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Abstract

In the context of eGovernment, open data initiatives have become increasingly useful in order to
promote transparency and accountability, as well as to identify and reduce corruption. In 2012,
Republic of Moldova introduced the eGovernment center along with its G2C services, an example
of which is the OpenData platform. The problem we are trying to tackle is the evaluation of success
of this platform in increasing transparency, which is a key factor in addressing the corruption
problem. Our research includes individual data collection from two separate stakeholders:
journalists and developers, who are citizens of Republic of Moldova and have experience with the
platform. Our conclusions were based on the system evaluation and model validation with the
help of descriptive statistics, regression analysis and structural equation modeling. The impact of
our research is finding knowledge gaps and development directions of the platform by applying
the Delone and McLean’s IS success model.
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1. Introduction

The concept of Open Data is recent and
it stemmed with the idea that massive
amounts of information regularly cre-

ated by government entities should be at citi-
zens’ disposal. In the late 2000s, governments
and entities began to allow a greater number
of users access to these resources. The first
government policies on Open Data appeared

in 2009. Nowadays, Open Data initiatives have
been launched in 50 developed and developing
countries, totalling in over 250 institutions at
(sub)national and city levels, including entities
such as the World Bank and United Nations.
(‘‘Open Data in 60 Seconds’’, 2017)

The terms eGovernment, Open Government
and Open Data are interrelated and they play
a big role in the process of civic innovation.
The civic innovation (Howard, 2012) is equiva-
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lent to new ideas, technologies or methodolo-
gies that challenge and improve upon existing
processes and systems, thereby improving the
lives of citizens or the society that they live
within. One significant way to improve citi-
zens’ lives is by offering them access to data
sets that feature government records at scale.
In this way, citizens can build applications
that make use of datasets that provide a range
of information targeted at a larger audience.
Records of government decisions, parliament
bills, public acquisitions, budget expenses or
relationships between enterprises are examples
of how citizens can gain an unbiased perspec-
tive on matters that influence them socially,
economically and politically. Journalists, as
mediators, can be the actors who synthesise
large amount of available raw data and pro-
duce qualitative information products for the
public. Software developers are the actors who
are responsible of providing the tools built on
top of open data infrastructure. A tight col-
laboration between these two stakeholders is
crucial for increasing transparency and there-
fore diminishing corruption.

According to Transparency International
journal, Republic of Moldova is placed in top
of the most corrupted countries from Europe
and Central Asia (‘‘Corruption perceptions in-
dex’’, 2016). According to the report, 71% of
the population considers the state institutions
-- the presidency, parliament and government
-- as the most corrupted. At the state level,
corruption is associated with financial launder-
ing, hidden or mislead public contracts acqui-
sitions, offshore activities, raider attacks, etc.
In 2012, the Electronic Governance Center of
Moldova was initiated as a state institution
that aims for applying Information and Com-
munication Technologies in order to increase
the country’s competitiveness globally and to
improve the quality of life. By providing large-
scale electronic public services based on open
data, corruption may be reduced.

The aim of the research is to investigate
the usage of available open data by journal-
ists and developers in order to increase the
transparency level of the government institu-

tions. The role of these stakeholders is to turn
raw data taken from the Moldavian OpenData
platform into material upon which thousands
of users depend on, such as mass-media web
portals and web/smartphone applications. We
want to explore services that are using the open
data addressed at increasing the transparency
of public institutions in Moldova. Such ser-
vices are using open data indicators to disclose
the beneficiaries of public contracts, visualize
budget data through infographics, publish jour-
nalistic investigations in a centralized platform,
visualize interactively statistics about sensible
indicators (gender, age, etc). The exploration
phase will be done by surveying journalists
and software developers and collecting their
opinions regarding the usability of the Open-
Data platform. The feedback on their usage of
the platform will serve as a good indicator on
how effectively the open data are being used
in order to develop content and services for the
population and at what extent that usage con-
tributes to an increase in transparency at the
level of government institutions in Moldova.

The objective of this paper is to contribute
to eGovernment and IS Success research by
evaluating on how transparency at the institu-
tional level in Moldova can be increased using
the OpenData platform from the perspective of
journalists and developers, who are the active
content producers that digest data and make
it publicly available. Therefore our research
question is how successful is OpenData plat-
form in increasing transparency according to
the journalists’ and developers’ point of view.

2. Conceptual framework

The Delone and McLean’s (D&M) IS Success
Model is a well-known and widely adopted
framework for measuring the success or effec-
tiveness of an information system. Although,
first published in 1992 the model is based
on previous research of Shannon and Weaver
(Shannon & Weaver, 1949) in the area of com-
munications, information influence theory of
Mason (Mason, 1978), as well as empirical man-
agement information systems (MIS) research
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studies from 1981-87. Originally there were
three dimensions of the framework that laid
the fundament for the model: the technical,
semantic and effectiveness level. The technical
dimension conveys the accuracy and efficiency
of the communication system that produces in-
formation. The semantic dimension represents
the success of information in transferring the
meaning. The effectiveness dimension is the
effect of the information on the receiver.

In their first model, the authors have as-
signed "system quality" to measure technical
success; "information quality" to measure se-
mantic success; and "use, user satisfaction, indi-
vidual impacts," and "organizational impacts"
to measure effectiveness success. The fact that
the framework represented both a causal and
a process model induced scholar confusion
(Sedon & Kiew, 1997; Young & Benamati, 2000;
Lassila & Brancheau, 1999) and the fact that
users prefer different success measures depend-
ing on the type of the system being evaluated
(J. Jiang & Klein, 1999; P. Seddon, Staples, Pat-
nayakuni, & Bowtell, 1999) contributed to the
need of updating the original model to a new
one conveying different IS effectiveness mea-
sures. Due to the fact that end user computing
emerged in the mid 1980s, organizations have
became both information providers and service
providers (Pitt, Watson, & Kavan, 1995), pro-
posed that "service quality" should be included
as another dimension in the model, because
earlier the measures of IS effectiveness focused
solely on the information product rather than
on the services. In addition, due to the fact
that impacts have evolved way beyond the im-
mediate users, ranging to national economic
accounts, the authors chose to eliminate any
ambiguities and decided to replace all the "im-
pact" measures (individual, organization) into
a single dimension called "net benefits" and let
it to the ones who adopt this model to decide
which net benefits to assign based on the sys-
tems being evaluated. A final enhancement
made for the updated model was splitting the
construct of "use" in intention to use and user
satisfaction, since these two elements are re-
lated. "Use" must precede "user satisfaction" in

a process sense, but positive experience with
"use" will lead to greater "user satisfaction" in a
causal sense. Similarly, increased "user satisfac-
tion" will lead to increased "intention to use,"
and thus "use" (Delone & McLean, 2003). Con-
sidering these refinements, we present below
the updated (D&M) model that will be used as
a conceptual framework for our research study
(fig.1).

Figure 1: Updated DeLone and McLean IS Success
Model (Delone & McLean, 2003)

The updated Delone and McLean’s IS suc-
cess model has been chosen for the research. In
the quest to choose the model suitable for our
research, Davis’ (1989) Technology Acceptance
Model (TAM) has also been taken into consid-
eration. According to (Lin, Fofanah, & Liang,
2011), the core constructs of the TAM (External
Variables - Information System Quality and In-
formation Quality, Perceived Usefulness, Per-
ceived Ease of Use, Attitude Towards Using,
Behaviour Intention) have strong influences
on user-intention towards e-Government prod-
ucts. However, (Petter, DeLone, & McLean,
2008) state that TAM is based on the The-
ory of Planned Behaviour (Fishbein & Ajzen,
1977) and "[...]explains why some IS are more
readily accepted by users than others. Accep-
tance, however, is not equivalent to success,
although acceptance of an information system
is a necessary precondition to success.". Our
research focuses more on the success of the
e-government OpenData IS towards increas-
ing the transparency in Moldova rather than
on the sole acceptance of the OpenData plat-
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form towards a higher usability. Therefore, we
claim that System Quality, Information Quality
and Service Quality have a direct influence on
System Usage, rather than the users’ percep-
tions on Usefulness and Ease of Use, because
in our context of a governmental enterprise sys-
tem these three constructs are the basis for as-
sessing the success of increasing transparency,
since the quality of system, information and
service is vital in establishing a solid founda-
tion for an open data infrastructure delivered
to the citizens. Research (Sedera & Gable, 2004)
proves that D&M model provide the best fit
for measuring IS success.

A reason we chose specifically the updated
D&M IS Success model over its previous coun-
terpart is that it represent an objective exten-
sion of the original version as a result of the
feedback from the community of IS experts,
such as Seddon (P. B. Seddon, 1997). Accord-
ing to (Petter et al., 2008) some other experts
have solicited revisions to to evaluate success
of specific applications such as knowledge
management (Wu & Wang, 2006) the result
of which validate the model for the Knowl-
edge Management Systems which can be re-
lated to the OpenData platform which is a Con-
tent&Document Management system in itself.
Furthermore (Wang & Liao, 2008) showed that
in the context of G2C eGovernment, beliefs
about information and service quality have a
dominant influence on use, user satisfaction,
and perceived net benefit and thus their state-
ment reiterate the importance of this external
variable established in the D&M IS updated
model. Finally, their recommendations regard-
ing the "paramount importance to develop
G2C systems that provide high-quality infor-
mation and service including sufficient and
up-to-date information, security and privacy
protection, and personalized service." are sup-
portive with our questionnaires items. Thus,
we considered the updated D&M IS updated
model suitable for the scope of our research.

3. Description and motivation of

research methods

Our research is focused on quantitative evalua-
tion of the OpenData platform because it mea-
sures numerical variables. They derive from
the quantitative survey method - questionnaire,
which is one of the most commonly used sur-
vey data gathering techniques (Powell, 2006).
We chose the online questionnaire for several
reasons, the most prominent being the diffi-
culty to reach respondents (our respondents
are exclusively citizens of Moldova) and the
convenience of having automated tools for data
collection, such as Google’s survey service.

The questionnaire is based on a five-point
Likert-type scale with answers ranging from
"completely disagree" to "completely agree".
This scale is the most recommended by re-
searchers as it is eliminating the frustration
of the respondent by providing a middle an-
swer serving as a neutral point of reference
(Appendix B1,B2). In this way there is an in-
crease in the quality and rate of the responses
(Sachdev S.B., 2004). Complementary, the an-
swers which are structured on a scale reflect a
more objective opinion and attitude towards
evaluating the usability of a system rather than
having dichotomous answers. Another reason
to employ the five-scale Likert-type question-
naire is because of its simplicty for the respon-
dent to read out the complete list of scale de-
scriptors (Dawes, 2008). Our research is based
on measuring latent constructs - i.e. character-
istics of our sample, specifically the attitudes
and opinions of journalists and developers -
regarding the usability of the OpenData plat-
form.

We will check the reliability of Likert-type
scales using the Cronbach’s alpha internal con-
sistency test. The reason to use this test is to
measure if people respond consistently with
their standing on the construct of interest from
the updated Delone and McLean model. For
instance, Cronbach’s alpha measures the ex-
pected correlation of two tests that measure
the same construct (Nunnally, 1978). In our
case, the coefficient will indicate the correla-

4



Evaluating the Success of eGovernment OpenData Platform at Increasing Transparency in
Moldova: from the Perspectives of Journalists and Developers, June 2017

tion between two questions that are assessing
a construct of interest, e.g. questions 3.3 and
3.4 from the Service Quality construct (check
Appendix B1,B2). A good threshold for the
internal consistency value would be 0.7.

The answers will be subjected to descriptive
statistics measures. The purpose of descrip-
tive statistics is to reveal patterns in the gath-
ered data so that the answers to the survey
would be easier to interpret. Data will be pre-
sented and analysed graphically and numeri-
cally. The graphical measures to display data
would be frequency distributions, cumulative
percentages, histograms. The numerical analy-
sis of data is done by computing the measures
of central location (mean, median and mode),
variability of dispersion (variance, standard
deviation) and shape of a data distribution
(skewness, kurtosis). In addition to the de-
scriptive statistics, in order to tell if the (D&M)
updated model fits the gathered data, model
validation is employed. Model validation con-
sists of the measurement model and structural
model. The measurement model describes the
extent at which indicators explain the construct
they belong to. The results from the measure-
ment model serve as a test for the internal
consistency and reliability of the whole model.
For this purpose, the composite reliability and
Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients are measured.
Complementary, a validity test is performed
through the analysis of convergent and dis-
criminant validity. Regression analysis is used
as the statistical technique for the reliability
and validity tests. The structural model speci-
fies the relationships between latent constructs
which, in our case are the six success factors
of D&M IS success model. The assessment
of the structural model is done by computing
the path coefficients and the R squared values.
For measuring the relationship between the
constructs, hypotheses will be elaborated on
whether some success factors of the D&M IS
success model affects the others.

In addition to the quantitative evaluation
of the usability of the OpenData platform we
decided to include a small part of qualitative
research. This part is represented by an open-

question addressed to the recipients. The aim
of this question is to provide deeper insights
into the problem, uncover trends in thoughts
and opinions of the respondents. We decided
to choose a mixed-research approach in order
to further support our conclusions with the
respondents’ personal statements that reflect
their opinions and attitudes.

3.1. Hypotheses testing

One of the aims of this project is to test research
hypotheses for both surveys associated with
the research model as it is presented in Section
5.2.2. The following hypotheses will be tested
based on the model presented in Figure 1 from
section 2:

Information Quality will positively affect the
Use of OpenData platform;

Information Quality will positively affect the
User Satisfaction of OpenData platform;

Service Quality will positively affect the Use
of OpenData platform;

Service Quality will positively affect the User
Satisfaction of OpenData platform;

System Quality will positively affect the Use
of OpenData platform;

System Quality will positively affect the User
Satisfaction of OpenData platform;

Use will positively affect the Perceived Net
Benefit of OpenData platform;

Use will positively affect the User Satisfac-
tion of OpenData platform.

3.2. Previous research

We have performed an extensive search on
Google Scholar and ResearchGate regarding
the previous research that has been done on the
evaluation of open data portals and found that
the big majority of the published articles reflect
empirical analyses of the open government
data initiatives, strategies and case studies, e.g.
(Huijboom & Van den Broek, 2011; Ohemeng
& Ofosu-Adarkwa, 2015; Janssen, Charalabidis,
& Zuiderwijk, 2012) In fact, Eric Afful-Dadzie
and Anthony Afful-Dadzie (Afful-Dadzie &
Afful-Dadzie, 2017) mention that "[...]none so

5



Evaluating the Success of eGovernment OpenData Platform at Increasing Transparency in
Moldova: from the Perspectives of Journalists and Developers, June 2017

far has conducted a technical infrastructural
audit of OGD web portals in accordance with
established standards and requirements. Fur-
thermore, none of the previous works on OGD,
has attempted to understand preferences and
expectations of stakeholders in specific regions
around the world, with a view to understand-
ing the adequacy of current standards and
methodologies.". Similarly to how we inves-
tigated the success the open data portal in
Moldova by evaluating the usability of the web-
site based on a survey directed to the stakehold-
ers (journalists and developers), the authors of
this article performed a technical audit of open
data portals in Africa by benchmarking the
open data websites based also on a survey for
their stakeholders (media practitioners). Our
validated hypothesis regarding the informa-
tion quality’s effect on the user satisfaction is
supporting the results of Eric and Anthony
Afful-Dadzie in which metadata, data format
and data quality are the most important utility
characteristics on an OGD portal. Our other
two hypotheses concerning System’s and Ser-
vice’s Quality effect on user satisfaction are
again supporting their findings concerning the
data availability and integrity.

4. Data Collection

For quantitive research, the data gathered from
surveys is used more frequently, however in-
terviews and participant observations are more
used to gather qualitative data (Linda K., 2008).
In order to meet the objective of this study,
quantitive research methods were chosen as a
primary and most important once.

Taking into consideration that the subject
of our study is located in another country to-
gether with the main survey target groups we
decided to conduct an online survey instead
of a written traditional one. Conducting the
survey online gives us important advantages
such as access to individuals in far location
(Wright, 2005). Surveying people online makes
our survey more flexible, selective, cheaper
and quicker to analyze. Besides these advan-
tages it also has some disadvantages. During

the online questionnaires people may not be
able to fully understand all the questions and
they not have the possibility to give some ad-
ditional questions (Milne, 1999).

The data collection has been carried out dur-
ing a time interval of four weeks, ranging from
early April to the beginning of May 2017. The
process of data collection comprised of send-
ing urls of two online questionnaires designed
using Google’s survey capabilities intended for
developers and journalists. Upon completion,
the responses were automatically recorded in
an xls file. Our task was to process the xls file
to extract meaningful information and form
relevant conclusion with the help of statistical
tools, namely SPSS Statistics V23.0 and Smart-
PLS 3 Student Edition. The total number of
recruited respondents was sixty - evenly dis-
tributed between journalists and developers.

4.1. Questionnaire Design

Our survey (see Appendix A1,A2) contains
21 questions for the journalist model and 20
questions for the developer model. Both of
them are divided in seven parts: first six parts
have the scope to measure the six constructs
incorporated in the (D&M) model. The last
part is an open question that we added on top
of our questionnaire to give people a chance
to shortly express some important thoughts
that otherwise is infeasible when completing a
Likert-type scales survey.

While thinking about the design of the ques-
tions and to which construct they belong we
used "The e-learning success model" devel-
oped by Clyde W. Holsapple and Anita Lee-
Post (Holsapple & Lee-Post, 2006) as one of
the main sources of modelling. as one of the
main sources of modelling. For completing
the remaining constructs questions selected
from other sources were considered. (Doll
& Torkzadeh, 1988; Halonen, Acton, Golden,
& Conboy, 2009; Connolly & Bannister, 2008;
Wang, Wangb, & Sheea, 2007; Luarn & Lin,
2003; Oliver, 1980, 1997; Etezadi-Amoli &
Farhoomand, 1996)

When constructing the questions, we also
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thought to consider critical success factors that
may influence an open data initiative and as
a result we utilised (Zuiderwijk, Susha, Char-
alabidis, Parycek, & Janssen, 2015) as a back-
bone for our questions, with the help of which
the success factors are delimited into three
categories which fit well with Delone and
McLean’s updated IS success model: quality
of open data publication, use of open data and
emerging impact and benefits. Specifically,
we used the sustainability of the open data
initiative category to design the question con-
cerning whether the content of the data sets
is up-to-date; the open data platforms, tools
and services category to tackle questions con-
cerning the ease of use of the website and es-
tablishing the need to have additional techno-
logical dependencies to use the platform; the
accessibility, interoperability and standards cat-
egory to assess how well the data is organized
and API’s responsiveness. From (Osagie et al.,
2017) we constructed some questionnaire items
based on the ROUTE-TO-PA criteria aligned
with QUIM Criteria that define the usability
of the open data platform. Thus, the question
of the platform’s satisfaction is based on the
attractiveness/structure criteria; the question
of goal achievability is backed up by the mini-
mal action criterion; and the question regard-
ing the documentation relies on the help/self-
descriptiveness criteria.

4.2. Target population

The target population contained in our re-
search are individuals who are citizens of Re-
public of Moldova and activate as journalists
and software developers. The journalists were
chosen as respondents because they produce
content such as articles, reports, investigations
and disseminate it to the public by exploring
various available resources, such as newspa-
pers, magazines, online libraries, databases,
etc. The developers were chosen because they
use raw data from various sources, such as
databases, journalistic reports, public APIs to
produce content such as infographics, mobile
and web applications and services. The tools

produced by the developers can be used as
means to increase awareness of public data
usage among the citizens as well as for govern-
mental data management.

4.3. Sampling frame

Following from our target population group,
the sampling frame is represented by the jour-
nalists and developers who had previous ex-
periences with the Moldavian OpenData eGov-
ernment platform. The journalists are activat-
ing at Moldavian tv channels, news companies,
investigation consortiums, journalist networks,
etc. The sources of our information are: Ziarul
de Garda; Rise; Centrul de jurnalism independent
and also independent freelance journalists the
identity of whose is not disclosed in our stud-
ies. The surveyed developers are or were in-
volved with projects that had tangence with
the OpenData platform. Those projects are:
Expert-Grup -- a non-governmental think tank
organization which is specialized in economic
and policy research; Budgetstories -- a special-
ized online library for journalists; Scoalamea --
an online platform that offers detailed budget
data to students, parents, teachers and inter-
ested parts; Mediasource -- specialized online
library for journalists; Genderpulse -- interac-
tive tool for visualizing the sensible statisti-
cal indices concerning the gender dimension;
Openmoney -- platform that shows who the real
beneficiaries of the contracts carried out by the
state institutions.

5. Results and analysis

5.1. System Evaluation

5.1.1 Information Quality

For this construct we can observe a general ten-
dency of the journalists to be neutral with an
inclination to disagreement towards the plat-
form’s information quality. The same state-
ment is valid for developers. This can be
shown by examining the mean and standard
deviation for each IQ item (Appendix D1, D2).
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The summated mean for the three items cov-
ering journalist responses is 2.64 and the stan-
dard deviation is 0.96. The same measurements
covering the developer responses are 2.77 and
0.98 respectively.

This indicates that journalists are conserva-
tive on whether the platform provides the pre-
cise, sufficient and up-to-date information for
their career. It can be inferred that journalists
use the platform as a tool for their work and
not as a primary source of information. Simi-
larly, developers seem to be disinclined to label
the platform content as well organized, clearly
formulated and up-to-date.

For the first item concerning the precision
of the content, 70% of journalists were, either
neutral, in disagreement or complete disagree-
ment, leaving 26.67% in partial agreement and
only a minute percentage of 3.3% in completely
agreement. With respect to the information suf-
ficiency, more than two thirds either are neu-
tral or in partial disagreement, while less than
33.33% shared the opposite view of agreeing
either partially of completely. Regarding the
actualization of information 63.33% of journal-
ists are either disagreeing or impartial. Those
who were completely agreeing with the con-
struct items were always at 3.33%.

For the first item concerning the organiza-
tion and structure of the content , 86.6% of
developers were, either neutral, in disagree-
ment or complete disagreement, leaving 10%
in complete disagreement and only 3.3% com-
plete agreement. With respect to the clearness
of the dataset content, 70% of developers are
either neutral or in partial disagreement, leav-
ing the other 30% to partially or completely
agree. Referring to the content actualization,
almost the same pattern as for journalists is
revealed, signalling that it is equally affecting
both stakeholders. The other 36.7% are either
in complete disagreement, partial or complete
agreement.

5.1.2 System Quality

For this construct, it can be noticed that jour-
nalists have the proneness towards neutral-

ity and a slight inclination to agreement. The
same statement is applicable for the develop-
ers. When analyzing each item from the SQ
construct (Appendix D1, D2) we can observe
that the summated mean and standard devi-
ation for the three items covering journalist
responses is 2.63 and 0.93 respectively. The
same measurements covering the developer
responses are 2.84 and 0.93 respectively.

This indicates that journalists are rather neu-
tral towards the quality of the platform and
have some difficulties upon agreeing with the
survey items. We conclude that journalists find
the interface of the OpenData platform with a
relative degree of easiness in order to achieve
their goals. However journalists are rather re-
luctant to interpret the perception of using the
platform before, during and after accessing the
website as positive. Additionally, journalists
considered that there is a perception that they
receive the desired information in time. De-
velopers had agreed that all platform data is
available to them, the API is responsive all the
time and that the system is easy to use. How-
ever, there was a rather large dissatisfaction
with the documentation quality of the platform
among them.

For the item concerning the use of the web-
site interface to achieve their goals, 63.33% of
journalists are neutral, agreeing or completely
agreeing and except for those who were not
agreeing - 36.67%, 46.67% were neutral (Ap-
pendix C1). With respect to the positive per-
ception of the website, the majority of respon-
dents (46.67%) were partially disagreeing, leav-
ing 43.33% of them neutral, in agreement or
complete agreement, while only 10% were in
total disagreement. Regarding the responsive-
ness of the platform, more than half of them
(53.33%) displayed a positive attitude towards
the agreement with this statement.

Regarding the availability of data to devel-
opers, almost three quarters (73.3%) of them
were either neutral or in partial agreement,
6.7% were in complete agreement and the re-
maining 20% of whom’ were in partial dis-
agreement. With respect to the responsiveness
of API, 63.3% of developers were in neutral
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or partial agreement, 30% were in partial or
complete disagreement and only 6.7% in com-
plete agreement. Regarding the documentation
quality of the platform, exactly one third of de-
velopers presented a high dissatisfaction level
in terms of completely disagreeing with the
statement. Complementary to that, 60% of the
respondents were equally divided between be-
ing partially disagree and neutral. For this
item, only 6.6% of developers account for any
kind of agreement with the statement. When
asked about the platform’s ease of use, their
responses were similar to those destined to
the API responsiveness item, with the excep-
tion of 6.6% variation in the answers express-
ing neutrality and those expressing complete
agreement.

5.1.3 Service Quality

For this dimension, one can notice that there
is a pattern among journalists to agree with
the questionnaire items at a high extent, ma-
jority of them having the inclination to either
agree or completely agree with the items (Ap-
pendix D1). For developers this trend is pre-
served, however instead of the inclination pre-
sented above, majority of them are having neu-
trality or partial agreement prevalence. The
summated mean for Service Quality dimension
comprised of five items targeted at journalists
is 4.89 and the equivalent standard deviation
is 1.078. The equivalent of these calculation for
developers are 3.33 and 0.951. These two mea-
surements confirm that for this construct of the
model journalists have a high agreement rate.
The same statement applies to the developers,
although not at such a high extent.

When asked if they feel safe while requesting
datasets, 76.6% of the journalists were agreeing
with the statement, leaving the other quarter
of the respondents share their level of agree-
ment among neutral, partially disagree and
completely disagree. For the item reflecting
the confidentiality of the personal information,
43.33% of respondents partially agreed, 26.67%
of them completely agreed, while basically
the same counterweight of journalists were ei-

ther neutral, partially or completely disagree-
ing. With respect to the platform availability,
63.33% of the respondents completely agreed,
with 13.33% of them sharing both neutral and
partial agreements. Out of the remaining 10%,
two thirds were partially disagreeing and the
remaining one third were completely disagree-
ing. Concerning the individual attention, jour-
nalists who were in complete agreement, par-
tial agreement or neutral ranged between 23.3%
to 36.7%, leaving the other 13.3% in disagree-
ment. When asked about the willingness of the
platform to solve problems, almost half (46.7%)
of the respondents reported that they partially
agreed with that statement. The other 40% of
them were halved in two groups: first one rep-
resenting the ones who completely agreed with
the statement and the second one representing
the ones being neutral. The remaining 13.3%
of the journalists were in disagreement.

When asked about the availability of the plat-
form, exactly half of the developers partially
agreed with the statement, 10% were in com-
plete agreement, while the rest of them showed
an either neutral or partial disagreement state.
Referring to the platform secure data channels,
70% of the developers were either neutral, in
partial or complete agreement, while the other
30% were mostly disagreeing. Concerning the
usage safety of the platform, 40% of the re-
spondents showed an agreement inclination,
another 40% resembled neutrality, while the
remaining 20% were partially disagreeing.

5.1.4 Use

This element of the model reveals us a ten-
dency for the journalists to be neutral with a
predisposition to disagreeing. Contrary, for
developers the pattern revealed them to par-
tially agree with a predilection to agreeing
completely. The measurements of the sum-
mated construct mean and standard deviation
for journalist responses were 2.52 and .925 re-
spectively (Appendix D1). For developer re-
sponses, these measurements are 3.68 and 1.03.
We can observe from here that journalists dis-
agreed with the questionnaire items for this
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construct. Developers overall agreed with the
questionnaire items for Use.

For the item concerning the dependency of
the platform, 76.7% of the respondents an-
swered that they are neutral or in partial dis-
agreement. The remaining 23.3% were dis-
tributed among the subsamples that were com-
pletely disagreeing (10%), partially agreeing
(10%) and completely agreeing (3.3%). With
regards to the frequency of use, approximately
the same distribution occurred among the re-
spondents’ answers, with 76.7% of them being
indifferent or in disagreement while the other
quarter being in complete disagreement, par-
tial or complete agreement. These facts tell us
that journalists are feeling relatively indepen-
dent of the platform and are using the platform
not that frequently.

Regarding platform dependency, 80% of the
developers were either neutral, in agreement
or complete agreement. The remaining 20%
were showing disagreement with the state-
ment. Concerning the technologies dependen-
cies, also 80% of them reported partial or com-
plete agreement, the remainder being 16.7%
neutral and 3.3% in disagreement. With respect
to the consistent use of the platform by their
products/services, developers were 56.7% com-
pletely agreeing, 30% being neutral and 13.4%
partially or completely disagreeing. These facts
tell us that developers rely much more on the
platform and on its dependencies.

5.1.5 User Satisfaction

This dimension shows that journalist respon-
dents can be assessed as neutral with a bias
towards partial disagreement. This is similar
for the developers, with the exception that the
bias is stronger in their case. This statement can
be tested by looking at the summated mean
and standard deviation of every item in the
User Satisfaction construct for both stakehold-
ers(Appendix D1). The former measurement
for journalists is equivalent to 2.7 and the latter
being 0.982. The equivalences for developers
are 3.4 and .906 respectively.

When asked how satisfied are journalists

with the platform in terms of its services and re-
sources, 43.3% of them were neutral, followed
by 23.3% of them who were in partial disagree-
ment and then 16.7% who were in partial agree-
ment, the remaining 16.6% of whom were dis-
tributed in a ratio of 4:1. With respect to their
expectations being met, 56.7% of respondents
showed a low satisfaction rate in terms of par-
tial disagreement, while the other 43.3% are
either satisfied completely, partially or neu-
tral. Regarding the relevance of information
provided by the platform, 73.3% of journalists
are neutral or in disagreement, followed by
16.7% who are in partial agreement and the
remaining 10%, out of which 6.7% are in com-
plete disagreement while 3.3% are sharing the
opposite view. Overall journalists don’t seem
satisfied with the platform.

When asked if they would recommend the
platform to other developers, respondents
were 43.3% neutral, 36.6% agreeing and 20%
disagreeing partially. Regarding the link be-
tween the use and the overall success of their
applications, 46.6% of developers were agree-
ing, 43.3% neutral and 10% partially disagree-
ing.

5.1.6 Perceived Net Benefit

This construct reveals a tendency among jour-
nalists to be neutral with predisposition to
agreement. This fact is applicable to devel-
opers too. This can be confirmed by inspecting
the summated mean and standard deviation
for the construct’s items which are 3 and 0.954
respectively for journalists (Appendix D1). For
developers, the measurements are 3.15 and
1.02. The means which are greater or equal
than 3 indicate that respondents seem to agree
with question items and thus have no problems
regarding the Perceived Net Benefit.

Almost half (43.3%) of the journalists were
neutral regarding their perceived benefit of
whether the platform is making their job-
related tasks easier, followed by 26.7% of them
who were partially disagreeing and another
26.7% - 20% of whom partially agreed and 6.7%
who agreed completely. With respect to saving
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time, journalists revealed the same pattern as
in the previous question item. When asked if
they made the right decision of using the plat-
form, journalists responded almost in the same
manner as in the previous items, with the ex-
ception of 3.3% variation for every Likert item
except the first one. When asked if the platform
helps avoiding having a direct contact with the
government staff, respondents again answered
similarly, with 40% being neutral, 26.7% par-
tially agreeing, 20% partially disagreeing and
6.7% to both extremes of the Likert scale.

With respect to the platform saving time,
43.3% of developers were in partial or com-
plete agreement. The same percentage is al-
located to the neutral ones, leaving the ones
which were disagreeing with the statement in
a minority of 13.3%. Regarding the cost sav-
ings when using the platform, the response
pattern is similar to the first item in the con-
struct with the exception of answers covering
partial (dis)agreements that are ranging from
10-16.7% and from 26.7-33%. Concerning the
quicker response rate of the platform, 73.3%
of the developers were in partial or complete
agreement, leaving the rest of 26.7% neutral
or below. When asked whether they are able
to personalize the services offered by the plat-
form, 70% of developers were disagreeing ei-
ther partially or completely, 16.7% neutral and
only 13.3% agreeing.

5.2. Model Validation

The model validation comprises two stages:
the measurement and structural model vali-
dation. The measurement model is the part
that examines relationship between the latent
variables and their measures. The structural
model is the relationship between the latent
variables. We used the measurement model
validation to test for validity and reliability of
our applied model and then we used the struc-
tural model validation to test the hypotheses
that were formulated. Before conducting the
measurement model, the normality of the data-
set was analyzed before deciding the use of
factor analysis to confirm or reject our research

hypotheses. The analysis was conducted by
computing and investigating the skewness and
kurtosis values for each latent construct item
from the questionnaire. The results are pre-
sented in appendix L1 and L2.

The values for asymmetry and kurtosis be-
tween -2 and +2 are considered acceptable in
order to prove normal univariate distribution
(Darren & Paul, 2010). The values fall within
this range so the data follows a normal distri-
bution.

After asserting the normality, we followed
with the application of PLS regression analy-
sis technique to test the reliability and valid-
ity of the model. The tools that have been
used for assessing the model validity were
IBM SPSS Statistics V23.0 and SmartPLS 3
Student Edition. With the help of SPSS, we
have performed the reliability analysis and
the factor analysis. The reliability analysis
yielded the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for
each construct of the model, while factor analy-
sis yielded the correlation matrices, commonal-
ities and rotated component matrices for each
construct. Further we used those values to
compute the AVE and the Composite Reliabil-
ity in order to assess the internal consistency
of the model. With the help of SmartPLS we
were able to relate the set of indicators to their
constructs, by computing the path coefficients,
R squared and significance values as a result
of bootstrapping procedure. In the next section
are presented the analyzed results for both the
journalist and developer models.

5.2.1 Measurement Model

As stated in Chapter 3 the measurement model
measures at what extent indicators explain
their latent constructs. Its objective is to test
the reliability and validity of the model.

Reliability Analysis

Reliability may be calculated differently, the
most commonly accepted measure is internal
consistency reliability using Cronbach’s Al-
pha. James L. Price suggested that an alpha
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of 0.70 be the minimum acceptable standard
for demonstrating internal consistency (Price,
1997). Another way to compute the reliability
is by applying composite reliability. The CR
estimates the extent to which a set of latent con-
struct indicators share in their measurement of
a construct (Hair, Tatham, Anderson, & Black,
1998). Wen-Ta Tseng suggested that composite
reliability should be greater than 0.6 (Tseng,
Dornyei, & Schimitt, 2006).

The coefficients of CR and Cronbach’s alpha
were computed for each construct of the up-
dated (D&M) IS success model and they are
presented in Appendix E. The table from Ap-
pendix E1 suggests that all the coefficients are
higher than the threshold. The scores range
from 0.738 to 0.926, showing a sign of internal
consistency and reliability of the model. The
table from Appendix E2 indicates that there are
acceptable Cronbach alpha coefficients, with
the exception of two characterizing the System
Quality and Service Quality constructs. Ac-
cording to Hinton, et. al., a cut-off scale below
0.50 shows a low reliability, ranging from 0.50
to 0.70 shows moderate reliability and the one
from 0.70 to 0.90 shows high reliability. In our
case, the coefficients of System Quality, Use
and User Satisfaction are within the moderate
acceptable range. However, the coefficient for
Service Quality falls out of the acceptable range
(Hinton, McMurray, & Brownlow, 2004). The
reasons for having such a small alpha value
for this construct could be the small number
of items (Moss et al., 1998) or the poor inter-
relatedness between items or heterogeneous
constructs (Streiner, 2003). However, due to
our will of adhering to the model, we decided
not to omit the construct and instead to per-
form the CR coefficient check.

With respect to composite reliability, both
the coefficients for the journalist and developer
model are exceeding (or residing very close
to) the suggested threshold value of 0.6. The
coefficients from the former model range be-
tween 0.855 and 0.944, while the ones from the
latter model range from 0.596 to 0.865. There-
fore, the reliability and internal consistency
test reveal that majority of the constructs are

well-explained by their indicators.

Validity Analysis
Following the reliability analysis, in order to
test the model for validity we need to test the
construct validity which comprises of conver-
gent and discriminant validity. Convergent
validity measures whether a set of items rep-
resent or converge to the same underlying
construct. Claes Fornell and David F. Lar-
cker stated that in order for the model to pass
convergent validity, the Average Variance Ex-
tracted should be taken into account (Fornell
& Larcker, 1981). AVE measures the amount
of variance that is captured by the construct in
relation to the amount of variance due to mea-
surement error and it should be no less than
0.50 in order to pass the convergent validity
test. From Appendix F1 we can see that for the
journalist model the AVE scores range from
0.673 to 0.855. These scores suggest that the
measurement model for the journalists success-
fully passes the convergent validity test. From
Appendix F2 we can observe that for the devel-
oper model, the AVE scores range from 0.428
to 0.762. The critical values of 0.428 and 0.447
can cause some issues on passing the valid-
ity test. However, because these values are in
proximity to the threshold and considering that
they don’t produce significant discriminant va-
lidity problems (Ping, 2009), we opted to keep
the constructs even if they were a bit offset
from the threshold. Overall, the measurement
model for developers passes the convergent
validity test as well, however less successful.
The next step is to perform the discriminant
validity test. For successfully passing the test,
the Fornell-Larcker criterion and examination
of cross-loadings are the dominant approaches
for evaluating discriminant validity. The for-
mer suggests that square-rooted AVE from the
construct should be greater than the variance
shared between the construct and other con-
structs in the model (Chin, 1998). In Appendix
G1 we can see the inter-correlation table per-
formed for each latent construct in compari-
son with their square-rooted AVE. From the
journalist table, we notice that with the excep-
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tion of one construct(correlation of Information
Quality and User Satisfaction), the square roots
of AVEs of all the other constructs are higher
than their inter-correlations. From this we can
infer that the constructs from the journalist
model show the measures that should not be
related are in reality not related (e.g System
Quality with Information Quality constructs).
In Appendix G2 we can see the same inter-
correlation table for the developer model. The
same pattern occurs in this case as with the
journalist model. With the exception of corre-
lation between Use and Perceived Net Benefit,
every other constructs are higher than their
inter-correlations. From this we can infer that
the constructs from the developer model mea-
sures different concepts.

Another way how to test the discriminant
validity is the examination of cross loadings.
In this approach, the loading of each indicator
is expected to be greater than all of its cross-
loadings (Chin, 1998; Götz, Liehr-Gobbers, &
Krafft, 2010). In Appendix H1, reflecting the
journalist model, 16 out of the 20 indicators
are suitable for passing the discriminant va-
lidity test, the other 6 signalling a poor cor-
relation with the construct it belongs to. In
Appendix H2, reflecting the developer model
14 out of 19 indicators. Analysis of discrimi-
nant validity shows that the selected question
items from both models are well correlated
with the constructs they resemble, otherwise,
the items in question are unable to discriminate
as to whether they belongs to the construct they
were intended to measure or to another (i.e.,
discriminant validity problem) (Chin, 2010).

5.2.2 Structural Model: Test of Hypotheses

The structural model represents the theory that
shows how constructs are related to other con-
structs. Its computation involves calculating
the path coefficients from indicators to con-
structs, or from constructs to other constructs.
Additionally, coefficients of determination are
computed. They reflect the proportion of vari-
ance in the dependent variable (e.g. Perceived
Net Benefit) that is predictable from the inde-

pendent variable (e.g. Use).
In order to compute the coefficients of deter-

mination for the dependent constructs and also
to compute the path coefficients between inde-
pendent and dependent constructs (from the
model applicable to both of our stakeholders)
we used the bootstrapping procedure found in
SmartPLS. The resulted structural model for
the journalists can be found in Appendix I1 and
the one for the developers in Appendix I2 re-
spectively. Following from our adopted model
we can build nine hypotheses that reflect the
relations of causalities and effects between the
independent and dependent variables. They
are listed in Appendix K1 and K2. In order
to test those hypotheses we analyzed the p-
values of the bootstrapping results for both of
our stakeholders (Appendix J1, J2). In the case
of the journalist model, Information Quality
positively affects the User Satisfaction, Use has
positive effect on User Satisfaction and User
Satisfaction has positive effect on Perceived
Net Benefit. Those effects are confirmed by
their corresponding path coefficients of 0.563,
0.351, 0.670 and p-values of 0.02, 0.037 and 0.06
respectively. So, hypotheses H2, H8 and H9
were supported. Hypothesis H1 is partially
supported because Information Quality has a
positive but non-significant effect on the Use,
having a path coefficient of 0.418 and a p-value
of 0.096. The other hypotheses were not sup-
ported in this model because the constructs
didn’t produce any effect on the other ones
(e.g. Service Quality didn’t affect the Use of
the OpenData platform). Out of all indepen-
dent constructs from this model, Information
Quality has proven to be the strongest one, ex-
erting effect on User Satisfaction and partially
on the Use. These constructs explained 69.4%
of the User Satisfaction variance. Also, 57.1%
of the variance in Use is partially explained
by the Information Quality construct. Over-
all, this model describes 64.6% of the variance
in Perceived Net Benefit, with User Satisfac-
tion applying a considerably stronger positive
effect than Use on it.

In the case of the developer model, Service
Quality positively affects the Use of the plat-
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form, System Quality exerts a positive effect on
the User Satisfaction and Use applies a positive
effect on the Perceived Net Benefit. Those ef-
fects are further confirmed by their correspond-
ing path coefficients of -0.562, 0.353, 0.746 and
p-values of 0.057, 0.052 and 0.04 respectively.
So, hypotheses H3, H6 and H7 were supported.
Hypothesis H8 is partially supported because
Use exerts a positive but a non-significant ef-
fect on User Satisfaction, having a path coef-
ficient of 0.366 and a p-value of 0.091. The
other hypotheses were not supported in this
model because the constructs didn’t produce
any effect on the other ones. Out of all inde-
pendent constructs from this model, System
Quality and Service Quality applying effect on
Use and User Satisfaction. The independent
constructs explain only 21.2% of the variance
in Use and 42.9% of the variance in User sat-
isfaction. Overall, this model describes 62.9%
of the variance in Perceived Net Benefit, with
Use applying a considerably stronger positive
effect than User Satisfaction on it.

5.3. Hypotheses Discussion

1) Information Quality --> User Satisfaction
(Journalists)
Our findings have shown that there is a signif-
icant, direct proportional relationship between
the degree of information quality of the plat-
form and the satisfaction of journalists as users
of the platform. In the context of their profes-
sion, journalists rely heavily on the available
information which comprises of clustered orga-
nized open data from different public entities.
The relevance, preciseness, quantity and actu-
ality of data were shown as the most important
attributes when assessing the user satisfaction
from the journalists’ perspective. This result
is supported by (Wang & Liao, 2008) where
the authors motivate that "in the context of
G2C eGovernment, beliefs about information
quality have a more dominant influence on
use, user satisfaction, and perceived net benefit
than beliefs about system quality and service
quality.". This is well reflected by the valida-
tion of our hypotheses from Appendix K1.

2) Information Quality --> Use (Journalists)

The study suggests that there is a relation-
ship between the quality of the information
of the OpenData platform and the usage of
the system by journalists. This logically flows
from the fact that should the journalists per-
ceive the data sets and the information they
disclose as qualitative, they will naturally start
using the system more consistently, by hav-
ing increased usage intentions. This result is
supported by (Floropoulos, Spathis, Halvatzis,
& Tsipouridou, 2010), where in the context
of e-government taxation project, Information
Quality and Perceived Usefulness were highly
correlated. Their result comes as an extension
to (P. B. Seddon, 1997) where the construct of
Perceived Usefulness is influenced directly by
beliefs about information quality. However, in
our case, this hypothesis was only marginally
supported.

3) Use --> User Satisfaction (Journalists)

The results confirm that there is a depen-
dency between the usage of the system and the
user satisfaction of the journalists when/after
using the OpenData platform. Again, this re-
sult is underpinned by (Wang & Liao, 2008),
where is stated that "[...] use is partially medi-
ated through user satisfaction in its influence
on the perceived net benefit of an eGovernment
system.". This is supported by our structural
model (Appendix I1), in the chain of path coef-
ficients among dependent constructs (Use -->
User Satisfaction --> Perceived Net Benefit).

4) User Satisfaction --> Perceived Net Benefit
(Journalists)

Following from the research, user satisfac-
tion significantly affects the perceived net ben-
efit of the OpenData platform. From the per-
spective of a journalist, the factors that trigger
their professional satisfaction, such as the ser-
vices and resources that the website offers are
considered as very important both for their and
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their organizations development. Our study
yielded that journalists perceive their net bene-
fit in terms of easiness of the job-related tasks,
time reduction and the possibility of avoiding
direct contact with government staff. These
benefits are related to the efficiency of the sys-
tem the journalists feel when using it, for in-
stance the provision of the exact and accurate
information that they will need for their pro-
fessional career. This finding is supported by
(Islam, Yusuf, Yusoff, & Johari, 2012), where it
the authors claim that they "expect to see posi-
tive relationship to exist between the level of
user satisfaction to users’ perceived net bene-
fits (convenience) and (efficiency).". Therefore,
our research can serve as an extension to (Rana,
Dwivedi, Williams, & Lal, 2015), where their
model does not measure the concerns of net
benefits in a G2C setup.

5) Service Quality --> Use (Developers)

Our study suggests that the Service Quality
significantly influences the actual Use of the
System by developers. This makes sense since
the developer is a stakeholder which is inter-
ested in the OpenData portal to be available,
reliable, secure and responsive. Should the
website have these features incorporated, de-
velopers would continuously use it since those
very features contribute to the effectiveness of
their work. This pattern is found also in Xiao
Jiang and Shaobo Ji’s work (X. Jiang & Ji, 2014),
where the authors state that "Web portal’s qual-
ity, functionality, reliability, and security and
privacy protection features affect the use of e-
government services, hence, user’s adoption of
e-government systems.".

6) System Quality --> User Satisfaction
(Developers)

Yet another supported hypothesis is the one
concerning the significant positive affect of Sys-
tem Quality on to the User Satisfaction. For de-
velopers, both Service and System Quality are
of utmost importance when expressing their
user satisfaction. Due to the nature of their

careers, they are technically literate people and
for them the complexity of a system is not an
impediment - on the contrary - the more func-
tionalities the OpenData platform attempts to
cover, the more the User Satisfaction. This
evidence is thoroughly supported by (Delone
& McLean, 2003), who point out that system
quality and information quality are the two
main factors determining user satisfaction and
the success of information system. Moreover,
(Wang & Liao, 2008) while measuring the e-
government system success using the valida-
tion of DeLone and McLean’s model, found a
significant impact of system quality on user’s
satisfaction.

7) Use --> Perceived Net Benefit (Developers)

Equally important is the validated hypothe-
sis concerning the relationship between the Use
and the Perceived Net Benefit in the eGovern-
ment context from the developers perspective.
We argue that Use exhibits a direct effect on
perceived net benefit as a result of increased us-
age among developers. The premises of an in-
creased usage are the measures of service qual-
ity that describe a good website governmental
portal previously mentioned. This result is sup-
ported by (Edrees & Mahmood, 2014), where
the authors state that "[..] in order to increase
citizen-perceived net benefit, eGovernment au-
thorities need to develop G2C eGovernment
systems with good information quality, system
quality, and service quality, which, in turn, will
influence citizen system usage behavior and
satisfaction evaluation, and the corresponding
perceived net benefit. ".

8) Use --> User Satisfaction (Developers)

The last validated hypothesis is the one in-
volving the direct effect of system Use on
the User Satisfaction of the OpenData plat-
form. For developers, being dependent on the
OpenData platform by successfully using the
datasets for their products and services links
to an enhancement in User Satisfaction in the
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form of provision of overall success for their
intended application. This finding is again sup-
ported by (Edrees & Mahmood, 2014), where
the correlation between Use and User Satisfac-
tion has been identified as the most significant
one from the model.

5.3.1 Practical implication

From the practical standpoint, we did a step
towards measuring success of a G2C IS and
particularly our add-on was the measurement
of the D&M IS success constructs from the citi-
zen’s points of view, namely the journalists and
developers. From the journalists’ perspective,
we found that journalists are most affected by
the Information Quality, which exerts a strong
effect on their User Satisfaction, that ultimately
influences their Perceived Net Benefit towards
using the system. Journalists were not satisfied
with the OpenData system because of the lack
of Information Quality(poor maintenance of
the data, inconsistency and irregularity) that
couldn’t let them perceive the effect of time sav-
ing and easing their job-related duties. With
respect to whether the OpenData platform of-
fered them the means to avoid dealing with
government officials directly the majority of
them adopted a neutral view. From the de-
velopers’ perspective, we concluded that they
are most affected by the Service Quality con-
struct, which exerts a significant effect on their
usage of the system and which ultimately influ-
ences their Perceived Net Benefit. Developers,
although similarly unsatisfied with the Infor-
mation Quality of the OpenData platform, are
pleased with its availability and safety, which
are both part of the Service Quality construct.
Developers are rather satisfied with the time
and cost savings, which are both part of the
Perceived Net Benefit construct. Our study re-
vealed that for an increase in transparency at
the Governmental level there is a necessity for
the system designers to develop or optimize
the existing platforms considering the impor-
tance of the effect of Information Quality on
User Satisfaction, which yields to strong effects
on Perceived Net Benefit.

6. Conclusion and Future

research

6.1. General Conclusion

A primary contribution of our work was to
evaluate the Success of eGovernment Open-
Data Platform at Increasing Transparency in
Moldova from journalists’ and developers’
point of view. In order to accomplish this objec-
tive we conducted 2 surveys targeting people
that were satisfying one important criterion: to
be familiar and have some previous experience
with the platform.

The research showed that the majority of
journalists find the platform outdated, poorly
maintained and incomplete. The combination
of these characteristics degrades the value and
trustworthiness of data platform. From the ap-
plied Delone and McLean structural model for
journalists we proved that Information Quality
exerts the strongest effect on User Satisfaction,
while the latter influences most the Perceived
Net Benefit (Apendix I1). Considering that
journalists’ main activity is to search data and
produce content, we can state that they are not
satisfied with the platform because the data
deficiencies make the platform ineffective.

The research revealed that one of the biggest
obstacles developers face while interacting
with OpenData platform, is that the data is
poorly structured. Currently there is a lack
of one accessible format that would allow au-
tomatic data manipulation. This makes the
developer’s work redundant since sometimes
the data are not actually "Open Data" but just a
bunch of excels, words and pdfs files that can
not be automatically used by other systems.
From the same structural model applied for
developers, we validated the hypotheses that
Service Quality positively affects the Use of the
platform, while the latter influences most the
Perceived Net Benefit (Appendix I2). Most of
the developers, even though unsatisfied with
the platform infrastructure are pleased with
its availability and safety, which are both part
of the Service Quality construct. Developers
are rather satisfied with the time and cost sav-
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ings, which are both part of the Perceived Net
Benefit construct.

Delone and McLean’s updated IS success
model is a successful framework in establish-
ing the right directions across the context of
eGovernment development. One of the key
success factors of eGovernment improvement
is the transparency level. One of the most ef-
ficient ways to boost transparency is for the
Government to provide an open-data platform
that will improve the interaction with citizens
by offering them easy access to accurate, credi-
ble, high value information in aÂăformat that
can be easily read and understood, so as to en-
sure that key actors across the public, private
and voluntary sectors can be held to account.

Moldavian OpenData platform has room for
improvement in the areas of data actualiza-
tion, maintenance, standardization, integrity
and quality. The greater availability of data
for citizens leads to greater transparency. And
only by achieving a high transparency level we
can build a free and democratic society we all
want to live in.

6.2. Limitations

One of the most important limitation that our
study faced is the fact that we had very few
respondents. The main reason for that is the
fact that this platform is used by few people
and few people are aware about its existence.
Taking into consideration that in the last years
the databases weren’t actualized as often as in
the beginning, the platform is not very pop-
ular among professionals (in our case jour-
nalists and developers). Another limitation
that should be considered is that this research
was done remotely from Sweden investigat-
ing a platform that is used only in Republic
of Moldova. Not being able to meet physi-
cally with the platform users made our con-
versations less efficient and time consuming,
as the online communication channels were
via email and social media. The time con-
strains also didn’t allow us to perform a more
in-depth analysis and collect more data that
would make our results more reliable.

6.3. Future Research

Taking into consideration that the research
method use in this manuscript was a quan-
titive one and the target group were active citi-
zens of Moldova (journalists’ and developers’)
it would be very constructive for the platform
to be evaluated in a qualitative way by the
administration of the platform as well as by
the people responsible for updating and main-
taining the data. This research will show what
impediments the administration of the plat-
form face for providing high quality service.
Also it would be interesting to analyze in depth
other services that are using the open data API
and to see which one has the biggest impact on
society and which one could increase the trans-
parency level of the public institutions from
Moldova at the highest extent.
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Appendix A1: Journalist questionnaire design 

Construct Items Reference

Information 
Quality 

1.1 The opendata platform provides the precise information I as a 
journalist need.

Zuiderwijk, Susha, Char- 
alabidis, Parycek, & 
Janssen, (2015); Holsapple 
& Lee-Post, (2006); 
Halonen, Acton, Golden, & 
Conboy, (2009); Doll & 
Torkzadeh, (1988)

1.2 The amount of information on the platform is sufficient for my 
professional activities.

1.3 The opendata platform offers up-to-date information.

System 
Quality

2.1 Using the website interface of the opendata system I easily 
achieve my goals.

Holsapple & Lee-Post, 
(2006); Halonen, Acton, 
Golden, & Conboy, (2009); 
Doll & Torkzadeh, (1988)2.2 Using the opendata platform I positively perceive the interaction 

with the website(before, during and after using the website).

2.3 Using the opendata platform I get the desired information in time.

Service 
Quality

3.1 I feel safe while requesting data sets using the opendata system. Connolly & Bannister, (2008)

3.2 In opendata system my personal information is treated 
confidentially.

3.3 The opendata platform is available all the time.

3.4 The opendata platform offers me individual attention as a journalist 
by giving me access to some resources/services that are otherwise 
unaccessible.

3.5 When I have a problem the opendata service is showing a sincere 
willingness to solve it.

Use 4.1 I am dependent of the opendata platform. Wang, Wangb, & Sheea, 
(2007)

4.2 I frequently use the opendata platform.

User 
Satisfaction

5.1 I am satisfied with the opendata platform (the services and 
resources it offers).

Osagie et al., (2017);
Holsapple & Lee-Post, 
(2006); Halonen, Acton, 
Golden, & Conboy, (2009); 
Luarn & Lin, (2003); Oliver 
(1980); Oliver (1997) 

5.2 The opendata platform has met my expectations.

5.3 The opendata platform along with its services provides me, as a 
journalist, the necessary information that I exactly need for my 
professional career.

Perceived 
Net Benefit

6.1 The opendata platform makes my job-related tasks easier. Osagie et al., (2017);
Holsapple & Lee-Post, 
(2006); Etezadi-Amoli & 
Farhoomand (1996); 
Halonen, Acton, Golden, & 
Conboy, (2009); Oliver 
(1997) 

6.2 Using the opendata platform saves my time.

6.3 I made the right decision when I started to use the opendata 
platform.

6.4 Using the opendata platform enables me to avoid having to deal 
directly with government staff.

Open 
Question

What should be added or changed to the OpenData platform in order 
to increase the transparency level of the public institutions in Moldova?
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Appendix A2: Developer questionnaire design 

Construct Items Reference

Information 
Quality 

1.1 The content of the data set offered by the platform is well-
structured and organised.

Zuiderwijk, Susha, Char- 
alabidis, Parycek, & 
Janssen, (2015); Holsapple 
& Lee-Post, (2006); 
Halonen, Acton, Golden, & 
Conboy, (2009); Doll & 
Torkzadeh, (1988)

1.2 The content of the data set is clearly formulated.

1.3 The content of the data set is up-to-date.

System 
Quality

2.1 All the data from the opendata platform is available to me as a 
developer.

Osagie et al., (2017);
Zuiderwijk, Susha, Char- 
alabidis, Parycek, & 
Janssen, (2015); Holsapple 
& Lee-Post, (2006); 
Halonen, Acton, Golden, & 
Conboy, (2009); Doll & 
Torkzadeh, (1988)

2.2 The opendata platform API is responsive all the time.

2.3 The developer documentation quality of the opendata platform is 
good.

2.4 The opendata platform is easy to use.

Service 
Quality

3.1 The opendata platform service is available all the time. Holsapple & Lee-Post, 
(2006); Halonen, Acton, 
Golden, & Conboy, (2009); 
Connolly & Bannister, (2008)

3.2 The opendata platform provides secure data channels.

3.3 The opendata platform is safe to use.

Use 4.1 I am dependent of the opendata platform. Zuiderwijk, Susha, Char- 
alabidis, Parycek, & 
Janssen, (2015); 
Wang, Wangb, & Sheea, 
(2007)

4.2 As a developer, I need additional technological dependencies to 
use the platform.

4.3 My product/service is consistently using the opendata platform 
datasets.

User 
Satisfaction

5.1 I would recommend the opendata platform to other developers. Holsapple & Lee-Post, 
(2006); Halonen, Acton, 
Golden, & Conboy, (2009); 
Doll & Torkzadeh, (1988)

5.2 The use of opendata platform provides overall success for my 
intended application.

Perceived 
Net Benefit

6.1 The platform saves a lot of time for me as a developer. Holsapple & Lee-Post, 
(2006); Etezadi-Amoli & 
Farhoomand (1996); 
Halonen, Acton, Golden, & 
Conboy, (2009); Oliver 
(1997) 

6.2 I value the cost savings from using the opendata platform.

6.3 The opendata platform provides a quicker response to a question 
or request than other means (e.g. offline interaction).

6.4 I am able to personalise the services offered by this website.

Open 
Question

What should be added or changed to the OpenData platform in order 
to increase the transparency level of the public institutions in Moldova?
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Appendix B1: Journalist questionnaire 

5/24/17, 11)16OpenData - Journalists

Page 1 of 6https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfdW-3TqGn5pnGvOGWYFGxbqZXUQ6dc6oquiRcEMohwis8xmg/viewform

OpenData - Journalists
In order to complete the following survey it is mandatory to be familiar with the openData platform: 
http://www.date.gov.md/en/about

* Required

1. Information quality

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

1.1 The opendata platform provides the precise information I as
a journalist need. *

1.2 The amount of information on the platform is suJcient for
my professional activities. *

5/24/17, 11)16OpenData - Journalists

Page 2 of 6https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfdW-3TqGn5pnGvOGWYFGxbqZXUQ6dc6oquiRcEMohwis8xmg/viewform

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

2. System quality

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

3. Service quality

1.3 The opendata platform offers up-to-date information. *

2.1 Using the website interface of the opendata system I easily
achieve my goals. *

2.2 Using the opendata platform I positively perceive the
interaction with the website(before, during and after using the
website). *

2.3 Using the opendata platform I get the desired information in
time. *

5/24/17, 11)16OpenData - Journalists

Page 3 of 6https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfdW-3TqGn5pnGvOGWYFGxbqZXUQ6dc6oquiRcEMohwis8xmg/viewform

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

3.1 I feel safe while requesting data sets using the opendata
system. *

3.2 In opendata system my personal information is treated
conOdentially. *

3.3 The opendata platform is available all the time. *

3.4 The opendata platform offers me individual attention as a
journalist by giving me access to some resources/services that
are otherwise unaccessible. *

5/24/17, 11)16OpenData - Journalists

Page 3 of 6https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfdW-3TqGn5pnGvOGWYFGxbqZXUQ6dc6oquiRcEMohwis8xmg/viewform

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

3.1 I feel safe while requesting data sets using the opendata
system. *

3.2 In opendata system my personal information is treated
conOdentially. *

3.3 The opendata platform is available all the time. *

3.4 The opendata platform offers me individual attention as a
journalist by giving me access to some resources/services that
are otherwise unaccessible. *

5/24/17, 11)16OpenData - Journalists

Page 4 of 6https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfdW-3TqGn5pnGvOGWYFGxbqZXUQ6dc6oquiRcEMohwis8xmg/viewform

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

4. Use

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

5. User satisfaction

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

3.5 When I have a problem the opendata service is showing a
sincere willingness to solve it. *

4.1 I am dependent of the opendata platform. *

4.2 I frequently use the opendata platform. *

5.1 I am satisOed with the opendata platform (the services and
resources it offers). *

5/24/17, 11)16OpenData - Journalists

Page 5 of 6https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfdW-3TqGn5pnGvOGWYFGxbqZXUQ6dc6oquiRcEMohwis8xmg/viewform

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

6. Perceived net bene?t

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

5.2 The opendata platform has met my expectations. *

5.3 The opendata platform along with its services provides me,
as a journalist, the necessary information that I exactly need for
my professional career. *

6.1 The opendata platform makes my job-related tasks easier. *

6.2 Using the opendata platform saves my time. *

23



Appendix B2: Developers questionnaire    

5/24/17, 11)16OpenData - Journalists

Page 6 of 6https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfdW-3TqGn5pnGvOGWYFGxbqZXUQ6dc6oquiRcEMohwis8xmg/viewform

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

7. Transparency

Page 1 of 1

Never submit passwords through Google Forms.

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google. Report Abuse - Terms of Service - Additional Terms

6.3 I made the right decision when I started to use the opendata
platform. *

6.4 Using the opendata platform enables me to avoid having to
deal directly with government staff. *

What should be added or changed to the OpenData platform in
order to increase the transparency level of the public institutions
in Moldova? *

Your answer

SUBMIT

5/24/17, 11)18OpenData - Developers

Page 1 of 6https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScGwhnx6XPGouFyLNYhGWzaHrSNK_rWx_n78cJ_UqOLPQ80KQ/viewform#responses

OpenData - Developers
In order to complete the following survey it is mandatory to be familiar with the openData platform: 
http://www.date.gov.md/en/about

* Required

1. Information quality

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

1.1 The content of the data set offered by the platform is well-
structured and organised. *

1.2 The content of the data set is clearly formulated. *

5/24/17, 11)18OpenData - Developers

Page 2 of 6https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScGwhnx6XPGouFyLNYhGWzaHrSNK_rWx_n78cJ_UqOLPQ80KQ/viewform#responses

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

2. System quality

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

1.3 The content of the data set is up-to-date. *

2.1 All the data from the opendata platform is available to me as
a developer. *

2.2 The opendata platform API is responsive all the time. *

2.3 The developer documentation quality of the opendata
platform is good. *

2.4 The opendata platform is easy to use. *

5/24/17, 11)18OpenData - Developers

Page 2 of 6https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScGwhnx6XPGouFyLNYhGWzaHrSNK_rWx_n78cJ_UqOLPQ80KQ/viewform#responses

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

2. System quality

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

1.3 The content of the data set is up-to-date. *

2.1 All the data from the opendata platform is available to me as
a developer. *

2.2 The opendata platform API is responsive all the time. *

2.3 The developer documentation quality of the opendata
platform is good. *

2.4 The opendata platform is easy to use. *

5/24/17, 11)18OpenData - Developers

Page 3 of 6https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScGwhnx6XPGouFyLNYhGWzaHrSNK_rWx_n78cJ_UqOLPQ80KQ/viewform#responses

3. Service quality

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

4. Use

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

3.1 The opendata platform service is available all the time. *

3.2 The opendata platform provides secure data channels. *

3.3 The opendata platform is safe to use. *

4.1 I am dependent of the opendata platform. *
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Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

5. User satisfaction

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

6. Perceived net bene?t

4.2 As a developer, I need additional technological dependencies
to use the platform. *

4.3 My product/service is consistently using the opendata
platform datasets. *

5.1 I would recommend the opendata platform to other
developers. *

5.2 The use of opendata platform provides overall success for
my intended application. *
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Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

Completely
disagree

1 2 3 4 5

Completely
agree

7. Transparency

6.1 The platform saves a lot of time for me as a developer. *

6.2 I value the cost savings from using the opendata platform. *

6.3 The opendata platform provides a quicker response to a
question or request than other means (e.g. oOine interaction). *

6.4 I am able to personalise the services offered by this website.
*

What should be added or changed to the OpenData platform in
order to increase the transparency level of the public institutions
in Moldova? *

Your answer
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Appendix C1: Distribution analysis for the journalist answers to each construct 
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Appendix C2: Distribution analysis for the developer answers to each construct 
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Appendix D1: Distribution analysis of each journalist questionnaire item   
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Appendix D2: Distribution analysis of each developer questionnaire item 
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Appendix E1: Reliability coe� icients of the journalist model for each construct: 

Appendix E2: Reliability coe� icients of the developer model for each construct: 

Appendix F1: Average Variance coe� icients for each construct of the journalist 
model: 

Appendix F2: Average Variance coe� icients for each construct of the developer 
model: 

Construct Composite Reliability Cronbach's alpha
Information Quality 0.85545491 0.738
System Quality 0.909676862 0.851
Service Quality 0.944964979 0.926
Use 0.922196026 0.832
User Satisfaction 0.935876409 0.896
Perceived Net Benefits 0.929482894 0.898

Construct Composite Reliability Cronbach's alpha
Information Quality 0.856097263 0.734
System Quality 0.697484916 0.541
Service Quality 0.596444393 0.381
Use 0.803052917 0.624
User Satisfaction 0.865009315 0.687
Perceived Net Benefits 0.829604717 0.708

Construct Average Variance Extracted 
(AVE) Square root of AVE

Information Quality 0.673956 0.820948232
System Quality 0.770722 0.87790774
Service Quality 0.7752106 0.880460448
Use 0.855625 0.925
User Satisfaction 0.829533333 0.910787205
Perceived Net Benefits 0.76725875 0.875933074

Construct Average Variance Extracted 
(AVE) Square root of AVE

Information Quality 0.666416667 0.816343473
System Quality 0.44764875 0.66906558
Service Quality 0.428392 0.654516616
Use 0.578011333 0.760270566
User Satisfaction 0.762129 0.873
Perceived Net Benefits 0.554957 0.744954361
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Appendix G1: Discriminant validity analysis for each construct of the 
journalist model: 

Appendix G2: Discriminant validity analysis for each construct of the 
developer model: 

Information 
Quality

Perceived Net 
Benefits

Service 
Quality

System 
Quality Use User 

Satisfaction

Information Quality 0.820948232

Perceived Net 
Benefits 0.766 0.875933074

Service Quality -0.633 -0.471 0.880460448

System Quality 0.806 0.627 -0.545 0.87790774

Use 0.751 0.7 -0.527 0.735 0.925

User Satisfaction 0.826 0.811 -0.533 0.714 0.774 0.910787205

Information 
Quality

Perceived Net 
Benefits

Service 
Quality

System 
Quality Use User 

Satisfaction

Information Quality 0.816343473

Perceived Net 
Benefits 0.096 0.744954361

Service Quality 0.149 -0.205 0.654516616

System Quality 0.548 -0.05 0.341 0.66906558

Use 0.049 0.781 -0.523 -0.066 0.760270566

User Satisfaction 0.502 0.335 0.337 0.585 0.16 0.873
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Appendix H1: Discriminant validity analysis: cross and factor loadings for each 
constructs and its items of the journalist model: 

Appendix H2: Discriminant validity analysis: cross and factor loadings for each 
constructs and its items of the developer model: 

Information 
Quality

System 
Quality

Service 
Quality Use User 

Satisfaction
Perceived 
Net Benefits

Information Quality_1.1 0.871 0.441 0.32 -0.053 0.447 0.085
Information Quality_1.2 0.813 0.331 0.019 0.117 0.4 0.173
Information Quality_1.3 0.718 0.498 -0.124 0.141 0.35 0.024
System Quality_2.1 0.32 0.169 -0.106 0.22 0.125 0.197
System Quality_2.2 0.268 0.698 0.44 -0.113 0.401 -0.03
System Quality_2.3 0.537 0.631 0.341 -0.153 0.356 -0.114
System Quality_2.4 0.439 0.912 0.199 -0.033 0.536 -0.058
Service Quality_3.1 0.362 0.268 -0.365 0.246 -0.038 0.087
Service Quality_3.2 0.252 0.472 0.921 -0.443 0.37 -0.152
Service Quality_3.3 0.379 0.218 0.379 -0.254 0.04 -0.208
Use_4.1 0.12 0.113 -0.17 0.447 0.315 0.319
Use_4.2 0.057 -0.075 -0.524 0.992 0.162 0.77
Use_4.3 0.013 0.132 -0.104 0.347 0.172 0.288
User Satisfaction_5.1 0.428 0.552 0.508 0.003 0.937 0.285
User Satisfaction_5.2 0.47 0.455 -0.07 0.382 0.79 0.314
Perceived Net 
Benefits_6.1 0.028 0.126 0.231 0.373 0.462 0.578

Perceived Net 
Benefits_6.2 0.309 0.139 0.127 0.296 0.478 0.494

Perceived Net 
Benefits_6.3 0.037 -0.094 -0.244 0.789 0.273 0.99

Perceived Net 
Benefits_6.4 0.415 0.495 0.495 0.141 0.431 0.302

Information 
Quality

System 
Quality

Service 
Quality Use User 

Satisfaction
Perceived 
Net Benefits

Information Quality_1.1 0.264 0.449 -0.36 0.127 0.282 0.339
Information Quality_1.2 0.997 0.804 -0.617 0.737 0.833 0.773
Information Quality_1.3 0.873 0.793 -0.726 0.706 0.675 0.66
System Quality_2.1 0.711 0.785 -0.443 0.56 0.578 0.428
System Quality_2.2 0.563 0.699 -0.367 0.482 0.532 0.479
System Quality_2.3 0.774 0.985 -0.532 0.726 0.702 0.637
Service Quality_3.1 -0.201 -0.311 0.371 -0.228 -0.166 0.023
Service Quality_3.2 0.061 -0.087 -0.044 0.004 0.043 0.191
Service Quality_3.3 -0.244 -0.259 0.472 -0.305 -0.196 -0.033
Service Quality_3.4 0.091 0.071 -0.188 0.027 0.172 0.22
Service Quality_3.5 0.174 0.113 -0.14 0.006 0.142 0.294
Use_4.1 0.666 0.594 -0.414 0.925 0.721 0.709
Use_4.2 0.724 0.765 -0.562 0.926 0.711 0.587
User Satisfaction_5.1 0.732 0.676 -0.487 0.641 0.854 0.682
User Satisfaction_5.2 0.774 0.701 -0.514 0.709 0.899 0.7
User Satisfaction_5.3 0.765 0.628 -0.48 0.745 0.959 0.795
Perceived Net 
Benefits_6.1 0.774 0.606 -0.465 0.702 0.803 0.993

Perceived Net 
Benefits_6.2 0.526 0.581 -0.359 0.489 0.639 0.771

Perceived Net 
Benefits_6.3 0.51 0.491 -0.219 0.379 0.558 0.66

Perceived Net 
Benefits_6.4 0.581 0.494 -0.21 0.534 0.65 0.794
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Appendix I1: Structural model containing path coe� icients, R� and P-Values of 
journalist model

Appendix I2: Structural model containing path coe� icients, R� and P-Values of 
developer model  
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Appendix J1: Results of the bootstrapping procedure for hypothesis testing of 
the journalist model 

Appendix J2: Results of the bootstrapping procedure for hypothesis testing of 
the developer model 

Original 
Sample (O)

Sample Mean 
(M)

Standard 
Deviation 
(STDEV)

T Statistics 
(|O/STDEV|) P Values

Information Quality -> 
Use 0.092 0.147 0.341 0.27 0.395

Information Quality - > 
User Satisfaction 0.235 0.347 0.264 0.888 0.191

Service Quality -> Use -0.562 -0.345 0.345 1.628 0.057

Service Quality -> User 
Satisfaction 0.373 0.02 0.454 0.821 0.209

System Quality -> Use 0.076 0.064 0.286 0.264 0.397

System Quality -> User 
Satisfaction 0.353 0.245 0.21 1.681 0.052

Use -> Perceived Net 
Benefit 0.746 0.673 0.411 1.814 0.04

Use -> User Satisfaction 0.366 0.209 0.268 1.364 0.091

User Satisfaction -> 
Perceived Net Benefit 0.215 0.152 0.504 0.427 0.336

Original 
Sample (O)

Sample Mean 
(M)

Standard 
Deviation 
(STDEV)

T Statistics 
(|O/STDEV|) P Values

Information Quality -> 
Use 0.418 0.363 0.313 1.333 0.096

Information Quality - > 
User Satisfaction 0.563 0.464 0.264 2.137 0.02

Service Quality -> Use -0.065 -0.053 0.269 0.243 0.405

Service Quality -> User 
Satisfaction 0.015 0.045 0.179 0.083 0.467

System Quality -> Use 0.363 0.324 0.288 1.262 0.108

System Quality -> User 
Satisfaction 0.01 0.131 0.216 0.047 0.481

Use -> Perceived Net 
Benefit 0.181 0.123 0.216 0.839 0.204

Use -> User Satisfaction 0.351 0.282 0.19 1.849 0.037

User Satisfaction -> 
Perceived Net Benefit 0.67 0.729 0.252 2.657 0.006
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Appendix K1: Hypothesis test results of journalist model 

Appendix K2: Hypothesis test results of developer model 

Information Quality will positively affect the Use of OpenData platform Partially Supported

Information Quality will positively affect the User Satisfaction of OpenData platform Supported

Service Quality will positively affect the Use of OpenData platform Not Supported

Service Quality will positively affect the User Satisfaction of OpenData platform Not Supported

System Quality will positively affect the Use of OpenData platform Not Supported

System Quality will positively affect the User Satisfaction of OpenData platform Not Supported

Use will positively affect the Perceived Net Benefit of OpenData platform Not Supported

Use will positively affect the User Satisfaction of OpenData platform Supported

User Satisfaction will positively affect the Perceived Net Benefit of OpenData platform Supported

Information Quality will positively affect the Use of OpenData platform Not Supported

Information Quality will positively affect the User Satisfaction of OpenData platform Not Supported

Service Quality will positively affect the Use of OpenData platform Supported

Service Quality will positively affect the User Satisfaction of OpenData platform Not Supported

System Quality will positively affect the Use of OpenData platform Not Supported

System Quality will positively affect the User Satisfaction of OpenData platform Supported

Use will positively affect the Perceived Net Benefit of OpenData platform Supported

Use will positively affect the User Satisfaction of OpenData platform Partially Supported

User Satisfaction will positively affect the Perceived Net Benefit of OpenData platform Not Supported
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Appendix L1: Skewness and Kurtosis values for each latent construct item of 
journalist model 

Appendix L2: Skewness and Kurtosis values for each latent construct item of 
developer model

Skewness Kurtosis
Information Quality_1.1 0.283 -0.839
Information Quality_1.2 0.232 -0.043
Information Quality_1.3 0.768 0.271
System Quality_2.1 0.055 0.19
System Quality_2.2 0.716 1.042
System Quality_2.3 0.406 -0.143
Service Quality_3.1 -1.513 1.68
Service Quality_3.2 -0.862 0.364
Service Quality_3.3 -1.458 1.203
Service Quality_3.4 -0.275 -0.375
Service Quality_3.5 -0.793 0.428
Use_4.1 0.178 0.428
Use_4.2 0.835 1.117
User Satisfaction_5.1 -0.054 -0.239
User Satisfaction_5.2 0.566 -0.196
User Satisfaction_5.3 0.146 0.056
Perceived Net Benefits_6.1 0.261 -0.065
Perceived Net Benefits_6.2 0.261 -0.065
Perceived Net Benefits_6.3 0.138 -0.325
Perceived Net Benefits_6.4 -0.141 -0.207

Skewness Kurtosis
Information Quality_1.1 0.525 0.077
Information Quality_1.2 0.527 -0.421
Information Quality_1.3 0.421 -0.346
System Quality_2.1 0.214 -0.484
System Quality_2.2 0.177 -0.284
System Quality_2.3 0.698 0.311
System Quality_2.4 0.068 -0.157
Service Quality_3.1 -0.236 -0.043
Service Quality_3.2 -0.069 -0.489
Service Quality_3.3 0.261 -0.751
Use_4.1 -0.418 -0.21
Use_4.2 -0.774 -0.11
Use_4.3 -0.674 0.242
User Satisfaction_5.1 0.364 -0.638
User Satisfaction_5.2 0.174 -0.491
Perceived Net Benefits_6.1 -0.275 0.385
Perceived Net Benefits_6.2 -0.022 -0.076
Perceived Net Benefits_6.3 -1.075 1.093
Perceived Net Benefits_6.4 0.958 -0.037
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