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3. Methodology, research design and data 
 

d
LEVEL CONSTRUCT DATA 

COLLECTION 

METHOD 

Individual Level TOE (Mikalef et al., 2023) 

UTAUT (Zuiderwijk et al., 

2015)  

Principal-Agent Problem (Cable 

& DeRue, 2002; Deci & Ryan, 

1994; Gagné et al., 2010; 

Mayer et al., 1995; Podsakoff 

et al., 2009) 

Semi-structured 

Interview 

Focus Group 

Quantitative and 

Qualitative Organizational Level 

3.1. Sample description and selection process 
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3.2. Quantitative research design 
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Analysis of TOE 
Framework and 
UTaUT Model 

•Extracting factors 
(=criteria) and 

grouping them in 
categories

Creation and 
distribution of 
questionnaire

•Gathering pairwise 
comparison data 

about criteria

Analysis of 
gathered data

•Application of AHP 
decision making 

method.

Development 
and testing of 

the model

•Analysis of 
assessment scores
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3.3. Qualitative research design 
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4. Results 
 
4.1. Quantitative research results 
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Category Criterion Weight (%) 

Technology Data 35.36 

Technology Technology Infrastructure 26.20 

Technology Effort Expectancy 22.37 

Technology Perceived Direct Benefits 16.07 

Organization Skills and Expertise 27.32 

Organization Innovation and Readiness for 

Change 

22.38 

Organization Costs and Resources 19.80 

Organization Leadership 17.00 

Organization Facilitating Conditions 13.51 

Environment Social Influence 71.04 

Environment State and Citizens 28.96 

Individual Readiness Voluntariness of Use 68.16 

Individual Readiness Behavioral Intention to Use AI 31.84 
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4.2. Qualitative research results 

Participant Gender Age Department / Functional Area 

Years in 

Managerial 

Role 

Manager A (Pre) Male 60 Finance and Budgeting 21 

Manager B (Pre) Female 41 Investment Projects 14 

Manager C (Pre) Male 51 Public Procurement 17 

Manager D (Pre) Male 45 Legal and Administrative Affairs 24 

Manager E (Pre) Male 54 Social Affairs 14 

Manager F (Pre) Female 60 Public Infrastructure 23 

Manager G (Pre) Male 40 Environmental Services 10 

Manager H (Pre) Male 51 Project Management 13 

Manager I (Pre) Male 51 Internal Audit and Risk Management 11 

Manager J (Pre) Female 54 Director of Municipal Administration 10 

  

Participant Gender Age 
Department / Functional 

Area 

Years in 

Managerial Role 

Manager A (Post) Male 58 Mayor 13 

Manager B (Post) Female 55 
Director of Municipal 

Administration 
11 

Manager C (Post) Male 54 
Administration, Reception, and 

Archive 
23 

Manager D (Post) Male 54 Social Affairs 15 

Manager E (Post) Female 58 General Administrative Services 15 

Manager F (Post) Male 60 Finance and Budgeting 22 

Manager G (Post) Female 59 Investment Projects 13 

Manager H (Post) Female 42 Investment Projects 15 

Manager I (Post) Female 44 Economic Public Infrastructure 22 
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Manager J (Post) Male 58 
Spatial Planning (External 

Consultant) 
24 

POSDCORB 

Function 
Relevant Quotation 

Summary of 

Findings from the 

No AI-Implemented 

Group 

Principal–Agent 

Interpretation 

Planning 

“AI could help prepare more 

accurate financial forecasts, but I 

worry it will just be another way 

for superiors to control us.” 

Anticipated support for 

forecasting and 

alignment, with 

concerns about 

increased oversight. 

Potential for enhanced principal 

oversight through predictive 

analytics may reduce agent 

discretion. 

Organizing 

“Standardized processes might 

save time, but they often miss the 

context that only I can understand 

from my experience.” 

Expected streamlining of 

workflows, but concern 

over loss of adaptability. 

Standardized workflows could limit 

agents’ flexibility to exercise 

context-based judgment. 

Staffing 

“I don’t use AI—neither 

individually nor organizationally—

for staffing. I don’t trust it with 

something as sensitive and 

interpersonal as hiring.” 

Welcomed objectivity in 

recruitment, but feared 

loss of contextual 

judgment. 

AI seen as a way to align 

evaluation processes with principal 

expectations, but risks agent 

disempowerment. 

Directing 

“If everyone gets guidance from a 

system, do they still see me as a 

leader?” 

Mixed views on AI 

assisting vs. diminishing 

leadership authority. 

AI may shift perceived authority 

from agent-led to system-driven 

leadership, raising legitimacy 

concerns. 

Coordinating 

“We often solve issues with a 

quick call—I’m not sure AI can 

replace that informal know-how.” 

Expected improved data 

sharing, with concerns 

about loss of informal 

coordination. 

Formalized coordination could 

reduce information asymmetry but 

weaken informal trust-based 

practices. 

Reporting 

“I don’t use AI—neither 

individually nor organizationally—

for staffing. I don’t trust it with 

something as sensitive and 

interpersonal as hiring.” 

Anticipated support in 

performance tracking, 

but increased exposure 

to scrutiny. 

Increased transparency supports 

monitoring but heightens principal 

control over agents. 

Budgeting 

“If a mistake happens in an AI-

generated budget—am I still the 

one accountable?” 

Optimism about 

improved forecasting, 

but concerns over 

accountability for AI-

driven outputs. 

Data-driven budgeting may 

improve accountability but also 

create new asymmetries in 

understanding financial decisions. 
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POSDCORB 

Function 
Relevant Quotation 

Summary of 

Findings from the 

AI-Implemented 

Group 

Principal–Agent 

Interpretation 

Planning 

“I use it to improve sentence 

structure, not for actual decision-

making.” 

Used mostly for text 

formatting; limited 

impact on strategic 

decisions. 

Minimal AI use limits both 

support and control; agent 

autonomy remains high but 

underutilized. 

Organizing 

“We haven’t implemented AI tools 

collectively yet—it’s more of an 

individual initiative.” 

No change reported; 

routines remained 

manual and based on 

personal judgment. 

No perceived shift in oversight 

or discretion; traditional agent 

control persists. 

Staffing 

“I like help from AI in 

recruitment—like CV screening—

but the final say must always stay 

with me.” 

AI not used; decision-

making remains human-

centered with resistance 

to change. 

Agent-led decisions dominate 

due to low trust in AI; potential 

for principal-agent 

misalignment remains. 

Directing 

“Sometimes I ask AI tools for 

ideas, but I always double-check 

the logic myself.” 

Concerns about reduced 

original thinking, though 

some used AI for idea 

generation. 

AI use for idea generation does 

not undermine authority, but 

concern persists about future 

loss of agent initiative. 

Coordinating 

“So far, coordination remains 

manual. Any AI tools—if used—are 

accessed individually, but there’s 

no shared platform or policy.” 

No systematic use of AI 

tools for 

interdepartmental 

coordination. 

No AI-enabled visibility or 

integration; agents retain 

discretion, but coordination 

remains fragmented. 

Reporting 

“AI gives me a good first draft, but 

the final report still reflects my 

decisions.” 

AI used for drafting and 

formatting reports; 

managers retained final 

control. 

AI increases visibility of reports 

without challenging agent 

control; supports minimal 

oversight. 

Budgeting 

“We haven’t implemented AI in 

budgeting due to data protection 

risks. Any experimentation, like 

testing ChatGPT, has been 

informal and individual, not 

embedded into our systems.” 

AI not integrated with 

financial tools; low 

adoption due to legal 

and technical concerns. 

Lack of AI integration maintains 

agent control but exposes gaps 

in principal monitoring and 

compliance systems. 
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POSDCORB 

Function 
No AI-implemented  AI-implemented Principal–Agent Comparison 

Planning 

Anticipated support for 

forecasting and 

alignment, with 

concerns about 

increased oversight. 

Used mostly for text 

formatting; limited 

impact on strategic 

decisions. 

Potential for enhanced principal oversight 

through predictive analytics may reduce agent 

discretion. / Minimal AI use limits both support 

and control; agent autonomy remains high but 

underutilized. 

Organizing 

Expected streamlining 

of workflows, but 

concern over loss of 

adaptability. 

No change reported; 

routines remained 

manual and based on 

personal judgment. 

Standardized workflows could limit agents’ 

flexibility to exercise context-based judgment. / 

No perceived shift in oversight or discretion; 

traditional agent control persists. 

Staffing 

Welcomed objectivity in 

recruitment, but feared 

loss of contextual 

judgment. 

AI not used; 

decision-making 

remains human-

centered with 

resistance to change. 

AI is seen as a way to align evaluation 

processes with principal expectations, but risks 

agent disempowerment. / Agent-led decisions 

dominate due to low trust in AI; potential for 

principal-agent misalignment remains. 
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Directing 

Mixed views on AI 

assisting vs. diminishing 

leadership authority. 

Concerns about 

reduced original 

thinking, though 

some used AI for 

idea generation. 

AI may shift perceived authority from agent-led 

to system-driven leadership, raising legitimacy 

concerns. / AI use for idea generation does not 

undermine authority, but concern persists about 

future loss of agent initiative. 

Coordinating 

Expected improved data 

sharing, with concerns 

about loss of informal 

coordination. 

No systematic use of 

AI tools for 

interdepartmental 

coordination. 

Formalized coordination could reduce 

information asymmetry, but weaken informal 

trust-based practices. / No AI-enabled visibility 

or integration; agents retain discretion but 

coordination remains fragmented. 

Reporting 

Anticipated support in 

performance tracking, 

but increased exposure 

to scrutiny. 

AI used for drafting 

and formatting 

reports; managers 

retained final control. 

Increased transparency supports monitoring but 

heightens principal control over agents. / AI 

increases visibility of reports without 

challenging agent control; supports minimal 

oversight. 

Budgeting 

Optimism about 

improved forecasting, 

but concerns over 

accountability for AI-

driven outputs. 

AI not integrated 

with financial tools; 

low adoption due to 

legal and technical 

concerns. 

Data-driven budgeting may improve 

accountability but also create new asymmetries 

in understanding financial decisions. / Lack of AI 

integration maintains agent control but exposes 

gaps in principal monitoring and compliance 

systems. 

5. Discussion 
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6. Conclusion 
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