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Abstract. Based on identified trends and weaknesses within IS literature in relation to 
unveiling the needs of users this paper aims to contribute to the field by presenting a 
method for eliciting, structuring and understanding user needs. The method, FormIT, is 
illustrated through a case study focused on increasing citizens’ involvement in 
municipality matters. To FormIT we added a framework based on psychological 
motivators to structure and understand the needs. The findings from the study can be 
divided into three clusters. The first focuses on the technical solution, and product and 
service criteria that motivate the citizens to interact with local and central authorities. The 
second cluster relates to the needs expressed by the citizens and/or interpreted by the 
authors. They give an indication of needs that citizens consider important and that need 
to be considered when developing e-services geared at e-participation and involvement 
between citizens and public authorities. Finally, the third cluster of findings relate to the 
method and framework used to elicit, cluster and understand user needs. The most 
important finding and conclusion here is that the main strength of the framework is the 
discussion and reflection it generates. 
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Introduction 
Within IS literature it is possible to discern a growing interest in users’ everyday 
behavior and needs as the information systems discipline is widening its borders 
and becoming both ubiquitous and pervasive (Kaasinen 2003; Holtzblatt 2005; 
Ha, Jung, and Oh 2006; Bergvall-Kåreborn, Holst, and Ståhlbröst 2007; Ericson 
and Ståhlbröst 2005). It is also possible to discern an expansion in the scope of 
investigation related to both user groups and use contexts including, for example, 
old people (Tiitta 2003), young people (Kankainen, Tiitta, and Rantanen 2003), 
and, people with specific interests such as sports (Holtzblatt 2005) or 
motorcycling (Esbjörnsson, Juhlin, and Östergren 2004).  

Despite this broadening of the field there are authors that raise their voices 
and argue that the mainstream of our research is still too narrow in its point of 
view (Kankainen and Oulasvirta 2003; Bell and Dourish 2007). Kankainen and 
Oulasvirta (2003) argue that academic research in mobile and ubiquitous 
computing has been mainly technology-driven and focused on traditional use 
contexts and user groups. Bell and Dourish (2007) argues that the vision of 
ubiquitous computing and its inherent infrastructure as stable, uniform and 
seamless is not merely a dream of a world not yet realized; it is a dream of a world 
that could never be realized. Instead, we need to accept ubiquitous computing as 
the heterogeneous phenomena that it currently represents and focus on 
understanding how social and cultural practices is manifested and managed. 

Based on the trends and weaknesses given above this paper aims to contribute 
to the field by presenting a method for eliciting, structuring and understanding 
user needs. The method is illustrated through a case study focused on increasing 
citizens involvement in municipality matters. Our part in the project was to elicit 
citizens’ needs related to communication with local authorities, particularly 
concerning suggestions and alarms. In this work we have used a methodology 
called FormIT (Bergvall-Kåreborn, Holst, and Ståhlbröst 2007) which is user-
driven rather than technology driven and accepts the heterogeneous nature of user 
needs and contexts. To this methodology we have added a framework based on 
psychological motivators to structure and understand the needs.  

This paper starts with a short description of the FormIT methodology and the 
Reiss’ framework of psychological motivators. Thereafter a presentation of the 
case and our needs elicitation process is given. The paper ends with some final 
remarks and reflections. 

FormIT 
FormIT is inspired by three theoretical streams; Soft Systems Thinking, 
Needfinding and Appreciative Inquiry (Bergvall-Kåreborn, Holst, and Ståhlbröst 
2007). From the first stream, Soft Systems Thinking (Checkland and Holwell, 
1998; Checkland and Scholes, 1990), we borrow the assumptions that changes can 
only occur through changes in mental models. This implies that we need 
understand both our own as well as other stakeholders worldviews and be clear 
about our interpretations and the base on which they are made. Hence, we aspire 
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to interpret and understand situations through an iterative interactive process with 
stakeholders. 

The second stream, Needfinding, has two different inspirational sources. The 
needfinding concept as such and its motivation are mainly borrowed from Patnaik 
and Becker (1999). The main motivators for a needfinding approach are that 
needs are long lasting and as such they provides opportunities for design and 
supply a roadmap for future designs. The needs elicitation process, on the other 
hand, is inspired by (Kankainen, Tiitta, and Rantanen 2003; Kankainen and 
Oulasvirta 2003; Tiitta 2003). These authors inspired us to focus on user needs 
throughout the development process, and to use these as a foundation for the 
requirement specification.  

The third stream, Appreciative Inquiry (Cooperrider and Avital 2004; 
Cooperrider and Whitney 2005; Cooperrider, Whitney, and Stavros 2005; Norum 
2001), has encouraged us to focus on opportunities related to the specific context 
and visions for how IT/IS can radically alter, improve, or support the lives of a 
potential user group. 

The FormIT process can be seen as a spiral where the focus for the design 
becomes more and more specific while the focus for evaluation broadens and 
takes on a holistic view on the use of the system, see figure 1.  

The process starts by a general planning of the development process detailing 
the purpose of the project and different roles, activities and time frames. After this 
the needfinding process begins followed by conceptual design and evaluation, 
which ends the first cycle and starts up the second, unless the evaluation indicate 
that the cycle needs to be re-iterated. In the second and third cycle the focus is on 
IT-design and realising the concept design and in the second cycle the evaluation 
centre on usability while it centres on user experience as a whole in the third 
cycle. The development process ends with generating a market plan for how to 
disseminate the developed product or service. By this a new type of process and 
project starts. 

In this paper, we focus on the needfinding process within the first cycle. Here, 
we start by identifying opportunities, strengths and best practices by stimulating 
users to provide rich and appreciative narratives about past and present situations. 
Based on these narratives the users are then asked to shift focus from appreciating 
“what has been” and “what is” to envision the future and “what might be”. From 
the stories of best practice and the dreams and wishes of the users, needs are 
identified and categorized and later translated into requirements.  
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Figure 1. The FormIT Process for IS development 
 

A Framework of Motivators 

Within interaction design the process of finding needs has, however, not been 
established as a mature methodology and there are several reasons for this. First, 
the notion of user needs is inflated by the panoply of definitions and different 
usage seen in the design literature. In addition, the notion of needs is under debate 
within the psychology area. Second, to make the process of finding needs even 
more complex, there is almost no linkage between the use of the needfinding 
notion in interaction design and modern psychology. This means that there exists 
no common, shared typology within the design discipline about the kinds of needs 
that are relevant in interaction (Oulasvirta 2005). Mainly, cognitive psychology 
has had impact on modern user-centred design, whereas other branches of 
psychology have lagged behind. Today’s psychology, with its emphasis on 
motivation, personality and emotion, has distinguished concepts to describe 
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intrinsic behaviour, such as goals, strivings, tasks, life narratives and so on 
(Oulasvirta 2005).  

As a way to enrich the area of interaction design with psychology, we have 
chosen to use Reiss and Havercamps theory of human motivators as a tool to gain 
understanding of the nature of human behaviour and motivation. The aim with 
Reiss and Havercamps’ studies has been to contribute to the area of knowing what 
people experience as meaningful behaviour, or what motivates them to act (Reiss 
2004). Their studies ended up in a framework consisting of 16 basic desires, or 
motives (Reiss 2000). According to their theory, nearly all meaningful human 
behaviour is motivated by some compound variation of the 16 basic desires, or 
motives (Reiss 2004, 2001). The 16 motives are satisfied by meaningful 
behaviour and this is usually sought after in relationships, careers, families, sports 
and spirituality (Reiss 2001). Reiss have also found that motives are reasons why 
people, on a voluntary basis, are willing to do things; hence, knowing what 
motivates users is important in the processes of IT-development.  

The idea of end motives started with Aristotle who divided motives into ends 
and means (Reiss 2000). End motives are things people enjoy for their own sake, 
whereas means are the methods for satisfying these end motives. Each of Reiss’s 
16 basic desires is an end motive. This means that the motive is a desire for its 
own sake and is based on the individual’s purpose for why s/he acts in a certain 
way.  

Motivators are experienced by everyone, but every individual vary with regard 
to the strength of each motive. Each basic desire motivates a basic goals, which 
are desired intrinsically – that is, for its own sake. As a matter of logic, we value 
what we desire for its own sake; therefore, the list of sixteen basic desires can be 
reworded as a list of sixteen fundamental values.  

The experience of a basic desire being fulfilled produces an intrinsically valued 
feeling called “joys”, and the specific joy is different for each basic desire. Many 
activities that people do are aimed at satisfying some of these desires (Reiss 
2004). We feel secure, for example, when we are in an environment with the 
degree of stability and order we like. We experience love when we spend time 
with our children and satisfy the desire for family. The satisfaction of each basic 
desire gives rise to a different joy, so we go through life trying to experience 
sixteen different types of intrinsically valued feelings. Soon after we satisfy a 
basic desire, the joy dissipates and the desire reasserts itself. Therefore, we seek 
activities that make possible repeated satisfactions of our basic desires (Reiss 
2005, 2004). Because human motivation is fundamentally multifaceted, the 
sixteen desires cannot be reduced further into super categories such as pleasure 
versus pain or intrinsic versus extrinsic motivation. In addition, the sixteen basic 
desires are largely unrelated to each other (Reiss 2005).  

Each basic desire, see table 1 below, is a continuum between two extremes, 
indicating the strong versus the weak variations of that desire. Individuals aim for 
different points along each continuum; that is, we seek to experience different 
intensities and frequencies of each of the sixteen desires (Reiss 2005). When it 
comes to peoples prioritising the sixteen basic desires, one size does not fit all. 
Although everyone is motivated by each basic desire, we are not motivated to the 
same extent (Reiss 2005). 
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Motivator Motive Intrinsic Feeling 

Power Desire to influence, 
leadership; related to 
mastery 

Efficacy 

Curiosity Desire for knowledge Wonder 

Independence Desire to be autonomous Freedom 

Status Desire for social 
standing, desire for 
attention 

Self-importance 

Social contact Desire for peer 
companionship, desire to 
play 

Fun 

Vengeance Desire to get even, 
desire to compete, to win 

Vindication 

Honor Desire to obey a 
traditional moral code 

Loyalty 

Idealism Desire to improve 
society, including 
altruism and justice 

Compassion 

Physical 
exercise 

Desire to exercise 
muscles 

Vitality 

Romance Desire for sex, including 
courting 

Lust 

Family Desire to raise own 
children 

Love 

Order Desire to organize, 
desire for ritual 

Stability 

Eating Desire to eat Satiation  

Acceptance Desire for approval Self-confidence 

Tranquility Desire to avoid anxiety, 
fear 

Safe, relaxed 

Saving Desire to collect, value 
of frugality 

Ownership 

Table 1: Motivators (after Reiss 2004) 
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Salovaara (2004), claims that a need is the goal that a user wants to achieve by 
using a product; hence needs can be related to motivators and basic desires. 
Hence; needs can be related to motivators and basic desires and can be seen as 
expressions of the goals the users want to achieve.  

In our study, we have used motivators as a tool for analysing the data gathered 
in the focus group interviews within the SMART project.  

The SMART Project 
The SMART project is one of many EU-projects aimed to increase citizen 
involvement in municipality matters through the use of new and innovative 
information and communication technology (ICT). SMART is a triple helix 
project, with University, SME and municipality partners from Sweden, and is 
financed by EU, objective 1, and Vinnova (Swedish Agency for Innovation 
Systems). 

The objective of SMART is to explore the concept of "reaction media", 
allowing individuals to engage and take active in part in the development and 
improvement of their municipality. Today citizens seldom give suggestions and 
opinions for how they want the municipality to develop, nor do they alert or alarm 
identified risks or dangers in their environment. The main reason for this is 
believed to be that an uncertainty about who to contact, and the effort needed to 
carry out the activity. 

To facilitate an active participation among citizens the project aimed to 
develop IT-services that increased citizens’ possibilities to actively influence and 
improve the society. The development of these services was carried out in an 
interactive manner in cooperation between citizens, companies, and authorities. 

The SMART-project had three different, but intertwined purposes: 
- to give product-, place-, and service developers the opportunity to 

engage citizens and user groups in their change-, quality-, and 
innovation processes, 

- to give citizens and individuals the opportunity to engage in these 
processes regardless of development process,  

- to create opportunities for a dynamic region where boundary 
crossing cooperation becomes usual in the change processes on all 
levels from product development to community building. 

The process of this project is divided into three different activities, systems 
development, mobile communication and a pilot test. In this paper we report on 
the systems development activity in which the phases environmental analysis, 
business modelling, needs analysis, systems specification, and development is 
included. We especially pays attention to the needs analysis phase in which we 
have been mostly involved. 

To facilitate a participatory approach the project is set in a Living Lab context. 
Living Labs is an environment aiming to facilitate the interaction process between 
companies and their intended user groups. The goal is to, in close cooperation 
between involved stakeholders, develop product and services that users really 
want and need. The foundation of Living Labs is the involvement of four different 
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stakeholders in innovation processes; government, companies, researchers and 
end-user representatives. With this approach the innovation system becomes 
human-centric, in contrast to technology-centric. The purpose of a Living Lab is 
therefore, to enhance innovation, usefulness, and usability of IT applications in 
society (Eriksson, Niitamo, and Kulkki 2005).  

The Living Labs concept refers to methodologies where innovations, such as 
services, products, or application enhancements are created and evaluated in real-
world environments. Humans are in focus in the different roles they might have 
during a day, such as a citizen, user, consumer, a patient, or an employee. The 
Living Lab activities also go around the clock, this means that users can test an 
innovation in their private context in real usage situations, hence the users gain 
understanding of a new product or service function and fits into their usage 
context (Eriksson, Niitamo, and Kulkki 2005; Holst and Mirijamdotter 2007; 
Ståhlbröst 2006). 

Needfinding and Requirement Specification 
Traditionally, systems development processes include the process of establishing 
requirements. This process is defined as the most important phase within systems 
development since errors made during this phase have a high impact on the final 
system (Flynn and Jazi 1998; Dennis, Wixom, and Tegarden 2002; Fitzgerald, 
Russo, and Stolterman 2002). In the process of defining requirements, these may 
never be fully understood since the level of communication between users and 
developers concerning the domain are low. Other problems in the requirement 
specification process can be that developers and development methods tend to 
assume that requirements are completely known in the beginning of the 
requirement process and never change (Dennis, Wixom, and Tegarden 2002; 
Fitzgerald, Russo, and Stolterman 2002; Flynn and Jazi 1998). This is not true, 
users change their requirements as they gain more knowledge and insights into 
possible solutions (Dennis, Wixom, and Tegarden 2002). These mentioned 
problems with focusing on requirements have inspired us to broaden the 
perspective and to search for users needs as a base for the requirements. The 
process of discovering user needs are important for three main reasons (1) human 
needs lasts longer than specific suggestions for solutions, (2) needs are 
opportunities for design, not guesses of the future, (3) human needs provide a 
roadmap for future designs (Oulasvirta 2005; Patnaik and Becker 1999).  

When performing a study of user needs it is important to keep in mind that 
users are not the ones to explicitly communicate their needs of new technological 
solutions. Users might have needs they are not aware of, or cannot express, and 
they might not have knowledge about adequate technologies (Faste 1987; Hyysalo 
2003; Salovaara 2004). To collect data about requirements related to a specific 
product is easier since the users have something to relate to (Vidgen et al. 2002), 
but in our case the focus has been on future solutions, hence asking users to 
explicitly declare their needs of a product that do not exist is impossible. Finding 
user needs can be described as a paradoxical activity, since what is sought for is a 
circumstance where something is missing (Faste, 1987). Preece et al (2002) state 
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the one way to identify users needs is to study past and current behaviour. 
Traditionally, corporations have used market research methods, such as surveys, 
to investigate users’ needs. Surveys have worked well in quantifying customers’ 
preferences but they cannot really help in discovering new needs since these 
might not esteem from existing applications. In our studies the aim has been to 
stimulate the users to tell as rich stories as possible about their situation and then 
from these stories elicit their needs (Ståhlbröst and Holst 2006; Holst and 
Ståhlbröst 2005).  

Field Inquiry 

To gain understanding of the potential users and their context we use focus group 
interviews as the main data-collection method. Focus groups stimulate the 
creation of interactive communication among newly constituted conversation 
groups that share characteristics of interest (Bloor et al. 2001; Wibeck 2000) and 
are especially appropriate for studying people’s views or attitudes about a certain 
phenomenon. They generate a broader scale of ideas and views compared to 
traditional one-on-one interviews (Wibeck 2000) and create a situation in which 
participants can validate and discuss each others’ perspectives and experiences. In 
the interviews we also often use scenarios (Bodker, Kensing, and Simonsen 2004; 
Bødker 2000; Carroll 2000) as stimuli. Scenarios can be used in two different 
ways: either scenarios can be presented to the users in order to help them get 
started in their process, or one can ask the users to describe a scenario. 

In this study, six focus group interviews were carried out with participants 
selected from the Living Lab community. The focus of the interviews was to 
discuss citizen’s experiences and thoughts related to communication with 
municipalities and governments. These groups involved between one to six 
participants. In these groups, both women and men were mixed and their age 
spanned between 18-50 years. In each focus group, the aim was to stimulate the 
citizens to talk as much as possible with each other. The stimuli material we used 
in these focus groups was scenarios related to communication with authorities, 
alarm, and suggestions for improvement of society. The focus group discussion 
went on, and whenever the discussion stopped, we introduced a new theme or 
question. These focus group interviews lasted between one to two hours. Three of 
the focus groups were carried out with citizens from a larger city and three groups 
were carried out with citizens from smaller cities. The reason for this approach 
was an interest to investigate if the citizen’s communication with local authorities 
differed between large and small cities. In this study, we could not identify any 
differences in their communication patterns with local authorities between large 
and small cities; hence, the results from the interviews will be presented as a 
whole.  
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Eliciting User Needs from Users Expressions 

In the process of understanding what users needs, the analysis of the material 
from the study was separated into two stages of analysis; a vertical and a 
horizontal analysis (Thomsson 2002). The vertical analysis is related to the needs 
elicitation while the horizontal analysis is linked to the clustering of needs. Due to 
this the former will be described in this part while the later will be described in 
the subsequent part.  

In the vertical analysis, each interview was first analysed separately and open, 
without using a framework for analysis, searching for statements related to needs, 
problems, goals, requirements, solutions, etc. Thereafter, the identified statements 
within each interview were analysed using Reiss 16 motivators (Reiss 2004) as a 
framework to support the identification of needs and to cluster them into 
categories. Below we give a few illustrations of this process. 
 
Statement 1 
In a discussion on how the citizens viewed the opportunity to be actively involved 
and give suggestions to authorities, and how important this was to them, one 
citizen said: 

“You need to feel that you are involved and have the power of your own life; 
that is important”.  

This represents a clearly defined need statement, pointing to the importance of 
power. Here, power is related to the possibility of having influence over their own 
life, rather than having influence over other people. The meaning of involvement 
is more uncertain and can be related to status and the desire for social standing 
and attention; social contact and a desire for peer companionship; or idealism and 
the desire to improve society. 

Based on this statement we added the requirement that the future solution must 
offer possibilities to choose different mediums and offer opportunities for 
information about what has happened with their specific matter. 

 
Statement 2 
In relation to the functionality of any future solution for citizen involvement one 
of the citizen said: 

“I just want to pick up my phone, make a short video recording, add a voice 
message and then just send it away”. 

This statement does not directly express a need, but rather a preferred process 
or work flow. Analysing the statement and the context in which it was made we 
see a close relation to the motivator saving since the statement indicates the 
importance of efficiency through frugal use of time. 

It is also a good example of the fact that from a design perspective, it is the 
contextualisation of the motivators, desires, and intrinsic feelings that gives the 
direction or design implication, not the motivators as such. The intrinsic worth of 
the motivators is that they help us to cluster user needs and stimulate reflection on 
other possible features that might address the same motivator, but in alternatives 
ways. 
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Based on this statement we added the requirement that the final system should 
support the use of different types of data, such as video recordings, voice 
messages and pictures. In addition, it should be easy to use. Related to this 
expression, the log-in procedure became focused on creating a log-in procedure 
with as few steps as possible.  

 
Statement 3 
In relation to the ongoing discussion about alarms one citizen said: 

“If I am to pick up the phone and give a suggestion for improvement in society, 
I can not be hindered by whether I have money on my cash card or not. If there 
are no hinders, then I would make the call.” 

This statement does not either express a direct user need but rather a condition 
that need to be fulfilled for this person to report suggestions for improvement to 
the municipality. However, analysing the statement we interpreted it as a 
representation of the motivator saving, since it point to a desire for a smooth and 
easy process, as well as to an economic aspect. Here, frugality is represented both 
in relation to time and in relation to money. Reporting a suggestion for a person 
that cannot use the mobile phone becomes a more cumbersome activity. 

Based on this statement and our interpretation of its underlying rational we 
added the requirement that the service should be free of charge, since such a 
requirement would assurance a smooth and easy process as well as address the 
economic issue. 

 
Statement 4 
In relation to our discussion about the citizen’s experiences of their contacts with 
local government and authorities one of the citizens said that: 

 “You do not know who to contact, or where to turn, and when you reach 
someone you usually get the response ‘No, it is not me you should talk to, wait 
and I will connect you’. Often this pattern is repeated so after a while you just 
give up. “ 

This statement reflects a problem or frustration, not a clearly started need. In 
our analyses we chose to relate it to the motivator saving since it represent a 
tedious and time consuming process, instead of a smooth and time efficient one. 

This statement resulted in the requirement to offer a possibility to search 
municipality web-pages in order to find the right person dependent on her/his 
competence, knowledge and responsibility area.  

 
Statement 5 
Aiming to identify needs by studying past behaviour we discussed how the 
citizens usually communicated with local authorities and governments when 
leaving suggestions, ideas or reporting an alarm about something. A common 
expression in this discussion can be illustrated by the following citation. 

“Today, I have no idea where to turn to with my questions, suggestions and 
alarms. So absolutely, a fixed place or number I could turn to would be perfect, 
and above all any solution must have a high level of simplicity. 

This statement contains a problem, a suggestion and a condition, but no 
explicitly expressed need. Here, we also selected two different motivators, order 
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and saving as representing the underlying needs of the respondent. Order, since 
the respondents statement that she does not know where to turn or how to elicit 
this information indicates that the web page of the municipality is not ordered in a 
satisfactory way. Saving since the respondent says that the solution need to be 
simple, which we interpret as easy to use. 

This statement resulted in the requirement of consistency between web and 
mobile usage. Independent of channel, the address, appearance and procedure 
should be the same.  

Clustering User Needs 
In the horizontal analysis, the selected statements the vertical analyses of all 
interviews were related to the motivator which the authors viewed as most salient 
in the text bearing in mind the context in which it was said. After this all 
statements related to the same motivator was clustered into one group. This 
illustrates how the same motivator can take many different forms of expression 
depending on personal, situation or subject, and context. Below a few examples of 
this process is given. 
 

Idealism – The motive behind this motivator is the desire to improve society 
including altruism and justice. The intrinsic feeling related to this is 
compassion.  
The motivator idealism is a primary motivator for the project as a whole. It is also 
a primary motivator for the citizens and the main reason for why they want to 
interact with the municipality; they want to improve society. The citizens also 
stress the importance of a technical solution that is democratic when government 
aims for citizen interaction. For them this means equal access to the system 
regardless of disability, age, or technology. Besides this the citizens also say that 
local and central government must clearly show commitment and a will to 
actively interact with citizens for them to feel motivated to take part in this 
interaction. It must be worth while. This last part can be related to the motivator 
power and the desire to have influence, to feel that ones effort makes a difference. 

Order – the motive behind this motivator is the desire to organize (including 
desire for ritual) and the intrinsic feeling is stability 
The citizens express a need for order in two different ways. Firstly, they convey a 
desire to easily find the person responsible for their particular subject. Not 
knowing who to contact or how to proceed creates an uncertainty hindrance and is 
said to be a main reason for why they decide not to contact the authority and 
present their question, request or suggestion. The uncertainty can be understood 
from at least two different perspectives or main motivators; saving or tranquillity. 
From a savings perspective it becomes too laborious, and they are often not 
willing to spend the time required to create the intended contact. From a 
tranquillity perspective this unclear responsibility structure creates a feeling of 
uncertainty.  
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Secondly, when in contact with local or central authority they express a need 
for order. They want the authority to deal with their matter in an orderly fashion. 
The matter should be well documented so it can be referred back to in the next 
contact, since they do not want to start from the beginning in each contact. Here, 
three different main motivators can be conceived of, saving and tranquillity based 
on similar discussions as the one above, and order since a well structured process 
gives stability and ensures that all citizens are treated in a similar and equal way. 

Independence – the motive behind this motivator is the desire to be 
autonomous and the intrinsic feeling is freedom. 
According to the citizens their motivation to communicate suggestions or alarms 
is often closely linked to the specific moment when, or context were, they get an 
idea, or observe something they want alarm. This is especially so in relation to 
alarms. Hence, their motivation is quite context and time dependent; as time 
passes, or they move away from the particular context, the motivation decreases. 
This implies that any future solution must support mobile solutions and cannot be 
limited to one communication channel; it must support direct, mobile, and easy 
input regardless of technology. Here, the citizens talk about technology enabling 
them to be more independent of place and time, and about being free to use 
whatever technique they want. In the study we related the motivation to 
communicate suggestions and alarms to idealism and power while the technology 
must support independence and be possible to use whenever and wherever  the 
citizens needs it.  

Saving – The motive behind this motivator is the desire to collect and the 
value of frugality. In this motivator, the intrinsic feeling is ownership. 
This motivator was one of the most central for the respondents. Saving was 
usually expressed in the form of efficient and smooth processes, time savings, and 
monetary frugality through cheap services. It is also a motivator that is closely 
linked to the anticipation on IT in development work. The main purpose of most 
IS/IT products and services is to improve the effectiveness and/or efficiency of 
different activities. 

Acceptance – the motive behind this motivator is the desire for approval. The 
intrinsic feeling is self-confidence. 
Many citizens expressed a need for feedback on their suggestions handed to an 
authority. They said that they wanted to be taken seriously and to get approval of 
their ideas. In this context, this means that they want information about how their 
suggestions were judged and handled.  

An alternative interpretation of these statements can be that they want feedback 
as a confirmation of themselves and the quality and importance of their 
suggestion. Viewed this way the statements indicate the motivator status, rather 
than acceptance. 

Tranquillity – the motive behind this motivator is the desire to avoid anxiety 
and fear and the intrinsic feeling is safe and relaxed.  
The citizens express a need for tranquillity in relation to alarm situations. They 
said that they want to avoid situations that create fear, such as walking through a 
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pedestrian subway with broken lights, or visit multistorey carparks at times when 
there are few visitors. In situations like these they want the ability to alarm direct 
on sight. In relation to these situations the citizens also said that they would agree 
to be supervised by camera supervision for example, if it could increase their 
security. 

Social contact – the motive behind this motivator is the desire for peer 
companionship (a desire to play) and the intrinsic feeling is fun. 
The motivator of social contact is expressed as the opportunity to discuss and 
develop their own, and others, ideas and suggestions for improvements in society. 
The citizens also mention interactive municipality web pages, with discussion 
forums, were politicians participates in discussions about suggestions for 
improvement of the society, or discussion about other local issues needed to be 
discussed. 

The citizens also say that personal contact with local and central authorities 
feels important when the matter is related to a family matter or a matter of private 
nature. This type of social contact does, however, not fit the intrinsic feeling of 
fun and play, but can rather be interpreted and explained by motivators such as 
tranquillity, or status. Status here should, however, be seen as self-importance 
from an equality perspective, meaning I, my family, or my matter is also 
important. 

Curiosity – the motive behind this motivator is the desire for knowledge and the 
intrinsic feeling is wonder. 
In the SMART project, the motivator curiosity was related to the citizens’ needs 
of getting answers to their questions when they are in contact with local and 
central authorities. The citizens also wanted to have the opportunity to ask simple 
questions on the municipality webpage and get reliable answers from specialists. 
In addition, the citizens wanted to be informed that they are welcome to leave 
suggestions or to alarm about certain issues in the society. 

Final remarks and reflections on the findings 
Based on the trends and weaknesses found in present literature related to user 
needs this paper aimed to contribute to the field by presenting a case study 
focused on increasing citizens’ involvement in municipality matters. More 
specifically, we present a method for eliciting, structuring and understanding user 
needs.  

The findings from the study can be divided into three clusters. The first is 
related to the technical solution. Here, we have found that for the citizens to be 
motivated to use a technical service for interacting with local and central 
authorities the solution must: be mobile; provide a diverse set of communication 
channels; and be able to handle different types of data, such as text, audio, and 
visual data. It must also be free of charge, smooth and easy to use, provide 
feedback about where the matter is in the management process, and information 
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about eventual implementation. Finally, it must provide all citizens equal access 
to the system regardless of disability, age, or technology. 

The second cluster relates to the needs expressed by the citizens and/or 
interpreted by the authors. They give an indication of needs that citizens consider 
important and that need to be considered when developing e-services geared at e-
participation and involvement between citizens and public authorities. The 
motivators that was said to stimulate the citizens to interact with public authorities 
were idealism power, status, acceptance, curiosity and tranquility, while the 
motivators that have influenced the design of the implemented system most is 
saving, order, and independence. We also see a difference between the motivators 
that are important for a citizen to leave a suggestion compared to communicating 
an alarm. For suggestions it is mainly idealism power, status, acceptance, while 
alarm is strongly related to the motivator tranquility and idealism. Curiosity on 
the other hand is related to receiving information, rather than provide information. 
By the exercise, or illustration, of how user statements have been interpreted into 
user needs and motivators we want to illustrate that people do not express clearly 
stated needs. Rather, their contributions include a mix of needs, suggestions, 
conditions, and problems. Due to this the analyses of their statements becomes 
very important, and in order to harvest the potential of identified needs or 
underlying rationalities of different types it must be possible to identify them 
separate them from the rest of the text. 

The study also reveals the dual relation between safety and control. This was 
particularly noticeable in the discussions related to alarm and emergency 
situations. Here, the citizens expressed both willingness and a wish to be 
supervised by, for example, camera supervision in certain milieus, such as dark 
tunnels and empty car parking buildings. In other situations they viewed 
supervision as something quite negative. 

The third cluster of findings relates to the method and framework used to elicit, 
cluster and understand user needs. The most important finding and conclusion 
here is that the main strength of the framework is the discussion and reflection it 
generates in relation to different statements by the potential users. These 
discussions generated interesting debate on what the meaning of a statement 
might be, and as such it point to uncertainties in statements and their meanings 
that need to be investigated further. This debate can be seen in the example related 
to the motivator saving. Further, by choosing three different statements, related to 
the motivator saving, which generated three different requirements, we also 
wanted to show that in all our studies so far there have been an uneven 
distribution among the motivators. That is, a few motivators were chosen 
frequently, while some were not addressed at all. Hence, the framework has not 
bee used to identify general needs among citizens, but to understand the context 
specific occurrence of different needs and motivators. The discussions have also 
generated interesting ideas for new possible requirements or functions of the 
developed product or service.  
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