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Accountability, rule of law and trust are at a continuous turbulent state that serve as the foundation of peace, justice and
strong institutions categorised as the SDG 16. The inconsistency of such factors contributes to the global polycrisis of
instability, birthing corruption and mismanagement. Thus, with such an environment conjured, institutions cannot mandate
sustainable cities and communities of SDG 11, which ultimately break down the vital state-citizen relationship. Continuously,
quantitative data research has revealed that the introduction of integrating information and communications technology (ICT)
into the political realm will promote transparency, reinforce better trust mechanisms, and contribute to anti-corruption
attempts. This particular paper explored two different regions, India and European countries executing the transformation of
e-governance while revealing the extent of successes of maintaining both SDG 16 and SDG 11 goals as well as the challenges
faced by both regions. It is imperative to understand that strong institutions and the performance style in which to manage
their unique society have not been perfected, for there are always different multifaceted factors such as circumstances
presented by histories of the regions as well as the dynamics instilled and practiced by the government and people based on
preferences to use. Thus, with expectations, functioning governing bodies should be able to sustain their societies, ensure
transparent justice and safety, and curate mandates for the betterment of the civil. Thus, this paper concludes such findings of
the specific method of integrating ICTs in attempts to bridge the existing disconnect experienced by multiple institutions.

Highlights:

● Digital governance aims to rebuild public trust through transparency and institutional accountability.
● India’s model prioritizes top-down service delivery and anti-corruption, while Europe emphasizes participatory co-creation.
● Linking SDG 16 (strong institutions) with SDG 11 (inclusive cities) reveals governance gaps at the urban level.
● Digital divides, transparency paradox, and limited citizen agency challenge real inclusion in e-governance.
● A shift from administrative transparency to citizen empowerment requires legal safeguards, data rights, and digital literacy.
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Introduction

It has become increasingly clear lately that in the context of rapid urbanization, accountability, openness, and trust from
society are becoming critical for city authorities (Harkness & Katz, 2016; Pickup, 2024). Cities, as key centers of
administrative and demographic life, often face such problems as, for example, corruption, lack of transparency, and
alienation of citizens from decision-making. Undoubtedly, this not only weakens the democratic foundations of city
governance but also reduces its effectiveness (Mupandanyama, 2023; Transparency International, n.d.).
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It is our deep conviction that Goals 16 and 11 of the Sustainable Development Agenda, aimed at ensuring "peace, justice, and
strong institutions" and “sustainable cities and communities,” respectively (United Nations, 2015; United Nations Department
of Economic and Social Affairs, n.d.), are particularly relevant in this context. The main thing is that the first emphasizes the
importance of combating corruption, increasing transparency, and engaging citizens at all levels of government, and the
second one reinforces it in the more communal context. Namely, the aforementioned task of SDG 16 is especially important
in cities, where the interaction between citizens and government is most direct and intense. Although this goal is global, we
believe that achieving it requires local solutions, as each city has its own unique institutional, political, and cultural
characteristics that influence the implementation and reception of transparency initiatives.

Another challenge in city governance is the bureaucratic procedures and often inconsistent accountability systems that city
authorities are trying to combat. Of course, such institutional deficiencies only increase public mistrust, especially among
vulnerable and marginalized groups who feel excluded from decision-making processes (Bertsou, 2019). In countries like
India, institutional closures are often rooted in colonial administrative systems and are exacerbated by a lack of resources and
uneven development of digital infrastructure (Panda & Kumar, 2025; Vision IAS, 2024). At the same time, in many European
cities, the decline in trust is not so much due to corruption as to the gap between government actions and the daily needs of
the population (Bertsou, 2019).

As a response to these challenges, digital governance is gaining popularity. It is part of the world's transition to the sixth
technological paradigm and, in the urban context, uses open databases, blockchain technologies, and platforms for citizen
feedback. The long-term use of these tools in some cities and countries has already proven that they can improve governance
by increasing transparency and inclusiveness, which, in turn, strengthens public trust in government, simplifies access to
information, and optimizes service delivery (OECD, 2020; World Bank, 2021).

However, it is obvious that the effectiveness of such digital solutions strongly depends on the specific conditions in which
they are implemented. For example, the cities of Tallinn and Helsinki have made impressive progress in the digitalization of
governance thanks to significant investments in sustainable technologies and high digital literacy of the population (Estonian
Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communications, 2022; Government of Finland, n.d.; UN-Habitat, 2020; UN-Habitat et
al., 2022). On the other hand, cities in India, despite attempts to introduce anti-corruption platforms (Nandy and Kumar,
2025), face problems of digital inequality and bureaucratic resistance (Panda and Kumar, 2025).

Problem Statement and Research Objectives

Despite the significant potential of digital tools, a gap between the promise of technological solutions and the reality remains
in urban governance around the world. This problem gives rise to a key issue known as the ‘transparency paradox.’ One
leading view explains this paradox through the lens of instrumental incentives: corrupt or institutionally weak governments
voluntarily join transparency initiatives not so much out of a genuine desire for reform but to gain reputational benefits such
as access to international aid or increased political legitimacy (David-Barrett & Okamura, 2013). However, this reputational
approach is not the only explanation. An alternative view shifts the focus from external incentives to internal dynamics,
arguing that pressure from below is often the key driver of change. According to this approach, an active and organized civil
society can force governments to increase transparency by using international initiatives as a tool for increasing domestic
accountability (Isaksson, 2015). In this case, the main motivation is not the pursuit of international approval but the result of
domestic political struggle.

This theoretical dilemma directly affects our comparative analysis. In Indian cities, the adoption of digital platforms can be
both a façade for external benefits and a concession to internal pressures, while ill-considered technology adoption risks
creating digital inequalities (Panda & Kumar, 2025; Bertot et al., 2010). In European cities, even bottom-up reforms face an
“e-governance paradox,” where technological solutions do not automatically increase trust (Otieno & Omwenga, 2016).
A key research challenge, therefore, is the lack of understanding of which of these drivers—external reputational gain or
internal civic pressure—and in what combination, determines the trajectory and success of digital governance in different
institutional contexts.
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To address this multifaceted challenge, this study sets out to undertake a number of interrelated objectives. First, the paper
aims to analyze the theoretical foundations underlying digital governance as a tool for enhancing transparency and trust.
Building on this foundation, the study will proceed to its main objective: conducting an in-depth comparative analysis of
specific digital governance initiatives in selected cities in India and Europe.

The third objective is to assess the actual impact of these initiatives on the level of institutional transparency, accountability,
and citizen trust. Finally, the findings of this study are concluded by pointing out the spheres of development of contextually
informed recommendations for policymakers and practitioners on how to better use digital tools to strengthen urban
governance.

Thematic Literature Review

The transparency and accountability of urban institutions are essential to achieving Sustainable Development Goal 16, which
focuses on reducing corruption and building effective, inclusive institutions. In response to persistent governance challenges,
cities have increasingly turned to digital tools—such as open data platforms and participatory applications—to address
institutional gaps and rebuild public trust. This literature review highlights key areas of focus, including anti-corruption
mechanisms in urban India and Europe, the role of digital tools in promoting citizen trust, and comparative frameworks that
support cross-regional policy learning.

DIGITAL AND ANTI-CORRUPTION MECHANISMS

In Indian cities, there are digitized service delivery focused on reducing petty corruption. An example is Karnataka's e-
Governance projects that demonstrated a reduction of bribery and increased efficiency, especially in licensing and municipal
services (Chakraborty & Pandey, 2020). In Mumbai, transparency portals enabled real-time public access to civic contracts,
increasing public audit interventions by almost 50% (Bose & Dey, 2022). Despite having an improvement, scholars still
support that these tools only benefit urban elites and so hinder equitable access especially in peri-urban areas (Kumar, 2023).

European cities have leveraged more advanced technological environments to integrate anti-corruption tools. For example,
Tallinn, the capital of Estonia, has a blockchain-based public contract system that offers unchangeable records, reducing
procurement fraud risks (Tatar & Kalvet, 2021). Moreover, Helsinki, capital of Finland, has an open Ahjo platform that
enhances transparency by providing real-time legislative data, strengthening public scrutiny (Lindgren et al., 2019). Critically,
institutional readiness influences its success, not only technology indicating advanced digital systems fail where institutional
accountability strategies are weak (Tummers et al., 2022). This highlights a research contrast between European and Indian
urban governance outcomes.

PUBLIC TRUST AND PARTICIPATORY TECHNOLOGY

Digital participation has emerged as a tool for building trust. Public trust in Indian cities remains divided as the platform like
MyGov struggles with inclusivity and at the same time encourages civic dialogue (Sharma & Bawa, 2021). The exclusion of
marginalized groups that face digital literacy barriers and low-income groups risks deepening existing governance divides in
urban areas.

On the other hand, European cities stress on participatory governance where everyone is required to take part in public
decision making. For instance, Amsterdam’s Open Stad and Helsinki’s Decidim are proof that transparent and inclusive
citizen and noncitizen engagement correlates with higher institutional trust (Linders et al., 2023). However, Bannister and
Connolly (2021) argue that institutional action on citizen feedback is required for information access. Therefore, to build
trust, transparency initiatives must be coupled with good governance. This study is significant in India, where rapid
urbanization outgrows institutional response.
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COMPARATIVE URBAN GOVERNANCE AND GAPS IN THE LITERATURE

In India, the Smart Cities Mission has emphasized the modernization of infrastructure and the introduction of digital
platforms like the India Urban Data Exchange and Mahiti Kanaja to promote transparency in public service delivery.
However, many of these tools function in a top-down manner, often driven by state or national agencies rather than city-level
democratic engagement (Kumar & Prakash, 2019). 

In contrast, European cities tend to frame digital governance as a citizen-centered process. For instance, Amsterdam’s City
Data Lab and the “Right to Challenge” initiative empower citizens not only to access data but also to actively shape local
policy outcomes (Linders et al., 2023). These initiatives reflect a governance culture grounded in subsidiarity, where
municipal institutions are granted considerable autonomy in decision-making and innovation. Additionally, platforms like
Helsinki’s open budgeting system and Tallinn’s blockchain-based registries are examples of how technological design is
aligned with broader institutional trust mechanisms (European Commission, 2022).

From a theoretical lens, the principal-agent model helps frame how digital tools reduce information asymmetry between
citizens (principals) and public officials (agents), thereby curbing opportunities for corruption (Janssen et al., 2012).
Similarly, the trust-as-legitimacy theory posits that trust emerges not just from procedural openness but from the consistent
responsiveness of institutions (Bannister & Connolly, 2021). Applying these frameworks comparatively, however, reveals
that even technologically advanced platforms can fail when the institutional culture resists citizen empowerment—a
challenge seen in both Indian and certain European cases.

Despite a growing body of work on digital governance and urban innovation, there is a clear gap in comparative, cross-
regional analysis. Most studies focus either on single-city innovations or national-level digital programs, without adequately
linking municipal strategies in the Global South and North. Few have investigated how cities operationalize SDG 16 targets,
particularly in relation to transparency and trust, using real-world case studies. This paper contributes to closing that gap by
providing a comparative review of selected Indian and European cities, examining not only the tools they deploy but also the
institutional ecosystems that enable or constrain their effectiveness.

Methodological Overview

Examining the fundamental relationships between governments and citizens in both India and Europe is crucial to
comprehending the challenges of incorporating technology into digital governance. A qualitative comparative approach will
be used to capture these subtleties, enabling a precise and contextualized examination of the major determinants of
governance. By considering the institutional and sociopolitical factors that influence the use of digital tools, this method
makes it possible to identify significant trends and distinctions between the two regions.

This study will examine the underlying reasons of corruption and assess the efficacy of countermeasures by utilizing a variety
of qualitative data sources, such as published research findings and expert consensus. These revelations are essential to
comprehending the formation of public trust in governance structures. According to this theory, political outcomes are the
results of government initiatives to resolve conflicts between conflicting interests while guaranteeing the equitable and
effective allocation of resources. Since economic inequality and inequities have a big impact on how the public views
legitimacy and efficacy, special attention is paid to how these issues are handled. The study intends to demonstrate the
connection between enhanced governance performance and anti-corruption initiatives by analyzing these dynamics.

The government will be better equipped to handle civil unrest, resource shortages, and environmental issues as well as make
strategic investments in important institutions like education if it can remain consistent and deliver its services in an
organized manner. The foundation for more extensive change, such as the transition to a digital state, is laid by effective
governance in these domains. The government can improve accountability and openness by adopting new technologies. This
advancement promotes long-term development objectives while also bolstering institutional trust. In the end, a responsive and
well-coordinated government is better equipped to address the demands of the populace and promote sustainable progress in a
world that is becoming more digitally connected.
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Continuously, information obtained will explain challenges faced by integration, such as justice isolation, social engagement,
and disintegration that reveal the people's trust and attitudes towards their governments. A historical overview will be
particularly included to highlight unique challenges and conflicts that arose from the cultural and social status quo. Hence,
findings will give insight into possible methods that India can adapt , such as strong institutional frameworks, according to
their governing style, that ensure proper regulations. This includes the values of accountability and delivering operational
continuity actions as well as the consequences of such changes.

Moreover, it is important to emphasize that this research does not romanticize the digitalization of cities and their institutions.
While European cities have made significant strides in adopting digital technologies, they continue to confront complex and
evolving challenges associated with these advancements. Recognizing both the opportunities and limitations of digital
governance provides a balanced foundation for the analysis. 

Core Findings

As urban governance becomes increasingly complex, governments are turning to digital tools to enhance transparency,
accountability, and citizen engagement. This section explores in detail the key initiatives in India and select international
cities that illustrate how digital systems are being deployed to strengthen public trust and improve administrative
responsiveness.

INDIAN CASES

The Public Finance Management System was launched in the late 2000s and has been of great use in tracking disbursements
for social sector schemes all over India. It is connected to banks via a real‑time portal that enables monitoring of funds from
the central government to beneficiaries at district and individual levels (PFMS, 2025). This system integrated pension and
ration disbursements digitally as evident in Andhra Pradesh’s Krishna district hence a reduction in leakages (IMF, 2024).
India’s centralized Public Grievance Redress and Monitoring System (CPGRAMS) has captured eyes across the
commonwealth for its impact (Business Standard, April 2024). The state‑level Integrated Grievance Redressal System
resolved most of the complaints filed by care‑seekers with disabilities in Uttar Pradesh, demonstrating speed and transparency
(Times of India, Jun 2025). 

Integrated Command and Control Centres (ICCCs) run over 80 cities aggregating data from traffic, sanitation, CCTV,
utilities, and public securities (Indian Express, 2022; Noida IAS Update, 2025). Pune and Bengaluru operate Smart City
Command Centres with numerous sensors, emergency call boxes, dashboards, and real‑time analytics (LinkedIn/Pune; PC
Mohan/Bengaluru). During the COVID‑19 pandemic, 45 such centres were rapidly repurposed into war‑rooms for tracking,
helpline coordination, and logistics support (PMC NCBI, 2022; Economic Times, 2020). Several cities have integrated
ICCCs into municipal budgets or adopted self‑sustaining models despite the end of central funding in March 2025 (Hindustan
Times, May 2025).

The Swachhata App, launched under the Swachh Bharat Mission by the Ministry of Housing and Urban Affairs (MoHUA),
enables citizens to register sanitation-related grievances via a geo-tagged, time-stamped mobile interface. Citizens can track
the status of their complaints, view before-and-after resolution images, and interact with municipal officials, ensuring
accountability and responsiveness (Janaagraha, 2024). As of 2024, over 27 million complaints have been registered with a
reported resolution rate of over 93% across 4,500+ cities (Janaagraha, 2024).

The e-Municipality Project, part of the National e-Governance Plan, focuses on digitising core urban local body services such
as property tax, water billing, trade licences, and grievance redressal. By allowing online service delivery, status tracking, and
structured workflows, it reduces physical interaction, minimizes corruption, and improves service transparency (BANotes,
2024).
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The MyGov Portal, which was launched in July 2014 and is overseen by the National Informatics Centre, serves as a primary
platform for citizen engagement and consultation. Research conducted by Banerjee (2021) characterizes MyGov as an
example of open innovation—where ministries and citizens collaboratively develop policy inputs, thus enhancing the
participatory and transparent nature of governance processes. Singh and Kaushik (2020) emphasize how MyGov has
institutionalized direct contributions from citizens and centralized public discourse among governmental departments.
Nevertheless, empirical evaluations (The Hindu Centre, 2021) reveal a limited engagement in essential policy drafts: only
approximately 8% of the discussions hosted were related to pre-legislative drafts, and only 11 out of 60 ministries were
involved, indicating a tendency towards selective transparency (The Hindu Centre, 2021).

EUROPEAN CASES

The City of Amsterdam is leading the digital initiatives in Europe by incorporating ICT into, not only the government, but
also towards the civil sector (Digital Cities: Amsterdam’s Ecosystem of Cooperation, n.d.; Netherlands - Digital Economy,
2024). This reflects the continuous progress of successfully strengthening the State-Citizen relationship as it incorporates
research institutions as well, and collectively addresses various issues. It has been stated that Amsterdam collaborated with
multinational ICT companies resolving conflicts and secrecy to cooperation and transparency which too revealed
accountability (Digital Cities: Amsterdam’s Ecosystem of Cooperation, n.d.). According to the city’s second Digital Agenda
2023/2026, the core principles of believing in “A Digital City that is human, reliable and future proof”. Furthermore, another
ongoing initiative that is recognised as Amsterdam InChange, used to be known as Amsterdam Smart City that was birthed in
2017 (ITA, 2025), prioritises the residences' and users’ of these cities interests and engagement through the tools, data and
technology (ASC, 2025). As indicated in the methodology, the government’s ability to sustain consistency with thorough
organisation, will have a greater chance to transform into a digital state and secure transparency through technological
advancements. Consequently, this initiative has created a trust mechanism resulting in a cohesive environment in which
citizens’ participation is the foundation platform where exchanging valuable and knowledgeable information with one
another, to improve the city, takes place.

Similarly in Finland’s Helsinki, reputable for the self-organised communities, integrates ICTs to generate quality rich
“community activities and environment” (Horelli, Saad-Sulonen, Wallin and Botero, 2013) through various initiatives. Thus,
Finland’s e-planning has intersected “urban planning and community development” (Horelli, Saad-Sulonen, Wallin and
Botero, 2013) through the Learning-based framework, which enhance further the participation and flow of the state-citizen
relationship regarding the daily life within the city. Continuously, Finland has invested the most in quantum computing
research in comparison to other European countries to sustain the pace of technological developments around the world and
within its country (ITA, 2025).

Estonia's capital city of Tallinn is regarded as one of the world's best examples of digital administration. Tallinn has improved
accountability and openness by implementing digital technologies at every level of urban service delivery as part of the e-
Estonia initiative. X-Road, a secure data exchange network that links more than 900 public and commercial bodies and
allows for real-time information sharing while protecting data privacy, is an essential part of this infrastructure (e-Estonia
Briefing Centre, 2023). This innovation lowers the possibility of corruption and minimizes bureaucracy. Furthermore,
blockchain technology has been integrated into public procurement procedures, allowing contracts and financial records to be
securely stored with time stamps. This improves auditability for oversight and civil society organizations (Tatar & Kalvet,
2021). Despite being a national program, e-Residency has a big urban influence on Tallinn since it makes it possible for non-
residents to communicate with local authorities, create enterprises, and obtain legal services—all of which promote
transnational transparency (Digital Nations Report, 2024). In keeping with EU digital goals, the city also runs a
comprehensive Open Data Portal that provides access to municipal data on zoning, transportation, and budgets. This makes it
possible for people, NGOs, and journalists to hold local government officials responsible (City of Tallinn, 2024). In
accordance with EU anti-corruption and inclusion directives, Tallinn stresses digital inclusion by providing ICT training for
elderly persons and rural immigrants, even in the face of widespread e-service penetration (Estonia Digital Strategy, 2023).
These initiatives offer as an example of a governance approach in which technology enhances democratic engagement by
enabling citizens to actively observe the government rather than being passively watched. Tallinn thus exemplifies how smart
urban systems can foster both efficiency and civic empowerment. 
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Interpretation and Analysis

The digital governance initiatives in India and Europe, while sharing a lexicon of transparency and participation, are
fundamentally expressions of two different state-citizen relationships, shaped by divergent historical contexts and
contemporary challenges. A comparative analysis reveals that these are not merely different tools for similar problems, but
different solutions for entirely different problems altogether. Where Indian digital governance is a story of a post-colonial
state using technology to establish order and transactional trust across a vast, developing nation, the European model is one of
mature democracies leveraging technology to deepen an existing, though sometimes strained, social contract.

This core difference is most evident in the foundational purpose of their flagship initiatives. India’s Public Finance
Management System was born of necessity—a direct, top-down assault on the systemic corruption and financial leakages that
have plagued its welfare state. It is a tool of control, designed to impose accountability where it was historically absent. In
stark contrast, Amsterdam’s "Right to Challenge" initiative emerges not from a crisis of corruption, but from a crisis of
alienation, addressing a perceived gap between a functioning state and the needs of its citizens. The Indian system thus uses
technology to build trust from a low baseline by proving its ability to deliver services honestly, while the Dutch system uses
technology to sustain trust by devolving power and agency to a citizenry that already expects to be heard. One is an
instrument of administrative necessity; the other is an evolution of democratic principle.

This distinction permeates the nature of citizen participation. Where India’s Swachhata App provides a structured, top-down
channel for citizens to report sanitation failures to a central authority, Helsinki's open budgeting platforms or Amsterdam's co-
creation projects invite citizens to define the problem and allocate resources themselves. The Indian citizen is positioned as a
monitor or a service recipient providing feedback to the state, a model evident even in the MyGov portal, where engagement
often stops short of influencing core policy. Conversely, the European citizen is framed as a partner with the state. This
reveals a different understanding of the citizen's role: in India, technology helps them hold a powerful state to account for its
duties, whereas in Europe, it facilitates their active participation in the state’s decision-making processes, a reflection of a
long-standing tradition of subsidiarity and local autonomy.

The very architecture of digital systems reflects this philosophical divide. India's Integrated Command and Control Centres
are centralized hubs of data aggregation and surveillance, designed to give the state a comprehensive view for managing
urban chaos and ensuring security. They are instruments of management and control. This differs fundamentally from the
logic of Tallinn’s X-Road infrastructure. While also a central system, X-Road is designed as a secure, decentralized enabler
of interaction, not just for the state to see, but for all actors—citizens, ministries, and businesses—to exchange data
transparently and securely. The ICCC is an architecture for top-down oversight, born from the need to manage complexity,
while X-Road is an architecture for ecosystem-wide trust, born from a societal consensus on digital rights and transparency.

Finally, this comparative lens reveals different approaches to the inherent risks of digitalization. In India, the "transparency
paradox" of providing information without ceding influence is a major challenge, and the deployment of advanced
technology constantly battles the risk of deepening the digital divide. The solution to digital exclusion is often seen as a
secondary challenge to the primary goal of technological implementation. This contrasts sharply with Tallinn’s proactive
strategy of integrating ICT training for all demographic groups. For Estonia, digital inclusion is not an afterthought but a
prerequisite for the legitimacy of its digital state. It represents a mature understanding that digital governance cannot succeed
if it is not equitable, a principle that carries a far greater weight and complexity in India's vastly more diverse and unequal
socio-economic landscape.

Policy and Practice Recommendations

We think that the following suggestions, which are based on a comparison of digital governance in India and Europe, provide
a way for both parties to learn from one another and create urban governance models that are more open, inclusive, and
successful.
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First and foremost, we believe that a more participatory model of digital governance should replace India's current top-down,
control-oriented approach. Policymakers can create trust that goes beyond service delivery by adopting components of
European frameworks, like Amsterdam's co-creation initiatives. As a result, the relationship between the state and its citizens
shifts from one of administration to one of partnership, encouraging a greater feeling of citizen ownership and active
participation in governance.

However, if a digital governance system engages in social exclusion, it will not be effective. Thus, secondly, in order to
bridge the gap between digitally advanced metropolitan centers and other areas, India must promote digital literacy,
particularly in rural and vulnerable groups, if it hopes to make this new collaboration inclusive. One important lesson from
Estonia's proactive inclusion strategy is that accessible tactics and customized training programs are essential to any
deployment of digital governance, guaranteeing that no person is left behind.

Thirdly, it is our deep conviction that India must abandon a paradigm in which power is still centralized and information is
only accessible if it is to genuinely establish confidence through transparency. The creation of platforms that give people
actual control over policy is the next stage. Passive information portals are unable to create the deep level of institutional
confidence that may be fostered by allowing residents to directly engage in important procedures, such as municipal
budgeting decisions, as demonstrated in Helsinki. Because of this, transparency is no longer a one-way message but rather an
active, two-way roadway.

The risks of data misuse and spying inevitably rise with the depth and decentralization of digitalization. Fourth, in order to
protect its population, India must establish strong institutional and legal protections. Taking inspiration from Europe's
General Data Protection Regulation and the ethical design principles incorporated into Tallinn's digital infrastructure, this
entails creating comprehensive legal frameworks that explicitly enshrine digital rights, data privacy, and algorithmic
accountability.

Fifth, we insist that platforms like MyGov need to be updated. This will help make citizen feedback transparent and useful.
People need to see that their opinions influence policy. Then trust in the system will grow. It is important that citizen
participation is not limited to surveys. It is necessary to show how digital feedback is used in real decisions. This will help
reduce the gap between consultation and action..

Ultimately, it is important to develop a culture of digital citizenship. This is the foundation for sustainable change that goes
beyond technology and politics. To create literate and engaged citizens, India must invest in education. This should focus on
digital rights, responsibilities, and participation. Other steps are needed to reach people of all income and educational levels.
We think that these could include countrywide awareness campaigns, best done in local languages and with the participation
of the communities themselves. Such programs should clearly explain rights, such as freedom of speech and data protection.
But it is also important to talk about responsibilities, such as the need to participate in online discussions.

Conclusion

As a result, this comparison of digital governance in Europe and India shows two different trajectories influenced by different
historical and sociopolitical settings. Although both areas use technology to increase openness and public confidence, their
primary driving forces are very different. Specifically, the majority of India's digital initiatives are a top-down reaction to
structural issues like inefficiency in service delivery and corruption. They serve as instruments of control to impose
responsibility. European models, on the other hand, like those in Tallinn and Amsterdam, come from a history of democratic
cooperation. The goal of these programs is to increase public participation in the actual decision-making process. This is a
significant distinction. One system distributes power to maintain confidence, while the other aims to establish trust by
showcasing skill.

We think that in order for India to advance, it needs to change its digital governance model from one that is control-oriented
to one that is more participative. This calls for a multifaceted approach. In order to close the existing divide between urban
elites and underprivileged communities, it is also imperative to invest in universal digital literacy. Furthermore, in order to
safeguard data privacy and defend digital rights, strong legal frameworks that are modeled after laws like the GDPR must be
developed.

Thus, by embracing a more inclusive and decentralized approach, India can foster a culture of digital citizenship,
transforming its governance landscape into a truly collaborative and transparent ecosystem.
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