

essential to describe the Italian legislative framework for ICT as well as the evolution and actual 

state of the Italian digital governance. 

The concept of Information technology itself has evolved in time, from a pure support tool for 

administrative procedures to enabling factor for the innovation and development of the country. 

This strategic role has pushed the governments to strengthen ICT’s propelling role in the country’s 

modernization. Crucial is, therefore, in managing the change of actual innovation policies, 

assessing the adequacy of governance. In Italy the public ICT has experienced over time various 

changes in terms of actors involved, resources and competencies attributed, organizational models 

adopted. A brief description of this sector’s normative evolution and actual state is here reported.  

Since the nineties, the need for a single control room to direct the Public sector innovation has 

been clear. Consequently, in 1993 the AIPA (Autorità per l’informatica nella pubblica 

amministrazione) was established3, and was substituted in 2003 by the CNIPA (Centro nazionale 

per l’informatica nella Pubblica amministrazione). Other special legislative dispositions adopted 

in 2004-2005, in particular the CAD (Codice dell’Amministrazione digitale)4 have widened and 

clarified CNIPA’s tasks. 

During XIV legislature (2001-2006) a Minister for Innovation and Technologies (Ministro per 

l’Innovazione e le Tecnologie), who was given the delegation to coordinate and address the 

government’s policy on the development and implementation of Information and Communication 

Technologies, was nominated. During the same legislature, it was also instituted a department for 

Public Administration’s innovation.  

 
2 Article 5 of CAD (Codice dell’Amministrazione Digitale) 
3 Legislative Decree n. 39 of 1993 
4 Legislative Decree n. 82 of 2005 
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In the years 2008-2011 the Public Function Department (Dipartimento per la funzione pubblica) 

and the Innovations and technologies Department (Dipartimento innovazioni e tecnologie), were 

given to the Minister for Public Administration (Ministro per la Pubblica Amministrazione). 

Therefore, in 2008 the administrative organization of public ICT was based on a Minister with no 

wallet and an ad hoc proxy for innovation and technologies, on whom it functionally depended a 

department of the Presidency of the Council of Ministers (Presidenza del Consiglio dei Ministri), 

the Department for Innovation and technologies, subsequently renamed Department for Public 

administration digitalization and innovation, and the CNIPA.  

Subsequently, in 2009, a decree for the reorganization of CNIPA (Riorganizzazione del Centro 

Nazionale per l’Informatica nella Pubblica amministrazione5) changed it in “DigitPA”, which 

was qualified as a non-economical public entity with deisgn, technical, and operative functions, 

and with the task to contribute to the creation of value for citizens and businesses through the 

realization of digital administration. The decree, in addition, redefined the organizational structure 

of the entity, respecting the normative principles on the separation between politics and 

administration. 

The decree for the reorganization of CNIPA assigned to DigitPA tasks mainly technical in nature, 

while the task of coordinating public ICT was given to the political body. In detail, the most 

relevant tasks attributed to DigitPA concerned essentially: consulting and proposing on all the 

aspects of digital administration; producing guidelines, technical rules and standards, in addition 

to vigilance and control on the respect of rules; the assessment, monitoring, and coordination of 

the various ICT initiatives taken by different Public Administrations. The assessment task was 

intended as the emission of obligatory but not binding advice, as it already was the case with 

AIPA and CNIPA. In particular, as regards the availability of digital services, DigitPA was 

entrusted with the task not only of taking a census of them but also of verifying that the PA was 

investing in that direction. 

The Department of Public Administration and Innovation (November 2011 - December 2012) 

and the Department of Regulatory Simplification were brought back under the Department of 

Public Administration and Simplification. 

Subsequently, coherently with the strategies defined by the Digital Agenda for Europe (more on 

this in the next chapter), a “Control room” (Cabina di regia) was instituted for the implementation 

of the Digital Agenda for Italy (Agenda Digitale Italiana) in 20126. The control room was 

articulated in six working groups dedicated to the main targets of the Digital Agenda. Every group 

was coordinated by a referent of the mainly involved Ministry, but included also a referent for 

each one of the other administrations: 

 
5 Legislative Decree n.177 of 2009 
6 Article 47, law 35 of 2012 
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• Security and infrastructure coordinated by the Head of the communication department7 

of the MISE (Ministry of Economic Development) 

• E-commerce, coordinated by the Head of the enterprise and internationalization8 of the 

MISE 

• E-government and open data, coordinated by the Head of the department for the 

digitalization of PA and technological innovation (DDI)9 of  the PCM10 

• Digitalization and digital competences, coordinated by the Head of the department for 

management and programming human, financial, and instrumental resources11 of the 

MIUR (Ministry of Education, University and Research) 

• Research and innovation, coordinated by the general director for industrial policy and 

competitiveness12 of the MISE 

• Smart communities, coordinated by the Counsellor for research and innovation13 of the 

MIUR 

To the first legislative provision, two more followed. The first one is the “Development decree” 

(decreto Sviluppo14), which instituted the AgID (Agenzia per l’Italia Digitale), an agency aimed 

to implement the Digital Agenda and to address innovatively the digital evolution. AgID took the 

place of DigitPA, Aginnovazione (Agenzia per la diffusione delle tecnologie per l’innovazione), 

the DDI and, for the network security part, the ISCOM (Higher Institute of Communications and 

Information Technology15). The reason for this was to create a single body instead of the 

numerous entities and administrations existing at the time. The “Development decree” was 

followed by the “Decree Growth 2.0”, (Decreto Crescita 2.0) 16 , which completed the picture of 

the initiatives for the implementation of the Digital Agenda for Italy, specifying the different lines 

of actions and setting up the annual monitoring of the Agenda’s objectives. The same Decree 

formalized the necessity for Public Administrations to use pagoPA for collection and payment 

activities. 

Subsequent laws produced further changes to the legal framework17. They have redesigned the 

governance architecture related to the Digital Agenda and, in particular, to AgID, introducing the 

figure of the Extraordinary Commissioner for the implementation of the Digital Agenda, and 

 
7 Capo dipartimento per le comunicazioni 
8 Capo dipartimento impresa e internazionalizzazione 
9 Capo dipartimento della digitalizzazione della PA e dell’innovazione tecnologica 
10 Presidency of the Council of Ministers 
11 Capo dipartimento programmazione, gestione risorse umane finanziarie e strumentali 
12 Direttore generale per la politica industriale e la competitività 
13 Consigliere per la ricerca e l’innovazione 
14 Legislative Decree n. 83 of 2012 
15 Istituto superiore delle comunicazioni e delle tecnologie dell’informazione 
16 Legislative Decree n.179 of 2012 
17 Legislative Decree n.69 of 2013, DPCM 28/06/2013, DPCM 10/07/2013, DPCM 30/09/2013  



57 
 

transferring the supervision of the Agency to the President of the Council of Ministers, or to the 

Minister delegated by him. 

AgID became operative only in January 2014, when other changes in the governance were made. 

To the Minister for Simplification and Public Administration, the President of the Council of 

Ministers has also delegated responsibility for innovation and new technologies, making him a 

direct point of reference both for AgID and for any other actor or interlocutor on the subject. 

In 2016 the CAD was modified again18, repealing the instructions concerning the Control room 

and granting the Extraordinary Commissioner for the implementation of the Digital Agenda 

powers of impulse and coordination, as well as substitutive powers for the realization of essential 

actions and initiatives connected and instrumental to the implementation of the Digital Agenda 

for Italy. The powers of the Extraordinary Commissioner, assisted by the “Digital Transformation 

Team19”, a staff of experts in the field chosen also from outside the Public Administration, have 

been designed with a very broad scope20. These powers range from providing indications to public 

and private entities for the realization of actions connected and instrumental to the implementation 

of the Italian Digital Agenda, to signing agreements with public and private entities, to replace 

administrations that fail to implement the Digital Agenda. 

The evolution of the Public ICT governance continued in 2018, with the transfer to the Presidency 

of the Council of Ministers of the tasks already carried out by AgID for the management of 

pagoPA21, and the establishment of a joint-stock company wholly owned by the State to carry out 

the related activities (PagoPA S.p.A.).  This decree did not affect the competencies of the 

institutions that, according to current legislation, are obliged to implement the Digital Agenda. 

In 2019 the establishment of the new Department for digital transformation (Dipartimento per la 

trasformazione digitale) was scheduled for January 202022. The department took over several 

projects initiated by the Digital Transformation Team during its three-year mandate, ensuring the 

necessary operational coordination between the State administrations involved in various ways in 

the pursuit of the Government's objectives on innovation and digitization. 

The internal organization of this new department was further specified in July 2019 and 

September 202023.  

During 2019, it was also nominated a new Minister for innovation and technologies, recreating 

the same governance scheme already present in the years 2001-2006, with a Minister for 

 
18 Legislative Decree n. 179 of 2016 
19 Team per la trasformazione digitale 
20 DPCM 16/09/2016 
21 Legislative Decree n. 135 of 2018, subparagraph 2 of art.5. The provision of the platform by AgID had 
been regulated by Legislative Decree n. 82 of 2005, subparagraph 2 of art. 5 
22 DPCM 19/06/2019 
23 DSG del 24 luglio 2019, DM 3 settembre 2020 
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innovation, a specific department and an operative entity (CNIPA) aimed to realize the strategies 

defined at a political level.  

Concerning the tasks of AgID’s competence, the CAD entrusts it with the implementation of the 

objectives of the Italian Digital Agenda, in accordance with the guidelines laid down by the 

President of the Council of Ministers or the delegated Minister, and with the European Digital 

Agenda24. 

AgID also promotes digital innovation in the country and the use of digital technologies in the 

organization of the Public Administration and in the relationship between the latter and citizens 

and businesses, collaborating with the institutions of the European Union, carrying out the tasks 

necessary to fulfill the international obligations assumed by the State in the matters of 

competence. 

In the framework outlined above, and currently in force, AgID is, therefore, an operational tool 

of the Government for the development of digital industrial policy in the country, acting as a 

single point of coordination for the implementation of the Italian Digital Agenda and, more 

generally, of digital issues.  

The set of AgID’s activities thus defined is divided into strategic areas, which represent the main 

areas of intervention in which the action of the Agency must be declined for the implementation 

of the Italian Digital Agenda and the achievement of the objectives of the Digital Agenda for 

Europe. 

Another key figure for ICT governance in the legislator's design is the Digital Transition Manager, 

or RTD (Responsabile della transizione digitale)25. It is the managerial figure within each PA 

whose main functions include ensuring the operational digital transformation of the 

administration, coordinating it in the development of digital public services and in the adoption 

of new models of transparent and open relations with citizens.26 

AgID has emphasized the strategic role of the Digital Transition Manager, referring to his 

functions in the 2017-19 Three-Year Plan for ICT27 and indicating in the following Plan the 

actions to be implemented to empower the designated persons.  

Also, the Minister of the Civil Service28 has drawn the attention of all Administrations to the 

obligation to appoint the RTD29, clarifying precisely what their competencies and functions are. 

Moreover, the same Minister has set up an organizational structure designed to support the 

administrations in the digital transformation process and accelerate its implementation, focusing 

 
24 CAD, suparagraph 1 of art. 14-bis 
25 Introduced by CAD, subparagraph 1 of art. 17 
26https://www.agid.gov.it/it/agenzia/responsabile-transizione-digitale/domande-frequenti-rtd 
27 Piano triennale per l’informatica nella pubblica amministrazione 2017 - 2019 
28 Ministro della funzione pubblica 
29 Circular n.3 of 01/10/2018 

https://www.agid.gov.it/it/agenzia/responsabile-transizione-digitale/domande-frequenti-rtd
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on the crucial role of the Heads of Digital Transition, and on 13 February 2019, he inaugurated, 

together with AgID, the Conference of Digital Transition Managers. 

However, some administrations (in particular 49% of municipalities and their Consortia and 

Associations and 52% of Federations, Professional Orders and Councils)30,  have disregarded the 

application of the rule and have failed to nominate an RTD, also because no sanctions or penalties 

are foreseen for the administration which does not appoint a person for this role (Corte dei Conti 

2019). 

According to the last update provided by AgID, in the month of February 2021, the PAs that have 

registered this figure in the Public Administration Index (IPA, Indice delle Pubbliche 

Amministrazioni) were 6.842. The number of RTDs has increased substantially in October 2020, 

but there is still room for improvement. 

 

FIGURE 4 - EVOLUTION OF THE NUMBER OF RTD APPOINTED31 

 

As already mentioned, the public entity that operationally coordinates the actions of the central 

and local administrations is AgID, which is supported by all public, private and political 

stakeholders working with complementary objectives. However, from the synthesis reported 

above, a plurality of institutional figures involved in the digitization of the Country emerges, 

highlighting the fragmentation of the Italian digital and ICT governance. The table below 

summarizes the stakeholders that are at this moment involved in the digital transformation of the 

Public Administration: 

 
30 Source: https://avanzamentodigitale.italia.it/it/progetto/responsabili-la-transizione-al-digitale 
31 Source: https://avanzamentodigitale.italia.it/it/progetto/responsabili-la-transizione-al-digitale 

https://avanzamentodigitale.italia.it/it/progetto/responsabili-la-transizione-al-digitale
https://avanzamentodigitale.italia.it/it/progetto/responsabili-la-transizione-al-digitale
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Institutional figure Task 

The Government 
Provides the strategic orientation and the relative 

laws and norms 

Minister for technological innovation and 

digitazion 

(Ministro per l’innovazione tecnologica e la 

digitalizzazione) 

Develop and promote key projects for innovation 

and digital transformation of the country. 

Department for Digital transformation 

(Dipartimento per la trasformazione digitale) 

Sets the guidelines and implements the actions 

deemed appropriate and a priority for the 

implementation of the Digital Agenda 

Minister of the Civil Service 

(Dipartimento per la funzione pubblica) 

Promotes and coordinates innovation policies and 

interventions aimed at supporting the digital 

transition of Public Administrations and verifies 

the implementation of AgID's initiatives 

MEF – Minister of Economics and Finances 
Controls expenditure and compliance with 

savings targets 

AgID’s steering committee (Comitato di 

indirizzo) 

Decides on the strategic model, identifying 

priorities for action, also based on financial 

availability, and monitors its implementation 

AgID - Agenzia per l’Italia Digitale 

Transforms strategic objectives into projects by 

managing relations between actors, issuing 

technical rules, and managing supervision where 

required 

Regional Administration and Autonomous 

Provinces 

Contribute to updating the implementation and 

adjusting the programming of the Three-Year 

Plan, through the technical structures and the 

political representation of the Conference of 

Regions and Autonomous Provinces, under the 

coordination exercised by the Digital Agenda 

Special Commission 

All Public Administrations 

Coordinate the initiatives set out in the Plan for 

which they are responsible and govern individual 

projects. With the identification of the Digital 

Transition Manager, they are called upon to 

harmonize their strategy with the principles and 

guidelines of the Strategic Model; 

In house companies 

Support individual administrations in the 

development of projects and the management of 

enabling platforms and in the provision of support 

and consultancy services 

Consip and other central purchasing bodies 

Manage tenders and conclude contracts for 

central and local governments and work based on 

the Three-Year Plan to aggregate needs and the 

consequent acquisition of goods and services 

TABLE 6 - PUBLIC ICT GOVERNANCE 

From the summary picture outlined above, therefore, it is clear that the need for coordination of 

public ICT has long been addressed by the Italian legislation, with national strategies aimed at 

modernization and efficiency, maximizing synergies, and rationalizing public ICT assets. 

However, the efforts made so far have led more to a repeated change of the organization of the 

various central structures in charge, rather than to any significant effect. To date, the results of 

the coordination actions appear limited, because of fragmentation of interventions, duplication, 

poor interoperability, and integration of the developed services (Corte dei Conti 2019). 
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2.2 Italian Digital Strategy 

Having described the stakeholders acting in the digitalization of Italy, it is essential to explain 

what are the objectives that they are following and the strategies to reach them. 

The Italian strategy for the digitization of the country is strictly dependent on the guidelines and 

objectives of the European Union, outlined in the “Europe 2020 Strategy” and in particular in the 

initiative “Digital Agenda for Europe”, which proposes to better exploit the potential of 

Information and Communication Technologies to foster innovation, economic growth, and 

progress (European Commission 2010)32. The Agenda was declined by the member countries in 

national Agendas, in Italy it was declined in the “Digital Agenda for Italy33”. In order to pursue 

the Italian Agenda objectives, two strategic plans, the Strategy for Digital Growth 2014-2020, 

and, lately, “Italia 2025” have been developed. These provide a broad overview of the challenges 

that have to be tackled for the digitization of the country in the period indicated. More detailed 

specifications of the projects that have to be carried out and of the actions needed to do so are 

contained in the Three-Year Plans for ICT of 2017-2019, 2019-2021, 2020-2022. Below is briefly 

reported the content of the most recent documents, Italia 2025 and The Three-Year Plan 2020-

2022 (also referred to simply as “the Plan”). 

2.2.1 Italia 2025 

“Italia 2025” is a document released by the Ministry for Digitization and technologies which 

identifies the three main challenges, each structured into three objectives: 

• Digitization of society  

• Innovation of the Country 

• Sustainable and ethical development of society as a whole 

Digitization of Society 

This challenge refers to making it possible for citizens and businesses to use efficient public 

digital services easily and systematically. The solution is based on the implementation of better 

digital infrastructures, the exploitation of data, the creation of digital skills, the radical digitization 

of the public sector, which will also boost the digital transformation of the private sector. 

The three objectives of the first challenge are: 

1. Citizens and businesses can access Public Administration services online. 

The spread of enabling platforms (digital identity, electronic payment system, single 

registry, electronic identity card), the rationalization of infrastructures and resources, the 

 
32https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=LEGISSUM%3Asi0016  
33 Agenda Digitale Italiana 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=LEGISSUM%3Asi0016
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promotion of virtuous models (design guidelines, software reuse), the creation of new 

digital services allow a systematic use by citizens and businesses of efficient and easy-

to-use digital services. 

2. The public sector as a driver of private digitization 

Through the effective integration of public services with private services, improved 

procurement, and open innovation policies, the Public Administration becomes an 

enabler for the growth of digital services in the private world. 

3. Public information assets and the use and sharing of data by administrations and 

private parties are enhanced and encouraged. 

The open data heritage of the Public Administration is enhanced, to allow efficiency and 

transparency in existing services, develop new services, and attract new businesses. The 

use of the public information heritage is also used for the development and monitoring of 

informed and targeted strategies and decisions by the Public Administration. 

Innovation of the country 

This challenge is linked to encouraging the design and application of new technologies in the 

Italian production sector and the growth of technology sectors such as robotics, mobility of the 

future, artificial intelligence, and cybersecurity. 

The three objectives of the second challenge are: 

1. Structural changes facilitate and accelerate innovation in the ecosystem 

This objective is based on the idea that the access to innovative assets, the creation and 

support of services useful for the growth and development of innovation (investors, 

accelerators, etc.), incentives for the creation of innovation ecosystems that help 

contamination (hubs), ad hoc training for start-ups and venture capital companies, all 

support the growth of innovation. 

2. The increase of the innovative potential of cities and territories 

Technology and innovation are applied to improve the quality of life in cities and small 

towns. Targeted support to local Public Administrations allows even small towns to 

increase their innovation potential and apply new technologies to the needs of their 

communities and territories. 

3. The creation of an extensive, reliable, innovative, and green technological 

infrastructure. 

The communication network is the basic infrastructure for the development of innovation 

and competencies of the country. A reliable, secure, and capillary physical infrastructure, 

with optical fiber, cloud tools, and innovative technologies such as 5G, becomes an 

impulse for the economic and digital development of the country. The re-engineering of 
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digital infrastructures and the use of centralized data centers also allows for a drastic 

reduction in energy consumption and the use of alternative energy sources.  

Sustainable and ethical development of society as a whole 

The third challenge consists of working towards ethical, inclusive, transparent, and sustainable 

innovation that increases the well-being of society. 

The objectives of the third challenge are: 

1. Strengthen people’s digital skills 

With enhanced digital skills, citizens can better exploit the new public and private digital 

services. In this way, citizens can participate competently in political, social, cultural, and 

economic processes and assess the consequences of their actions for the creation of a 

digital and democratic society. 

2. Guarantee ethical, responsible, and non-discriminatory technological development 

The state assumes the role of governing the use of technologies, promoting their diffusion, 

maximizing collective benefits, and minimizing negative impacts. The search for 

ethicality, responsibility, and non-discrimination in technological solutions, especially in 

the case of artificial intelligence, becomes a guiding star for government action. 

3. Train citizens to access the jobs of the future through a process of continuous 

education 

Automation and innovation are transforming the labour market, contributing to the 

creation of new jobs that require new skills and continuous updating. Training courses 

for students, but also continuous training and reskilling of workers, as well as forms of 

protection for employees engaged in new jobs, make it possible to develop the skills 

needed to cope with the future labour market. 

2.2.2 Three-Year Plan for ICT 2020-2022 

The Three-Year Plan is a document that translates the broad objectives of the Digital Agenda for 

Italy, the European guidelines, and the strategies of the “Italia 2025” program into more practical 

steps, feasible programs, and enabling technologies. The 2020-2022 is the third edition of the Plan 

and represents the natural evolution of the two previous Plans: whereas the first edition focused 

on the introduction of the Strategic Model of IT in PA, and the second edition aimed to detail the 

implementation of the model, this edition focuses on the implementation of the planned actions. 

The strategic model of IT, introduced for the first time in the Plan of 2017-2019, is structured in 

two transversal levels, interoperability and security of information systems, and the vertical levels 

of technological components: services, data, platforms, and infrastructures (figure 5). 
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FIGURE 5 - STRATEGIC MODEL FOR THE EVOLUTION OF THE PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION INFORMATION SYSTEM 

Interoperability and security are common to all the vertical components. The former enables 

collaboration and telematic interaction between Public Administrations, citizens, and businesses 

while the latter regards the protection of PA’s digital assets from cyberattacks.  

The Plan describes for each technological component the actions already carried out, the legal 

and strategic context, the objectives, and the expected results. Besides, a roadmap for the different 

stakeholders toward the achievement of every objective is presented.  

The content of the plan is summarized below: 

Services 

Improving the quality of digital public services is a prerequisite for increasing their use by 

citizens, businesses, or other Public Administrations. In this process of digital transformation, it 

is essential that services have a clear value for the user; this objective requires a multidisciplinary 

approach in adopting interoperable methodologies and techniques for the design of a service. 

It is, therefore, necessary to act on several levels and improve the capacity of Public 

Administrations to generate and deliver high-quality services through: 

• more consistent use of existing Software as a Service solutions 

• reuse and sharing of software and expertise between different administrations 
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• the adoption of validated models and tools available to all 

• constant monitoring by PAs of their online services 

To this end, this Plan emphasizes the need to pool the solutions adopted by the various 

administrations to reduce the fragmentation that delays the maturity of services. 

The table below contains the objectives for this technological component and the related expected 

results (table 7), and some of the actions that the various stakeholders are expected to do for the 

achievement of each objective (table 8). 

 

Services  

Objective Expected results Targets 

Improving the capacity to generate 

and deliver digital services 

Dissemination of the software reuse 

model among administrations in 

implementation of the AGID 

Guidelines on the acquisition and 

reuse of software for the Public 

Administration 

2020: Baseline - at least 70 

administrations release open-

source software in Developers 

Italia and at least 600 actors re-

use open-source software 

present in Developers Italia. 

 

2021: Increase of at least 80 

administrations releasing open-

source software in Developers 

Italia and of at least 200 actors 

re-using open-source software 

in Developers Italia compared 

to baseline. 

 

2022: Increase of at least 180 

administrations releasing open-

source software in Developers 

Italia and of at least 400 actors 

re-using open source software 

in Developers Italia compared 

to baseline 

Increasing the level of adoption of the 

“cloud enablement program” 

2020: Baseline - at least 70 

PAs complete the assessment 

of their services under the 

cloud enablement program. 

 

2021: Increase, compared to 

baseline, of at least another 35 

PAs completing the service 

assessment required by the 

cloud enablement program and 

at least 25 having completed 

the migration of at least one 

service 

 

2022: Increase, compared to 

baseline, of at least another 130 

PAs completing the service 

assessment required by the 

cloud enablement program and 

at least 70 having completed 

the migration of at least one 

service 

Expansion of the offer of the AGID-

qualified Cloud Services Catalogue 

2020: Baseline – 800 qualified 

services 
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2021: Increase, compared to 

baseline, of at least another 450 

qualified services 

 

2022: Increase, compared to 

baseline, of at least another 

1000 Qualified services 

Dissemination of monitoring by 

administrations of the use of digital 

services 

2020: Baseline – 80 PAs 

activate Web Analytics Italia 

 

2021: 200 more PAs, compared 

to baseline, Activate Web 

Analytics Italia 

 

2022: 400 more PAs, compared 

to baseline, Activate Web 

Analytics Italia 

Improving the user experience and 

accessibility of services 

Increase and dissemination of standard 

templates for site development 

available in Designers Italia 

2020: Baseline – at least 80 

PAs use the available standard 

web development templates 

 

2021: increase, compared to 

the baseline, in the use of the 

model for at least another 100 

PAs. 

 

2022: increase, compared to 

the baseline, in the use of the 

model for at least another 200 

PAs. 

Dissemination of usability tests in 

administrations to facilitate user 

feedback and evaluations 

2020: Baseline – number of 

reports received by AGID on 

usability tests carried out by 

PAs 

 

2021: 5% increase in the 

number of reports received 

compared to baseline 

 

2022: 10% increase in the 

number of reports received 

compared to baseline 

Increasing the level of accessibility of 

PA digital services 

2020: Baseline 1– detection of 

the level of conformity of the 

sites, as communicated by the 

administrations in their 

declarations of accessibility 

 

2021: Baseline 2 - survey of 

the level of accessibility 

resulting from the monitoring 

of the sample of 1280 PA 

websites. 

 

2022: Definition of a national 

indicator of website 

accessibility and 10% increase 

in the level of accessibility 

compared to the sample of 

1280 sites monitored. 

TABLE 7 - OBJECTIVES AND EXPECTED RESULTS OF SERVICE COMPONENT 
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Services 

Objective  Stakeholders Actions34 Deadlines 

Improving the capacity to 

generate and deliver 

digital services 

Agid, Department for 

digital transformation, 

Consip 

Release of the first 

organic set of advanced 

tools for web statistical 

analysis in relation to the 

Web Analytics Italia 

(WAI) platform  

January 2021 

New release of the Cloud 

Marketplace platform 
January 2021 

Launch of a roadshow on 

the territory to illustrate 

the qualification paths for 

cloud services 

January 2021 

Definition of the 

integration model 

between AGID's Cloud 

Marketplace and Consip's 

AcquistinretePA platform 

February 2021 

Public Administrations 

PAs owning software 

developed on their behalf, 

release it in open source 

April 2021 

Feed the catalogue of PA 

services 
January 2022 

Improving the user 

experience and 

accessibility of services 

Agid, Department for 

digital transformation, 

Consip 

Survey of the number of 

accessibility declarations 

related to PA mobile apps 

published by 

administrations via 

form.agid.gov.it 

June 2021 

Release of a standard 

service and user 

experience model for 

public museums taking 

part in the pilot test 

September 2021 

Monitoring the 

accessibility criteria of 

PA websites and apps 

December 2021 

Public Administrations 

Publish accessibility 

targets on their website 
March 2021 

Notify AGID of the use of 

web development 

templates for their own 

institutional sites through 

a specific online form 

April 2021 

Publish the accessibility 

declaration for mobile 

APPs 

June 2021 

TABLE 8 - STAKEHOLDER'S ACTIONS AND DEADLINES FOR SERVICE COMPONENT 

Data 

The valorization of public information assets is a strategic objective for Public Administration, 

especially to effectively address the new challenges of the data economy. It is, therefore, 

necessary to ensure greater effectiveness of administrative activity in all processes involving the 

use of data: both concerning the sharing of data between Public Administrations for institutional 

purposes, and regarding the re-use of data, for commercial and non-commercial purposes, 

 
34 Not all actions are reported here. The entire roadmap is available at “Piano Triennale per l’Informatica 
nella Pubblica amministrazione 2020-2022”, pp. 13/14 
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according to the paradigm of open data. The tables below report objectives, results, targets, and 

deadlines as regards the Data technological component.  

Data  

Objective Expected results Targets 

Facilitating data sharing and re-use 

among PAs and re-use by citizens 

and businesses 

Increase in the number of databases 

of national interest displaying APIs 

consistent with the interoperability 

model and national and European 

data reference models 

2020: Baseline - number of services 

exposed through APIs from 

databases of national interest, 

 

2021: 25% increase compared to 

baseline 

 

2022: 40% increase compared to 

baseline 

Increase in the number of open 

dynamic datasets 

2020: Baseline - indicator 

construction and measurement 

 

2021: 5% increase compared to 

baseline 

 

2022: 10% increase compared to 

baseline 

Increase in the number of datasets 

made available through local data 

services 

2020: Baseline - indicator 

construction and measurement 

 

2021: 20% increase compared to 

baseline 

 

2022: 40% increase compared to 

baseline 

Increasing the quality of data and 

metadata 

Increase in the number of datasets 

with quality metadata compliant 

with European national reference 

standards 

2020: Baseline - indicator 

construction and measurement 

 

2021:  20% increase compared to 

baseline 

 

2022: 40% increase compared to 

baseline 

Increase in the number of open 

datasets complying with a subset of 

quality characteristics derived from 

the ISO/IEC 25012 standard 

2020: Baseline - indicator 

construction and measurement 

 

2021:  5% increase compared to 

baseline 

 

2022: 10% increase compared to 

baseline 

Raising awareness about policies 

for the valorization of public 

information assets and a modern 

data economy 

Increase in the number of 

coordinated actions between Public 

Administrations consistent with the 

National Data Strategy 

2020: n.a. 

 

2021: n.a. 

 

2022: At least two coordinated 

initiatives to implement the 

operational plan 

Increase in the number of datasets 

adopting a single, nationally 

identified open license 

2020: Baseline - Identification of 

the national reference open license 

and survey of the number of 

datasets already using it. 

 

2021: 30% increase compared to 

baseline 

 

2022: 60% increase compared to 

baseline 

TABLE 9 - OBJECTIVES AND EXPECTED RESULTS OF DATA COMPONENT 
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Data 
Objective  Stakeholders Actions35 Deadlines 

Facilitating data sharing 

and re-use among PAs 

and re-use by citizens and 

businesses 

Agid, Department for 

digital transformation, 

Database of national 

interests owners 

Start of adaptation to the 

interoperability model 

and national and 

European data reference 

models of databases of 

national interest and 

documentation in the 

relevant API catalogue 

December 2021 

Continued adaptation to 

the interoperability model 

and national and 

European data reference 

models of the databases 

of national interest, 

identified as targeted and 

documented in the 

relevant API catalogue 

December 2021 

Public Administrations 

Identify the dynamic 

datasets to be made 

available in open data 

January 2021 

Make territorial data 

available 
January 2021 

Initiate procedures to 

open the identified 

dynamic data they hold; 

stimulate, including in the 

preparation of tenders, the 

operators of public 

services they control to 

open up dynamic data 

February 2021 

Initiate the adaptation of 

the interfacing of the 

system with the databases 

of national interest 

according to the 

guidelines of the 

interoperability model 

January 2022 

Increasing the quality of 

data and metadata 

Agid, Department for 

digital transformation, 

Database of national 

interests owners 

Update of the guidelines 

on the valorization of 

public information assets 

January 2021 

Launch, together with the 

PA, the continuous 

process of identification 

and definition of shared 

standard semantic models 

for open datasets of 

interest 

January 2021 

Public Administrations 

Standardize their 

geographic data metadata 

systems to national 

specifications and 

document their datasets in 

the national catalogue 

January 2021 

 
35 Not all actions are reported here. The entire roadmap is available at “Piano Triennale per l’Informatica 
nella Pubblica amministrazione 2020-2022”, pp. 19/20/21 
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 Provide indications on 

the data quality level for 

the identified 

characteristics and 

publish the related 

metadata 

January 2021 

Raising awareness about 

policies for the 

valorization of public 

information assets and a 

modern data economy 

Agid, Department for 

digital transformation, 

Database of national 

interests’ owners 

Definition of training and 

awareness-raising 

initiatives for Digital 

Transformation Managers 

and administrative staff 

on data management 

policies 

January 2021 

Publication of the 

National Data Strategy 
July 2021 

Publication of an 

operational 

implementation plan for 

the National Data 

Strategy 

June 2022 

Public Administrations 

Identify all figures who 

can contribute to the 

dissemination of the data 

culture and to the 

implementation of the 

National Data Strategy 

throughout the territory. 

January 2021 

Participate, together with 

AGID and the 

Department for Digital 

Transformation, in 

defining methodologies to 

monitor the re-use of 

open data 

July 2021 

TABLE 10 - STAKEHOLDER'S ACTIONS AND DEADLINES FOR DATA COMPONENT 

Platforms 

The Three-year Plan aims to use technological platforms that offer fundamental, transversal, 

enabling, and reusable functionalities in the digitization of PA processes and services. Platforms 

make it possible to reduce the workload of Public Administrations, relieving them of the need to 

implement new functions, reducing the time and cost of implementing services, guaranteeing 

greater IT security, and lightening the management of Public Administration services. They are 

therefore created to support the rationalization of PA back-office processes, in order to improve 

efficiency and generate economic savings, to promote the simplification and reduction of 

administrative burdens for businesses, professionals, and citizens, and to stimulate the creation of 

new digital services. Besides, platforms favour the implementation of distributed processes and 

the standardization of data flows between administrations. From this part of the Plan, the 

importance given by the Italian Government to platforms results evident, in accordance with what 

is signalled by scholars and reported in the literature review of this thesis. 
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Finally, the concept of platform referred to in the Three-Year Plan includes not only enabling 

platforms at the national level and platform for territorial aggregation, but also platforms that can 

be useful for several types of administrations and platforms that collect and reconcile the services 

of administrations, on different levels of competence. This is the case, for example, of the 

platforms for the technological intermediation on payments available in the regional territories 

that connect with the national pagoPA node. 

The Plan 2020-2022 promotes the launch in 2020 of new platforms to streamline services for 

administrations and citizens, such as: 

• Integrated CUP (Centro Unico di Prenotazione): a platform for the integration and 

interoperability of existing regional and inter-agency CUP solutions, which will enable 

citizens to access care more easily thanks to the possibility of knowing waiting times and 

being able to book in all medical facilities nationwide. 

• IO Platform: the platform that allows citizens, through a single App, to easily interact 

with different Public Administrations, local or national, collecting services, 

communications, payments and documents 

• INAD: the platform managing the National Index of Digital Domiciles36, which ensures 

the implementation of the Citizen's Digital Domicile Guideline37 

• Platform of the National Museum System: the platform that will network all Italian 

museums and offer information and services both for citizens and tourists and for the 

operators of the National Museum System. 

• PDND (National digital data platform38): the platform for enhancing the public 

information heritage through the introduction of modern Big Data analysis techniques. 

In addition, the Plan identifies a series of actions to promote adoption processes, add new 

functionalities, and continuously adapt the technology used and security levels of already existing 

platforms, such as: 

• SPID (Public Digital Identity System39): a public digital identity consisting of a pair of 

credentials (username and password), strictly personal, with which it is possible to access 

the online services of the Public Administration and participating private entities. 

• pagoPA: the digital system for the payments toward the Public Administration (it will be 

described thoroughly in the following chapters) 

 
36 Indice nazionale dei domicili digitali 
37 Linea Guida sul domicilio digitale del Cittadino 
38 Piattaforma Digitale Nazionale dei dati 
39 Sistema Pubblico di Identità Digitale 
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• ANPR (National Register of Resident Population40): the national database into which 

the municipal registers are going to be gradually merged. 

• SIOPE+: an infrastructure that intermediates the dialogue between Public 

Administrations and treasury banks with the aim of improving the quality of data for 

monitoring public expenditure and tracking the payment times of Public Administrations 

to supplier companies. 

The tables below report objectives, results, targets and deadlines as regards the Platform 

technological component.  

Platforms  

Objective Expected actions Targets 

Promoting the evolution of existing 

platforms to improve the services 

offered to citizens and businesses 

by simplifying administrative action 

Increasing the level of supply and 

digitization of the Electronic Health 

Record (Fascicolo Sanitario 

Elettronico - FSE) with health 

documents by territorial health 

structures 

2020: Baseline - number of 

digitized documents in the FSE 

 

2021: 10% increment compared to 

Baseline 

 

2022: 20% increment compared to 

Baseline 

Increase in the number of services 

booked online compared to the 

physical channel through integrated 

regional online CUPs 

2020: Baseline - Percentage of 

online bookings compared to total 

 

2021: 10% increment compared to 

Baseline 

 

2022: 20% increment compared to 

Baseline 

Increasing the number of 

Administrations served in NoiPA 

and extending the number of 

platform services used 

2020: Baseline – 82 

Administrations served 

 

2021: increment of 10 new 

administrations compared to 

Baseline 

 

2022: increment of 90 new 

administrations compared to 

Baseline 

Increasing the degree of adoption 

and use of existing enabling 

platforms by Public 

Administrations 

Increasing adoption and use of 

digital identity (SPID and CIE) by 

Public Administrations 

2020: Baseline – 30% more 

authentications made with SPID 

and CIE to PA online services than 

in 2019 

 

2021: Increase in the number of 

authentications by 50% compared 

to baseline. 

 

2022: Increase in the number of 

authentications by 50% compared 

to baseline. 

Increase in the number of 

municipalities taking over ANPR 

2020: Baseline – 85% of 

municipalities in ANPR 

 

2021: 100% of municipalities in 

ANPR 

Increasing the level of use of 

pagoPA 

2020: Baseline – number of 

Administrations that use pagoPA 

 

 
40 Anagrafe Nazionale della Popolazione Residente 
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2021: 20% increment compared to 

Baseline 

 

2022: 30% increment compared to 

Baseline 

Increase in the number of 

Administrations whose expenditure 

can be consulted online through 

SIOPE+ 

2020: Baseline – number of 

Administrations whose expenditure 

can be consulted online through 

SIOPE+ 

 

2021: 10% increment compared to 

Baseline 

 

2022: 20% increment compared to 

Baseline 

Increase and rationalization of the 

number of platforms for 

administrations to simplify services 

to citizens 

Increase the degree of adoption of 

the IO Platform 

2020: Baseline - number of 

administrations adhering to the IO 

Platform with at least one service. 

 

2021: 50% of the participating 

regions and 10% of the 

municipalities display their services 

on IO. 

 

2022: 100% of the participating 

regions and 30% of the 

municipalities display their services 

on IO. 

Realization of INAD 

2020: n.a. 

 

2021: Baseline identified in PAs 

needing to interact via APIs 

 

2022: 10% increment compared to 

Baseline 

Publication of the National 

Museum System Platform and 

accreditation of museums to the 

National Museum System (SMN) 

2020: Baseline - number of 

museums accredited to the SMN 

service 

 

2021: 30% of museums to be 

accredited 

 

2022: 70% of museums to be 

accredited 

TABLE 11 - OBJECTIVES AND EXPECTED RESULTS OF PLATFORM COMPONENT 

Platforms 

Objective Stakeholders Actions41 Deadlines 

Promoting the evolution 

of existing platforms to 

improve the services 

offered to citizens and 

businesses by simplifying 

administrative action 

AgID, Department for 

Digital Transformation, 

and other institutions  

Collection of health data 

and document 

implementation guides 

produced by specific 

regional workgroups 

December 2022 

Verification and 

evaluation of the 

implementation status of 

FSE development 

activities 

December 2022 

Public Administrations 

Accredited public and 

private healthcare 

facilities must be 

connected to the 

interagency or regional 

CUP system 

December 2021 

 
41 Not all actions are reported here. The entire roadmap is available at “Piano Triennale per l’Informatica 
nella Pubblica amministrazione 2020-2022”, pp. 28-33 
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Accredited public and 

private healthcare 

facilities must enter their 

agendas into the 

interagency or regional 

CUP system 

December 2021 

Increasing the degree of 

adoption and use of 

existing enabling 

platforms by Public 

Administrations 

AgID, Department for 

Digital Transformation, 

and other institutions  

Awareness-raising 

activities among 

administrations, through 

the involvement of the 

Regions and Autonomous 

Provinces, starting with 

those that act as 

technological 

intermediaries, to 

encourage an increase in 

the number of accessions 

and transactions on the 

system 

December 2020 

Launch of actions to 

encourage the adoption 

and use of SPID on some 

target Public 

Administrations of 

national and regional 

relevance 

March 2021 

Public Administrations 

Subjects obliged to adhere 

to the pagoPA platform 

solve the remaining 

technical/organizational 

problems blocking 

adhesion to the platform 

and complete the 

activation of services 

December 2020 

PAs complete the 

transition to the pagoPA 

platform for all central 

and local PA collections 

December 2021 

Increase and 

rationalization of the 

number of platforms for 

administrations to 

simplify services to 

citizens 

AgID, Department for 

Digital Transformation, 

and other institutions  

Awareness-raising 

activities among 

administrations, including 

through the involvement 

of other central 

administrations, regions 

and local authorities, to 

encourage expansion of 

the range of public 

services offered and 

increase the number of 

memberships and 

transactions 

December 2020 

Definition of the 

metrics/measurement 

model for monitoring the 

activities of 

rationalization and 

integration of platforms at 

different territorial levels 

March 2022 

Public Administrations 

The PAs involved 

participate in the working 

table for the definition of 

regulatory and technical 

interventions aimed at the 

realization of the SPID 

platform. 

From January 2021 

TABLE 12 - STAKEHOLDER'S ACTIONS AND DEADLINES FOR PLATFORM COMPONENT 
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Infrastructures 

The development of digital infrastructures is an integral part of the public sector modernization 

strategy because they support the delivery of both public services to citizens and businesses and 

essential services to the country. 

These infrastructures must be reliable, secure, energy-efficient, and economically sustainable. 

However, technological evolution exposes systems to new and different risks, also concerning the 

protection of personal data. The objective of guaranteeing greater efficiency of the systems cannot 

be separated from the objective of simultaneously guaranteeing a high level of security of the 

networks and information systems used by the Public Administration. 

However, as pointed out by AGID through the Census of ICT Assets of the PA, many PA 

infrastructures lack the necessary security and reliability requirements and, in addition, are 

lacking in terms of structure and organization. This exposes the country to numerous risks 

including interruption or unavailability of services and cyberattacks with, consequently, 

illegitimate access by third parties to particularly sensitive data (or data flows) or loss and 

alteration of the same data. 

The outlined scenario poses the immediate need to implement a path of rationalization of 

infrastructures to: 

1. Ensure the security of services provided through infrastructures classified as inadequate42, 

through their migration to more secure data centers. 

2. Avoid that administrations build new data centers to reduce the fragmentation of 

resources and the uncontrolled proliferation of infrastructures with consequent 

multiplication of costs. 

The tables below report objectives, results, targets, and deadlines as regards the Infrastructures 

technological component. 

 

Infrastructures 

Objective Expected actions Targets 

Improving the quality and security 

of digital services provided by local 

governments by encouraging their 

aggregation and migration across 

the territory 

Reduction of inadequate Data 

Centers 

2020: Baseline – 1.101 inadequate 

data centers of 741 Local Public 

Administration (PAL) for 33.948 

CPU, 1.993 TB RAM, 107 PB 

Storage 

 

2021: 5% reduction of RAM, CPU 

and Storage compared to Baseline 

 

2022: 20% reduction of RAM, CPU 

and Storage compared to Baseline 

 
42 Inadequate are the data centers Classified as B in the “Censimento del Patrimonio ICT della PA”: 
https://docs.italia.it/italia/piano-triennale-ict/censimento-ict/it/bozza/contents.html 

https://docs.italia.it/italia/piano-triennale-ict/censimento-ict/it/bozza/contents.html
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Improving the quality and security 

of digital services provided by 

central administrations by 

encouraging their aggregation and 

migration on secure and reliable 

infrastructures 

Reduction of Central Public 

Administrations (PAC)’ s 

inadequate data centers 

2020: Baseline – 88 inadequate data 

centers of 44 PAC for 17.020 CPU, 

1.520 TB RAM, 73 PB Storage 

 

2021: 10% reduction of RAM, CPU 

and Storage compared to Baseline 

 

2022: 30% reduction of RAM, CPU 

and Storage compared to Baseline 

Improve the use of digital services 

for citizens and businesses through 

the enhancement of connectivity for 

the PA 

Availability of broadband and ultra-

broadband Internet connectivity 

services for local PAs 

2020:  Baseline - 50 PAL adherent 

to the MEPA43 offer for 

connectivity services 

 

2021: Increment of 150 PAL 

adherent to the MEPA offer for 

connectivity services 

 

2022: Increment of 250 PAL 

adherent to the MEPA offer for 

connectivity services 

Update of ultra-broadband 

connectivity services in the SPC 

connectivity contract 

2021: Definition of a solution and 

preparation of a proposal for a list 

update by the technical steering 

committee. 

 

2022: availability of new ultra-

wideband connectivity services in 

the SPC contract. 

TABLE 13 - OBJECTIVES AND EXPECTED RESULTS OF INFRASTRUCTURES COMPONENT 

Infrastructures  

Objective Stakeholders Actions44 Deadlines 

Improving the quality and 

security of digital services 

provided by local 

governments by 

encouraging their 

aggregation and migration 

across the territory 

AgID, department for 

Digital Transformation 

and Consip. 

Update of the cloud 

enablement handbook 

including instructions for 

the migration of services 

of local governments 

owning inadequate data 

centers 

February 2021 

Issuance of regulations 

for minimum levels of 

security and reliability of 

Group A45 data centers 

December 2021 

Public Administrations 

PAL that own inadequate 

data centers shall forward 

to AGID their plans to 

migrate to AGID-

qualified cloud services 

and data centers 

September 2021 

Improving the quality and 

security of digital services 

provided by central 

administrations by 

encouraging their 

aggregation and migration 

on secure and reliable 

infrastructures 

AgID, department for 

Digital Transformation 

and Consip. 

Acquisition and 

evaluation of PAC's 

inadequate data centers 

migration plans 

September 2021 

Public Administrations 

PAC owning inadequate 

data transmit to the 

Department for Digital 

Transformation their 

plans for migration to 

adequate data centers 

September 2021 

 
43 Mercato Elettronico della PA: it is a virtual marketplace for PA’s online purchases 
44 Not all actions are reported here. The entire roadmap is available at “Piano Triennale per l’Informatica 
nella Pubblica amministrazione 2020-2022”, pp. 39/40 
45 Data centers are classified of class A in the “Censimento del Patrimonio ICT della PA”: Censimento ICT 
| Censimento del Patrimonio ICT della PA (italia.it) 

https://docs.italia.it/italia/piano-triennale-ict/censimento-ict/it/bozza/contents.html
https://docs.italia.it/italia/piano-triennale-ict/censimento-ict/it/bozza/contents.html
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PAC begin the migration 

of inadequate data centers 

to PSN (Polo Strategico 

Nazionale) 

From January 2022 

Improve the use of digital 

services for citizens and 

businesses through the 

enhancement of 

connectivity for the PA 

AgID, department for 

Digital Transformation 

and Consip. 

Update of the 

connectivity offer within 

the SPC contract 

May 2021 

Consolidation of 

technical/contractual 

bidding documentation 

May 2021 

Public Administrations 

PAs can purchase the new 

services available in the 

SPC price list 

June 2021 

TABLE 14 - STAKEHOLDER'S ACTIONS AND DEADLINES FOR INFRASTRUCTURES COMPONENT 

2.3 Structure of Italian Public Administration 

According to the DESI (Digital Economy and Society Index) of 2020, a composite indicator 

elaborated by the European Commission to summarize the digital performance of the 27 EU 

Member States, Italy ranks 24th in terms of general digital competitiveness46. The DESI is 

calculated by adding 5 different components, one of which is the “Digital Public Services” 

component. In this category, Italy is in 18th place, very distant from countries with similar 

socioeconomic characteristics such as France, Germany, and Spain. Part of the reasons for this 

digital gap is to be found in the fragmentation of the Italian Public Administration: there are 

approximately 23,000 Public entities in Italy (including health authorities and schools), in each 

of which there is at least one organizational unit that deals with the design and management of 

information systems. The natural consequence of this disorganization are the 160.000 databases, 

200.000 applications, 11.000 data centers, 50.000 suppliers (Aiello 2018). Such a high level of 

fragmentation of the Information Systems Functions makes national digitization processes very 

long and expensive, often preventing them altogether, and is one of the main causes of the 

Country’s delay in innovations that require high management, technical, organizational, and 

contractual skills. This fragmentation determines, in fact, systematic diseconomies of scale and 

scope: it accentuates the scarcity of competencies on the processes and on the design of solutions; 

it increases the degree of heterogeneity of the solutions; it prevents the integration and the 

standardization; it makes inadequate the levels of service; it lowers the productivity of the 

functions and of the resources (Aiello 2018). 

This high degree of administrative decentralization makes the role of regional/local PA 

particularly relevant in the process of technological innovation (Piano Triennale 2020-2022). In 

fact, these PAs have a more precise knowledge of the digital solutions in use in their territory than 

the central government. Therefore, the structure of Italian Public Administration is here reported, 

 
46 Source: European Commission  - https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/digital-economy-and-
society-index-desi 

https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/digital-economy-and-society-index-desi
https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/digital-economy-and-society-index-desi


78 
 

highlighting the different territorial entities present in the country, their role, and their autonomy 

in the technological innovation and digitization process. 

2.3.1 Regions 

Regions are the first level of territorial subdivision of the Italian State as well as a public body 

endowed with political and administrative autonomy sanctioned and limited mainly by the 

Constitution of the Italian Republic (art. 114-133). The territory of a region can be divided into 

provinces, and Metropolitan Cities (Città Metropolitane), while the smallest administrative entity 

inside a region is the Municipality. 

There are 20 regions: Abruzzo, Basilicata, Calabria, Campania, Emilia-Romagna, Friuli-Venezia 

Giulia, Lazio, Liguria, Lombardy, Marche, Molise, Piedmont, Apulia, Sardinia, Sicily, Tuscany, 

Trentino-Alto Adige, Umbria, Aosta Valley, Veneto. Five of these (Friuli-Venezia Giulia, 

Sardinia, Sicily, Trentino-Alto Adige, Aosta Valley) have a special statute of autonomy. Trentino-

Alto Adige differs from the other 19 regions in the fact that decision-making power (much more 

advanced than in the other regions) is exercised directly at the provincial level with the 

Autonomous Provinces of Trento and Bolzano. The regions differ greatly in terms of dimension, 

population, and number of municipalities, as shown in the table below. 

Regione 
Popolazione 

residenti 

Superficie 

km² 

Densità 

abitanti/km² 

Numero 

Comuni 

Numero 

Provincie/Città 

metropolitane 

Abruzzo 1.293.941 10.831,84 119 305 4 

Basilicata 553.254 10.073,32 55 131 2 

Calabria 1.894.110 15.221,90 124 404 5 

Campania 5.712.143 13.670,95 418 550 5 

Emilia-Romagna 4.464.119 22.452,78 199 328 9 

Friuli Venezia 

Giulia 
1.206.216 7.924,36 152 215 4 

Lazio 5.755.700 17.232,29 334 378 5 

Liguria 1.524.826 5.416,21 282 234 4 

Lombardy 10.027.602 23.875,45 420 1.506 12 

Marche 1.512.672 9.427,42 160 227 5 

Molise 300.516 4.460,65 67 136 2 

Piedmont 4.311.217 25.387,07 170 1.181 8 

Apulia 3.953.305 19.540,90 202 257 6 

Sardinia 1.611.621 24.100,02 67 377 5 

Sicily 4.875.290 25.832,39 189 390 9 

Tuscany 3.692.555 22.987,04 161 273 10 

Trentino-Alto 

Adige 
1.078.069 13.616,18 79 282 2 

Umbria 870.165 8.464,33 103 92 2 

Aosta Valley 125.034 3.260,90 38 74 1 

Veneto 4.879.133 18.345,35 266 563 7 

TABLE 15 - ITALIAN REGIONS (SOURCE: ISTAT DATA 31/12/2019) 
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In the technological innovation process, the regions have the role of coordinating and aggregating 

entities, being the mediator between the local entities and the central Government. They assist 

provinces and municipalities in the implementation of the objectives of the Three-Year-Plan, 

being promoters of actions to support and accompany their alignment to the targets expressed in 

the Plan (Three-Year Plan 2019-2021). Besides, they can coordinate the efforts of local entities 

ensuring the sharing of best practices between them. 

2.3.2 Municipalities 

Municipalities are the smallest administrative entities, endowed with administrative and financial 

autonomy. In Italy, there are 7.903 municipalities, with very different populations, as shown in 

the graph below. 

 

FIGURE 6 - DISTRIBUTION OF MUNICIPALITIES BY POPULATION CLASS (SOURCE: ISTAT) 

From the graph above it can be seen that a quarter of the Italian municipalities have less than 

1.000 inhabitants, around 50% have less than 2.500 inhabitants, and around 70% have less than 

5.000 inhabitants. The existence of such a huge number of small municipalities, not always able 

to meet the objectives set by the strategy at the national level because of the lack of resources or 

expertise, makes the role of coordinating and aggregating actors such as regions extremely 

valuable. To overcome the lack of resources and organizational difficulties, small municipalities 

can form unions (“unioni di comuni”, “comunità montane”, “comunità di valle”), aimed at 

providing services that benefit all member municipalities. 

As regards technological innovation, the implementations of actions to align with national 

directives can be carried out by municipalities alone or, if it is the case, by the union of which 

they are a member. 
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2.3.3 Provinces and Metropolitan Cities 

Provinces and Metropolitan Cities are classified as “wide-area entities”47, which have been 

instituted as an intermediary level between regions and municipalities for the planning and 

management of land, resources, and relations with local authorities. These entities aim to 

orchestrate interventions that go beyond municipal competence areas (often too restricted 

geographically, economically, and financially) without reaching the regional level. 

There are 107 wide area entities (Provinces and Metropolitan Cities), and they have the role of 

coordinating and helping their municipalities in the execution of strategies for technological 

innovation providing resources and expertise, as well as promoting innovation through seminars 

and events to raise awareness on the strategies of the central Government. 

  

 
47 “Enti di area vasta”. Law n. 56 of 07/04/2014  
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3 pagoPA 

Having described the context in which pagoPA is set, it is now possible to explain what it is and 

how it works. 

The main sources consulted to understand the functioning of the payment system were the website 

Agenda Digitale48, the reference header for Digital and Public Administration issues, and the 

official documents released by the Agenzia per l’Italia Digitale, the public body in charge of 

Italy’s digital transformation. In addition, reports by the eGovernment Observatory of Politecnico 

di Milano on the diffusion of pagoPA in the past were consulted. 

pagoPA is an electronic payment system designed to make any payment to the Public 

Administration simpler, safer, and more transparent49. It is not a website where to pay, but a new 

way to perform payments to the Public Administrations (municipalities, regions, provinces, 

schools, etc.) in a standardized way through Payment Service Providers (PSP). These are banks 

and other operators that can handle the payment through virtual or physical counters (home 

banking, Post Offices, Satispay, etc.). However, the citizens can use these tools to pay a service 

only if the entity which receives the payments – called “Ente creditore”, or EC – has adhered to 

pagoPA and has made this service available on the platform. Entities can start to make available 

on the system only a subset of their services, but the goal is that all payments toward PA pass 

through pagoPA within February, 28th 202150. 

3.1 General functioning of the system 

The strategic objective of the pagoPA System is to facilitate and spread digital payment 

instruments, in particular those that allow Public Administrations to collect the payments owed 

to them. On one hand, it improves, compared to the situations already in place, the management 

of treasury services, on the other hand, allows the Public Administrations and the managers of 

public services to expose citizens and businesses to advanced payment services.  

Adherence to pagoPA allows the EC (the Entity which receives the payment) to simplify onerous 

back-office management processes through automatic reconciliation of payments. The same 

benefit is expected for every operator in the payments sector that adheres to the initiative, which 

is part of the broader European regulation on payment services introduced with the SEPA project 

and is disciplined by the regulations introduced in Article 5 of the CAD on the subject of IT 

payments. 

 
48 https://www.agendadigitale.eu/ 
49 Source: https://www.pagopa.gov.it/it/pagopa/ 
50 Legislative Decree n.76 of 2020, art.24 

https://www.agendadigitale.eu/
https://www.pagopa.gov.it/it/pagopa/
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The aforementioned regulations are implemented through the enabling infrastructure, called 

“Nodo dei PagamentiSPC (NodoSPC)”. This infrastructure is configured as a component of the 

Public Connectivity System which regulates - at the national level - the organizational and 

technical-infrastructural modalities for the functioning of payments to the Public Administration, 

without altering the commercial relationships between the various players in the process but 

introducing simplified modes of interaction. 

In this context, the system is configured at the national level and defined as “Dominio dei 

Pagamenti della Pubblica Amministrazione” (Public Administration Payments Domain), which 

has assumed since the end of the year 2014 the name of Sistema pagoPA. 

The operating model of the System refers to the principles of the Four Corners model51 defined 

by the European Payment Council and is shown in figure 7 in which the infrastructure constituted 

by the NodoSPC acts as the facilitator of the dialogue between the various subjects involved, 

reported in the table below: 

Final user (Debtor) It represents the private citizen, the 

professional or the company that makes 

payments to the Public Administration. 

Ente creditore (EC or Creditor) Subject that uses the pagoPA system for the 

collection of payments due from the End User 

for various reasons. 

Payment Service Providers (PSP, Debtor 

and Creditor Bank) 

Subject authorized by the relevant regulations 

to execute the payment requests received by 

the EC through the NodoSPC to which it 

returns the electronic payment receipt. 

TABLE 16 – ACTORS INVOLVED IN A TRANSACTION ON PAGOPA 

 
51 Request-to-Pay - Specifications for a standardisation framework (European Payment Council, 2019) 
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FIGURE 7 - EUROPEAN PAYMENT COUNCIL FOUR CORNERS MODEL 

From an organizational point of view, participation in the pagoPA system is implemented through 

the signing of service agreements between the AgID and Payment Service Providers, as well as 

the signing of letters of adhesion by Public Administrations and managers of Public Services: this 

allows to establish a "many to many" relationship, accelerating the process of implementation of 

the system. 

The pagoPA system also provides for the possibility that the activities linked to the execution of 

payments are carried out, in whole or in part, by technological intermediaries (public and/or 

private entities) on behalf of both the Creditor Bodies and the Payment Service Providers. In this 

regard it is defined: 

Technological intermediary (Intermediario Tecnologico) a public subject (typically a 

Regional administration) already adhering to the NodoSPC, which is responsible for the technical 

interface activities of the intermediated subject. 

Technological partner (Partner Tecnologico) a private supplier of the intermediated party, 

which sells the service of providing the technical interface activities with the NodoSPC. 

It should be noted that multi-intermediation is allowed, i.e. the use of different intermediaries or 

partners by the same intermediated party. 
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3.2 The Payment lifecycle 

In the context of relations between the End User and the EC, the need to make payments to the 

latter is associated with administrative procedures that follow the pre-established "life cycle", 

depicted in figure 8. 

 

FIGURE 8 - PAYMENT LIFE CYCLE 

1. The Payments can be spontaneous, if is carried out on the citizen's own initiative (for 

example, in response to a service request), or expected, if is due and requested by the 

Authority in response to a pre-existing debt position (for example, the payments for 

municipal taxes or bills). 

2. The need for payment is realized through the generation of a debt position, that is the set 

of information that the Creditor must store to allow the payment and the subsequent 

reconciliation phase. 

3. The Payment Service Provider chosen by the End User collects the funds to be sent to the 

Creditor. 

4. The Payment Service Provider performs the accounting settlement of the transaction by 

crediting the account indicated by the Creditor in the payment request with a SEPA Credit 

Transfer. 

5. The EC extinguishes the debt position and performs the accounting reconciliation phase 

of the payment. 

6. The EC issues a receipt to the End User. 

The execution of payments through pagoPA involves the interaction between the information 

systems of the various actors adhering to the Domain. The NodoSPC is the center of the system 

and ensures the interoperability of the various systems of the adhering parties, allowing the 

exchange of data flows, as well as providing the payer an interface for the selection of the Payment 

Service Provider. The data which are necessary for the successful execution of the payment and 

must be stored by the EC (Ente creditore – Creditor Entity) are: 

• IUV (Identificativo Unico di Versamento - Unique Payment Identifier): it is a code 

that uniquely identifies any payment and through which the EC associates the single 

payment made by the user to the payment request or to the debt position. In the case of 

spontaneous payments, the IUV is generated at the time of the payment request, while in 

the case of expected payments the IUV is generated a priori and associated with the debt 
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position and is normally notified to the user through a Payment Notice (Avviso di 

Pagamento). 

• RPT (Richiesta Pagamento Telematico - Telematic Payment Request): it is the digital 

payment request issued by the EC to request payment of a debt position, it contains the 

parameters necessary for the execution of the entire payment lifecycle.  

• RT (Ricevuta Telematica - Telematic Receipt): it is the electronic receipt Generated 

by the PSP for each RPT received to qualify the outcome of the payment transaction. 

• CCP (Codice Contesto Pagamento - Payment Context Code): it is a code that 

characterizes the single payment transaction of a debt position, allowing the reworking 

of failed payments. 

• FR (Flusso di Rendicontazione - Reporting Flow): it is a document made available by 

the PSP that collects the details of a cumulative account credit specified by the RPT 

received from a EC. 

The technological platform of the NodoSPC provides for the routing of this information and 

objects to initialize the payment and report on its outcomes: 

• The End User, by triggering the payment, makes available to a PSP of its choice the RPT 

relating to the debt position he intends to pay.  

• The End User may authorize a payment, via physical or digital channels made available 

by the PSP. 

• The PSP collects the payment requested by the EC, generates a RT, delivers a payment 

statement to the End User, and credits the EC's accounts within the timeframe required 

by sector regulations. 

• The telematic receipt through the NodoSPC is delivered to the EC which, in case of 

positive outcome, can provide the requested service. 

• The EC may perform reconciliation of payments, based on the RT and the FR, and issue 

the receipt. 

3.3 Payment models 

Both spontaneous and expected payments can be carried out through 4 process models, which 

from the point of view of the End User can be brought back to 2: 

Payment on EC’s website/app (model 1 and 2): these models reproduce the typical user 

experience for digital payments, such as when a payment is made through PayPal, credit card, or 

Satispay. The two models differ in the way the payment authorization is managed, but in both 

cases the payment request is activated by the user on the portal or on the app of the Creditor. 
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• Model 1: the payment takes place by card (credit, debit, prepaid) through the virtual POS 

made available by NodoSPC. In this model the execution of the payment and the release 

of the relative payment certificate (Telematic Receipt, called RT) are immediate. 

• Model 2: the payment takes place by other online methods on the web pages made 

available by the PSP, to which the user is redirected. In this model the execution of the 

payment and the issue of the relative certificate (RT) take place according to the 

authorization methods adopted by the PSP: if the user has pre-authorized the payment 

(for example, with a letter of guarantee or other contractual instruments), this is 

immediate; if the authorization is issued subsequently (for example, through home 

banking, notification on smartphone or tablet app, etc.), the payment and therefore the 

issue of the Telematic Receipt (RT) is deferred in time. 

Payment at a PSP (model 3 and 4): these models have been implemented to guarantee the offer 

of physical payment channels, thus reproducing the user experience of payment at the counter, 

but also applies to cases of "virtual counter". The payment request is activated by the user at a 

physical or virtual channel of one of the PSPs participating in the system. Only pre-existing debt 

positions can be paid with these models: 

• Model 3: this model applies if the End User has the IUV, which he communicates to the 

PSP so that the latter verifies in real-time the existence and the updated amount due in 

the EC’s archives before proceeding to make the payment. 

• Model 4: the End User does not communicate to the PSP the IUV but another piece of 

data that, exactly as the IUV, is able to identify the due amount (for example the license 

plate to pay the car tax). The PSP requests in real-time from the EC the IUV associated 

with the due amount. Model 4 is defined as spontaneous because it can be activated 

autonomously by the user without the user having previously received a Payment Notice 

from the Creditor with the relative IUV code, or even if the user has lost it. Once the 

payment has been completed, the PSP generates and issues to the user the Telematic 

Receipt, which is also sent to the creditor for storage. 

3.4 pagoPA advantages 

As can be seen on its website52, pagoPA provides numerous advantages for both citizens and 

Public Administrations. 

For citizens, pagoPA allows a multichannel payment experience, regardless of the size of their 

EC of reference. Once all the services will be integrated on pagoPA everybody will all have the 

same opportunities in terms of the variety of payment channels and instruments and the same 

commission costs, which are starting to become more and more advantageous thanks to the 

 
52 https://www.pagopa.gov.it/it/pagopa/vantaggi/ 

https://www.pagopa.gov.it/it/pagopa/vantaggi/
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transparency and competition that the system brings with it and thanks to Psd2. PagoPA means 

uniformity and simplicity of the user experience with a range of accessory functions to payment: 

consultation of one's up-to-date debt position, digital alerting, immediate receipt, to mention a  

few.  

For PAs, pagoPA means efficiency and savings in the management of the payment lifecycle 

particularly with regard to reconciliation activities (accounting department). Besides, 

improvements in collection activities are expected, in terms of respected deadlines and in terms 

of fewer outstanding payments. 

3.5 The complexity of pagoPA’s policy network 

As it has been explained in chapter 2.1, the Italian Digital governance is composed of a plurality 

of institutional figures involved in the digitization of the Country. Since pagoPA is a component 

of the Italian digital strategy, some of the actors that influence the Italian Digital policy have an 

effect also on the definition of the policies that concern the payment system. As it is explained 

more in detail in the next chapters, these policies have not always been successful. Applying the 

Policymaking theory about the actors of the policy process reported in chapter 1.3.3, it is possible 

to understand from a general perspective why the implementation of these policies has 

encountered obstacles, resistance, and delays over the years. In fact, the difficulty to reach policy 

success is linked to a high level of complexity, which is the existence of a plurality of points of 

view within the process. Labelling the different actors that influence the policy with their actor 

type, allows filling the table proposed by Dente to evaluate the complexity of the decisional 

network formed by the interactions of the actors. 

The actors of pagoPA’s diffusion policy process, their claim of intervention, and their level of 

interest (international, national regional or local) are here reported: 

Political actors: actors of this type base their claim of intervention on the fact that they have 

citizens’ consensus. In the case that is being discussed political actors are the Government and 

the Minister for technological innovation and digitization, as they claim to be the expression 

of the popular will. The former provides the strategic orientation and the law and norms relative 

to pagoPA, while the latter develops and promotes the platform’s diffusion and implementation. 

Their level of interest is national, as they are concerned about the impact that the policy of 

diffusing the use of the system has on the whole Country. 

Bureaucratic actors: actors of this type base their claim of intervention on the fact that they 

legally have a specific responsibility on the decisional procedure, the formal competence to 

intervene. In the case that is being discussed bureaucratic actors are the Department for Digital 

transformation and AgID, as they have been created with the aim of implementing the actions 
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deemed appropriate for the correct implementation of the policy and of monitoring their effect. 

The level of interest is national for these actors as well. 

Experts: actors of this type base their claim of intervention on the fact that they have the 

knowledge required to find the right solution to the collective problem. In the case that is being 

discussed the experts are PagoPA S.p.A. and the Technological Intermediaries. In fact, they 

own information about the level of adoption and diffusion of the platform and allow to make 

informed decisions. These two actors differ for their level of interest, as PagoPA S.p.a is 

concerned about the level of implementation of the platform in the whole country, while the 

Technological Intermediaries are generally in-house companies managed by Regional 

Administrations. Therefore, PagoPA S.p.A.’ s level of interest is national, while the 

Technological Intermediaries’ one is regional. 

Special interests: actors of this type base their claim of intervention on the fact that they are 

impacted, positively or negatively, by the policy decisions. In the case that is being discussed, the 

special interests are all Public Administrations, in particular municipalities. As a matter of fact, 

they are the entities towards which most of the decisions are addressed and are directly impacted 

by them. Obviously, being municipalities concerned about the effect that policy decisions have 

on themselves, their level of interest is local. 

General interests: actors of this type base their claim of intervention on the premise that they 

represent someone who has a special interest but is not able to act directly. In the case that is being 

discussed, the general interests are the Regional Administrations and the Autonomous 

Provinces. This is because they report to the other actors the collective instances of the 

municipalities that reside in their territory. For this reason, their level of interest is regional. 

With the classification of the types of actors proposed above, it is possible to fill the Complexity 

table proposed by Dente and calculate the Complexity of this policy network by multiplying the 

number of filled rows with the number of filled columns. Table 17 shows the result of this 

procedure. 
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Level of 

interest 

Types of actors 

Politicians Bureaucrats Experts 
Special 

interests 

General 

interests 

International      

National 

Government 

 
Minister for 

technological 

innovation 

and 

digitization 

Department 

for Digital 

transformation 

 

AgID 

PagoPA S.p.A.   

Regional   
Technological 

Intermediaries 
 

Regional 

Administration 

and 

Autonomous 

Provinces 

Local    
All public 

administrations 
 

TABLE 17 - COMPLEXITY TABLE OF PAGOPA'S DIFFUSION POLICY NETWORK 

Since there are no actors with an international level of interest, the number of filled rows is three. 

On the other hand, all types of actors are present, making the total number of filled columns five. 

The resulting complexity has a value of fifteen, and such a high number explains the difficulties 

encountered in the choice and implementation of policy decisions regarding pagoPA. The 

different types of actors involved at various levels of interests result in a proliferation of the points 

of view, which increase the possibility for contrast and late adjustments of policy decisions. 
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4 Research question 

As it emerged from chapter 2, the Italian Public Administration is a very complex system made 

of a huge number of entities, each one with its own informative systems, administrative protocols 

and accounting software. As such, the setup of a platform that manages the entirety of payments 

toward Public Administration is a difficult and challenging objective, which has encountered 

several obstacles from when the idea was first conceived. 

The difficulty in diffusing the adoption of pagoPA among municipalities is well represented by 

the continuous postponements of the deadline after which all municipalities must receive 

payments only through pagoPA. According to the Legislative Decree number 217 of 2017, the 

Payment Service Providers are obliged to use pagoPA for the payments towards Public 

Administrations from January 1st, 201953. Subsequent legislative decrees changed this deadline to 

December 31st 201954, June 30th 202055, February 28th 202156. 

The changes of deadlines mentioned above occurred because several municipalities have been 

unable to overcome the different types of difficulties that the implementation of the system 

initially brings along, categorized by the eGovernment Observatory of the Politecnico di Milano 

as shown in the figure below. 

 

 
53 Legislative Decree 217 of 2017, subparagraph 2 of art. 65 
54 Legislative Decree 135 of 2018, subparagraph 4 of art. 8 
55 Legislative Decree 162 of 2019, subparagraph 8 of art. 1 
56 Legislative Decree 76 of 2020, subparagraph 2 of art. 28 

FIGURE 9 - IMPLEMENTATION DIFFICULTIES  (OSSERVATORIO EGOVERNMENT - 

POLITECNICO DI MILANO 2019) 
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Over time, the actors in charge of promoting the use of pagoPA have carried out numerous 

initiatives to spread the use of the payment system. Some have been successful, increasing the 

use of pagoPA among the municipalities, while others have had little effect. 

The difficulties encountered by the Italian Government in spreading the use of this platform are 

similar to those reported by scholars with regard to similar projects. In particular, regarding the 

case of Suomi.fi, it has been said: 

Even if public sector organizations have a “statutory obligation” to join Suomi.fi, so many 

systems developed by autonomous public organizations are incompatible and expensive to 

convert. 

(Hautamäki and Oksanen 2018) 

If the portal is difficult to access and use and provides no user support services, the danger is that 

many people will drop out. 

(Hautamäki and Oksanen 2018) 

In the literature, the difficulties with the implementation and diffusion of public platforms are 

addressed taking into consideration technical and organizational aspects (Choi and Meyers 

Chandler 2019; Treiblmaier, Pinterits and Floh 2006), but articles or papers that tackle these 

problems from a broader perspective, considering the capabilities of Governments to create 

policies specifically aimed at favouring the use of public digital platforms, have not been found. 

On the other hand, studies that combine the policy perspective with digital platforms focus on 

identifying or developing regulatory approaches and instruments aimed at promoting and 

safeguarding public interests in the light of the economic and societal impact of private digital 

platforms (Nooren, et al. 2018; Alasem 2015). 

The aim of this thesis is to fill this gap in the literature, looking for an answer to the question: 

Which types of policy support the introduction and the diffusion of public digital platforms? 

The answer to this question is elaborated through in-field research, conducted with semi-

structured interviews and real data analysis, of the pagoPA project carried out by the Italian 

Government. Even if pagoPA is a specific example, the insights found during the research can be 

applied to the general case of public digital platforms. This thesis can therefore be a contribute to 

the field of studies concerned with digital platforms, highlighting the need to consider the 

capability of Governments to produce policies that facilitate the introduction of public digital 

platforms and suggesting how such policies can be effective.  
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5 Research methodology 

In order to answer the research question, both quantitative and qualitative approaches were used. 

The quantitative part consisted of analyzing data about all the transaction operated through 

pagoPA and building metrics for understanding the diffusion of the system’s use among 

municipalities over time. On the other hand, the qualitative part consisted of building a timeline 

with all the relevant events concerning pagoPA and its adoption, as well as in semi-structured 

interviews with stakeholders identified as central in the diffusion process at a national or regional 

level. 

The identification of successful policies was carried out with two different approaches which have 

been labelled as “event-to-data” and “data-to-event” 

Event-to-data: for each event of the timeline, it was checked if, from the moment it occurred, an 

increase in the use of pagoPA is measured by the data. 

Data-to-event: for each relevant increase in the use of pagoPA shown by the data, its causes are 

investigated, finding events occurred in the same period that can be logically linked to the 

increase. For particularly significant increases, the causes are looked for also through semi-

structured interviews. 

FIGURE 10 - RESEARCH METHODOLOGY PROCESS 
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The figure above shows the research methodology articulated in its steps. 

In the following chapters, each of the key elements of the methodology is explained in detail. 

5.1 Timeline 

The creation of a timeline that includes the most significant events regarding pagoPA was carried 

out drawing from several online sources such as the websites agendadigitale.eu, agid.gov.it, 

pagopa.gov.it, docs.italia.it, as well as the official websites of the Italian Regional 

administrations. 

Events of different nature were taken into account: 

Technical events: the release of new version and features of pagoPA, that could increase its 

overall usability and therefore facilitate the adoption 

National policy events: events that have an effect at a national level, such as the postponements 

of deadlines regarding pagoPA 

Regional policy events: events that have effect at a regional level, such as when a region becomes 

technological intermediary 

Digital governance events: changes in the digital governance structure, such as the creation of 

PagoPA S.p.A. 

This classification was done to simplify the comparison between events and data, especially when 

using the data-to-event approach. For example, if something relevant is identified in the data of 

only one region, the cause can be found in the regional policy events, and it is not needed to look 

for it among all the events.  

The entire timeline is reported in the next chapter. 

5.2 Data analysis 

The data analysis, that forms the largest part of this thesis, was made possible by PagoPA S.p.A., 

which provided the access to a website with several dashboards that display information about all 

the transactions operated through pagoPA every day from October 1st, 2015. The website allowed 

also to download the raw data, so that it was possible to work with them and retrieve the 

information necessary to answer the research questions of this thesis. 

5.2.1 Website dashboards 

The dashboards displayed on the website, six in total, are the following ones: 
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Overview: this dashboard provides an aggregated view of the use of pagoPA, displaying the 

number of entities that adhered to the system, and the number of those that have done at least a 

transaction with pagoPA, which are referred to as “Actually Active Entities57”. In addition, the 

number of transactions and the total amount of money collected by all the entities, and their 

evolution over time are reported. Finally, three horizontal bar graphs show the entities which 

received the highest number of payments and collected the highest amount of money. 

 

FIGURE 11 - OVERVIEW DASHBOARD 

The information provided by this dashboard is sufficient to introduce concepts that are 

fundamental to understand why some choices have been taken in the analysis of data and raises 

some questions that must be answered to quantify the diffusion in the use of pagoPA among 

municipalities. 

First, not all the entities that adhered to pagoPA are actual users of the system. Adherence is the 

first, formal step that entities must do to receive payments through pagoPA. However, it is a 

necessary but not sufficient condition, since after the adherence the integration between the 

platform and the entity’s informative systems is required. 

Second, when can an entity be considered an active user of the system? The dashboard suggests 

that an entity can be considered actually active if it has made successfully at least one transaction 

through pagoPA. However, it should be noted that having done at least one transaction is not very 

indicative of being active, since the transaction(s) could have happened years ago or could have 

been done just for testing the platform. For the scope of this thesis, an entity is considered active 

if it has done at least one transaction in the last 13 months. This period of time was chosen as it 

is long enough to include all those transactions linked to seasonal services, but short enough to 

exclude those entities that have ceased to use the service. 

Adhesions and activations: this dashboard groups the adherent Entities, the active Entities and 

the Actually Active Entities by entity type. 

 
57 Enti attivi effettivi 
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FIGURE 12 – ADHESIONS AND ACTIVATIONS DASHBOARD 

Looking at this dashboard is possible to understand that municipalities are only a part, even if a 

substantial one, of all the entities that use pagoPA. Since the scope of this thesis regards only 

municipalities, the aggregated data presented in the dashboards cannot be used but must be 

adjusted. 

Transactions: this dashboard displays the evolution of the number of transactions over time. 

 

FIGURE 13 - TRANSACTIONS DASHBOARD 

It shows how the use of pagoPA has incremented, aggregating the transaction for all the types of 

entities. Even if it was not directly useful for this thesis, it consisted of a good starting point to 

develop the graphs and indicators that were actually used. In fact, the number of transactions is 

the first indicator of how much a municipality has integrated pagoPA in its services. 

Payment instruments: this dashboard, similar to the previous one, shows the evolution of the 

payments received by entities over time, grouped by payment instrument. It is possible to pay 

with different instruments, but the vast majority of payments are mediated by the Payment Service 

Providers. 
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FIGURE 14 - PAYMENT INSTRUMENTS DASHBOARD 

Even if the topic of payment instruments lies outside the scope of this thesis and was not analyzed 

further, this dashboard highlights the importance of other actors beyond PagoPA S.p.A. and the 

Creditor Entities for a widespread diffusion of the system. 

PSP intermediaries: this dashboard lists the Payment Service Providers in order of the number 

of payments and amounts intermediated. 

 

FIGURE 15 - PSP INTERMEDIARIES DASHBOARD 

As for the Payment instruments dashboard, the information provided by this one lies outside the 

scope of the thesis and was not considered. 

Entities in detail: This section of the website provided by PagoPA S.p.A. is not a dashboard but 

displays the list of all the transactions operated by every entity from 1/10/2015. It was the most 

important part of the website as it allowed to download the data in different file formats. This 

function was fundamental since made it possible to work on the raw data and to re-elaborate them, 

creating a database tailor-made for the needs of the research. Having a customizable dataset 

allowed to filter the data including only the municipalities when needed, or to analyze them from 

different points of view than those proposed by the dashboards. 
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FIGURE 16 - ENTITIES IN DETAIL TRANSACTIONS LIST 

5.2.2 Personal database 

The first step to build the personal database was to download the data in a Comma Separated 

Value file from the website provided by pagoPA. The file downloaded was structured as follows: 

EC Intermediario 

PA  

PSP Intermediario 

PSP 

Nomi 

misure 

Valori 

misure 

TABLE 18 - INITIAL DATABASE'S STRUCTURE 

As it can be seen, there was not a variable indicating the time when a specific transaction 

happened, but all the transactions were reported grouped by Creditor Entity, technological 

intermediary, and Payment Service Provider. Since knowing the date of a transaction is necessary 

to map the evolution of the use of pagoPA over time, the data were filtered before the download 

directly on the website, including only the transactions of one month. 

 

FIGURE 17 - ENTITY IN DETAIL FILTER 

Multiple files were downloaded, and to each file the corresponding variable “Month” was 

manually added. Eventually, all the files with the transactions done by Creditor Entities of each 

month were merged and grouped by Creditor Entity, forming a database with the following 

structure: 

Creditor Entity Month Transactions 

TABLE 19 - INTERMEDIATE DATABASE'S STRUCTURE 
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In order to identify the transactions made by municipalities, it was necessary to add another 

variable that identified the nature of the Creditor Entity. The new variable, “Category”, could 

assume the values: 

• Municipality 

• Region 

• Province 

• Union of Municipalities 

• Metropolitan City 

• Community 

• Other (University, Professional order, etc.) 

Once the Creditor Entities had been categorized, it was possible to add other variables that were 

thought to be valuable for the analysis, such as the Region where the municipality is and its 

Population. This information was retrieved from the Istat website58. 

The final database was structured as follows: 

EC Month Transactions Category Region Population 

TABLE 20 - FINAL DATABASE'S STRUCTURE 

Once the personal database was created, it was possible to analyze it using Excel, Python, and 

RStudio. Excel was used to create the database and visualize the data. Python and RStudio were 

used to code the calculation of the indicators described below. 

5.2.3 Indicators 

Due to the complexity of the subject of this research, several indicators were developed to study 

different aspects of pagoPA’s diffusion. The metrics and the concepts behind these indicators are 

reported below, while their actual value and the descriptions of their evolution over time are 

reported in the next chapter. 

5.2.4.1 Monthly activities 

The first indicator is the number of municipalities that have received at least a transaction through 

pagoPA in a specific month, which will be referred to as “Number of monthly activities”. This 

indicator aims to give a representation of the number of active users on the platform, going beyond 

the adhesion to pagoPA and even the number of active services. The evolution of this indicator 

over time allows to understand if the use of the system is spreading among municipalities. 

 
58 http://dati.istat.it/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=DCIS_POPRES1 

http://dati.istat.it/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=DCIS_POPRES1
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5.2.4.2 Abandonment rate 

It exists the possibility that some entities receive transactions through pagoPA for some time, and 

then cease to do it because they have abandoned the platform, failing to make it the default system 

for payments toward public administrations.  

In order to quantify this habit, the “Abandonment rate” both at the regional and national level is 

needed. It can be considered as the percentage of municipalities of a region that have abandoned 

the platform. It is calculated by dividing the number of inactive municipalities of a region by the 

total number of municipalities of the same region that have done at least a transaction in the past. 

The formula of the Abandonment rate of region i is: 

𝐴𝑅𝑖 =
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑚𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑝𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠 𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑖𝑛 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑙𝑎𝑠𝑡 13 𝑚𝑜𝑛𝑡ℎ𝑠𝑖

𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑚𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑝𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠 𝑤𝑖𝑡ℎ 𝑎𝑡 𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑡 𝑜𝑛𝑒 𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 
 

As already mentioned, the time of inactivity after which an entity is considered to have abandoned 

the platform is 13 months. It is more than a year, so that the entities that have activated only one 

service with a certain seasonality are considered active users, if they receive the transactions at 

least once a year. Consequently, all the municipalities that have not done transactions on pagoPA 

in the last 13 months59 can be considered to have abandoned the platform. 

To calculate the national Abandonment rate, the ratio between all the municipalities inactive in 

the last year and the total number of municipalities present in the database has been computed. 

This was thought to be much more representative than the simple average of the regional 

Abandonment rates.  

5.2.4.3 Penetration rate 

Once the meaning of being an active municipality has been defined, it is possible to study how 

many municipalities are active compared to the total number of Italian municipalities. This 

analysis allows to understand how far the country and each region are from having all the 

municipalities receiving payments through pagoPA. 

The indicator developed to capture this information is the “Penetration rate”, whose formula, for 

every region, i, is the following: 

𝑃𝑅𝑖 =
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑀𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑝𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠𝑖

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑀𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑝𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠𝑖 
 

Similarly to what had been done with the Abandonment rate, to calculate the national Penetration 

rate the ratio between all the active municipalities in the last year and the total number of Italian 

 
59 As of October 31st, 2020 
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municipalities has been computed. This was thought to be much more representative than the 

simple average of the regional Penetration rates. 

5.2.4.4 Utilization rate 

The indicators explained up to now allow to capture the diffusion of pagoPA in terms of number 

of municipalities. However, they do not provide information on how intensely the payment system 

is used by the citizens of a municipality. With the tools provided so far, a municipality that every 

month receives only one transaction through pagoPA is considered in the same way as one that 

has integrated all of its services with the platform. 

The piece of data that can be used to take into account the citizen’s intensity of use is the number 

of transactions. As a matter of fact, this number expresses how many transactions an entity has 

received, and therefore the number of times pagoPA has been used. However, it cannot be 

considered in itself as a sufficient indicator of the use of the platform, as it would favour too much 

populated cities and those municipalities that have been active on pagoPA longer, even with very 

few services. In fact, a municipality with a lot of inhabitants could have many more transactions 

than a small village, even if a small percentage of the population pays through pagoPA. Moreover, 

the sum of all the transactions received by an entity that started using pagoPA years ago can 

overcome that of a municipality that has been active on the platform only for a few months. This 

does not necessarily mean that in the latter pagoPA has been used less by the citizens to pay for 

the available services. 

It was needed an indicator that measures the extent to which the pagoPA payment channel is used 

by citizens, making it possible to compare municipalities of different sizes that activated the 

service at different times. To this aim, the “Utilization rate” of each municipality was developed, 

an indicator that shows the number of monthly transactions every 1000 inhabitants. 

The formula for the utilization rate of municipality i is: 

𝑈𝑅𝑖 = (
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑖

𝑀𝑜𝑛𝑡ℎ𝑠 𝑝𝑎𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑑 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 𝑓𝑖𝑟𝑠𝑡 𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 ∗ 𝑃𝑜𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 
) ∗ 1000 

 

Where: 

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑖 refers to the number of transactions ever done by municipality i from the 

month it became active on the platform to October 2020 included. 

𝑀𝑜𝑛𝑡ℎ𝑠 𝑝𝑎𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑑 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 𝑓𝑖𝑟𝑠𝑡 𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 refers to the number of months passed from when 

municipality i became active on the platform to October 2020 included. 
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𝑃𝑜𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 is the number of inhabitants of municipality i, according to the data provided by 

ISTAT 

Having computed this indicator for all the municipalities, the data need to be filtered, eliminating 

the outliers. In fact, for the nature of the formula the municipalities that became active on the 

platform a few months before October result having Utilization rates much higher than average, 

as the total transaction is divided by a small number of months passed from the first activation. 

On the contrary, the municipalities that have abandoned the platform have utilization rates much 

smaller than the mean and should not be considered indicative of the utilization rate of the 

Country. Therefore, the utilization rate at the regional and national level was computed averaging 

only active municipalities that received their first transactions more than 5 months before October 

2020. 

5.2.4.5 New Monthly activities 

An additional piece of information needed to monitor the diffusion of pagoPA is the number of 

municipalities that use the platform every month for their first time. This number helps to identify 

the speed with which the use of pagoPA is diffusing among municipalities. Additionally, looking 

at the evolution of this number over time, it is possible to identify the periods in which a high 

number of municipalities started using the platform and, on the contrary, stagnation periods. The 

indicator created to report this number is called “New monthly activities”, as it counts the 

activities of municipalities that are new users of the platform. It was computed with Excel, 

subtracting the number of municipalities (active or non-active) present in the database at a certain 

month with the same number of the previous month. 

 

5.3 Case studies 

When relevant changes in the use of pagoPA that could not be linked to the events reported in the 

timeline were spotted, the cause of these changes was investigated through semi-structured 

interviews. Since this happened analyzing the diffusion of the system at a regional level, the 

interviews have been directed to the person responsible for the use of pagoPA in the interested 

Regions or Autonomous Provinces. 

The representatives of one Autonomous Province and three Regions were interviewed: 

• Enrico Santoprete, Responsible ad interim of Direzione Servizi Trentino Digitale S.p.A.60 

– Trento Autonomous Province 

 
60 Trentino Digitale S.p.A is the technological intermediary of Trento Autonomous Province 
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• Maria Rosa Napoletano, technical referent of PiemontePAY61 and Silvia Bianco – 

Piedmont Region 

• Gualtiero Asunis, digital platforms sector responsible – Sardinia Region 

These three territorial entities – Trento Autonomous Province, Piedmont Region, and Sardinia 

Region – were chosen because the results of the data analysis showed that they had experienced 

anomalous peaks in the intensity of use of pagoPA by the municipalities that reside within their 

territory. The cause of these peaks needed to be clarified, as other Regions did not experience 

such drastic increases in the number of Monthly activities and New Monthly activities. Besides, 

it was thought that the direct testimony of someone who deals with the problem of the diffusion 

of pagoPA in his daily life could be a valuable help to identify best practices and effective policies. 

The identification of the interviewees was done by scouting online the person in charge of the use 

of pagoPA in each interested region. The role of this person changes from region to region, as 

different administrations organize the management of pagoPA in different ways. Sometimes this 

task is assigned to an office of the Region, other times a company controlled by the Region is 

created to this aim. Having identified the interviewees, they were contacted via email, providing 

a track of the interview with the main topics that needed to be discussed. The interviews were 

conducted remotely and lasted an hour on average. 

The material used to prepare the interview and to build the case studies consisted of news articles 

and Regional Decrees about the implementation of pagoPA in each territorial entity, as well as 

the website of the regions or of the technological intermediaries, in addition to the findings 

obtained with the data analysis. This material allowed to develop semi-structured interviews 

specifically designed for each region and Autonomous Province, rather than a general list of open-

ended questions. 

The “semi-structured” interview format was chosen because while a structured interview has a 

rigorous set of questions that do not allow one to divert, a semi-structured interview is open, 

allowing new ideas to be brought up during the interview as a result of what the interviewee says. 

This flexibility allowed, in addition to understanding which particular events drastically increased 

the use of pagoPA, to discover best practices and interesting insights on the process of making 

municipalities adhere to and use the platform. The information collected by the interviews was 

structured in three case studies, which will be reported in the next chapter. 

  

 
61 PiemontePAY is the technological intermediary of Piedmont Region 
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6 Research results 

In this chapter, the results obtained applying the methodology previously described are reported, 

following the same order of the previous chapter. Hence, initially, the timeline that includes the 

most significant events regarding pagoPA, ordered chronologically and categorized according to 

their nature, is reported. Then, the values of the indicators described in chapter 5.2, organized in 

graphs, tables, and maps are displayed, together with an objective description of these elements. 

Finally, what emerged from the semi-structured interviews, synthesized and reorganized in the 

form of case studies, is outlined. A deeper analysis that comprehensively links the results of the 

different aspects of the research is reported in the next chapter. The data are updated to October 

31st, 2020, when the analysis and the interviews were made. 

6.1 Timeline 

The entire timeline obtained is reported below. The different colours of the dates correspond to 

the nature of the events (Technical events, National policy events, Regional policy events, 

Digital governance events). When it was not possible to identify the exact date of an event, the 

period on which it happened was reported (e.g., Third quarter 2017). 

Timeline: 

7/03/2005 - Legislative decree 82:  The CAD is instituted. Within 1/6/2013 Public 

Administrations have to make every payment through electronic means. 

3/03/2010 – European Commission defines the guidelines for the Europe 2020 strategy 

2012 – AgID is founded with the task to carry out the Italian Digital Agenda’s objectives defined 

by Europe 2020 strategy 

18/10/2012 – Legislative decree 179: pagoPA system is realized. Public Administrations are 

required to use the public technology platform 

23/10/2012 – Regional Council Decree62 1498: Marche adheres to pagoPA and becomes 

technological intermediary 

1/06/2013 – Deadline of the Legislative Decree 82/2005: from this moment on Public 

Administrations have to make every payment through electronic means. 

7/02/2014 – The guidelines for the implementation of the CAD are published: among other things, 

Public Administrations are required to adhere to pagoPA within the end of 2016 

15/04/2014 – Regional Council Decree n.37-7454: Piedmont adheres to pagoPA and becomes 

technological intermediary 

7/2014 – Agostino Ragosa, AgID’s director, resigns. His place is taken by Alessandra Poggiani. 

 
62 Decreto della Giunta Regionale 
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End 2014/beginning 2015 – Friuli-Venezia Giulia adheres to pagoPA and becomes technological 

intermediary 

26/01/2015 – Resolution of Provincial Council63 53: Trento Autonomous Province adheres to 

pagoPA and becomes technological intermediary 

27/02/2015 – Resolution of Regional Council 202: Liguria adheres to pagoPA and becomes 

technological intermediary 

3/03/2015 – the strategy for Digital growth 2014-2020 is defined 

4/2015 – Alessandra Poggiani, AgID’s director, resigns. Her place is taken by Antonio 

Samaritani. 

7/07/15 – Resolution of Regional Council 34/8: Sardinia adheres to pagoPA and becomes 

technological intermediary. 

19/10/2015 – Apulia adheres to pagoPA and becomes technological intermediary. 

3/11/2015 – Regional Council Decree 1268: Umbria adheres to pagoPA and becomes 

technological intermediary. 

27/11/2015 – Meeting between AgID and Tuscany region: “Digital payments - project “I pay the 

Public Administration”64 

1/12/2015 – Basilicata adheres to pagoPA and becomes technological intermediary. 

3/12/2015 – Calabria adheres to pagoPA and becomes technological intermediary  

23/12/2015 – Regional Council Decree 832: Campania adheres to pagoPA and becomes 

technological intermediary 

21/06/2016 – the Digital Growth strategy is modified and integrated following the requests made 

by the European Commission during the assessment 

1/08/2016 – Pagoumbria, the platform developed by Umbria region to help municipalities 

integrate with pagoPA is operational.  

26/08/2016 – Legislative decree 179: CAD is amended 

16/09/2016 – The commissioner structure of the Team for Digital Transformation is established 

under the leadership of Diego Piacentini 

13/11/2016 – Regional Council Decree 1611: Aosta Valley adheres to pagoPA and becomes 

technological intermediary 

05/2017 – The Three-Year Plan 2017-2019 is published 

Third quarter 2017 – Release of WISP 1.3, the web interface for PSP selection 

Third quarter 2017 – RAV65 of “Agenzia delle Entrate-Riscossione”: RAVs issued by Agenzia 

delle Entrate-Riscossione can be paid on pagoPA 

Fourth quarter 2017 – Release of WISP 2.0, the centralized interface for the PSP selection 

 
63 Delibera della Giunta Provinciale 
64 Pagamenti Elettronici – Progetto «Pago la Pubblica Amministrazione» 
65 Ruoli Mediante Avviso 
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End of 2017 – Lombardy becomes technological intermediary 

13/12/2017 – Legislative decree 217: the obligation for the payment service providers to use only 

pagoPA for the payments toward public administrations is set to begin on January 1st, 2019. 

13/12/2017 – Conference held by the Digital Transformation Team and Lepida66 for all the 

municipalities of Emilia-Romagna to present the pagoPA system and how to integrate to it 

through the platform payER 

First quarter 2018 – Physical POS specification: Presentation of guidelines for the integration 

of a physical POS within the counters of the Creditor Bodies 

20/03/2018 – Event “pagoPA: an easy and secure system for the management of Public 

administration’s payments”, held by AgID and Veneto Region 

Second quarter 2018 – New Payment Notice: Introduction of the standard pagoPA payment 

notice, (May 2018) with intuitive design, also for payments at physical points, to be implemented 

mandatorily by the end of December 2018 

07/2018 – Antonio Samaritani, AgID’s director, ends his term. His place will be taken by Teresa 

Alvaro 

7/08/2018 – Lombardy Region allocates funds to help local entities in joining PagoPa and Spid 

25/10/2018 – the new extraordinary commissioner for the implementation of the Digital Agenda, 

Luca Attias, is nominated 

14/12/2018 – Legislative decree 135: the obligation for the payment service providers to use only 

pagoPA for the payments toward public administrations is postponed to January 31st, 2019 

14/12/2018 – Legislative decree 135: PagoPA S.p.A., a joint-stock company owned by the state 

is created with the aim of diffusing the digital Services in Italy 

First quarter 2019 – New WISP 2.0: Adoption of the new interface by all public administrations 

First quarter 2019 – Car tax67 payment: Thanks to the collaboration with ACI68, it is possible to 

pay through pagoPA also the car tax 

First quarter 2019 – PiemontePay, the platform developed by Piedmont region to help 

municipalities integrate with pagoPA is launched. 

11/03/2019 – The Three-Year Plan 2019-2021 is published 

Second quarter 2019 – BancomatPay is added to the payment methods available on pagoPA, 

expanding the options available to citizens 

17/04/2019 – Webinar “Lombardy region’s support to local authorities for the adhesion to 

pagoPA: the Payments Portal MyPay” 

 
66 Technological intermediary for Emilia-Romagna 
67 Bollo auto 
68 Automobile Club Italiano 



106 
 

Third quarter 2019 – New pagoPA architecture: Upgrade of the infrastructure, aimed at 

guaranteeing maximum performance in view of the adhesion of all Public Administrations to the 

payment’s node 

Third quarter 2019 – New MyBank specifications: Definition of a new architecture for payments 

done through MyBank 

28/11/2019 – Meeting in Venice between technological intermediaries and other stakeholders in 

the PagoPA system aimed at promoting the creation of a “Plan of Needs” for Public 

Administrations committed to complying with regulatory obligations regarding digital payments. 

30/12/2019 – Legislative decree 162: the obligation for the payment service providers to use only 

pagoPA for the payments toward public administrations is postponed to June 30th, 2020 

12/2019 – Teresa Alvaro, AgID’s director, resigns. Her place is taken by Francesco Paorici 

End of 2019 – The commissioner structure of the Digital Transformation Team ends its term of 

office. The Team's projects merged into the Department for Digital Transformation and the 

company PagoPA S.p.A. 

December 2019 – MyPay, the platform to help municipalities integrate with pagoPA is 

operational in Campania 

First quarter 2020 – Helpdesk open to the public: Improved support service dedicated to 

pagoPA, now also available for citizens 

Second quarter 2020 – WISP customization (logo + language): Possibility to customize the 

landing page of pagoPA with a logo and change the language of presentation of the WISP 

Second quarter 2020 - Single MyBank button: Introduction of a single button for all MyBank 

payments within the "Account Debit" section 

05/2020 – A series of meetings organized by Dedagroup and PagoPa to explain how the system 

works and listen to the doubts of the Public Administrations 

05/2020 – Webinar held by AgID and Trentino Digitale, a technological intermediary, to explain 

how pagoPA works to the municipalities and entities of the Trento autonomous province 

3/06/2020 – Legislative decree 76: the obligation for the payment service providers to use only 

pagoPA for the payments toward public administrations is postponed to February 28th, 2021 

Third quarter 2020 – Management of conventions between the Creditor Entity and the Payment 

service provider, to allow a reduction in commission costs for the citizen 

16/07/2020 – Legislative decree 76: To fill the professional and technical skills gap, often cited 

as an obstacle to digital transformation, public administrations can temporarily hire experts, with 

experience and professional qualifications in developing and managing complex digital 

transformation processes. 

6.2 Data analysis 

As mentioned, the actual values of the indicators described in chapter 5.2 are here reported. When 

the evolution over time of an indicator is considered important, a graph with the months from 
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10/2015 to 10/2020 on the abscissa and the value of the indicator on the ordinate is displayed. 

Other times, when the confrontation between the values of the same indicator for the different 

Italian regions is useful, a map of Italy is shown, with the regions that have the higher value of 

the indicator coloured more intensely. Finally, to represent at the same time the temporal 

evolution and the regional differences of an indicator, the tabular representation is used. 

6.2.1 Monthly activities 

The graph displayed below shows the evolution over time of the Monthly activities, the indicator 

that represents the number of municipalities that receive at least a transaction every month. 

 

FIGURE 18 - NUMBER OF MONTHLY ACTIVITIES; ITALY 

This graph is not strictly increasing, as in some months fewer municipalities are active than in the 

previous one. However, it shows a generally increasing trend, with decrements in periods where 

the transactions are expected to be lower, such as every August and in April 2020. In fact, in 

August citizens tend to be on holiday, away from their home city, and are less likely to have the 

need to access the services offered by their municipality on pagoPA. It is possible that some 

municipalities do not receive even one transaction, if the set of services they offer is limited. In 

April 2020, Italy was on lockdown due to the Coronavirus pandemic, and citizens could go out 

of their homes only in case of necessity. It is therefore probable that some small municipalities 

did not receive even one transaction. 

The graph shown in figure 18, which reports the number of active municipalities in the whole 

Country, was decomposed in the various regions, in order to understand how each region 

contributes to the total number. 
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FIGURE 19 - NUMBER OF MONTHLY ACTIVITIES; REGIONS 

In the graph above (figure 19), the “Monthly activities” indicator of the six regions with the 

highest number of active municipalities in October 2020 is reported. It can be seen that regions 

contribute differently to the total number of municipalities (2930, as shown in figure 18). The 

number of active municipalities of a region is influenced by the number of municipalities that are 

present inside it. In fact, bigger regions such as Lombardy and Piedmont have the highest value 

of active municipalities. However, it should be noticed that some of the regions reported above 

(Sardinia, Trentino-Alto Adige and Emilia-Romagna) are not within the top six regions for 

number of municipalities. Therefore, this graph provides the first hint that regional policies can 

have an impact on the diffusion of the system, since some of the best performers are not regions 

with the highest number of municipalities. 

6.2.2 Abandonment rate 

Looking at the number of monthly activities and considering the fact that the value of the indicator 

does not increase every month, it can easily be inferred that not all municipalities receive 

payments through the system all the times. Depending on which service they have activated on 

pagoPA, and on how diffused is the habit to pay through it within citizens, it can happen that in 

some months a municipality is not active at all on the Platform. 

However, as already mentioned in chapter 5.2, it also exists the possibility that some entities 

receive transactions through pagoPA for some time, and then cease to do it because they have 

abandoned the platform. 

Figure 20 shows the Abandonment rate for the different Italian regions, as well as the national 

Abandonment rate.  
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As can be seen in the map above, the abandonment rate varies significantly from region to region, 

with some cases (Marche, Abruzzo, Basilicata) that show a rate that is double with respect to the 

national level. 

6.2.3 Penetration rate 

With the Penetration rate, it is possible to understand which regions are more advanced in 

diffusing pagoPA among their municipalities, independently from the dimension of the region 

itself. 

The figure below shows the Penetration rate for the different Italian regions, as well as the national 

Penetration rate. Additionally, the region with a low Penetration rate (around 30%) are circled in 

red, while those with a high Penetration rate (above 60%) are circled in light blue:  

National Abandonment rate: 7,2 % 
5% 

FIGURE 20 - ABANDONMENT RATE 
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From the figure above emerges that the regions where pagoPA is most widespread among 

municipalities are those in the Centre-North, together with Sardinia. On the other hand, a low 

penetration rate does not characterize regions located in the same geographical area. 

6.2.4 Utilization rate 

With the Utilization rate, it is possible to compare municipalities of different sizes that activated 

the service at different times. This is an indicator referred to each municipality, and the regional 

value was therefore computed making the average of the active municipalities of each region. As 

already explained, in making the average only active municipalities that received the first 

transaction more than 5 months before October 2020 were considered to avoid distortions. 

Figure 22 shows this rate for every Italian region, as well as the national Utilization rate: 

Looking at the figure, it is possible to see that also as regards the Utilization rate regions differ 

greatly one from the other. What strikes the most is the extremely high Utilization rate of Molise, 

a region characterized by very small urban centers. 

National Penetration rate: 56 % 
35% 

FIGURE 21 - PENETRATION RATE 
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This finding conveyed the idea that a high utilization rate could be linked to municipalities with 

a small number of inhabitants. In order to explore this concept more in depth, the distribution of 

this rate depending on the number of inhabitants was studied, as reported in figure 23. 
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FIGURE 23 - UTILIZATION RATE BY POPULATION CLASS 

FIGURE 22 - UTILIZATION RATE 
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Particularly interesting is how much higher the average Utilization rate is in very small 

municipalities with less than 1000 inhabitants.  

6.2.5 New monthly activities 

The key indicator used to identify the moments when a significant number of municipalities 

started activating on pagoPA is the New monthly activities, as it shows the number of 

municipalities that activated for the first time in a specific month. 

In the graph below it is possible to see the evolution of this indicator at the national level, 

aggregated in quarters. 

 

FIGURE 24 - NEW MONTHLY ACTIVITIES 

It can be seen that from the fourth quarter of 2019 the “New monthly activities” have increased 

almost exponentially. Similarly to the “Monthly activities”, also this indicator has been 

decomposed to look for the adoption rate of pagoPA at the regional level. Tables 21 and 22 show 

the “New monthly activities” for every region, highlighting the months that for each region 

corresponded to a number of new activations higher than one standard deviation from the mean. 

Quarters Abruzzo Basilicata Calabria Campania 
Emilia-
Romagna 

Friuli-
Venezia 
Giulia 

Lazio Liguria Lombardy Marche 

2015-4 0 1 0 1 9 0 0 0 2 3 

2016-1 7 3 0 2 25 1 2 2 0 0 

2016-2 4 1 0 13 6 0 2 4 15 0 

2016-3 2 2 6 14 6 0 2 0 21 15 

2016-4 1 1 2 18 19 1 6 1 35 3 

2017-1 7 2 5 27 19 2 6 2 60 9 

2017-2 7 0 6 15 8 3 10 1 88 3 

2017-3 1 2 5 8 3 2 13 4 76 4 

2017-4 4 1 4 14 24 2 13 4 72 7 
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2018-1 7 2 9 13 8 5 7 3 77 4 

2018-2 4 2 5 12 9 7 8 5 72 7 

2018-3 3 2 2 6 9 7 9 1 65 7 

2018-4 2 1 4 16 6 5 12 4 96 8 

2019-1 6 3 2 7 10 4 19 1 54 4 

2019-2 4 0 6 10 11 5 11 5 40 2 

2019-3 6 4 8 8 3 5 11 2 74 5 

2019-4 13 5 5 18 11 9 17 4 97 13 

2020-1 6 6 11 12 11 1 11 9 59 9 

2020-2 14 4 13 13 13 2 15 8 54 11 

2020-3 11 3 29 42 23 10 30 19 68 21 

TABLE 21 - NEW MONTHLY ACTIVITIES; REGIONS ABRUZZO-MARCHE 

Quarters Molise Piedmont Apulia Sardinia Sicily Tuscany 
Trentino-
Alto 
Adige 

Umbria 
Valle 
d'Aosta 

Veneto 

2015-4 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 15 

2016-1 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 42 

2016-2 0 0 5 0 2 0 1 0 0 68 

2016-3 5 2 7 2 3 1 5 0 0 57 

2016-4 2 7 8 5 5 7 5 1 0 55 

2017-1 1 7 7 7 6 14 2 7 0 27 

2017-2 1 12 8 6 17 7 12 6 0 20 

2017-3 0 16 4 6 14 15 3 2 1 24 

2017-4 1 7 5 6 8 6 0 1 0 24 

2018-1 0 13 7 12 6 18 2 3 0 20 

2018-2 0 21 10 7 8 12 17 4 0 29 

2018-3 1 9 5 14 6 11 5 1 1 16 

2018-4 2 22 11 10 3 18 2 1 0 16 

2019-1 5 12 10 12 18 12 9 4 0 13 

2019-2 8 13 10 17 4 9 8 1 0 12 

2019-3 11 24 10 35 5 7 6 3 2 10 

2019-4 2 68 8 24 13 13 6 1 1 11 

2020-1 5 78 9 21 10 13 5 5 2 18 

2020-2 5 75 5 37 16 13 54 8 4 21 

2020-3 17 105 13 39 33 21 131 9 3 11 

TABLE 22 - NEW MONTHLY ACTIVITIES; REGIONS MOLISE-VENETO 

Looking at the data above, it can be seen that even if the “New monthly activities” have increased 

almost everywhere in recent quarters, some regions contributed more than others to the increase 

of the indicator at a national level. 

In particular, Trentino-Alto Adige, Piedmont, and Sardinia distinguished themselves for the 

exceptionally high number of new municipalities that started receiving payments through pagoPA 

in 2020. In order to clarify the reasons for this, representatives of these regions were interviewed, 

and the information that emerged from the interviews was revised creating three case studies. 
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6.2.6 Technological Intermediaries and Partners 

Eventually, the importance of the private sector in the diffusion of pagoPA was investigated. As 

already explained in chapter 3.1 the pagoPA system provides for the possibility that the activities 

linked to the execution of payments are carried out by third-party entities. These can be public 

entities, in which case are defined as Technological Intermediaries, or private entities, in which 

case are defined as Technological Partners. These intermediaries can develop platforms that are 

already integrated with pagoPA and provide them to the entities with an easy-to-use interface and 

advanced functionalities. It is not rare that Technological Intermediaries, which are typically 

Regional Administrations, share the use of the same platform, so that more entities can benefit 

from the updates and developments made by a single region to satisfy the needs of its 

municipalities. There are no constraints on the number of intermediaries an entity can have, 

meaning that it can choose to use a private intermediary for some services and a public one for 

others.  

Understanding how much the municipalities rely on public or private intermediation is important 

because it can suggest whether it is better to concentrate public policy on empowering public 

entities or on favouring the vitality and competition of private ones. 

Figures 25 and 26 show how many municipalities decide to use a Technological Intermediary, 

how many a Partner, and how many both. Figure 25 shows that the majority of municipalities 

(48%) currently prefers to use a partner. Figure 26 shows the percentage of transactions collected 

by municipalities through an Intermediary and the percentage of transactions collected through a 

Partner. It can be seen that the percentage of transactions collected through the Partners is higher 

than the percentage of municipalities that use an Intermediary. This is a sign that those entities 

that use Partners transact more than the others. 

 

FIGURE 25 - TYPE OF INTERMEDIATION; PERCENTAGE OF MUNICIPALITIES 

Intermediary
37%

Partner
48%

Both
15%

Intermediary Partner Both
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These graphs provide a snapshot of the intermediation on October 31st, 2020. At that moment, 

most municipalities had been active for some time, with the possibility to activate new services 

to be intermediated by public or private entities. However, a further interrogative to solve was 

which type of intermediation is chosen by municipalities at the moment of activation. The answer 

to this question would provide further hints on how a municipality decides to start using the 

service.  

The graph reported in figure 27 shows how many municipalities preferred Partners or 

Intermediaries at the time of activation. In the years 2015-2016, almost all municipalities (95.4%) 

chose the support of an intermediary, probably due to the low supply from private companies. 

Subsequently, this preference was reversed. Almost no Entity (11 since October 2015) activated 

using both intermediaries right away. 

Intermediary
34%

Partner
66%

Intermediary Partner
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FIGURE 26 - TYPE OF INTERMEDIATION; PERCENTAGE OF TRANSACTIONS 

FIGURE 27 - TYPE OF INTERMEDIARY AT THE FIRST QUARTER; PERCENTAGE OF  MUNICIPALITIES 



116 
 

Finally, it was analyzed how many transactions made by municipalities during the first three 

months from their activation are mediated through Partners or Intermediaries.  

The graph below (figure 28) shows how transactions in the first quarter of activation are 

distributed among intermediaries. Here, too, it can be seen that municipalities that use a 

Technological Partner transact much more in their first quarter than the others (on average, they 

generate 80% of the transactions of newly active municipalities). 

The analysis of this aspect of pagoPA’ s use highlighted the importance of the private sector in 

the diffusion of the system among municipalities. It made clear that Technological Partners play 

a fundamental role in allowing the municipalities to integrate their informative systems to the 

platform, and that consequently, policymakers should consider them as key partners to optimize 

the diffusion of the payment system. 

6.3 Case studies 

From the data analysis reported in the chapter above, the need to confront someone who deals 

daily with municipalities with regards to pagoPA emerged. In particular, since Trentino Alto-

Adige, Piedmont and Sardinia showed striking values of New monthly activities, the causes of 

such a fast diffusion in the use of pagoPA were to be researched further. In the case of Trentino-

Alto Adige, since it is a region where the decision-making power is exercised directly at the 

provincial level, a referent from the Trento Autonomous Province, where the majority of new 

municipalities active on the platform reside, was interviewed. The main points that emerged from 

the interviews, synthesized and rearranged, are reported in the following case studies. 
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FIGURE 28 - TYPE OF INTERMEDIARY AT THE FIRST QUARTER; PERCENTAGE OF TRANSACTIONS 
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6.3.1 Trento Autonomous Province 

Trento Autonomous Province counts 166 municipalities and 15 unions69. Since October 2015, the 

New monthly activities in the Autonomous Province of Trento are on average 2.9. However, 

between May and July 2020 new activations are much higher than the average. Moreover, the 

number of active Entities each month is also increasing, with a peak in July 2020, as can be seen 

from the images below. In table 23, particularly higher-than-average New monthly activities are 

highlighted. 

01/2020 0 

02/2020 1 

03/2020 0 

04/2020 0 

05/2020 11 

06/2020 20 

07/2020 105 

08/2020 0 

09/2020 1 

10/2020 1 

TABLE 23 - NEW MONTHLY ACTIVITIES 

IN 2020 

In order to understand the causes of such drastic changes in the number of active municipalities, 

Enrico Santoprete, responsible ad Interim of Trentino Digitale S.p.A., the company controlled by 

the Province to serve as Technological Intermediary, was interviewed. 

Trento Autonomous Province started exploring the use of pagoPA in 2014, using the platform 

MyPay, firstly developed by Veneto Region and used by Lombardy, Veneto, Apulia and other 

regions. MyPay’s software is shared by the users in such a way that any update promoted by one 

Regional Administration is available to all the others. This way, the proposal of this solution for 

connecting to pagoPA is quite appealing to the municipalities, as it is a more complete software 

than others on the market. 

The province has made notable efforts in terms of communication towards local entities 

(municipalities and unions). They made the first seminar on pagoPA already in 2015, another one 

in 2018, and three more in 2019. In 2020 the province exploited the June deadline imposed by the 
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Government to push local entities to activate their services on the platform, even after the deadline 

was postponed. 

In addition to an insistent communication towards the adoption of pagoPA, the Province exploited 

its autonomy, which allows it to redistribute to the local entities part of the taxes that should be 

paid to the Central Government. Part of these resources was withheld by the Province and invested 

in the integration of the entities’ accounting software with MyPAy. Imposing the integration 

withholding the money forced the local entities to overcome the initial difficulties and to 

experience soon the advantages that pagoPA brings along in terms of reconciliation. 

Differently from other regions, which provided the software to the local entities and then let them 

deal with the technical steps alone, the Province focused on making the entities work on their 

accounting software to map and classify their revenue streams before integrating with MyPay. 

This way, at the moment of the integration the different types of payments could be easily 

managed. 

Together with the urgency to integrate with MyPay, the Province also communicated the 

importance of providing the citizens the online access to all the services of the municipality. This 

way, when the citizen accesses the service, since he is already on the entity’s website, it is easy 

to make him pay through pagoPA. This focus on the process rather than on the payment itself 

contributed to spreading the use of the system among the citizens, consequently making the 

employees of the Local Entities aware of the importance of the integration with MyPAy. As a 

matter of fact, the advantages that come from the automatization and standardization of the 

payment process are particularly impactful on the accountants of small municipalities, which are 

heavily understaffed and overwhelmed by the number of tasks they must carry out. Once they 

experience first-hand that pagoPA relieves them from the burden of several tasks, they become 

the first promoters of the system, since it allows them to concentrate on the other tasks which 

were left behind. municipalities, therefore, started using pagoPA with the smaller services, which 

are the least standardized and the most troublesome for the accountants, and they immediately 

saw the advantages that such a system brings along. 

The next steps that Trento Autonomous Province is expecting to do are the communication to the 

citizens and the sensibilization of the reticent entities. 

As regards the first point, for now the Province has directed its communication efforts towards 

municipalities, which in turn have not informed the citizens, who as a result are having difficulties 

in changing their payment habits and are confused on what to do when they receive a payment 

notice.  
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As regards the second point, there are still entities that have not integrated their systems with 

MyPay, and the Province is willing to insist with them so that they do it before December 31st, 

2020 even if the deadline is on February 28th, 2021. 

6.3.2 Piedmont Region 

Piedmont is the second-largest region by number of municipalities, with 1181 of them. Since 

October 2015, the New monthly activities in Piedmont are on average 8.9. However, new 

activations have been occurring in much higher-than-average numbers since October 2019. In 

addition, the number of active entities each month has also been steadily increasing since October 

2019, with an even faster increase since June 2020, as can be seen from figure 30. In table 24, 

particularly higher-than-average New monthly activities are highlighted. 

09/2019 9 

10/2019 18 

11/2019 28 

12/2019 24 

01/2020 33 

02/2020 25 

03/2020 23 

04/2020 20 

05/2020 11 

06/2020 56 

07/2020 41 

08/2020 42 

09/2020 29 

10/2020 32 

TABLE 24 - NEW MONTHLY 

ACTIVITIES 

In order to understand the causes of such drastic changes in the number of active municipalities 

in the last year, Maria Rosa Napoletano - technical referent of PiemontePAY - and Silvia Bianco 

– referent of Piedmont Region – were interviewed. 

The Region has chosen to fulfill the role of Technological Intermediary developing its own 

platform to help municipalities integrate with pagoPA. This platform, PiemontePAY, was tested 

between 2018 and July 2019 by ten pilot entities and updated accordingly to the feedback 

received. This test allowed to identify some advanced functionalities, available from March 2020, 

that help the entities in the daily use of the platform, making it more appealing to the 

municipalities.  
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From July 2019, the Region began an impressive deployment campaign addressed to all the local 

entities. This campaign includes different communication actions: 

• 7 events aimed at presenting PiemontePAY 

• 10 training sessions attended by the operators of each entity.  

The training sessions, which started in presence but were moved online after the Coronavirus 

outbreak, help the operators to understand the functioning of pagoPA and the use of the platform. 

After having completed the course, the operators receive a certificate of attendance. 

When an entity decides to integrate with PiemontePAY, it is asked which types of payment it 

wants to activate at the beginning. In fact, the integration process begins with a start-up phase 

where only a subset of all the possible payments can be received, so that the entity can familiarize 

with PiemontePAY and pagoPA, adapting its organizational model to the changes introduced by 

the system. During the start-up phase, the entity is assisted step by step in the configuration of the 

platform. After the start-up phase, the entities can autonomously activate the reception of the other 

types of payments, with the support of PiemontePAY only if necessary. 

The Region does not provide support only to the entities but considers central for a successful 

spread of the use of pagoPA also the assistance to the citizens. For this reason, it has instituted a 

communication channel dedicated to the citizens, through which it can provide support when 

requested. 

The main obstacle to an increase in the use of the system, according to the interviewees, is the 

scarce level of communication addressed to the citizens to sensitize them on using pagoPA. In 

fact, even after they have activated pagoPA as a payment channel, entities maintain active also 

traditional payment methods, a behaviour that does not incentivize citizens to change payment 

habit. A clear example of how allowing only the payment through pagoPA can increase the use 

of the system while maintaining multiple payment methods available slows it down is the 

comparison of what happened with the car tax and with the sanitary tickets. The payment of the 

car tax is possible only through pagoPA, and consequently the region witnesses a very high 

number of transactions linked to it. On the other hand, the number of transactions related to the 

sanitary ticket, payable through both pagoPA and traditional means, is growing at a very slow 

pace. In addition, some municipalities do not even inform the citizens that the possibility to use 

pagoPA exists, not receiving payment through the platform even after having activated some 

services. The high cost of direct communication stops the municipalities from informing the users 

effectively, with a negative effect on the use of pagoPA. 

Similarly to what has been said by the referent of the Trento Autonomous Province, the Region 

has intensified the deployment effort close to the deadline of June 30, 2020. The fact that there 
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was a deadline, allowed to communicate the urgency and importance of adopting pagoPA, and 

was exploited to convince the unwilling municipalities. 

6.3.3 Sardinia Autonomous Region 

Sardinia is a region with a special statute of autonomy that counts 377 municipalities. Since 

October 2015, the New Monthly Activities in this region are on average 4.6. However, in some 

months there are new activations in numbers much higher than the average. Besides, the number 

of active entities suddenly increased in September 2019, remained stable until May 2020, and 

started to rise again from June 2020, as can be seen in figure 31. In table 25, particularly higher-

than-average New monthly activities are highlighted. 

09/2019 30 

10/2019 6 

11/2019 10 

12/2019 8 

01/2020 6 

02/2020 3 

03/2020 12 

04/2020 5 

05/2020 4 

06/2020 28 

07/2020 24 

08/2020 3 

09/2020 12 

10/2020 9 

TABLE 25 - NEW MONTHLY 

ACTIVITIES 

In order to know what interventions and policies the Autonomous Region of Sardinia has put in 

place to encourage the use of the pagoPA by municipalities and identify the reasons underlying 

the rapid increase in the number of municipalities active on the platform, Gualtiero Asunis – 

responsible for the Digital Platforms of Sardinia Autonomous Region – was interviewed. 

The Region has chosen to fulfill the role of Technological Intermediary using the platform Iris, 

initially developed by Tuscany Region, and then assigning the maintenance and evolution of the 

platform to T Bridge, a private company. With time, T Bridge has modified heavily the initial 

system to adapt it to Sardinia’s needs. In addition to the maintenance of the platform, the private 

company is also in charge of a helpdesk devoted to the support of both citizens and entities with 

technical difficulties. For non-technical problems, such as the clarification of the adhesion and 

activation process, entities can directly contact the PR Office of the region. 

For organizational reasons, the region does not start to intermediate the municipalities one by one, 

when each has completed the integration process. Instead, it does so periodically, activating the 
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entities in blocks. This is done because the intermediation process directly involves the General 

Director, who can devote his time to sign all the documentation required only once a month.  

The peak of September 2019 corresponds with the activation of the first block of municipalities, 

while the sudden increase in June 2020 is probably linked to the deadline imposed by the 

Government, perceived by some municipalities as particularly cogent and important. This 

perception, which is not common to the municipalities of all the regions, might be due to the 

insistence of Sardinia General Direction, who just before June 2020, sent a note signed by the 

General Director reminding the existence of the deadline.  

Since Sardinia Region started intermediating entities in September 2019, The Monthly activities 

that are present before this date must refer to those Municipalities that chose to adhere to pagoPA 

through Technological Intermediaries or Partners different than the region. As of October 2020, 

the region intermediates around one-third of all the Sardinian municipalities, while another 33% 

has chosen to activate with a different Intermediary or Partner. 

The region started to inform municipalities about pagoPA already in 2018, including this topic in 

the content of seminars dedicated to the broader topic of the Italian Digital Agenda. Subsequently, 

four seminars specifically dedicated to pagoPA were held once the region had developed the 

platform which the municipalities could use.  In these seminars, the functionalities of the platform 

and the user interface, both from the entity and the citizen perspective were explained. Around 

September 2019, in correspondence with the activation of the first block of municipalities, an 

additional communication effort was made through traditional and online media, with the aim of 

informing about the possibility to pay through pagoPA in the active municipalities and about the 

region’s role of Technological Intermediary. Further events are expected to be held online to 

update already active entities about the new functionalities of the platform and to inform the still 

inactive ones about the possibility to receive the support of the Region as Technological 

Intermediary. Additionally, on the website of the Region, a section with the instructions on how 

to use pagoPA and the map of the intermediated municipalities is available. 

As regards the municipalities that have not activated on pagoPA yet, the Region plans to diffuse 

more notes signed by the General Director to remind the existence of the February 28 deadline 

and reiterate its support for the intermediation. Besides, 4 more webinars, two of which 

specifically dedicated to non-active municipalities, are scheduled between November 2020 and 

January 2021 to inform and update the entities about pagoPA. Each webinar will be addressed to 

municipalities of the same size, so that specific needs that depend on the entity’s number of 

inhabitants can be dealt with. 
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The main obstacle to pagoPA’s diffusion experienced by Mr. Asunis is the resistance to change 

opposed by entities, which is linked to the very scarce ICT competence of the municipalities’ 

employees. 
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7 Discussion 

The comparison of the data provided in the last chapter helps to find an answer to the research 

question asked in chapter 4: Which types of policy support the introduction and the diffusion of 

public digital platforms? 

From the comprehensive analysis reported in this chapter, three main points emerge: 

1. Deadlines are useful, but only on “fertile soil” 

2. The importance of citizens’ participation 

3. The importance of the private sector’s inclusion 

The first point concerns the importance, for the actual respect of a deadline, of the environment – 

in terms of stakeholders, resources availability and change resistance – where who has to comply 

to the deadline resides. It is a critical yet understudied element in the literature, as papers that treat 

specifically this topic have not been found. 

The second finding is a well-known argument discussed in the literature, and finds confirmation 

in several studies (Dahl-Jørgensen and Parmiggiani 2020; Desouza e Akshay 2014; Falco and 

Reinhout 2018). 

The third point, concerning the private sector’s involvement in government projects, is a theme 

extensively treated by scholars as well (Cheung, Chan and Kajewski 2012; Tang, Shen and Cheng 

2010). 

This chapter articulates the logical reasoning that allowed to identify the three key points 

mentioned above from the information obtained by the research and reported in the previous 

chapter. The findings are explained sequentially in three different sections, in the same order as 

reported above.  

7.1 Deadlines are useful, but only on “fertile soil” 

Combining the comparison between the events reported in the timeline and the evolution of the 

Monthly activities with the best practices that emerged from the case studies, it was discovered 

that deadlines imposed by Governments can have a positive effect on the diffusion of public 

digital platform, but only if the entities that have to comply to the deadline are provided with the 

resources and support that allow them to do it. 

This result is supported by three main discoveries: 

1. Relevant increases in the number of active municipalities at the national level happened 

close to the deadlines. 
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2. One of the best practices that emerged from the interviews is “exploit the deadlines, even 

after a postponement”. 

3. Not all the regions experienced the same increase in the number of active municipalities 

close to the deadlines: some experienced very high increases, while others no increase at 

all. 

The reasonings through which these discoveries have been made are here explained in detail. 

7.1.1 Relevant increases in the Monthly activities close to the deadlines 

This discovery was made by looking at the concurrence between events in the timeline and sudden 

peaks in the Monthly activity graph. 

The comparison between the events reported in the timeline and the Monthly activities, for Digital 

governance events, Technical events, and National policy events is reported below. 

As regards Digital governance events, it can be seen in figure 32 that the changes that happened 

during the years in the governance of the Administrations involved in the diffusion of pagoPA 

have had no evident direct effect on increasing the diffusion of the payment system. In fact, no 

relevant peak in the graph of the Monthly activities corresponds to the months immediately after 

events of this type happened. 

Similarly, as regards the Technical events it can be seen in figure 33 that the numerous upgrades 

made to the platform up to the third quarter of 2019 are not followed by sudden increases in the 

Monthly activities. After the upgrade of the platform’s architecture, aimed at guaranteeing 

maximum performance for the Public Administrations’ adhesion, the number of entities that 

received at least a transaction through pagoPA increased to 1695 in October, when it was 1397 in 

July. However, according to the pagoPA website70, this upgrade was made in anticipation of the 

massive adhesion by Public Administrations expected for the expiration of the deadline of January 

 
70 Roadmap – pagoPA 

FIGURE 32 - DIGITAL GOVERNANCE EVENTS' EFFECT ON MONTHLY ACTIVITIES 

https://www.pagopa.gov.it/it/pagopa/numeri-e-roadmap/
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31st. It consisted in a back-end upgrade, on which municipalities had scarce visibility and interest, 

not in the adding of a new feature that somehow pushed them to activate. It is therefore difficult 

to infer that this event is the cause of such an increase. The same can be said about the Wisp 

(Interactive Wizard for PSP Choice71) customization that happened in the second quarter of 2020. 

The Wisp is the interface that allows the end-user to make his own choices by indicating the PSP 

of his liking and the preferred payment method. It is a relatively minor improvement, and it is 

difficult to believe that this is the cause of the peak of activities registered in the months of June 

and July 2020, as this was never mentioned as a critical factor in the interviews with the regions 

that experienced a high number of activations in that period. 

 

FIGURE 33 - TECHNICAL EVENTS' EFFECT ON MONTHLY ACTIVITIES 

On the other end, looking at the graph that allows the comparison between the National policy 

events and the evolution of the Monthly Activities (figure 34), it can be seen that the increases of 

the indicator registered in the last quarter of 2018 and 2019, and in May, June, July 2020 

correspond to periods of expiration of the deadlines imposed by the Government, which were 

delayed shortly before.

 

FIGURE 34 - NATIONAL POLICY EVENTS' EFFECT ON MONTHLY ACTIVITIES 

 
71 Wizard interattivo di scelta del PSP 
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This provides the first hint on the fact that deadlines can have some effect, even if they keep being 

postponed.  

7.1.2 Best practice: “exploit the deadlines, even after a postponement” 

The idea that deadlines can be effective was confirmed during the semi-structured interviews 

reported in the last chapter, as all the interviewees confirmed that having the possibility to exploit 

the deadline as a mean of persuasion towards municipalities was useful. As a matter of fact, the 

existence of a normative deadline can be used as a lever to convince municipalities to integrate 

with pagoPA, pushed by the urgency. The “inertia” generated by the insistence of Regions close 

to the expiration date, can be used also after the postponement of the deadline, claiming that most 

of the work has been done and only a little additional effort is required. 

This insight can be extrapolated from the specific case of the pagoPA project and generalized for 

all public digital platform implementation projects: the sense of urgency created by the existence 

of a deadline can be exploited to push the interested entities to join the platform. 

7.1.3 Not all regions experienced the same increase 

However, looking at the new monthly activities that were registered in every region, it appears 

clear that not all the regions experienced the impact of the deadlines in the same way: Molise, 

Apulia, Basilicata, and Umbria, among others, did not experience an increase in the indicator in 

the months close to the deadlines. Also, not all the deadlines were equally effective. In fact, 

Around January 2019, when the first Deadline was supposed to expire, only Lombardy witnessed 

a relevant increase in the number of new municipalities active on the system, as it can be seen in 

the following tables. Tables 26 and 27 report the number of New monthly activities in the months 

close to every deadline for all the regions, highlighting the months in which a region witnessed a 

value of this indicator more than one standard deviation higher than average. 

Months Abruzzo Basilicata Calabria Campania 
Emilia-
Romagna 

Friuli-
Venezia 
Giulia 

Lazio Liguria Lombardy Marche 

Deadline: January 1st 2019 

Oct-18 0 1 2 6 1 2 7 1 30 2 

Nov-18 0 0 1 6 0 2 4 1 24 3 

Dec-18 2 0 1 4 5 1 1 2 42 3 

Jan-19 4 1 0 1 2 1 3 1 16 3 

Deadline: December 31st 2019 

Oct-19 5 2 2 6 4 2 5 2 34 6 

Nov-19 6 2 2 7 5 3 6 2 30 4 

Dec-19 2 1 1 5 2 4 6 0 33 3 

Jan-20 2 2 4 5 7 0 6 4 17 3 

Deadline: June 30th 2020 
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Apr-20 1 0 0 1 2 1 1 0 11 2 

May-20 4 0 4 3 4 0 3 0 17 3 

Jun-20 9 4 9 9 7 1 11 8 26 6 

Jul-20 4 1 21 18 9 1 5 7 41 11 

TABLE 26 - NEW MONTHLY ACTIVITIES AROUND DEADLINES; ABRUZZO-MARCHE 

Months Molise Piedmont Apulia Sardinia Sicily Tuscany 
Trentino-

Alto 
Adige 

Umbria 
Aosta 
Valley 

Veneto 

Deadline: January 1st 2019 

Oct-18 0 10 4 5 2 5 0 0 0 5 

Nov-18 1 3 2 3 1 3 0 0 0 7 

Dec-18 1 9 5 2 0 10 2 1 0 4 

Jan-19 2 8 2 2 6 4 2 0 0 2 

Deadline: December 31st 2019 

Oct-19 1 17 3 6 5 2 3 1 1 5 

Nov-19 1 28 0 10 3 4 0 0 0 3 

Dec-19 0 23 5 8 5 7 3 0 0 3 

Jan-20 1 31 2 6 2 5 1 1 0 11 

Deadline: June 30th 2020 

Apr-20 1 19 1 5 4 0 1 2 1 3 

May-20 2 7 1 4 5 6 20 1 2 4 

Jun-20 2 49 3 28 7 7 33 5 1 14 

Jul-20 5 36 5 24 15 10 116 2 2 7 

TABLE 27 - NEW MONTHLY ACTIVITIES AROUND DEADLINES; MOLISE-VENETO 

This finding suggests that deadlines imposed by the Government can be useful to spread the 

diffusion of a digital platform, but only if the municipalities are in the condition of receiving 

adequate support from intermediating entities. When a deadline approaches, if the solution for 

respecting it is provided to the municipalities, they will be willing to adopt it, activating on 

pagoPA. What emerged from the interviews reported in the last chapter highlights the importance 

of providing the right solution at the right moment. The Regions whose representatives were 

interviewed, which witnessed the positive effect of the June 2020 deadline and - in the case of 

Piedmont - also of the December 2019 one, were already pushing municipalities to activate with 

intense efforts, and were ready to assist them when the deadline approached. Here the deadlines 

have coincided with an offer of service by the Regions to support the entities as Technological 

Intermediaries, creating a virtuous and winning match. 

The positive effect of a high level of support provided to municipalities is proved by the fact that 

some of the practices that have been described as most helpful by the interviewees are those that 

require continuous involvement of interested entities or the provision of a definitive and already 

well-tested solution: 

a) Provide municipalities different levels of assistance: the tactic used by Piedmont 

Region to make municipalities use PiemontePAY consisted of setting two phases for the 
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integration process. During the start-up phase, which regards only a subset of 

functionalities, municipalities are assisted step by step, so that they start knowing the 

system with the help of the Region. In the next phase, the municipalities can 

autonomously activate the reception of the other types of payments, with the support of 

PiemontePAY only if necessary. This two-step strategy allows concentrating the effort 

of the region in the initial and most critical part of the entities journey, ensuring that they 

do not abandon the platform due to the difficulties they can encounter at the beginning. 

b) Provide an intermediatory platform already used by other regions: talking with the 

representative of Trento Autonomous Province, the advantages of providing to 

municipalities a solution that is well known and tested by other regions, such as MyPay, 

emerged. If the development of this platform is “participated, open and shared72”, all the 

adherent municipalities can benefit from the upgrades done by one region for its own 

municipalities. For example, Trento Autonomous Province developed the bilingual 

version of the Payment Notice, which is now available for all municipalities. 

This possibility gives an additional appeal to the regional solution, which is able to 

convince municipalities to adhere more easily. 

c) Communicate pagoPA’s advantages for the municipalities, not only the legal 

obligations: municipalities can make resistance to the change when they know that 

deadlines can be postponed. Showing them the advantages that they would experience, 

bringing virtuous examples of other municipalities can have a greater effect than only 

communicating the obligation to activate. In fact, it can generate the desire for change in 

the unwilling municipality’s operators, which can see the practical effect of the 

integration on their day-to-day work. This incentive that comes from the inside can be 

more effective than external pressure. 

The final evidence that proves the importance of a favourable environment for the respect of 

Government deadlines is the fact that recent deadlines have been much more effective than older 

ones. As shown in figure 35, 53% more municipalities than those who started in the whole 2019 

started using the platform from January to October 2020. The reason lies in the fact that 

 
72 Sviluppo Partecipato, Aperto e Condiviso (SPAC) 

https://www.servizionlinepmo.it/progetto-spac/
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municipalities find more and more solutions adequate to their needs as time goes on and are able 

to activate. 

In synthesis, from the analysis of the deadlines and of the increases in the use of pagoPA witnessed 

by different Italian regions, it is possible to conclude that the existence of a deadline alone is not 

a sufficient condition for spreading the use of a public digital platform. In fact, it is also needed a 

favourable environment for the diffusion of the platform, so that the involved entities are 

supported and find themselves in a position where joining the platform seems an achievable 

objective. 

7.2 The importance of citizens’ participation 

Analyzing the maps of the Utilization rate, of the Penetration rate, and of the Abandonment rate 

of the Italian regions, and combining this analysis with the information obtained from the case 

studies, it was possible to understand that citizen participation plays a key role in the diffusion of 

a public digital platform. 

This discovery, already identified and discussed by literature, finds confirmation in the case of 

pagoPA basing on 3 main points: 

1. Penetration and Utilization rates are not aligned   

2. Abandonment is linked to the unawareness of citizens 

3. Best practices identified concern citizens involvement 

The reasonings through which these discoveries have been made are here explained in detail. 

FIGURE 35 - NUMBER OF NEWLY ACTIVE MUNICIPALITIES 
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7.2.1 Penetration and Utilization rates are not aligned 

Comparing the map of the Utilization rate of the Italian regions with the map of the Penetration 

rate, it is possible to see that that higher penetration is often not accompanied by a high utilization 

and vice versa. The figure below shows the two maps, highlighting in red the regions where a 

high Penetration Rate is accompanied by a low Utilization rate, and in green those regions where 

the Penetration rate is low, but the Utilization rate is high. It can be seen that some north-central 

regions (Lombardy, Veneto, Tuscany, Umbria) have a lower-than-average Utilization rate despite 

a high Penetration rate, while other regions with a medium or low Penetration rate (in particular 

Molise, Sicily, and Calabria) have a high Utilization rate. 

 

FIGURE 36 - PENETRATION AND UTILIZATION RATE COMPARISON 

The fact that regions perform differently with these indicators, suggests that for a successful 

diffusion of the platform it is not sufficient to increase the penetration rate, as even if all the 

municipalities were active on the platform (100% utilization rate), there would still be the 

possibility that it is still used rarely (low Utilization rate). 

The misalignment between the values of Penetration and Utilization rate is well represented by 

the performance of small municipalities. Comparing the distribution of these two indicators by 

population class (figure 37), it is possible to see how much higher the average utilization rate is 

in very small municipalities, with fewer than 1,000 inhabitants. The fact that only 39% of Italian 

municipalities belonging to this bracket use pagoPA (figure 37, graph on the right) leads to the 

hypothesis that these are municipalities that have taken the decision to use the platform more 

35% 14 
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because they have understood its potential than because of a regulatory obligation. This 

hypothesis is supported by the words of the referent from Trento Autonomous Province, who said 

that small municipalities, heavily understaffed, were able to recognize the advantages that come 

from the automatization and standardization of the payment process. 

Another hypothesis, supported by the referents of Piedmont Region, is that small municipalities, 

having limited economic resources, have implemented basic technological solutions (e.g. only 

spontaneous payments) that cover all types of cash inflows and are easy to use for the citizen, but 

at the expense of the benefits that can be achieved by the municipality itself. 

 

FIGURE 37 - PENETRATION AND UTILIZATION RATE BY POPULATION CLASS 

The reason for such a high Utilization rate among small municipalities is probably a combination 

of both the hypothesis reported above. In any case, it is clear that to realize the objective of having 

all the Public Administration receiving payments through pagoPA, the focus should not only be 

put on promoting the adoption of pagoPA among municipalities, a tactic that increases only the 

Penetration rate. Since penetration and utilization are not aligned, a complementary strategy that 

supports the increase of the Utilization rate should also be taken into consideration. 

7.2.2 Abandonment is linked to the unawareness of citizens 

The lever that should be used to increase the utilization rate turned out to be the involvement of 

the citizens. The criticality of not involving the citizens from the beginning becomes clear by 

studying the phenomenon of the abandonment of the platform. As already explained, a 

municipality is considered to have abandoned the platform if it has not received any transaction 

in the last thirteen months. Looking at the map of the Abandonment rate displayed in the previous 

chapter (figure 20), it is possible to understand that this phenomenon, albeit often contained, is 

diffused in almost every region. From the interviews conducted during this research, it emerged 

that the causes of the abandonment are linked to the scarce communication towards the citizens. 

In fact, some municipalities do not inform the citizens of the possibility to pay with pagoPA, 

which results in citizens keeping paying through traditional means. Other times, even if citizens 
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are informed, the advantages of the payment system are not emphasized and this in turn does not 

incentivize them to use the system. A strong action that can be taken by municipalities to push 

the citizens to pay through pagoPA is the switch-off of the other payment methods. This practice 

obliges citizens to pass through the platform, at the risk for the municipality to initially collect the 

payments with more difficulties, as the citizens have to overcome their resistance to change. 

However, this action can be done with positive results, as the experience of Piedmont Region with 

the car tax proves. 

The fact that the success of pagoPA depends on the involvement not only of the municipalities 

but also of the citizens is due to the fact that it is a multi-sided platform. As already explained, 

multi-sided platforms resent network effects, which cause the growth of one side to be followed 

by that of the other side. On the other end, the negative aspect of this characteristic is that if one 

side is lagging and is not incentivized appropriately, it will draw the adoption of the other side 

back, slowing down the diffusion of the platform itself. Without municipalities integrating with 

the system is technically impossible for citizens to use the platform. However, it is also true that 

if citizens do not want to use it or do not know how to do it, municipalities have little incentive 

to expand their offer of services or to overcome the initial complexities that the integration with 

the system brings along. 

7.2.3 Some of the best practices identified concern citizens involvement 

The importance of citizens emerged during the interviews while discussing which are the best 

practices implemented by the regions for a successful diffusion of pagoPA. Two of the practices 

identified, implemented by Trento Autonomous Province and Piedmont Region, are aimed at 

pushing the citizens to use the platform more.  

The two practices are here reported: 

a) Push municipalities to communicate to the citizens: as mentioned before, often the 

problem of a low Utilization rate resides in the lack of awareness by the citizens. Regional 

Administrations can act on this problem insisting that municipalities make targeted 

communication to inform their citizens about the services payable through the platform. 

b) Support not only municipalities but also citizens: being the engagement of citizens so 

critical, the regions can create a centralized communication channel to which they can 

refer if problems with the payments are encountered. This can be of huge help for 

municipalities, especially for the small ones that do not have many economic resources, 

as it removes the burden of handling the citizen’s difficulties in using the platform. 

The fact that the lever of the citizens’ involvement is exploited by two regional administrations 

with a Utilization rate higher than average suggests that this can be an effective strategy. 
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In synthesis, from the analysis of the Penetration, Utilization and Abandonment rates, combined 

with the information collected through the interviews, it is possible to conclude that citizens are 

a key element for the success of a public digital platform. In fact, being one of the sides of the 

platform, their involvement generates positive network effects that have the result of pushing 

other sides to join the platform. On the contrary, a lack of involvement generates negative network 

effects that hold back other sides from joining the platform or cause them to abandon within a 

short time. 

7.3 The importance of the private sector 

Looking at the type of intermediaries chosen by municipalities for the integration with pagoPA, 

it was discovered that not only the public sector, but also private companies have play an 

important role in the process of diffusion of a public digital platform. 

In the case of pagoPA, the role and the importance of the intermediaries between the platform and 

the Creditor entities are clear. Alone, most municipalities do not have nor the resources neither 

the technical knowledge to integrate with pagoPA. The existence of entities that take charge of 

the development of new features and provide support for the daily problems that can arise with 

the use of a complex platform with numerous users is, therefore, necessary. As already explained, 

this intermediation can be done by public actors, the Technological Intermediaries, or by public 

ones, the Technological Partners.  

The analysis of the transactions made by municipalities provided in chapter 6.2.6 allowed to 

discover that the majority of municipalities, as of October 31st, chose to use a Technological 

Partner for integrating with the service. Additionally, it was also discovered that those entities 

that use Partners transact more than the others. Finally, it was found out that municipalities start 

activating with a Partner, as 80% of the transactions made by entities in their first quarter of 

activation are mediated by this type of intermediary. 

These findings introduce yet another type of player into the game. In fact, it is not possible to 

ignore the key role that private companies have in the process of spreading the adoption of 

pagoPA among municipalities. As already mentioned, for the diffusion of the payment system a 

favourable environment is needed, one in which the right technological solution is provided to 

municipalities at the right moment. However, up to now, it has been highlighted the utility of 

creating the right moment through normative deadlines and the ability of Technological 

Intermediaries (orchestrated by Regional Administrations) to provide the right solution. 

Therefore, it is important to underline that the right solution can be provided also by 

Technological Partners, and that it is actually done more by them than by Technological 

Intermediaries.  
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In synthesis, Government policies should impact also the private sector, favouring the creation of 

a prolific environment where more actors can capture the opportunity to contribute to the diffusion 

of the public digital platform. 
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8 Conclusion and further research 

The aim of this thesis was to answer the following research question: 

Which types of policy support the introduction and the diffusion of public digital platforms? 

To do so, a detailed study of the Italian digital payment system pagoPA, an example of public 

digital platform, has been developed. 

The result of the thesis consists of three findings, valid not only for the specific case studied in 

this research, but for every type of public digital platform: 

1. Deadlines are useful, but only on “fertile soil”: top-down impositions from the central 

Government can be effective, but only if the entities that receive these impositions are 

immersed in an environment that allows them to respect these impositions. 

2. The importance of citizens’ participation: citizens are a key element for the success of a 

public digital platform, as they are its final users. Supporting their participation has the 

effect of pushing the other sides of the platform to join it. 

3. The importance of the private sector’s inclusion: private companies offer valuable 

services to the public entities that need support and technological solutions to join the 

platform. Therefore, favouring the creation of a prolific environment where more actors 

can capture the opportunity to contribute to the diffusion of the platform is important for 

the project’s success. 

In synthesis the findings reported in this thesis suggest that the problem of the diffusion of a public 

digital platform is that of the coordination of a fragmented supply chain, where the different 

stakeholders need to be pushed, each one with the adequate levers, toward the common objective 

of complete adoption of the platform. 

For example, in the case of pagoPA, the deadlines imposed by central the Government are a 

powerful stimulus, but if the Regional Administrations do not insist with municipalities, actively 

providing information, support and solutions through the Technological Intermediaries, the latter 

will not integrate with the platform. And even if municipalities do activate their services on 

pagoPA, the citizens must be put in condition to use them, otherwise the municipalities will 

abandon the platform after some time. In addition, the experience and territorial presence of 

Technological Partners should also be exploited, as they are the preferred choice for the 

integration of municipalities. 

Finally, a continuous effort of maintenance, assistance, and confrontation with the stakeholders 

is needed by PagoPA S.p.A., to intercept and solve the issues and difficulties that inevitably arise 

when such a complex platform is used by a high and increasing number of users. 
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In conclusion, to answer the research question, it has to be kept in mind that the main characteristic 

of a platform, being private or public, is that its success is affected by network effects. The type 

of policies that support the implementation and diffusion of a public digital platform are 

those that take this characteristic into consideration and involve all the sides of the platform at 

the same time, ensuring that the network effects are positive and that they drive the 

platform’s growth.  

This study about pagoPA is not an end in itself but opened new themes whose research could be 

beneficial for understanding and monitoring the phenomenon of digital payments towards Public 

Administrations and more in general of the implementation of public digital platforms. 

In fact, the research of best practices and of the reasons underlying the obstacles encountered in 

the diffusion of the platform has been directed through semi-structured interviews to 

representatives of Regional Administrations, but also other stakeholders can be involved. For 

example, even if it is considered important, representatives of the private sector have not been 

interviewed. It could be interesting to explore further their role in the process of the diffusion of 

public digital platforms. 

Besides, this thesis takes the example of pagoPA, the Italian payment system for Public 

Administration, and draws general conclusions that apply to every public digital platform. Studies 

that take into consideration other platforms and other countries can add value to the research 

explained here, confirming or contradicting the conclusions drawn in this thesis.  

Furthermore, this thesis eventually concludes which types of policy can support the 

implementation and diffusion of a public digital platform. It provides a general suggestion, 

highlighting the need for policies that involve all sides of the platform. Trivial examples of this 

type of policy can easily be made, such as doing direct advertisements to sensitize the citizens to 

join a platform. However, it would be beneficial for the successful realization of future public 

digital platform projects to identify a list of practical examples of policies implemented by 

governments to this aim. Even better, multiple examples of policies could be identified and 

categorized according to the stakeholders that need to join the platform, so that governments have 

a guideline to follow when a new platform has to be launched. 

Finally, this thesis starts to bridge the gap found in the literature between the studies on public 

digital platforms and the studies on the policymaking theory. It is a first and not sufficient attempt, 

that definitely needs to be conducted further by other scholars in the future, tackling the 

difficulties encountered by public digital projects from the policymakers’ perspective. 

Studies similar to this one in the field of public digital platforms can help identify how to 

maximize the benefit that these promising technologies bring to society, making Public 

Administration closer to the citizens’ needs. 
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