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 A digital readiness assessment is essential for governing digital 
transformation in higher education; however, existing models are largely 
technology-centric, neglecting stakeholder needs in early system 

development, and provide limited guidance for system design. Consequently, 
current tools are fragmented, weakly aligned with institutional realities, and 
insufficient for strategic decision-making. This study develops stakeholder-
driven requirements and an integrated assessment scenario using a 
participatory approach. A qualitative design combining Participatory Action 
Research with two sequential Focus Group Discussions involving diverse 
stakeholder groups across Indonesian higher education institutions was 
employed. Data were analysed through thematic analysis supported by a 

structured involvement matrix to ensure balanced and iterative participation. 
The findings identify six interrelated domains of digital readiness assessment 
systems: Data Management, Assessment Processes, Analytics and Reporting, 
Governance Support, User Interaction, and Technical Infrastructure. 
Collectively, these domains provide a socio-technical foundation that 
supports continuous monitoring, evidence-based planning, and institutional 
learning rather than one-time evaluation, highlighting the importance of 
inclusive co-design. The study provides a structured set of stakeholder-
informed requirement domains to support future DRAS development. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Digital transformation (DT) in higher education has intensified the adoption of information 
systems to support governance, teaching, learning, and institutional management [1]. In this 

context, digital readiness assessment (DRA) has become an essential instrument for evaluating an 

institution’s preparedness to implement and sustain technology-enabled initiatives [2], [3]. Such 
assessments inform strategic planning, resource allocation, policy development, and risk 

management [4], [5]. However, existing readiness frameworks predominantly focus on measuring 

maturity levels, infrastructure availability, or organisational capabilities after systems have already 
been conceptualised or implemented [6]. Consequently, DRA is frequently treated as a diagnostic 

tool rather than as a foundational input for system development and decision-making processes [7]. 
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Despite substantial research on DR, several limitations persist. First, many assessment 

approaches rely on top-down or expert-driven models that inadequately capture the perspectives of 
diverse stakeholder groups [8]. DR is inherently socio-technical, shaped not only by technological 

resources but also by governance structures, human competencies, data practices, organisational 

culture, and institutional workflows [9]. Systems designed without incorporating these 
multidimensional perspectives risk limited adoption, poor usability, and misalignment with 

operational realities. Second, prior studies primarily emphasise measurement instruments and 

maturity indices, offering limited guidance on how readiness assessments themselves should be 
designed as information systems [10]. As a result, the requirements for DRA systems remain 

insufficiently explored, particularly from a multi-stakeholder standpoint [11]. Third, stakeholder 

involvement is often confined to validation stages rather than integrated throughout the requirement 

elicitation process, reducing contextual relevance and organisational ownership of the resulting 
systems [12]. 

These limitations indicate the need for an involvement-driven approach that systematically 

integrates stakeholder perspectives into the early stages of system conceptualization. Participatory 
research methodologies provide a suitable pathway for addressing this need by enabling 

collaborative knowledge construction and iterative refinement grounded in real organisational 

contexts. Engaging institutional leaders, academic staff, technical personnel, administrative staff, 

and students allows the identification of latent needs, reconciliation of divergent priorities, and 
development of requirements that reflect both strategic and operational dimensions of DR [13].  

Unlike prior digital readiness assessment studies that primarily focus on measurement 

models, maturity evaluation, or readiness indicators, this study focuses on the design requirements 
of Digital Readiness Assessment Systems (DRAS). Furthermore, while stakeholder participation in 

previous studies is often limited to validation activities, the present study adopts a participatory 

approach that engages stakeholders throughout the requirement elicitation and prioritisation 
process. This combination of participatory action research, involvement-based stakeholder 

engagement, and thematic requirement development represents a distinct contribution to the digital 

readiness assessment literature.  

Accordingly, this study aims to derive multi-stakeholder requirements for DRA systems 
using a participatory qualitative approach. The research combines Participatory Action Research 

(PAR), two-stage Focus Group Discussions (FGDs), and thematic analysis (TA) to capture, 

structure, and prioritise stakeholder perspectives [14]. Rather than developing or evaluating a 
specific software artefact, the study focuses on generating a conceptual foundation to guide the 

design of assessment systems aligned with institutional needs and practices. To address this 

objective, the study is guided by the following research questions: 

 

• RQ1. What problems and needs do stakeholders identify in current DRA practices? 

• RQ2. What system requirements emerge from participatory engagement among multiple 

stakeholder groups? 

• RQ3. How can these requirements be structured into coherent domains reflecting the socio-

technical nature of DR? 

• RQ4. How can participatory qualitative methods support the generation and prioritisation 

of requirements for DRA systems?  
 

This study makes three specific contributions after Table 1 confirms the state-of-the art to the 

digital readiness assessment literature [15], [16]. First, it shifts the focus of digital readiness 
assessment from measurement-oriented frameworks toward the early-stage design of assessment 

information systems, an area that remains underexplored in prior studies. Second, it introduces a 

multi-stakeholder and participatory approach that systematically incorporates the perspectives of 

academics, practitioners, researchers, and policymakers throughout the requirement elicitation 
process rather than limiting stakeholder involvement to validation activities. 
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Table 1. Positioning of the Present Study 
Previous digital readiness studies  The present study 

Readiness measurement and maturity assessment; Focuses on Digital Readiness Assessment System (DRAS) requirements; 

Indicator and instrument development; Investigates how assessment systems should be designed; 

Technology adoption evaluation; Employs Participatory Action Research (PAR); 

Expert-driven assessment frameworks; Integrates stakeholders throughout the requirement elicitation process; 

Stakeholder participation mainly during validation. 
Produces a socio-technical structure of stakeholder-derived requirements 

for future DRAS development. 

 

Third, it develops an integrated socio-technical requirement structure consisting of six 

interrelated domains that can serve as a conceptual foundation for future Digital Readiness 
Assessment Systems (DRAS) development and implementation. 

 

2. RESEARCH METHOD 
2.1    Research design and methodological approach 

Figure 1 presents the methodological approach, which consists of three primary conceptual 

design blocks: literature review, participatory approach, and thematic analysis (TA) [17]. These 

integrated conceptual blocks were designed to inform the development of a conceptual assessment 
information system for measuring Digital Readiness (DR) [18]. The study employs a qualitative 

approach utilizing participatory action research (PAR) to collect data from participants. Thematic 

analysis was subsequently applied to generate system requirements and scenarios for DR 

assessment systems. 
 

 
Figure 1. Workflow of Proposed Methodology 

 

Figure 1 is presented to illustrate the overall workflow of the proposed methodology 

adopted in this study. It shows that the research process is organised into three sequential phases, 
Literature Review, PAR, and TA, each consisting of structured activities that progressively refine 

the research outputs. It also demonstrates that insights derived from prior studies were 

systematically integrated with participatory data collection and qualitative analysis to produce the 

final conceptual model. A PAR approach was employed to generate and prioritise DRA 
requirements, supported by TA of stakeholder discussions. 

 

2.2 Participatory action research design 

Figure 2 presents a simplified overview of the PAR stages used to collaboratively develop 

system requirements [19]. The sequence illustrates a structured progression from initial idea 

generation to prioritisation and final decision-making [20]. The process ensures that the resulting 
outcomes are comprehensive, feasible, and based on shared consensus, through the involvement of 

multiple stakeholders at each stage [21]. 

3
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Figure 2.  Simplified Summary of stage PAR sequences 

 

The PAR process is organised into four consecutive stages, from brainstorming to final 

ranking and decision-making. In the first two stages, stakeholder inputs are collected and then 
synthesised into thematic system requirements through FGD. Subsequently, participants prioritise, 

rank, and finalise the requirements for a DRA system [22]. 

 
2.3  Roles of engagement in the research 

 As presented in Table 2, the distribution of engagement roles maps primary roles to their 

core functions and dominant stakeholder groups [12]. In the early stages, listeners and co-thinkers 

explore problems, share experiences, and articulate system needs [23]. 
 

Table 2. Distribution of role of engagement 
Primary Roles Core Functions Dominant Stakeholders 

Listener, Co-Thinker 
Exploration of problems and 

system needs 

All stakeholder groups (Academics, 

Researchers, Practitioners, Policy Makers) 

Advisor, Partner 
Structuring, refining, and 

validating conceptual requirements 

Academics and Researchers (with input from 

all groups) 

Partner, Co-Thinker 
Negotiating priorities, and 

assessing feasibility and impact 
All stakeholder groups 

Decision-Maker, 

Partner 

Final validation and strategic 

alignment 

Policy Makers / Institutional Leaders (with 

participation of all groups) 

 

Advisors and partners then refine and validate requirements while integrating theoretical 
and practical perspectives [24]. Stakeholders collaboratively negotiate priorities, assess feasibility 

and impact, and build cross-group consensus. Finally, decision-makers provide strategic direction 

and formally endorse the prioritised outcomes. 
 

2.4  Involvement matrix 

As illustrated in Figure 3, the involvement matrix (IM) maps stakeholder roles across 

different stages of the project or research process [23]. This figure highlights varying levels of 
influence, ranging from listeners to decision-makers [25]. It also demonstrates how participation 

evolves from information to authoritative decision-making in reception. 

1
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Figure 3.  Involvement matrix with PAR stages and role of engagement relationship 

 
Across the stages, stakeholder contributions are differentiated according to their roles and 

levels of authority. During brainstorming and theme development, information and feedback are 

provided, and requirements are refined collaboratively. In the mid or interim prioritisation phase, 

preferences are expressed, and priorities are evaluated based on feasibility and evidence. Finally, 
consensus is endorsed, and strategic decisions are made to authorise implementation of the 

finalised system design. 

 
2.5. Focus Group Discussion with 2 phases 

As depicted in Figure 4, the research process is structured into two sequential FGDs: 

Exploratory & Co-Design (FGD 1) and Prioritisation & Validation (FGD 2). The demonstrated 
figure shows how inputs, processes, and outputs are organised within each FGD to support 

systematic requirement development. It also highlights the iterative linkage between the two 

sessions through feedback and thematic refinement [26]. The two-stage FGD process employed in 

Fig. 6 was designed to elicit system requirements for DRA.  
 

 
Figure 4.  FGD Scheme in Participatory approach 

 

The first session, Exploratory & Co-Design, gathered inputs on existing problems, 

stakeholder experiences, institutional practices, and desired requirements, enabling participants to 

share challenges, cluster needs into themes, and formulate an initial set of system features and 
structural concepts. Building on these preliminary outputs, the second session, Prioritisation & 

Validation, evaluated feasibility and importance using agreed criteria, during which participants 

negotiated core functionalities, ranked candidate features, and consolidated an implementation. The 

3
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feedback loop between stages ensured that insights from prioritisation informed earlier 

assumptions, thereby strengthening consensus and enhancing the robustness and validity of the 
final requirements. 

 
Table 3. Participant Characteristics 

Stakeholder Group Number of Participants Role in DRAS Development 

Academics 3 Teaching, curriculum, and institutional operations 

Researchers 2 Research and assessment expertise 

Practitioners 2 System implementation and operational experience 

Policymakers 3 Strategic planning and governance 

 
A total of 10 participants in Table 3 representing four stakeholder groups participated in 

the study. The participants were drawn from 3 higher education institutions in Indonesia and 

included academics, researchers, practitioners, and policymakers with experience in digital 
transformation, information systems, higher education management, and policy development. The 

diversity of stakeholder backgrounds was intended to ensure a comprehensive understanding of 

Digital Readiness Assessment System (DRAS) requirements from multiple perspectives. 
Ten participants from three HEIs were purposively selected to participate in the focus 

group discussions. Rather than seeking statistical representativeness, the study aimed to obtain rich 

and context-specific insights from individuals possessing relevant expertise and substantial 

experience in institutional digital transformation. Participants held diverse roles and had direct 
involvement in planning, implementing, managing, or evaluating digitalization initiatives within 

their respective universities. Therefore, the selection strategy prioritized information richness and 

diversity of perspectives to support the exploratory objective of developing a set of stakeholder-
informed requirement domains. 

 

2.6. Thematic analysis and synthesis  

TA is a widely recognised qualitative research strategy for identifying and interpreting 
recurring patterns or themes within a dataset, thereby generating analytical insights and theoretical 

understanding [27]. Its core principles, including systematic coding, iterative theme development, 

analytical refinement, and transparent reporting, align closely with other qualitative approaches, 
particularly discourse analysis, which similarly emphasises the interpretive construction of 

meaning [28]. More specifically, TA involves the identification and interpretation of patterns 

embedded in qualitative data [29]. These patterns, which are interpreted for latent and manifest 
meanings, emerge through careful engagement with the keywords articulated by participants that 

reflect their experiential perspectives and contextual realities [30]. This interpretive engagement 

enables researchers to clarify the underlying structures of meaning within qualitative accounts. 

Building on this methodological foundation, this paper advances a systematic TA framework to 
support the synthesis of participant-generated findings derived from PAR conducted through 

FGDs. The framework is integrated to complement and extend the participatory orientation adopted 

during the earlier research phase within the present study. 
The systematic TA framework comprises six cumulative stages: transcript creation and 

data familiarisation; keyword identification; coding; theme development; conceptual integration; 

and conceptual model construction. Each stage builds on the previous one, enabling a coherent and 
progressive interpretation of qualitative data. Transcript familiarisation supports immersion in the 

dataset, keyword identification captures salient expressions, and coding organises these expressions 

into analytically meaningful categories. Themes are then developed through the consolidation of 

related codes, followed by conceptual integration that clarifies the relationships among keywords, 
codes, and themes [31]. This process ultimately leads to the construction of a conceptual model 

grounded in empirical interpretation. The initial coding process was conducted by the lead 

researcher based on the FGD transcripts and supporting notes. To enhance analytical 
trustworthiness, the resulting codes, categories, and emerging themes were subsequently reviewed 

and discussed with the co-authors through peer-review and consensus-building sessions. Any 

differences in interpretation were resolved through discussion until agreement was reached. Given 

1
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the exploratory nature of the study and the emphasis on collaborative interpretation, formal inter-

coder reliability measures were not applied. 
The framework is described as “systematic” because it follows a sequential analytical logic that 

strengthens internal consistency of interpretation. By making explicit connections between data, 

analytical decisions, and conceptual outcomes, the framework supports methodological rigour and 

facilitates the replicability of findings. It also enables researchers to examine whether interpretive 
judgments remain theoretically coherent and defensible across analytical stages, thereby 

reinforcing the credibility of the inquiry. The process for the TA consisted of the following steps: 

1. Transcription, Familiarization with the Data, and Selection of Quotations: As an initial 
analytical foundation, the first step focused on the meticulous transcription of all FGDs 

recordings to ensure the accurate preservation of participants’ expressions, and contextual 

nuances. Following transcription, the research team engaged in an iterative familiarization 
process, repeatedly reading the transcripts to achieve a comprehensive understanding of the 

data corpus. Throughout this stage, analytical attention was deliberately directed toward 

participant statements that articulated collective reflections, and contrasting viewpoints 

emerging from the participatory process. Salient quotations were carefully selected to retain 
the authenticity of participants’ voices for subsequent analytical stages. 

2. Selection of Keywords: Building upon the preliminary familiarisation with the data, the 

second step involved the interpretive identification of keywords embedded within participants’ 
narratives. Keywords were defined as salient terms or phrases that encapsulated core ideas, 

perceptions, or meanings recurrently expressed during the FGDs. Rather than relying on 

frequency-based criteria, the selection process prioritised contextual relevance and analytical 

significance. Through a recursive review of the transcripts, the research team refined the 
keyword set to ensure that it accurately reflected participants’ perspectives while remaining 

analytically manageable. This step enabled the transformation of raw textual data into focused 

analytical units. 
3. Coding: Following the identification of keywords, the analysis progressed to the systematic 

coding stage. At this point, selected keywords and associated quotations were organised into 

preliminary codes. Coding was conducted in an iterative and reflexive manner, allowing 
emerging insights to inform ongoing refinement. During this stage, codes were continuously 

compared or differentiated to enhance conceptual clarity. This structured categorisation 

facilitated a deeper analytical engagement with the data and established a robust foundation 

for subsequent thematic development. 
4. Theme Development: Once a stable coding structure had been established, the analysis 

advanced to the development of themes. This step involved the interpretive synthesis of 

interrelated codes into broader thematic constructs. Themes were not treated as mere 
aggregations of codes but were critically examined for coherence, distinctiveness, and 

empirical grounding. Through iterative comparison between themes, codes, and original 

transcripts, the research team ensured that each theme meaningfully represented shared 
experiential dimensions articulated during the participatory process. This step marked the 

transition from categorical organisation to higher-order conceptual interpretation. 

5. Conceptualization Through Interpretation of Keywords, Codes, and Themes: With the 

thematic structure in place, the analysis moved toward an integrative phase of 
conceptualisation. In this step, the relationships among keywords, codes, and themes were 

systematically examined to identify underlying conceptual linkages. Rather than interpreting 

themes in isolation, this stage emphasised relational analysis, focusing on how themes 
interacted, reinforced, or contextualised one another within the broader participatory 

framework. Through sustained analytical reflection and theoretical sensitivity, preliminary 

analytical assertions were articulated, ensuring that interpretations remained both empirically 

grounded and conceptually coherent. 
6. Development of Conceptual Model: As the culmination of the systematic TA framework, the 

final step involved the structured development of a conceptual model that synthesised the 

integrated analytical insights. Drawing directly from the interpretive relationships established 
in the preceding stage, the model was constructed to represent the key themes and their 

3
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interconnections in a coherent and theoretically informed manner. This conceptual model 

extends beyond a descriptive summary of findings by offering an analytically grounded 
representation of the phenomena under investigation. By systematically translating interpretive 

insights into a structured conceptual form, this final step completed the analytical process and 

provided a robust foundation for subsequent discussion and interpretation. 
 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

3.1. Outcomes of the Participatory Action Research Process 

Firstly, the brainstorming stage provided an exploratory platform for stakeholders to 

articulate existing challenges, unmet needs, and expectations regarding a DRA system, this was 

provided in Table 4. Participants, representing academic, practitioner, research, and policy 

domains, engaged in group-based discussions to identify problems associated with current 
assessment practices and to propose potential system capabilities [32]. Across groups, several 

recurring issues emerged, including fragmented data management, reliance on manual evaluation 

procedures, limited analytical support, and the absence of standardised assessment criteria. 
Participants emphasised the need for an integrated system capable of automating scoring processes, 

supporting multi-level user management, enabling analytical dashboards, and maintaining 

longitudinal data for continuous monitoring. 

 
Table 4. Initial Systems Requirement Categories 

Requirement Area Example Needs Identified Level of Requirement Dominant Stakeholder Group 

Data Management 
1. Integrated database 

2. longitudinal storage 
Very High Researchers, Policymakers 

Assessment Process 
1. Automated scoring  

2. standardized metrics 
Very High Academics, Practitioners 

Analytics 
1. Dashboards 

2. performance indicators 
High Researchers, Policymakers 

Governance 
1. Policy alignment 

2. approval workflows 
High Policymakers, Executives 

User Management 1. Multi-level access control Medium Practitioners, Administrators 

Reporting 
1. Customizable reports 

2. benchmarking outputs 
Medium Academics, Policymakers 

Technical Infrastructure 
1. System integration 

2. scalability 
Medium IT Practitioners 

Usability 
1. Intuitive interface 

2. Training support 
High Practitioners 

 

Stakeholder perspectives on system requirements are summarised according to their key 

concerns and desired capabilities, which are illustrated in Table 5. Academics emphasise evaluation 
rigour and require a valid measurement framework, while practitioners focus on operational 

feasibility supported by user-friendly workflows. Researchers prioritise data quality and advanced 

analytics, whereas policymakers highlight strategic alignment and the need for decision-support 
features [33].  

 
Table 5. Stakeholder Perspectives for requirement of system 

Stakeholder Group Key Concerns Desired System Capabilities 

Academics Evaluation rigor Valid measurement framework 

Practitioners Operational feasibility User-friendly workflows 

Researchers Data quality Advanced analytics 

Policymakers Strategic alignment Decision-support features 

 

The first stakeholder engagement cycle focused on requirement elicitation and 
brainstorming activities. Participants identified key functionalities, challenges, and expectations for 

a Digital Readiness Assessment System (DRAS). The outcomes of this action phase were 

synthesised into a set of preliminary requirement categories, as presented in Table 4. The 
preliminary requirement categories identified during the first cycle were subsequently presented to 

stakeholders in a second engagement cycle. This stage served as an intervention and validation 

process, during which participants reviewed, refined, prioritised, and ranked the proposed 

1
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requirements. The resulting stakeholder perspectives and prioritisation outcomes are summarised in 

Table 5. 
Moreover, Table 4 presents system requirements organised into thematic domains along 

with their descriptions, representative requirements, and sources of input. Data management and 

assessment processes focus on handling the assessment lifecycle and conducting evaluations 

through indicators and scoring models. Analytics and reporting emphasise result interpretation 
through dashboards and trend analysis, while governance support ensures policy alignment and 

compliance monitoring. Technical infrastructure and user interaction address system performance, 

integration, accessibility, and usability to support effective implementation across stakeholders. To 
enhance transparency, illustrative examples of the coding and theme development process are 

presented in Table 5. The table demonstrates how representative stakeholder statements were 

translated into initial codes, synthesised into themes, and subsequently mapped to the final 
requirement domains. 

 
Table 6. Illustrative Examples of the Thematic Analysis Process 

Sample Quote Initial Code Category Final Theme 

Assessment data are stored in different systems and difficult to 

monitor over time. 

Data 

fragmentation 
Data handling Data Management 

Scoring should be automated and based on standard indicators. 
Automated 

assessment 

Assessment 

workflow 

Assessment 

Processes 

Leaders need visual summaries and trend monitoring. 
Dashboard 

requirement 

Performance 

analysis 

Analytics & 

Reporting 

Assessment results should support compliance and policy 

implementation. 
Policy compliance 

Governance 

mechanism 

Governance 

Support 

Different users require different access privileges and simple 

interfaces. 
Role-based access User experience User Interaction 

 

The identified requirements were supported by recurring stakeholder concerns expressed 
during the discussions. For example, in Table 6, one participant noted that “assessment data are 

currently scattered across multiple systems, making it difficult to track institutional progress over 

time,” highlighting the importance of data integration and management. Another participant 
emphasised that “leaders need a simple dashboard that can quickly show readiness status and 

trends,” reflecting the need for analytics and reporting capabilities. 

 
Table 7. Thematic Organization of System Requirements 

Theme / Domain Description Representative Requirements Origin of Inputs 

Data Management 

Management of 

assessment data 

lifecycle 

Data integration, storage, historical tracking All groups 

Assessment Processes 
Mechanisms for 

conducting evaluations 
Indicators, scoring models, benchmarks Academics, Practitioners 

Analytics & Reporting 
Interpretation and 

visualization of results 
Dashboards, trend analysis, reports 

Researchers, 

Policymakers 

Governance Support 
Alignment with 

institutional policies 
Approval workflows, compliance monitoring Policymakers 

Technical 

Infrastructure 

System performance and 

interoperability 
Scalability, integration with existing systems IT Practitioners 

User Interaction 
Accessibility and 

usability features 
Interface design, training support Practitioners 

 

The six domains presented in Table 7 represent the thematic organisation of stakeholder-

derived requirements rather than detailed software specifications. Each domain consolidates 
multiple functional and non-functional requirements identified during the participatory process and 

provides a structured basis for subsequent prioritisation and future DRAS development. 

 
Table 8. Interim Prioritization of Requirement Domains 

Theme / Domain Relevance to Objectives Feasibility Strategic Impact Interim Priority Level 

Data Management Very High High Very High Critical 

Assessment Processes Very High Medium High Critical 

Analytics & Reporting High Medium High High 

Governance Support High Medium Very High High 

3
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Technical Infrastructure Medium High Medium Medium 

User Interaction Medium High Medium Medium 

 

The interim prioritisation in Table 8 evaluates requirement domains based on relevance to 
objectives, feasibility, and strategic impact. Data management and assessment processes are 

classified as critical due to their very high relevance and impact despite varying feasibility levels 

[34]. Analytics and reporting, along with governance support, are assigned high priority as they 
contribute significantly to decision-making and policy alignment. Technical infrastructure and user 

interaction receive medium priority, reflecting their supportive but essential role in system 

implementation. Additionally, Participants were asked to individually rank the identified 

requirement domains based on their perceived importance. The resulting rankings were aggregated 
and subsequently discussed during the group session to achieve consensus on the final prioritisation 

presented in Table 9. 

Following the focus group discussions, all ten participants independently evaluated each of 
the six domains using the Urgency–Seriousness–Growth (USG) prioritization method [35]. Each 

domain was assessed against the criteria of urgency, seriousness, and growth using a five-point 

scale ranging from 1 to 5. For interpretive purposes, the numerical ratings were categorized into 

qualitative degrees, with 1 indicating Very Low, 2 Low, 3 Moderate, 4 High, and 5 Very High. All 
participants assessed all six domains, and the resulting scores were aggregated to determine the 

relative priority ranking of the domains. 

 
Table 9. Final Ranking of Requirement Domains 

Rank Requirement Domain Priority Level Rationale for Priority 

1 Data Management Very High Foundation for reliable assessment 

2 Assessment Processes Very High Core evaluation functionality 

3 Analytics & Reporting High Enables actionable insights 

4 Governance Support High Aligns results with decision-making 

5 User Interaction Medium Supports usability and adoption 

6 Technical Infrastructure Medium Enables system performance 

 
Table 9 illustrates the final ranking orders of requirement domains according to their 

priority levels and underlying rationale. Data management and assessment processes occupy the 

top positions due to their fundamental role in ensuring reliable and functional evaluation. Analytics 

reporting and governance support follow as high-priority domains because they enable insight 
generation and decision alignment. User interaction and technical infrastructure are ranked as 

medium priority, reflecting their importance in supporting usability and system performance rather 

than core assessment functions. 
The six requirement domains identified in this study are broadly consistent with prior 

digital readiness and digital transformation research, which frequently emphasises technological 

infrastructure, data management, governance, and user-related factors as key determinants of 

organisational digital capability. However, unlike many existing readiness models that focus 
primarily on measurement dimensions or maturity assessment, the present study adopts a 

requirements-oriented perspective by identifying stakeholder-derived system requirements for 

DRAS development. This distinction extends existing work by linking digital readiness concepts 
with requirements elicitation and prioritisation processes. 

The results collectively address the four research questions of this study. RQ1 is addressed 

through the identification of key requirements for a Digital Readiness Assessment System (DRAS). 
RQ2 is reflected in the stakeholder perspectives, validation, prioritisation, and ranking processes. 

RQ3 is addressed through the synthesis of stakeholder inputs into structured requirement domains. 

Finally, RQ4 is demonstrated through the participatory stakeholder engagement process, which 

facilitated collaborative refinement, consensus-building, and requirement development throughout 
the study.  

 

 
 

1
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3.2 Theoretical, Practical Implications, and Limitations 

 The findings extend existing digital readiness assessment literature by demonstrating that 
readiness assessment should not be viewed solely as a measurement activity but also as a socio-

technical information system design challenge. Previous studies have predominantly focused on 

readiness indicators, maturity levels, and evaluation metrics. In contrast, this study identifies the 

underlying system requirements necessary to operationalise digital readiness assessment in 
institutional settings. Furthermore, the participatory approach adopted in this study highlights the 

value of integrating multiple stakeholder perspectives during requirement elicitation. The resulting 

six-domain structure reflects a broader understanding of digital readiness that encompasses 
technical, organisational, governance, analytical, and user-centred considerations. This 

interdisciplinary perspective strengthens the relevance of the proposed framework across 

information systems, digital transformation, organisational management, and higher education 
research. Practically, the framework provides guidance for institutions seeking to design or procure 

digital readiness assessment systems that support evidence-based planning, governance, and 

continuous improvement initiatives. 

This study has several limitations. First, the findings were derived from stakeholders within 
Indonesian higher education institutions and therefore may not fully represent the diversity of 

digital transformation contexts in other countries or sectors. Second, the study focused on 

requirement elicitation and conceptual development rather than the implementation and evaluation 
of an operational Digital Readiness Assessment System (DRAS). Third, the qualitative nature of 

the study prioritised depth of understanding over statistical generalisation. Future research should 

validate the proposed framework across different institutional settings and examine its 

effectiveness through system development and empirical implementation. 
 

3.3 Originality and Contribution 

The originality of this study lies not in proposing another digital readiness measurement model, but 
in reframing digital readiness asses sment as a system design problem. Existing studies have 

largely concentrated on determining readiness levels and assessment indicators. In contrast, this 

research investigates the underlying requirements needed to develop Digital Readiness Assessment 
Systems capable of supporting continuous monitoring, governance, analytics, and organisational 

learning. By combining participatory action research, stakeholder engagement, and thematic 

requirement synthesis, the study introduces an alternative perspective for future digital readiness 

research and system development. 
 

4. CONCLUSION 

This study proposed a participatory approach to generating system requirements for a DRA 
by integrating PAR with two-stage FGDs and TA. The approach enabled stakeholders with diverse 

roles to collaboratively articulate problems, expectations, and priorities, resulting in contextually 

grounded requirements rather than externally imposed criteria. The findings show that DR for 
assessment systems is multidimensional and socio-technical, spanning governance, infrastructure, 

human capacity, data management, organisational culture, and mechanisms for evaluation and 

continuous improvement. Together, these domains highlight how readiness should be viewed as an 

ongoing organisational capability rather than a static technological state. The involvement of 
stakeholders with diverse backgrounds enriched the discussion and contributed to a more 

comprehensive understanding of digital readiness requirements. By translating stakeholder themes 

into requirement domains and design principles, the research offers a structured foundation for the 
development of decision-support systems. The findings provide a conceptual foundation for the 

development of Digital Readiness Assessment Systems within Indonesian higher education 

institutions and may offer transferable insights for institutions facing similar digital transformation 

challenges. Future studies are encouraged to validate and refine the identified requirement domains 
in different organisational and national contexts. 

This study advances information systems research by showing how participatory 

approaches generate context-sensitive system requirements and by framing DRA as a dynamic 
socio-technical process. Practically, it provides guidance for HE institutions to evaluate and 

3
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strengthen readiness for digital assessment initiatives. Future studies can validate the study across 

diverse contexts, develop operational instruments grounded in the identified domains, and assess 
system effectiveness in supporting DT outcomes. Although focused on Indonesia, the socio-

technical domains identified indicate broader relevance for institutions confronting similar DT 

challenges worldwide and across varied educational systems. 
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